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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
FOR FISCAL YEAR 2006

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2, 2005

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room SD-192, Dirksen Sen-
ate Office Building, Hon. Ted Stevens (chairman) presiding.
Present: Senators Stevens, Cochran, Burns, Allard, and Dorgan.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PoOLICY

STATEMENT OF TINA W. JONAS, UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
(COMPTROLLER)

ACCOMPANIED BY ADMIRAL ROBERT F. WILLARD, DIRECTOR, FORCE
STRUCTURE, RESOURCES, AND ASSESSMENTS, OFFICE OF THE
CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning. We’re pleased to have you ap-
pear before us, Ms. Jonas. And I see you're accompanied by Admi-
ral Willard, the Director of the Force Structures, Resources, and
Assessments of the Joint Chiefs. We look forward to your testi-
mony. I appreciated our visit before the hearing.

We remain in some very critical missions around the globe, and
totally involved in this war on terrorism. We are truly grateful for
the commitment of the forces under the Department of Defense,
and their commitment to duty and the values we stand for. We've
received this request for supplemental funding and are reviewing
that request. I had an occasion last night to discuss it with Mem-
bers of the House, also. We’re going to do our best to move as rap-
idly as possible on this request.

This is the first of 10 hearings that we will hold on the total re-
quest of the Department for fiscal year 2006. The President’s re-
quest includes $419.3 billion for the Department of Defense, which
is a 4.8 percent increase over last year.

We will make your statement part of the record in full, Ms.
Jonas, and I would leave room in the record for a statement from
our co-chairman, if he wishes to make one.

Would the chairman of the full committee wish to make a state-
ment?

o))
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I'm glad to be here to help
welcome the Under Secretary and Admiral Willard to the hearing.
We appreciate very much your assistance to our committee’s in-
quiry into the budget request submitted by the administration. We
are very impressed—I'm very impressed with the military’s per-
formance in these very difficult and challenging times in Afghani-
stan, Iraq, the southern Indian Ocean and elsewhere around the
world. I think the military has distinguished itself in a way that
reflects great credit on all of the men and women who serve in the
military, and who support the military directly in the Department
of Defense. We appreciate that good work and the outstanding
bravery and sacrifice of the families, and for all who are contrib-
uting to the successful operations around the world in our behalf.

I also happened to observe a letter I got from a pilot, who was
on the Abraham Lincoln, describing his firsthand impressions of
the relief efforts that were spontaneously provided by our military
forces in the region of the tsunami disaster that struck without
warning and with such great unbelievable damage. The military
forces who were involved voluntarily in reacting to that, and the
leadership provided by the military in some of those areas of the
world, was truly outstanding. And I commend you all who have
had a role in helping make available resources to that operation.

We're interested in understanding the budget request and mak-
ing sure that what we do in terms, of appropriating funds to sup-
port your efforts, continues us on this path toward contributing,
like no one else can, to world peace and security and the protection
of our homeland.

Thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Allard.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WAYNE ALLARD

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I appreciate you al-
lowing me to join you this morning. And I don’t have any opening
comments or anything, and I'll save most of my time for when we
get to the question and comment.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

I would say, to my two colleagues, that Senator Inouye and I had
occasion to visit with Admiral Fargo and listen to him in describing
some of his impressions about the way the commander of the Pa-
cific reacted after the tsunami disasters. And we were very im-
pressed with the total commitment that was made and the swift-
ness of the organization to respond to that terrible incident.

As I said, we have printed your statement in the record. Ms.
Jonas, we’'d be pleased to have your comments.

OPENING STATEMENT OF TINA W. JONAS

Ms. Jonas. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I won’t take
much time here this morning, but just to thank the subcommittee
for inviting us here to discuss the President’s fiscal year 2006 De-
fense budget request.
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As you have noted, the request is $419.3 billion. This is a 4.8
percent increase over the fiscal year 2005 enacted level, and we
look forward to working with you on this request as we move for-
ward, and also appreciate the subcommittee’s consideration of our
fiscal year 2005 supplemental request.

I would simply like to point out a few of the highlights in this
budget. Some of the highlights of this budget include our commit-
ment to supporting the global war on terror. In conjunction with
the supplemental funds, we have included significant funds for
readiness. Our operation and maintenance (O&M) funds are at
$147.8 billion. This is up $11 billion over the fiscal year 2005 en-
acted level. Four billion dollars of that increase directly goes to-
ward readiness. And so, that’s an important feature of the budget.
We've included additional funds for chemical and biological de-
fense. Funding for fiscal year 2006 is $1.6 billion. We added $2.1
billion to the program for fiscal years 2006-2011.

We continue our commitment to the special operations forces
(SOF), sustaining that and including additional personnel, about
1,400 new personnel. And the funding for special operations forces
is about $4.1 billion for fiscal year 2006.

We have included a request for special operations forces reten-
tion funds in this budget, as well as requested some funds in the
fiscal year 2005 supplemental. And I would just note that, since
2001, we’re up 73 percent on our SOF budget, so we continue our
commitment there.

A key feature of this budget is also the restructuring of our
ground forces. As many of you have heard, we have made a com-
mitment to the Army to provide about $48 billion for their
modularity program, using a combination of supplemental and
baseline funds to do that.

I would also note that we have $1.9 billion in the budget to im-
plement the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commis-
sion recommendations, which is very important to restructure our
installations at home. And, in conjunction with that, we are fund-
ing the global posture initiative, about $400 million for that. The
key is that these two initiatives are intertwined, and the BRAC
recommendations will be informed by the global posture initiative.
Under the global posture initiative, we expect to bring home to the
United States (U.S.) about 70,000 military personnel, and about
100,000 families. So that’s very important.

Also key in our investment areas, we are developing joint mili-
tary capabilities. We've got a $78 billion procurement budget, and
this is $3 billion higher than our fiscal year 2005 President’s budg-
et request. I would just note that this is about double what it was
during the mid 1980s, so we continue our investment there. And
procurement does increase over the program plan, reaching $119
billion by 2011.

We continue our commitment to missile defense. We have about
$8.8 billion in the program, and $7.8 billion in the Missile Defense
Agency.

We continue investment in shipbuilding and in aircraft, and I
have some of those details in my prepared statement.

Finally, I'd just like to mention that we have a strong commit-
ment to our military families and our military members. We in-
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creased the base pay by 3.1 percent. We’re increasing our benefits.
For our healthcare benefits, we added $1.6 billion to the defense
health program to make sure that the program is fully funded.

We continue our no-out-of-pocket-cost commitment on basic al-
lowance for housing. Most servicemembers will receive about a 4
percent increase to that allowance in this budget. And we are on
track to fund the elimination of all inadequate housing by 2007.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I just would like to close and, again, thank you. I know you’ve
heard from the Secretary on the fiscal year 2005 supplemental re-
quest, and I'd be happy to answer any questions.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TINA W. JONAS

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, it is my pleasure to be here to discuss
President Bush’s fiscal year 2006 defense budget request. You have received exten-
sive materials on the budget, which I do not want to duplicate in my statement.
Instead I will briefly underscore some of the most important features of our request.

First, I want to thank this committee for its strong support for our men and
women in uniform. We look forward to continuing to work with you to ensure that
our armed forces have everything they need to carry out their difficult and dan-
gerous missions.

The President’s budget request for the Department of Defense (DOD) for fiscal
year 2006 is $419.3 billion in discretionary budget authority, a $19.2 billion increase
(4.8 percent) over the fiscal year 2005 enacted level. Combined with fiscal year 2005
supplemental appropriations, this request includes sufficient funding to sustain the
President’s pledges to defeat global terrorism, restructure America’s armed forces
and global defense posture, develop and field advanced warfighting capabilities, and
take good care of our forces.

SUPPORTING THE GLOBAL WAR ON TERROR

The fiscal year 2006 budget supports the Global War on Terror (GWOT) by keep-
ing U.S. forces combat ready and strengthening our overall defense capabilities.
Readiness is especially critical in this time of war because forces must be prepared
to deploy on short notice. Reflecting this importance, the fiscal year 2006 budget in-
cludes $147.8 billion in Operation and Maintenance (O&M) accounts—where train-
ing, maintenance, and other readiness essentials are funded—nearly $11 billion over
the fiscal year 2005 enacted amount.

Critical to the fight against terror, the President’s plan adds $2.1 billion in fiscal
year 2006-2011 for chemical and biological defense —achieving total funding of $1.6
billion for fiscal year 2006. We sustain our commitment to our Special Operations
Forces (SOF) capabilities, providing $4.1 billion for fiscal year 2006. We are adding
1,200 military personnel, including 4 SEAL platoons, and 200 civilians. We also are
adding $50 million for programs to boost SOF retention. (The fiscal year 2005 sup-
plemental includes $62 million for SOF retention.) Since 2001, our investment in
SOF capabilities is up by $1.7 billion or 73 percent. The budget includes $9.5 billion
for activities related to homeland security—such as detection and protection against
weapons of mass destruction, emergency preparedness and response, and protection
of critical infrastructure.

RESTRUCTURING U.S. FORCES AND GLOBAL DEFENSE POSTURE

The fiscal year 2006 budget provides funding to continue to work to restructure
U.S. forces and our global defense posture and basing.

Restructuring Ground Forces.—The Department has made a major commitment to
restructuring the Army—adding $35billion over 7 years (fiscal year2005-2011) to
the $13 billion in the Army baseline budget. In fiscal year 2005 and fiscal year 2006,
the Department proposes to fund Army restructuring through supplemental appro-
priations because acceleration of this effort is urgent and vital to the war on terror.
The funds requested in supplementals will accelerate the restructuring of the
ground forces moving into the theater and reset those forces rotating out of theater.
This effort will expand the operating combat force of the Army—making our forces
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more effective in the Global War on Terror and reducing the demand and strain on
our military units and troops. Beginning in fiscal year 2007, we will request funding
in the baseline budget to restructure the rest of the Army.

Restructuring will increase the number of Army brigades and convert them into
brigade combat teams (BCTs) that are capable of independent operations. The Ac-
tive Army will expand from 33 maneuver brigades in fiscal year 2003 to 43 BCTs
in fiscal year 2007.

The Marine Corps is restructuring to add two active infantry battalions and other
combat and support units—increasing its warfighting power and reducing stress on
capabilities that are currently in high demand.

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC).—The President’s budget also includes
$1.9 billion in fiscal year 2006 to implement the 2005 BRAC Commission rec-
ommendations. The previous BRAC rounds eliminated about 21 percent of DOD in-
frastructure and generated savings of about $7 billion per year.

Global Posture.—Closely linked to the BRAC process is the President’s global pos-
ture restructuring, which will ensure that U.S. forces and equipment are located
where they can best respond to likely requirements in today’s security environment.
It will return 70,000 military personnel and 100,000 family members to the United
States, and relocate forces and equipment that must remain overseas. As the 2005
BRAC Commission considers how to streamline and restructure the Department’s
installations, it will have the benefit of this global posture restructuring plan.

DEVELOPING AND FIELDING JOINT MILITARY CAPABILITIES

The fiscal year 2006 budget funds a balanced combination of programs to develop
and field the capabilities most needed by America’s military—today and well into
the future.

Procurement funding in fiscal year 2006 is $78 billion, $3 billion higher than the
President’s fiscal year 2005 budget request of $74.9 billion. This $78 billion is al-
most double the low point of $42.6 billion provided in fiscal year 1996. Future pro-
curement funding will steadily increase and reach $119 billion in fiscal year 2011.

Missile Defense.—The fiscal year 2006 budget includes $7.8 billion for the Missile
Defense Agency to continue to strengthen U.S. missile defenses, focusing more in-
tensely on the most promising technologies. The fiscal year 2006 budget supports
the continuing acquisition of Ground-Based Interceptors, Standard Missile 3 mis-
siles, and increased radar capabilities in California and Alaska. As you know we
just had a successful test of an interceptor missile launched from an Aegis cruiser—
the fifth successful sea-based intercept in six tests.

Shipbuilding.—The budget includes $9.4 billion in fiscal year 2006 for ship-
building. This funding supports procurement of four ships: a Virginia class sub-
marine, an LPD-17 San Antonio class amphibious transport dock ship, a Littoral
Combat Ship, and a T-AKE dry cargo and ammunition ship. The Navy’s restruc-
turing under its Fleet Response Plan has made more of its ships available for rapid
deployment. In addition, with precision weapons and newer platforms, today’s ships
and naval aircraft are far more capable. For example, the Navy now measures tar-
gets destroyed per sortie rather than the number of sorties per target. These
changes are increasing the effective size and capability of the Navy.

Army Modernization.—The modernization of the Army and the development of
new combat capability are critical to the future of its restructured modular force.
Most critical is the Future Combat Systems (FCS) program, which will develop a
family of advanced, networked, air and ground systems—combat and support,
manned and unmanned. FCS funding is $3.4 billion in fiscal year 2006. The pro-
gram has been restructured to deliver transformational technologies to today’s force
as soon as they mature. The advantage of this change is that it will accelerate the
upgrading and increased joint operability of current Army forces.

Aircraft.—The fiscal year 2006 budget continues our investment in the new gen-
eration of tactical aircraft, including %5.0 billion for the Joint Strike Fighter, $4.3
billion for the F/A-22, $2.9 billion for the F/A-18E/F, and $1.8 billion for the V—
22 Osprey. Under current plans the Air Force is scheduled to procure F/A-22s
through fiscal year 2008 to reach a total of 179 aircraft. The budget also includes
$3.7 billion for the C-17 and $1.5 billion for unmanned aerial vehicles. The 2005
Quadrennial Defense Review will assess U.S. capabilities for sustaining air domi-
nance and other aircraft requirements as part of its broader analysis.

TAKING CARE OF OUR FORCES

Most importantly, the fiscal year 2006 budget maintains the President’s commit-
ment to take good care of our military people and their families. It reflects our con-
viction that people are the nation’s most important defense asset. The budget in-
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cludes a 3.1 percent increase in military base pay and provides significant funding
to ensure high quality health care for our military families. The fiscal year 2006
budget provides about $20 billion for the Defense Health Program and $7 billion for
the military personnel who support the health care program. The budget sustains
our commitment to no out-of-pocket costs for military members living in private
housing, by increasing the Basic Allowance for Housing by an average of 4 percent.
And the budget keeps the Department on track to fund by fiscal year 2007 the
elimination of all inadequate military family housing units in the United States,
and to fund by fiscal year 2009 the elimination of all inadequate units worldwide.

FISCAL YEAR 2005 SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS

Before closing, I want to thank this committee for beginning work quickly on the
President’s fiscal year 2005 supplemental appropriations request of $74.9 billion for
the Department of Defense. Rapid and full approval of the request is crucial to ful-
filling our military’s requirements for the rest of this fiscal year.

Two-thirds of the supplemental is to cover costs for ongoing military operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan. In addition, the supplemental includes $11.9 billion to re-
store or replace equipment damaged or destroyed in combat. This funding is crucial
to ensure the readiness of the force. It consists of $3.2 billion for depot maintenance,
$5.4 billion to replace military items destroyed or expended during combat oper-
ations, and $3.3 billion to improve protection of our forces.

The supplemental also funds the vital strategic goal of training and equipping
military and security forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. Strengthening these forces is
essential to the long-term security and stability in both nations, and will enable
them to become more self-sufficient and less reliant on U.S and coalition forces.

CLOSING

In conclusion, the President’s fiscal year 2005 supplemental request and fiscal
year 2006 budget provide the funds necessary to support the global war on terror,
restructure our forces and America’s global defense posture, develop and field ad-
vanced military capabilities, and maintain the well-being of our military people and
their families. I urge your support for this request, as well as for the President’s
proposed fiscal year 2005 supplemental appropriations. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much.

I know the chairman has another hearing at Homeland Security.
Would you have any questions, Senator?

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, the only question I have re-
lates to the supplemental.

You know, that we have had a review of that supplemental, and
it will be coming to the floor soon. We understand that it is a mat-
ter of some urgency, although when we were having our initial
hearing and reviewing the request, there was some question about
when the money actually was needed. Some said in March; others,
April or later. What is the situation with the need for this supple-
mental for some $75 to $76 billion for the Department of Defense?

WHEN SUPPLEMENTAL IS NEEDED

Ms. JonAs. Well, first of all, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the co-
operation of this subcommittee and the full committee with respect
to moving that legislation along. We can get through the second
quarter fairly easily. Getting into the third quarter, we begin to
have some difficulty. And, as you may know, the services have to
then make plans in anticipation of their funding flows. So I would
say once we start getting into the third quarter, we begin to have
some issues.

Senator COCHRAN. Okay.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.
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And I share the chairman’s comments about that. I'm still not
clear what you said, however. You said you could get through the
second quarter. That ends in March. And you have difficulties in
the third quarter.

Ms. JoNas. I think——

Senator STEVENS. When do you really need the money?

Ms. JONAS. Certainly by April or May, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Can you draw a line in the sand?

Ms. JONAS. April would be better than May, sir.

Senator STEVENS. We're concerned about the stress on the total
force and what this means to retention. I'm informed that—this is
an all-volunteer force, of course—that the Army retention was re-
tained last year at the 10 percent goal, but the ability to maintain
their contribution to the total force is still of some concern, and
that the marines missed their requirement by a small amount, the
first time in 9 years. Can you tell us what initiatives are contained
in this program for fiscal year 2006 that would help reduce the
stress on the military and their families and help us with retention
and recruitment?

REDUCING STRESS ON THE MILITARY

Ms. JoNAs. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. I would note, in the fiscal
year 2005 supplemental, we are asking to increase our bonuses for
those who are willing to join the Reserves, and asking to pay for
a maximum up to $10,000. So that relief would be helpful.

Senator STEVENS. That’s for people who decide to become reg-
ular? They’re in the Reserves; they want to sign up—you want
them to sign up and become regular forces?

Ms. JONAS. This is encouraging Active duty to sign up for the Re-
serves.

Senator STEVENS. Oh, the other way around.

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Would they remain on Active duty, then?

Ms. JoNas. They would be joining the Reserve. And TI'll defer
here to Admiral Willard on that.

ACTIVE/RESERVE RECRUITING

Admiral WILLARD. Sir, these are Active duty that are ending
their terms in Active duty and would transfer into the Reserve
force, with a likelihood that they would, under their current cir-
cumstances, be called up to continue to perform.

Se?nator STEVENS. How is that program going? Is it underway
now?

Admiral WILLARD. It’s currently in the budget, so, yes, sir, in
that sense, it is. As you point out, there are challenges, and they're
more widespread than just incentivizing transfers from Active to
Reserve. I would comment that, within the supplemental, there are
a variety of efforts underway to reduce stress on the force. The re-
organization of our ground forces, the modularity program for the
Army, is one method of doing that, in trying to increase the num-
ber of brigade combat teams that are deployable. So we are at-
tempting to reduce the ratio that—for deployment—that we are
currently encountering. And that will happen over time. So, once
again, a number of incentives to try and reduce the stress on the
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force. As you point out, the retention and recruitment numbers for
the Army are down; and, for the Marine Corps, are very slightly
down.

I would note that, in the Active force, we are in pretty good
shape in recruitment and retention, and that this is the time of
year when we typically have a downturn in monthly recruitment/
retention. And following schools getting out in the summertime, we
normally make the upturn, so that at the end of the year this
evens out. We have more concern in our Reserve component with
regard to recruitment and retention. And, there, we’'re monitoring
the trends very closely. And the incentives, as Secretary Jonas
points out, are going to be an important factor in attempting to
maintain the numbers there.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

PHASING IN NEW FUNDING FOR OPERATIONS

Ms. Jonas, the supplemental that we have before the full com-
mittee is $42.5 billion to support military operation and equipment.
I'm informed that the operating funds will expire on September 30
under that proposal, and that the estimated recurring military
operational costs average $4.3 billion a month for operations, and
$800 million a month for Operation Enduring Freedom, in Afghani-
stan. Now, tell us how these fit together. Your current funds, are
they exhausted for 2005? And when does the money from the sup-
plemental have to phase into those operations?

Ms. JONAS. Thank you, Senator.

First of all, if I hadn’t mentioned it, we appreciate the help that
we got from the Congress—and your subcommittee, specifically—on
the $25 billion that has been appropriated. Seventeen billion of
that has been allocated to the services for operations. The $3 billion
has been also allocated for force protection matters, and they are
currently using those funds.

I can certainly get you, for the record, the exact obligation rates,
but they are using those funds currently.

[The information follows:]

As of February 28, 2005, $30.4 billion has been obligated in support of the Global
War on Terror from funds appropriated in Title IX ($25 billion) and from cash flow-

ing of fiscal year 2005 baseline funds. A summary of the amount obligated is shown
below:

[In millions of dollars]

Baseline

Funds Title IX Funds Total

Operation Iraqi Freedom 16,287 9,558 25,845
Operation Enduring Freedom 2,528 1,072 3,600
Operation Noble Eagle 905 | oo 905

Total 19,720 10,630 30,350

Ms. Jonas. We would certainly hope to have this supplemental
legislation that we’'ve put before you, the $74.9 billion, as soon as
possible to help alleviate the concerns of the services. Again, I
would say probably April would be better than May, with respect
to getting those funds. I don’t have the exact obligation rates for
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you this morning. I would be happy to provide that for the record
on the $25 billion, though.

Senator STEVENS. Well, what I'm really trying to get at is, we
gave you $25 billion, which was, sort of, a cushion to take you—
a bridge funding to take you through this year. It sounds like
you've allocated them—all of that money to operations and equip-
ment maintenance. Is that right?

Ms. JoNAs. The preponderance of the funds; $17 billion is the
right figure.

Senator STEVENS. And that, plus the funds that are already in
2005 are such that you've now got $42% billion in addition to that,
that you need before October 1, right?

Ms. JoNAS. Correct, sir. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I don’t think it takes a rocket scientist
to figure out that you’re spending it faster than the rate you've
given us in the past, then. What is the rate that is being expended
in operations and maintenance, on a monthly basis?

Ms. JoNAS. Our current operations in Iraq are running us about
$4.1 billion. It’s $800 million in Afghanistan per month.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I think we need to understand this cash
flowing a little bit better, because we’re going to get some questions
about this supplemental if we're not careful.

Let me turn this over, however, to the chairman, if he has any
additional requests, and then to—Senator Burns, I think, came in
before Senator Allard.

Senator, do you have any additional questions?

Senator COCHRAN. I have no further questions.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Burns.

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

GAINING MORE RAPIDLY DEPLOYABLE UNITS

Monday, I was out in San Diego and did a little tromping around
out there. And I was reminded that, 50 years ago, right now, I was
a boot out there in that Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD). And
I didn’t have to get my nose broke this time to remind me. I know
how you can save a little money in this budget. I noticed that
there’s a big push now for restructuring ground forces, focusing on
Army brigade light units for quick strike force in the United States
Army. I would suggest you’ve already got it. I would suggest you've
got a United States Marine Corps that is a strike force, and the
best in the world. Mobile. So why are we training people to do this
redundancy? If I noticed anything in the supplemental that came
up, both in the State Department and for Defense, we identified
some areas where there is some redundancy.

My question is, How come we’re not looking in that direction,
rather than restructuring a unit that is designed to do other
things? Can I get a response to that?

ARMY MODULARITY

Admiral WILLARD. Yes, sir, you can. The Army is reorganizing to
try and make itself more rapidly deployable, flexible, more self-sus-
taining, in terms of the units that they put in the field. At the
same time, the Marine Corps is restructuring itself—to a lesser ex-
tent, but, nonetheless, restructuring itself—with the addition of in-
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fantry battalions, combat support, and combat service support ele-
ments.

I'm not sure “redundancy” is the term that I would use. But,
rather, the variety of our ground forces, whether it be Army, Ma-
rine Corps, special operations, are all undergoing an evolution right
now to try and reorganize themselves and optimize themselves.
And the question we would ask is whether the capacity for the
country is there among those ground forces. And we believe that
it will require reorganization across the board and an under-
standing of not only roles and missions, but a capabilities mix
across the board that will get this right. It’s intended that that is
one of the study areas in the upcoming Defense review. But, again,
the supplemental makes an effort to establish that organization
across our ground forces, specifically targeting Army and Marine
Corps, right now.

Senator BURNS. Well, I just thought there was some redundancy.
And it appears, as you know, if you read where the money is going,
and how it’s going, that would seem to be something that we would
take interest with up here on the taxpayer dollar. And I'm not one
of these that think that we can get it done on nothing. But we
know that we’re in a different kind of a world now. We are in a
different kind of a challenge to this country and its freedoms. And
so, there has to be some things redundant that some of us up here
might not understand. But I appreciate your comments on that.

That’s the only thing that I have right now. I think, in this budg-
et, we've got the opportunity to do right. I usually visit military in-
stallations that are in Montana, and will be coming to you for a lit-
tle problem we’ve got up there, but that’s for another day. And it’s
not a problem; it’s just another challenge that we have, as far as
our defense and capabilities and our concerns.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So, thank you for coming today. And I thank the chairman.

And I have a statement that I would like to be part of the record,
and I will ask unanimous consent that it be so.

Senator STEVENS. Without objection, so ordered.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Jonas, Admiral Willard, thank you for being here this morning to testify on
the Department of Defense’s (DOD) fiscal year 2006 Budget. I will keep my state-
ment brief and retain the remainder of my remarks for the record.

I note that the President’s budget request for the Department of Defense for fiscal
year 2006 is $419.3 billion—excluding the supplemental, also before this committee
for consideration—representing a $19.2 billion increase (or 4.8 percent) over last
year’s fiscal year 2005 level. I think the fiscal year 2006 budget on the whole, is
a good one. Your job is not an easy one—especially in the current environment, with
military operations around the world and in the midst of the ongoing War on Terror.
I do think, however, despite all of the competing interests at hand, you were able
to strike a fairly good balance between all accounts and competing needs. This budg-
et appears to be one that funds core needs to allow troops currently engaged, to do
so safely and to the best of their ability.

I am pleased to see that this budget also prepares our military forces for future
engagements, where battlefields will look much different 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 Develop-
ment (R&D) request of $69.4 billion helps get us there.
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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 par-
ticular. In my State of Montana, we have over 40 percent of the Guard’s total force
mobilized. 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—costs
not only to guardsmen and reservists themselves, but also to their families and em-
ployers, too.

I am pleased to see that the budget addresses this issue and looks at ways to re-
balance 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 shortage, such as military police, transportation and civilian affairs. I see we are
doing exactly this, in this budget.

Increased operations also wear and tear on the military’s already aging equip-
ment. This year’s budget proposes $147.8 billion for the Operation and Maintenance
(O&M) account, up from §137 billion in fiscal year 2005. The procurement account
has been proposed at $78 billion, just slightly down from the fiscal year 2005 en-
acted level of $78.1 billion.

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. I am pleased to
see this is a priority in the fiscal year 2006 budget. The Military Personnel account
is funded at $108.9 billion in fiscal year 2006, while the Military Construction and
Family Housing accounts request is a total of only $12 billion. I note the 3.1 percent
increase in military base pay and the 2.3 percent increase in civilian pay included
in the President’s budget. I am also pleased to see the 4 percent increase in the
Basic Housing Allowance, and that DOD appears to be on track to eliminate all in-
adequate military family housing in the United States by fiscal year 2007. The
budget also includes the expansion of TRICARE benefits, to allow health care cov-
erage up to 90 days prior to activation for certain Reserve Components, with post-
mobilization coverage of 180 days.

Our military has performed nobly in all of its missions—especially in Afghanistan
and the continuing conflict in Iraq. This country’s fighting force is extremely skilled
and capable, and it is our responsibility to ensure our brave military men and
women have the tools and equipment needed to do their job so they may return
home to their loved ones safely and as quickly as possible.

You will continue to have my full support in making sure our brave military men
and women—wherever they may be engaged—have the tools, training and equip-
ment to do the dangerous jobs with which they have been tasked.

Again, thanks for coming before our subcommittee today. I look forward to your
testimony this morning.

CHEMICAL DEMILITARIZATION

Senator STEVENS. Senator Allard.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. Jonas, I had a chance to visit with you and Mr. Wolfowitz
yesterday. And you were sitting on his right hand when I was drill-
ing him about the Chemical Weapons Convention Treaty.

Ms. JoNas. That’s right, sir.

Senator ALLARD. And so, I don’t know as I need to go over that
too much. I would like to put some in the record in this sub-
committee, though, and the fact that the President’s budget, De-
fense budget, provides for $1.4 billion for chemical weapons, the de-
militarization program. Now, that’s consistent with previous re-
quests, but it doesn’t measure up to the full cost of the program,
as we see it. And, you know, I look out as to what dates we're ex-
pected to comply with that convention, and the plant in Colorado,
for example, is a decade past the deadline. I know Kentucky has
a special problem, just like we do, so you'll probably hear from Sen-
ator McConnell also, on this very issue. We had testimony from
Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice who said that when we sign
into those treaties it’s important that—in fact, she was unequivocal
about this—she said that it’s important that we comply with the
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treaties. We're pretty well behind on the dates of expected compli-
ance on the treaty. And so, we’ll be asking some tough questions.
It seems to me like the program has been backsliding. And I know
we have special problems in both Kentucky and Colorado, and we
want to work with that.

And the question I have—Mr. Wolfowitz, yesterday, said that
he’s going to reexamine where we are, as far as that program is
concerned. I appreciate his willingness to do that. But what I failed
to get from him was a timeline.

Ms. JoNas. Okay.

Senator ALLARD. When does he expect to get back—or when you
would expect to have the reexamination completed and get back to
me and also the Kentucky delegation?

Ms. Jonas. Certainly. Senator, we’d be happy to work with you,
as the Deputy Secretary indicated yesterday, and also with the
other concerned Senators and delegations.

I don’t know that I have a timeline for you this morning, but I
would certainly be able to do that and find out soon and get back
with you and your staffs. We will continue to work closely with you
as you consider this legislation and as we work to figure out some
of the cost issues that the Deputy talked about yesterday.

[The information follows:]

As directed by the December 23, 2005 Acquisition Decision Memorandum the Pro-
gram Manager, Assembled Chemical Weapons Alternatives and Director, Chemical
Material Agency developed an assessment of alternatives for meeting the Chemical
Weapons Convention extended 100 percent deadline of April 2012. On April 15,
2005 the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology & Logistics made
a decision to exclude transportation for the time being and to proceed with the alter-
natives that balanced cost, schedule, and performance. The Program Manager, As-
sembled Chemical Weapons Alternatives and Director, Chemical Material Agency
will provide the program plan by mid-May that includes the design effort schedule.

The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology & Logistics will review
and approve the critical designs based on the schedule submitted in mid-May.

Senator ALLARD. Yes, I've got a lot of concerns about the pro-
gram. I appreciate your being willing to work with the deadline.
You know, if we looked at the GPRA, you know, Government Per-
formance and Results Act, their evaluation of that program was an
ineffective rating in the last budget. I haven’t had a chance to look
at it on this budget. There are so many questions on that program,
I think it needs to be examined. You can expect me to be there.

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir.

MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAM

Senator ALLARD. The other thing that I have concern on is the
Missile Defense Program. I use to chair the subcommittee that had
oversight in Armed Services on missile defense. I noted in the
President’s budget that he has cut it by $1 billion. We're also look-
ing at, perhaps, some additional cuts in the future. I think some-
body suggested that in the Department of Defense. So I would like
to hear some of your thoughts and what your plans are for missile
defense.

Ms. JoNas. Okay. I may turn some of the planning piece over to
the Admiral to talk to. I would say this budget maintains a com-
mitment to the Block 2004 and the Block 2006 programs, which are
substantial. The Block 2004 program has 20 ground-based intercep-
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tors, 10 sea-based interceptors. And, of course, the Block 2006 pro-
gram would add an additional 20 ground-based interceptors and an
additional 40 sea-based, and with the accompanying radars and in-
frastructure on that.

So the President remains committed to this program. We remain
committed to the program. And maybe the Admiral can fill in a lit-
tle bit on the rest of the program.

Senator ALLARD. Okay.

Admiral.

MISSILE DEFENSE

Admiral WILLARD. And I think the points that Secretary Jonas
brings up, with regard to achieving our milestones with regard to
interceptors, is an important element of this, to represent the fact
that this budget supports the missile defense levels of effort, ongo-
ing.
General Obering has been asked to look for efficiencies within his
organization, and he’s done that, and that’s been part of the sav-
ings that we’ve seen. In addition, his methodology for achieving his
missile defense objectives dealt with a number of different pro-
grams, varieties of options, to attain those missile defense objec-
tives that he was intending to neck down over time as some of
tlﬁose options became more promising than others. And he is doing
that.

And, frankly, the savings that were taken from missile defense
has had him invest in that option sooner rather than later. And,
in a fairly recent summary of his missile defense activity, it’s evi-
dent to us that he has both achieved the efficiencies and has laid
out his milestones to attain the President’s objectives in missile de-
fense with this savings intact.

So, we're confident that General Obering has the plan to achieve
what we hope to achieve objectively out of missile defense.

SUSTAINING MISSILE DEFENSE TESTING AND QUALITY CONTROL

Senator ALLARD. Well, I'm pleased to hear that, you know, you're
getting more missiles in the ground and you’re going ahead with
that. I do think that we need to make sure we don’t back off on
our testing, because, as you know, the last two failures we had—
as far as I'm concerned, weren’t because of new technology. The
gates aren’t opening right or there’s a misfiring of some type on the
ground, and we haven’t even gotten an interceptor in the air. So
we’'ve got to have some controls in that, because every time you
have a failure in something like that—and particularly when it’s
older technology and it ought to be operating—it’s difficult to ex-
plain up here to those people who oppose missile defense. It’'s a
great program. We need to have it, and we need to make sure that
it doesn’t stumble.

And so, I would hope that we have the testing part of it, so we
don’t have the old technology, so we could test out the new tech-
nology, find out how it performs in the air. We have had a lot of
good tests, that succeeded. Then we’ve had some of these failures.
They’ve been disappointments to me, because it hasn’t been on the
new technology side; it’s been on the old technology side.
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So, again, I just raise some concerns about that and would hope
that, if you’re cutting back on the spending on that, that where
we’ve got enough quality control in there that we’re not losing sight
of our older technology. We know it works. We just have to make
sure the mechanics of it are there so we get a successful firing. So
I just wanted to share that with you.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to abuse my time here. I don’t have
a time limit here. So I will yield back. And if there’s more time
later on, I may have some more questions. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Well, since there are so few of us, I decided not
to put a time limit on, but we’ll come back to you, Senator.

Senator Dorgan.

MONTHLY SPENDING IN IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN

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

I have read the statement. I was detained this morning. I'm
sorry I wasn’t here for your presentations. But I would like to ask
a couple of questions.

We have had questions, previously, about the amount of money
that is being spent on a monthly basis in Iraq and Afghanistan. My
understand is, you were asked that question this morning, and the
answer is about $4.9 billion——

Ms. JoNAs. That’s correct——

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. Per month?

Ms. JONAS [continuing]. Senator.

WHAT OPERATIONS FUNDING IS INCLUDED IN SUPPLEMENTAL

Senator DORGAN. Questions have been raised previously about
what is in your budget request for the next fiscal year and what
is left out of the request. I want to just take you through this issue
of why the request does not include funds for ongoing operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan. I've raised this the last two successive
years. And the Congress also included a provision, as you will re-
call, last year, asking that the President’s budget should include a
request for funds for Iraq and Afghanistan operations.

Having said that as a precursor, tell me, the supplemental re-
quest that is now before the Congress includes funding for what
kind of operations that have not been requested in your annual
budget?

Ms. Jonas. Certainly, the funds that are included in the supple-
mental are those related to Operation Enduring Freedom and Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom. In the past, we've asked for Operation
Noble Eagle costs in the supplemental. We've included those in the
baseline budget this year, which is a change.

Senator DORGAN. But if I can try to understand this, the costs
for an operation, the costs would include the cost of the soldiers.
Obviously, the cost of the soldiers

Ms. JONAS. For personnel

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. Exists whether you have the oper-
ation or don’t have the operation. So that’s a cost that I assume
is in your regular budget request.

Ms. JoNas. Yes. Our estimates are based on a cost model, which
includes a number of different things, including personnel, trans-
portation, other special pays, depending upon the deployment.
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Senator DORGAN. Okay, personnel—we have the personnel,
whether they’re in Iraq or not in Iraq. We're paying for them. So
are ghey not in the regular budget? I'm just trying to under-
stan

Ms. JONAS. They’re incremental costs, Senator.

Senator DORGAN. What’s that?

Ms. JoNAs. Incremental costs of personnel including special
pays—for example, hazardous duty pay, danger pay, other types of
things.

PERSONNEL COSTS

Admiral WILLARD. Additionally, there are personnel overage
right now that is attendant to the war, and in the Army, in par-
ticular, and that is captured, as well, in the supplemental.

Senator DORGAN. And those costs are something like $75 billion
a year, over and above that which is in the regular budget for the
cost of personnel, the cost of transportation, the cost of weapons
and so on? It’s $75 billion a year?

Ms. JONAS. The military personnel costs are about $16.9 billion.
The operations costs are $31.1 billion. We've requested $16.1 billion
for procurement. This is different from past supplementals, and
that is associated with what we call wear and tear on the equip-
ment. We include about $3.2 billion for depot maintenance. These
are readiness-related matters.

As the Admiral pointed out earlier, we've asked for some funds
for the Army’s restructuring or modularity.

Senator DORGAN. Right.

Ms. JoNAS. And that, of course, is related to units that are rotat-
ing into the theater, and then theyre reset when they come out.
So we want to make sure that those that are going in are prepared
and ready to go, and those that come out are—their equipment is
up to standard.

Senator DORGAN. Let me ask, then, on—how much did you say
was for wear and tear on equipment?

Ms. JoNas. Well, we've got about $16 billion in the procurement
account, which includes about $12 billion for the wear and tear,
and also includes some force protection.

Senator DORGAN. And that’s in the supplemental.

Ms. JONAS. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. How much is in next year’s budget for wear
and tear on equipment?

Ms. JONAS. We can get that number for the record.

[The information follows:]

The wear and tear on equipment due to deployments in Iraq and Afghanistan are
generally costs over and above the on-going baseline equipment maintenance pro-
gram. The fiscal year 2005 supplemental includes $5.3 billion to finance the incre-
mental (that is, above the baseline appropriation) costs of equipment maintenance.
The additional funding requested for fiscal year 2005 is: $1.4 billion for organiza-
tional level maintenance; $0.7 billion for intermediate level maintenance and $3.2
billion for depot level maintenance. This work is required to bring weapons and
weapon system platforms up to ready levels after the wear and tear of combat oper-
ations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and other areas elsewhere in support of OIF and OEF.

The Department anticipates that an fiscal year 2006 Supplemental request will
include funding for maintaining equipment returning from theater. The fiscal year

2006 cost has not yet been estimated but is likely to be in a similar range as re-
flected in the fiscal year 2005 supplemental.
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Ms. JoNAs. We have normal depot maintenance that we do in
the——

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Ms. JONAS [continuing]. In the regular budget.

APPROPRIATENESS OF USING SUPPLEMENTALS

Senator DORGAN. Whether it’s personnel or wear and tear on
equipment, it seems to me like this is a kind of a game, unfortu-
nately, that no money is requested for these extraordinary ex-
penses for Iraq and Afghanistan in the regular budget, anticipating
that we’ll do a supplemental later, on an emergency basis, not paid
for. And we do that each year.

Now, the year before last, I asked this question. Last year I
asked this question. I asked the question again this year. To use
Secretary Rumsfeld’s terms, it is certainly not unknowable that we
will have expenditures from the regular budget next year with re-
spect to ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. You can
argue, we don’t know exactly what the expenditures will be, but it
is also the case that we know they will not be zero. So won't there,
at some point, be a requirement for you to give us your best esti-
mates of what we expect to expend in the coming year?

Ms. JoNAs. Well, certainly, I understand there is a significant
amount of discussion between the Congress and the administration
on the appropriateness of using supplemental funding for the war.
I would note that Director Bolten testified a few weeks ago before
the Senate Budget Committee and articulated his position, which
is that these funds are one-time, not permanent costs, and that his
position was that they should be funded in supplementals.

So we clearly work very closely with the Office of Management
and Budget on that, and we will work with them in the future on
any future requirements.

Senator DORGAN. But with—you know, only in Washington could
Mr. Bolten say that, without evoking some sort of laughter. We un-
derstand that these are more than one-time knowable costs. We
understand that from the year previous, the year previous to that.
At some point, it becomes a game. And I understand why some
want it perpetuated; but it would make much sense, it seems to
me, for the Congress to receive from you what you expect to expend
in the coming year, given the circumstances that you face.

We certainly are going to support, and I'm going to vote for, the
request for the urgent supplemental. I'm not going to suggest, and
I don’t think my colleagues will, that we should commit our troops
and then not give you everything that is requested to support those
troops. But I think when you get to the third or fourth year, where
your contention is we're going to spend zero in the next year, or
at least you have no knowledge of what we will spend, therefore,
you will request zero for the specific operations, I think the Con-
gress will be better served if you would say, “Look, here’s our best
estimate. And we understand things can change, but here’s what
we think we will have to spend.”

Ms. JONAS. I understand your concern, sir.

Senator DORGAN. And Congress has put that, as you know, in the
statute and requested that you do that. And you have not, this
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yﬁar.ldWhy not? As you know, the statute exists that says you
should.

Ms. JoNas. Sir, we are constantly working with the Office of
Management and Budget on a number of these things. We are
working with them on the particular provision that you cited.

Senator DORGAN. All right.

Let me just ask, for a moment, about missile defense. Do I have
a couple of more minutes?

Senator STEVENS. Yes.

MISSILE DEFENSE REDUCTIONS

Senator DORGAN. About missile defense. You know, I'm one of
those that’s skeptical. I think we’re spending a great deal of money
on something that, at the moment, is not demonstrated to work.
And it’s very unusual, in any circumstance, to be buying products
that are not demonstrated to have worked. But the $8.8 billion in
fiscal year 2006 is down from the current spending level, is that
correct?

Ms. JoNAs. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. And that relates to, Admiral, efficiencies in the
program or to—can you describe to me the circumstances of the $1
billion reduction?

MISSILE DEFENSE

Admiral WILLARD. Yeah. General Obering came back to the
building to discuss the restructuring of his program, as would be
necessary in order to incorporate those savings. And, in that, he
showed a combination of efficiencies and decision points that he
was making in order to neck down the number of options that he
had for particular capabilities that he was seeking, based on their
research and development programs, and the ones that appeared to
be most promising. And he demonstrated his ability to deliver the
interceptors, as Secretary Jonas pointed out earlier. So it’s a com-
bination of both in his plan.

Senator DORGAN. Admiral, is there an open question of whether,
at some point, this will be determined to be either a project or a
program that works or doesn’t work? And if there’s a potential that
we may decide, at some point, that it doesn’t work—the last two
tests, the missiles remained in the silo, for example—if there’s a
potential that, at some point, we may decide this doesn’t work,
would we then expect, on this subcommittee, a substantially re-
duced level of expenditure?

Admiral WILLARD. I think, right now, that we’re committed to
the fact that it will work, and is working. And Senator Allard’s
point and disappointment with regard to the efforts that have oc-
curred, the two test failures that have occurred that were really
outside the high technology, new technologies areas, were a dis-
appointment for all of us. I would point out that, on the maritime
side, there was a successful test this past week in missile defense,
and we are seeing progress made, both in terms of the technologies
and in terms of those that are most promising in the concept of op-
erations and in attaining this capability.

So, first, I think the commitment that we’re making in this budg-
et to missile defense is based on a level of confidence that we have
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that we’re on the right track. That said, we’re constantly reviewing
the appropriateness of all of our capabilities, to include missile de-
fense, and will continue to do that. And we’ll make adjustments
along the way if, in those reviews, we determine that either the se-
curity environment has changed, or will change in the future, or
our capabilities are more or less attainable.

Senator DORGAN. My State housed the only antiballistic missile
program that was ever deployed in this country. It was operational
for only 30 days. But my own view is that the threat meter that
would describe the threats against this country would provide that
the least likely threat would be a rogue nation or a terrorist organi-
zation would use an intercontinental ballistic missile to deliver a
nuclear warhead.

Having said all that, we’re spending a massive amount of money
on this program at a time when we don’t have quite as much
money as we had hoped to try to deal with our fiscal policy issues.
And I hope that we take a hard look at this program, with a crit-
ical eye. And if, at some point, we determine hitting a bullet with
a bullet is not going to work, that we don’t pursue this with tens
and tens of billions of dollars.

Let me

Senator STEVENS. Senator, we're going to have to move on, I
think.

Senator DORGAN. Yeah, let me—Mr. Chairman, let me thank our
witnesses.

The first line of questioning is only to try to elicit, as best we
can, what our total obligation and costs are going to be, not wheth-
er we support our troops or whether we support missions. I do, and
want to be helpful, but I think, in the longer term, it is better for
the Congress if we put all of these estimated costs on the table so
that we can evaluate them. And I appreciate very much your serv-
ice. Thank you for being here.

Senator STEVENS. Well, thank you very much, Senator.

One of these days, we’ll have to have a debate about that missile
defense system, because I certainly disagree with what you said.
The Aegis system worked four and five times. The system in your
State would have worked. The decision was made to put it in my
State, and we have had some malfunctioning, in terms of the test—
launching the test vehicles from Kwajalein. But we still have every
confidence that the system will work.

Senator DORGAN. I think a debate of that type would be meri-
torious for this subcommittee, as a matter of fact.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE HEALTHCARE FACILITIES

Senator STEVENS. Senator Byrd is not here, Ms. Jonas, but he is
very concerned about the status of the medical care facilities that
are available. And he has had the good fortune of establishing, in
West Virginia, a system to bring about a healthcare tool for the
country at the country’s leading military hospitals. It’s Walter
Reed’s facility that is in West Virginia, called HealtheForces, and
he was the one who initiated the cooperation between the two.

Incidentally, I would like to talk to you about carrying out the
commitments that were made in Alaska when we moved the Hos-
pital of the Pacific to Anchorage from Clark Field. It was our un-
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derstanding that such a facility would be established in Alaska, but
it never has been established. And the people from Korea and all
over the Pacific, fly all the way into the mainland rather than come
to Alaska, which is a day short, really, almost, in terms of flying
time, as far as people that need healthcare.

But Senator Byrd’s agreement between Walter Reed and Mar-
shall University and the National Technology Transfer Center,
with regard to diabetics and chronic disease sufferers, has been es-
tablished. It is called the Byrd Center. And he has some—he be-
lieves this is a shining example of linking national healthcare ad-
vancements with local expertise to meet healthcare needs, a very
worthwhile concept.

How is this program progressing toward implementation in West
Virginia now?

Ms. JoNAs. Senator, I would have to provide the details of that
program’s status for the record.

[The information follows:]

The Marshall’s Byrd Center is currently implementing HEALTHeFORCES to se-
lected facilities within West Virginia. The HEALTHeSURVEY module was imple-
mented at Marshall University Medical Center in June 2004. HEALTHeCARD and

HEALTHeNOTE modules were implemented in March 2005. Pre-implementation ac-
tivities are currently underway at Tug River Health Clinic, McDowell County, WV.

Ms. JoNAs. I'd be happy to talk to the Army and to Dr.
Winkenwerder about the program. I would simply say that—
healthcare is absolutely a critical and vital area for our military
members and their families. We’d be very happy to work closely
with Senator Byrd and his staff to make sure that the program is
proceeding as intended by Congress.

EXPANDED USE OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY TO REDUCE
HEALTHCARE COSTS

Senator STEVENS. Well, the Senator has asked me to ask this
specific question. Given the fact that President Bush has pointed
to an expanded use of information technology as a primary way to
reduce healthcare costs in America, and given the fact that the
HealtheForces has proved to be incredibly cost efficient and con-
sumer friendly, what steps will the Department take, in conjunc-
tion with the National Technoloogy Transfer Center (NTTC), to ex-
pand the use of this healthcare forces technology to other States?
And I would invite it to Alaska, obviously.

Ms. JoNAs. Certainly, Senator. Again, I would be happy to pro-
vide the details of where we are with our information technology
in the medical healthcare arena, particularly for those programs
that you cited. I would be delighted to work with you and your
staff, and Senator Byrd’s staff, on that matter.

Senator STEVENS. Perhaps we will visit with some other rep-
resentatives of the Department at a later date. I'm increasingly dis-
turbed at the number of veterans in my State that have to fly to
Seattle or Portland or San Francisco or Los Angeles, at their own
expense, to deal with these problems of chronic diseases, and par-
ticularly diabetes and cancer, because there are no facilities in
Alaska. But the people fly right over them that come in from Korea
and from the bases in the Pacific—the North Pacific, I'm talking
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about now, rather than the South Pacific, going to Hawaii, obvi-
ously. But it’s something that I would like to explore, also.

Senator, do you have any further questions?

Senator ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I do have a couple of questions,
if it’s possible, that I would like to pursue, just briefly. It shouldn’t
take too long.

Senator STEVENS. I was urged to finish this by 11 o’clock. Why
don’t you take part of the time and I'll finish with the questions
for the full committee.

Senator ALLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to, for the record, make the point that where we've
shot a bullet with a bullet, or a rocket with a rocket, is a successful
program. It’s the Patriot advanced capability-3 (PAC-3). It has
been very successful. Our issues are with the long-term things, and
a lot of that’s coordinating communication and all of that.

MILITARY SPACE PROGRAMS

But to move on to—I notice, in your written testimony, you didn’t
discuss any of the military space programs. And so, my question
is, To what extent does the budget reflect the importance of mili-
tary space programs, and particularly the ones—the Air Force is fo-
cused on developing a number of advanced satellites, including
space-based radar, transformational communications satellites and
space-based infrared radar system-High (SBIRS). Is there sufficient
funding in the future year defense plan to sustain these programs?

Ms. JoNas. Certainly, Senator, space is a very important aspect
of our program. I can provide a lot of detail for the record, if you
would like. On the SBIRS-High program, we have about $757 mil-
lion in the program now; for the transformational satellite, about
$836 million; for the space-based radar, about $226 million for
that. We also have commitments to other programs, like the ad-
vanced extremely high frequency satellite. We’ve got about $1.2 bil-
lion in the program for that.

So space is a fair amount of our investment, and we agree with
the importance of space.

[The information follows:]

The fiscal year 2006 President’s Budget request for the Space Based Infrared Sys-
tem (SBIRS)-High Program is $761 million; the request for Space Radar is $226 mil-
lion; the request for the Transformation Satellite (TSAT) Communications program
is $836 million; and for the Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) Program

is $1.2 billion. There is currently sufficient funding in the future year defense plan
to sustain these programs.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION SAVINGS

Senator ALLARD. The second issue I want to discuss briefly is the
BRAC process that’s going into effect this year. And so, now we'’re
beginning to talk about the 2006 budget. And so, I would assume
it would have a little bit of an impact on the 2006, maybe even
more on 2007. So I'm interested in what you anticipate might be
the savings with the BRAC in the early years here, and then as
we progress over time. And to what extent, with our global posture,
will that reduce the size and scope—do you think it will occur?

Ms. Jonas. I can certainly talk to what we have experienced, in
terms of savings in past BRAC rounds. We eliminated about 21
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ercent of our excess capacity in past BRAC rounds, and got about
517 billion worth of savings, and recurring savings of about $7 bil-
lion annually.

Senator ALLARD. What was that? How many billion?

Ms. JONAS. Seventeen billion dollars.

Senator ALLARD. Seventeen billion dollars.

Ms. JonNas. I believe that’s a General Accounting Office (GAO)
and Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimate on that. But
that’s what we’ve done.

Senator ALLARD. This is with past rounds.

Ms. JoNas. With past BRAC rounds. I cannot speak to what we
would expect. I'm not part of the group that is considering BRAC
issues.

With respect to global posture, certainly the BRAC Commission
will be informed by the global posture initiative. Again, I cannot
speak to the details of that; I'm not involved in that. But certainly
it will have an impact.

Senator ALLARD. Very good.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me that extra time.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

ACHIEVING SUFFICIENT ARMOR PROTECTION

Secretary Rumsfeld announced that we are really proceeding as
rapidly as possible on appropriate armor for all vehicles in the war
zone. I'm told that the Army has spent $4.1 billion on vehicle ar-
moring, and this has provided armor packages for about 60 percent
of the 35,000 tactical wheeled vehicles in the theater. I was further
told that those that have not been up-armored are kept within se-
cure bases.

Now, the Marine Corps has spent $290 million, so far, on, I
think, 30,000-plus Humvees. Is the funding in this request now
sufficient to ensure that we can tell people that all vehicles oper-
ating outside of protected compounds will have the appropriate
armor protection soon? And how soon?

VEHICLE ARMOR

Admiral WILLARD. Sir, the statement that was made by the Sec-
retary during testimony was that General Casey had assured him
that by February 15—so already past date—that, with few classi-
fied exceptions, no vehicles would be utilized outside their garri-
sons within Iraq without appropriate armor on them. So we are
past that deadline date at this point, and the expectation is that
our uniformed personnel that are transported around Iraq are in
appropriately up-armored vehicles and convoys when they do it.

Senator STEVENS. Does this include helicopters? Have we in-
cluded some additional armor on helicopters?

HELICOPTER PROTECTION

Admiral WILLARD. Sir, the helicopters—the rotary-winged assets
that are in theater are armored. And when we have referred to
“up-armor” in the past, we’re referring to up-armor on our wheeled
vehicles, by and large; and there are up-armored kits, and they
range from, literally, steel to composite-material up-armor, which
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is significantly lighter, but, nonetheless, affording some protection.
So there are various tiers of armor, but it’s generally the wheeled
vehicles that we’re talking about.

Senator STEVENS. Well, the last time I managed a bill on the
floor, I faced substantial questions from Members about whether
this amount was sufficient to up-armor the vehicles. Can you as-
sure us the money that’s in this bill will take care of the demands
for up-armoring in the balance of this fiscal year?

Ms. JoNas. Senator, we have $2.7 billion in the supplemental re-
quest. And, to our knowledge, that meets the requirement that U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM) has, at this point. We've also
asked for about $200 million in the baseline 2006 budget. Just to
note, up to this point we’ve spent about $5.4 billion from the funds
that were provided through the $25 billion that this subcommittee
helped with, and also reprogrammed about $2.6 billion. So we
think we’re fairly well covered, to this point.

PROPOSED AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT REDUCTIONS

Senator STEVENS. All right. The 2006 budget produces the
planned buys for both the C-130J and the F/A-22. Secretary
Rumsfeld has testified that both reductions may be reversed. And
the QDR that’s coming out, the Quadrennial Defense Review, will
address, specifically, the F-22, I am informed. The Air Force ini-
tially planned to buy 168 C-130dJ’s and signed a contract to buy 62.
But the 2006 budget proposes to end that program after buying 53
aircraft. The 2006 budget also called for ending production of the
F/A-22 in 2008, at 179 aircraft, as opposed to the previously
planned 268. And that was expected to save $10.4 billion.

Some of us raised questions about the cancellation costs and
whether they were adequately taken into account. I understand
that the Department is considering a reversing decision by the Sec-
retary’s decision. And can you tell us—What should we do? Should
we wait for a budget amendment, or should we take it on our own
to try and adjust this? When will the decision be made?

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM: C—130J/F—22

Admiral WILLARD. Sir, we have a number of both studies in play
and reviews coming up that are intended to answer the question
on the capabilities mix of both our mobility forces containing C—
130J and our tactical forces within the scope air dominance that
contained the F-22 capabilities. A mobility capability study is cur-
rent ongoing, expected to read out at the end of March; and that
mobility capability study is all forms of strategic mobility—air,
ground, and sea—in addition to intra-theater lift assets, such as C—
130J. And we will be better informed when that mobility capability
study is under review with regard to the exact mix of aircraft that
are required.

One of the key factors in the C-130dJ decision had to do with Ma-
rine Corps aircraft and the intent to supply a full number of Ma-
rine Corps tankers from that buy. And that’s one of the challenges
that we face now with regard to the exact timing of, and scope of,
the reduction, the savings, to ensure that the Marine Corps get
those aircraft.
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Insofar as F—22 is concerned, the upcoming Defense review will
study air dominance within an air control operations capability
area. And within air dominance, a very heavily invested area for
the Department, there are a variety of both tactical aircraft and
other systems involved. F/A-22 is one of those. And within the
scope of that capability area, we intend to determine where the F-
22 fits and what mix of F-22s—what number of F—22s are most
appropriate for the Department.

OTHER AREAS OF CONCERN

Senator STEVENS. We need to talk to—it’s my understanding that
some of the monies requested are not currently authorized. They’re
in the intelligence portion of the budget. And so, I think, Ms.
Jonas, that our only alternative now is to have a classified hearing
on that portion of the request that are before us. And I would hope
that you would cooperate with us on that sometime soon.

Ms. JONAS. Certainly, Senator.

Senator STEVENS. I'm really very concerned about some other
questions, but time is running on us. We, in particular, want to
talk about modularity, in terms of the change to the brigade-based
force. Perhaps those questions would be best addressed to the
chiefs, when they appear before us, particularly the Army chief.
But the Army National Guard problem has not been finalized.
We're going to have a difficult time handling that money unless we
understand what’s going to be the contribution of the Guard to
total force in that area. But I also have a question here regarding
the decision to decommission the John F. Kennedy. I'm going to
submit several of those questions to you, just for the record, be-
cause they’re questions that have been suggested by other Mem-
bers.

We look forward to working with you. And I know it’s a difficult
problem.

I think I should tell you that a number of our colleagues now
share some of the comments we’re hearing from the Democratic
members of the committee concerning the question of, When will
we start full budgeting for the ongoing operations, on the basis that
what we’re doing is no longer conducting a war, but peacekeeping
operations in both Afghanistan and Iraq? That’s going to be a dif-
ficult question for us on the floor, and I urge you to work with
other members that are going to be, from the Department, coming
before us, so we can be assured that we’re all operating on the
same assumptions with regard to this process of having budgets for
the war zones be continued in supplementals after that basic war
has been terminated. We still have the war on terrorism, as such,
and we can understand the antiterrorism activities may be difficult
to budget for in advance, but the planning for the continued assist-
ance through the period of adjustment, in both Afghanistan and
Iraq, are such that many of—as I said, many members are telling
me and members of this subcommittee that they believe we ought
to see a normal budgeting process.

Now, the President has submitted a 2006 budget, and that’s, you
know, an accomplished fact. 'm sure we’re not going to ask to
change that. But looking forward to 2007, I'd like to know what
representations we can make about the practices that the adminis-
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tration will follow with regard to ongoing peacekeeping operations
in Afghanistan and Iragq.

I hope that you will consider that a fair question and will get
some response from the Department before we get to the floor on
the supplemental.

Ms. JoNAs. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. We look forward to work-
ing with you on those questions.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. I appreciate your pa-
tience.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

I should tell you, there’s a full-blown debate going on, on the
floor, and there are two other subcommittees meeting at the same
time, so there are others who may have questions to submit, and
we will notify you if they do.

[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 TINA W. JONAS

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
RETENTION

Question. We are concerned about retention of our Special Operations forces. We
understand that both the 2006 President’s Budget and the Emergency Supplemental
request include additional funding to support retention. What is the status of Spe-
cial Forces retention and how is the Department addressing this issue?

Answer. Preliminary reports from the Special Operations Command (SOCOM) in-
dicate that fiscal year 2005 retention is beginning to show improvement with special
offerings recently made available. Currently, the Services are preparing their first
fiscal year 2005 retention report for submission to the personnel community within
the Office of the Secretary of Defense with a mid-April target date. The report will
be submitted quarterly. Additional information should be available after the Service
reports are submitted.

Beginning on January 1, 2005, the Department implemented a SOF retention
package that included: Critical Skills Retention Bonus (CSRB) for Enlisted per-
sonnel and Warrant Officers in designated occupational specialties; Special Duty As-
signment Pay (SDAP) for Enlisted personnel (E—4 through E-9) in SOCOM des-
ignated billets; Assignment Incentive Pay (AIP) for Enlisted personnel and Warrant
Officers operators in SOCOM designated billets with more than 25 years of service;
and Critical Skills Accession Bonus for Warrant Officers with SOF skills.

COST OF OPERATIONS ENDURING FREEDOM AND IRAQI FREEDOM

Question. 1 understand that the Department has absorbed the cost of Operation
Noble Eagle within the baseline budget for fiscal year 2006. What is the Depart-
ment’s plan for absorbing the cost of Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Free-
dom within the baseline budget?

Answer. The Department included ONE costs in the baseline budget because
these costs are no longer temporary in nature and can be predicted.

Baseline DOD budgets include funds for organizing, training and equipping our
military. They do not include costs for Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom (OIF) operational tempo (OPTEMPO). These costs are more
difficult to predict because of the continuing insurgency activity. Currently, we are
not able to estimate with great certainty the troop deployment, fuel utilization, lo-
gistics and transportation requirements, nor the composition (Active vs. Reserves)
of forces to be deployed. Because of these unknowns, any estimate prepared in time
to be included in the fiscal year 2006 President’s request would have been flawed.

Once these operations have fully stabilized and have predictable costs, and, if the
decision is made to continue the operation on a long-term basis, the Department will
transfer responsibility for OEF and OIF to the baseline budget, similar to when the
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funding from Balkan operations was transferred from the Overseas Contingency Op-
erations Transfer Fund (OCOTF) to the Services accounts in fiscal year 2003.

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
CORROSION FUNDING

Question. Last year the Government Accountability Office reported that corrosion
costs the Department of Defense as much as $20 billion per year. The Services and
GAO estimate the funding needed for 2006 is approximately $332 million for corro-
sion prevention projects. The GAO estimates the savings to investment ratio is 10
to 1, and projects with an 80 to 1 savings ratio are not uncommon. It would seem
to me that programs which demonstrate a savings to investment ratio of 10 to 1
would be the type of programs that you would want to fund. Since the return on
investment is so great and the annual costs of corrosion so high, why is the Pen-
tagon recommending not only such a small amount of funding this year but also an
amount that is significantly less than what was recommended last year? Can we
expect to see an increase in corrosion funding in the future?

Answer. In the fiscal year 2006 President’s budget request, the Department has
included approximately $15 million annually (fiscal year 2006-fiscal year 2011) in
Defense-wide accounts. The decision on how much to request in fiscal year 2006 was
based on the need to fund competing priorities as we established an on-going corro-
sion prevention program.

The Department’s fiscal year 2006 request for corrosion prevention provides fund-
ing for projects with a projected average return on investment (ROI) of at least 10
to 1. We will re-examine corrosion prevention funding in fiscal year 2007 and be-
yond as we are able to assess the actual savings realized by our fiscal year 2005
and fiscal year 2006 funded projects. Thus, any future funding increase will depend
on our ability to validate our ROI projections and realize projected savings while
taking into account the Department’s other funding needs. The Department believes
t}];isd ap}l)roach in combating the insidious effects of corrosion is both sound and me-
thodical.

The Department is taking steps to address corrosion and is taking corrosion seri-
ously. All major systems are required to address corrosion prevention and control
throughout the total life cycle of systems, from development through sustainment.
This requirement is expected to result in significant long term corrosion cost avoid-
ance.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY
JOINT COMMON MISSILE

Question. As you know, the Joint Common Missile (JCM) was terminated in Presi-
dential Budget Decision 753. Eight months into Phase 1 of System Design and De-
velopment, JCM is a remarkably healthy, low-risk program on schedule, on budget,
and successfully demonstrating important new capabilities for the warfighter. Can-
celing the JCM ignores the opinion of our top military leaders and deprives our
servicemembers of a new capability they need to survive against future threats. Can
you explain why this program was targeted?

Answer. The Joint Common Missile was terminated for a variety of reasons, in-
cluding affordability, as well as demonstrated capabilities of current munitions such
as Hellfire II, the Joint Direct Attack Munition, and Laser-Guided Bombs. Good al-
ternatives for Joint Common Missile exist, so this is an area where the Department
is able to take a certain amount of risk. Also, the Air Force is refurbishing Maverick
missiles and is developing the Small Diameter Bomb Increment 2 to field similar
capabilities as the Joint Common Missile.

Question. Further, the JCM meets Joint Service requirements and fills a critical
capabilities gap that cannot be met by upgrading existing weapon systems. For ex-
ample, JCM has twice the standoff range of the Hellfire, Longbow, and Maverick
missiles it will replace on Army, Navy and Marine Corps aircraft. The accuracy of
its tri-mode seeker will give our forces precision-strike lethality to eliminate threats
that are located near non-combatants. That is why the top-ranking officers in all
three services that have requested JCM—the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps—all
belie\;e the program must be restored. How can you justify terminating this pro-
gram?

Answer. As stated above, the Joint Common Missile was terminated for reasons
of affordability and demonstrated performance of other munitions. In addition to ca-
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pable weapons such as Hellfire II, Joint Direct Attack Munition, and Laser-Guided
Bombs, the Department is scheduled to begin production of the Small Diameter
Bomb Increment 1 this fiscal year, which will also limit collateral damage for fixed
target attack. A follow-on Increment 2 for Small Diameter Bomb under development
will offer moving target attack, which will offer capabilities similar to the Joint
Common Missile.

KWAJALEIN JOINT CONTROL CENTER

Question. It is my understanding that your Department is considering the in-
creased use of “remote operations” for the Kwajalein Test and Space Operations site.
As I understand it, this would mean both a cost savings and increased efficiencies
with the handling of sensitive data. Further, I have heard that this “remoting” will
be conducted from a new “Kwajalein Joint Control Center” to be located in Hunts-
ville, Alabama. I support this move in efficiency and cost savings and would ask
that you provide me an update on the current status of this proposed project and
the out-year funding profile necessary to support this activity.

Answer. The Army is currently conducting an in-depth review of the U.S. Army
Kwajalein Atoll/Reagan Test Site (USAKA/RTS) to determine a means of optimizing
range operations. A key cost saving recommendation is to remote the operation of
radars and sensors from Kwajalein back to the United States via fiber optic connec-
tion. Some of the operations personnel, currently located on Kwajalein, could be
moved to a remote operations center in the United States. With fewer personnel on
Kwajalein the cost of supplying public works, services and infrastructure on the
atoll could be reduced. The Army is studying the concept of remote operations, in-
cluding a survey of possible locals in the United States for the remote operations
center, but has not yet selected a location for that center.

The Army has not yet committed to any changes in operations at Kwajalein. The
Army has funded a marine survey to determine the possibility of fiber installation
on the ocean floor. The total cost of installing fiber could be between $36 million
and $55 million—depending upon whether or not there is Federated States of Micro-
nesia and/or Marshall Island National Telephone Authority participation. Leasing
the fiber is also under consideration, and may be more cost effective. The cost of
standing up a remote operations center is estimated at $7 million.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
ACCOUNTING REFORM

Question. Secretary Jonas, the reform of the Pentagon’s accounting systems is im-
perative to allowing the Defense Department to pass a thorough audit, as required
by law. But funds appropriated for the Business Management Modernization Pro-
gram (BMMP) in past years have been under-expended, indicating that the program
has slowed down from its rapid start.

What specific goals or milestones do you expect the BMMP to achieve in fiscal
year 20067

Answer. The program is being realigned to support tangible transformation ef-
forts. Essential to this effort is delivering BEA 3.0 and a complete, comprehensible
Transition Plan by September 30, 2005. These deliverables will facilitate the De-
partment’s transformation efforts which are now focused on rapidly implementing
specific Business Enterprise Priorities. The first priorities we are addressing are:
Acquisition visibility; common supplier engagement; materiel visibility; real prop-
erty visibility; financial visibility; and personnel visibility.

Within each of these priorities are a set of initiatives that have short (6 months),
mid (12 months) and long term (18 + months) impact on the Department’s trans-
formation efforts and will be selected based on its ability to deliver a needed capa-
bility or business improvement to the Department.

It is true that the BMMP has under-expended in prior years. However, beginning
in fiscal year 2005, execution is on track. As of June 2005, over 91 percent of Oper-
ation and Maintenance, Defense-Wide (O&M, D-W) and approximately 90 percent
of Research, Development, Test & Evaluation, Defense-Wide (RDT&E, D-W) funds
(including prior year funds) are obligated. The balance of funds available will be ob-
ligated during the fourth quarter projected to be disbursed by September 30, 2005,
with the remaining dollars disbursed in October and November 2005.

Question. Do you expect that the Department of Defense will continue to have a
significant amount of unexpended funds by the end of the current fiscal year? When
do you expect the unexpended funds that existed at the end of fiscal year 2004 to
be fully obligated?
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Answer. The Department is projecting that approximately $251 billion will be un-
expended at the end of fiscal year 2005. Of this amount, approximately $205 billion
(unliquidated obligations) represent legally binding contracts resulting in the ulti-
mate cash payment at a subsequent time. The remaining $46 billion (unobligated
balances) represent amounts which are available for approved programs but which
are not yet obligated. These funds are committed to the programs for which initially
appropriated but are awaiting the completion of contracting or other legal pre-
requisites of contracting before the funds are fully obligated.

The unobligated balances related to multiyear appropriations at the end of fiscal
year 2004 will be fully obligated by the end of fiscal year 2006 with the exception
of Shipbuilding and Military Construction appropriations that will expire for
obligational purposes at the end of fiscal year 2008.

Question. What is the status of efforts to cut down on the large number of unnec-
essary charge cards in the Department of Defense? How many charge cards are now
in circulation, and is the Department now carrying out credit checks to cut down
on the number of cards issued to individuals whose credit record might indicate a
high risk for charge card abuse?

Answer.

Efforts to cut down the number of cards

For the purchase card, we have established internal controls to automatically shut
down a card that has been inactive for 6 billing cycles. In addition, Program Coordi-
nators can now run a report that lists cards with little or no activity.

For the travel card, the Department entered an agreement with Bank of America
to grevent charges against accounts that have not been used in a twelve month pe-
riod.

For the Fleet and Aviation Intoplane Reimbursement (AIR) cards, accounts that
do not show activity over a 6 month period will be highlighted and the account will
be closed unless sufficient rationale to keep the account open is provided.

Number of charge cards in circulation and credit checks

For the purchase card, the number of card holder accounts is approximately
112,000, which is less than half of the over 230,000 purchase cards that were in
circulation in 2001. Regarding the issue of credit checks, the Department’s legal de-
termination is that existing statutes preclude obtaining actual credit checks without
the cardholder’s consent (i.e. Privacy Act, Fair Credit Reporting Act, etc). If card-
holders consent, the Department uses a “Creditworthiness Evaluation” to assist in
determining the creditworthiness of potential cardholders. The Systems of Records
Notice to allow credit checks without cardholder consent is being reviewed by GSA’s
Office of General Counsel. Once completed, bargaining with local bargaining units
will be required, which will involve discussions with over 1,400 bargaining units and
is expected to take a minimum of 2 years.

For the travel card, there are approximately 975,783 open accounts, down from
1,370,477 in 2002. The Department has always conducted credit checks from the
outset of the program, if an individual gave consent. We cannot conduct credit
checks without individual consent under the Fair Credit Reporting Act. Individuals
with a satisfactory credit score are issued a standard card with $5,000 limit and
individuals with a lower score, or who decline a credit check, are issued a restricted
card with a $2,000 limit. Since January 2004, 1,917 applications have been denied.

For the Fleet and Aviation Intoplane Reimbursement (AIR) cards, there are
58,221 and 20,075 cards, respectively. Since the Fleet cards are issued to DOD
owned or leased vehicles or equipment and the AIR cards are issued to aircraft, no
credit checks are performed because neither card is assigned to a specific individual.

HEALTHEFORCES

Question. Thanks to a collaborative effort that I helped to initiate between Walter
Reed, Marshall University, and the National Technology Transfer Center (NTTC),
diabetic patients and other chronic disease sufferers in Southern West Virginia will
be better able to manage their disease and enhance their quality of life. Marshall’s
Byrd Center for Rural Health has adapted the HEALTHeFORCES program and is
in the process of launching HEALTHeWV at Marshall University Medical Center
and other rural clinics in Southern West Virginia. The NTTC, in turn, will lay the
groundwork for the program’s implementation at other sites in the State and nation.
HEALTHeWYV is a shining example of linking national health care advancements
with local expertise to meet West Virginia’s unmet health care needs.

Secretary Jonas, how is this program progressing toward implementation in West
Virginia?
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Answer. The Marshall's Byrd Center 1is currently implementing
HEALTHeFORCES to selected facilities within West Virginia. The
HEALTHeSURVEY module was implemented at Marshall University Medical Cen-
ter in June 2004. HEALTHeCARD and HEALTHeNOTE modules were implemented
in March 2005. Pre-implementation activities are currently underway at Tug River
Health Clinic, McDowell County,

Question. Given the fact that "President Bush has pointed to an expanded use of
information technology as a primary way to reduce health care costs in America,
and given the fact that HEALTHeFORCES has proved to be incredibly cost- efficient
and consumer-friendly, what steps will the Department take in conjunction with the
NTTC to expand the use of HEALTHeFORCES technology in other states?

Answer. The Army has delivered a functioning HEALTHeFORCES technology to
the National Technology Transfer Center for further expansion as appropriate.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO ADMIRAL ROBERT F. WILLARD

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
REDUCTION IN FORCE

Question. The fiscal year 2006 budget requests funding to decommission the
U.S.S. John F. Kennedy. How will this reduction in force affect readiness and our
overseas military presence?

Answer. The Fleet Response Plan enables the Navy today to surge multiple car-
riers on demand. Under the 6+2 plan, 6 carriers are available within 30 days to
meet commitments and another 2 will be available within 90 days. A force reduction
of one carrier may alter the availability to either 6+1 or 5+ 2, depending on sched-
uling factors. However, a fleet of 11 carriers will maintain readiness standards to
source the most demanding defense scenarios within acceptable risk guidelines. Ad-
ditionally, the reduction from 12 to 11 carriers aligns with the currently available
11 Carrier Air Wings.

A primary contribution of carriers to the defense strategy is deterrence through
global presence. The Navy will continue to maintain the required carrier presence.
Innovative global force management practices will enable joint solutions, such as Air
Force aircraft in a forward region, to augment or substitute for carrier presence to
meet Combatant Commander needs. Overseas presence and deterrence is further
bolstered by an increase in rotational expeditionary forces from all Services under
the global presence and basing strategy.

In summary, the Department of Defense must make difficult force structure
trades under a constrained budget to meet current and emerging challenges. The
Department of Defense and the Navy are undergoing aggressive transformation
while still executing phase IV operations in Operations IRAQI and ENDURING
FREEDOM. The future 11-carrier fleet enabled by the Fleet Response Plan, techno-
logical advances, improved training, and superior maintenance will provide the ca-
pability required to successfully execute the defense strategy.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. 1 understand that a key aspect of the Department’s missile defense
strategy is to pursue a layered defensive system, designed to intercept and destroy
ballistic missiles of all ranges, during any phase of their flight. The recent success-
ful test of an operationally configured Standard Missile 3 from a Navy Aegis cruiser
is an indication of the potential for one part of the layered system. Could you share
with this committee your assessment of the missile defense effort, and how this
budget proposal might affect the Department’s ability to achieve the layered system
that is envisioned?

Answer. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA) continues to develop and incremen-
tally field a joint, integrated and multi-layered defense—the Ballistic Missile De-
fense System (BMDS)—against all ranges of ballistic missiles. Layered defenses are
important because they provide defense in depth across all phases of flight (boost,
midcourse and terminal) and make deployment of enemy countermeasures more dif-
ficult. The recent success of the Standard Missile 3 test from an Aegis cruiser adds
confidence to our ability to address the short- to intermediate-range ballistic missile
threats. Development of other capabilities continues to address the entire capability
range of the threats.
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The MDA has followed a funding strategy of retaining alternative development
paths until a capability is proven. The fiscal year 2006 budget proposal supports the
development for fielding of various BMDS elements and components, including the:
Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD), Terminal High Altitude Area Defense
(THAAD), Airborne Laser (ABL), Kinetic Energy Interceptor (KEI), improved sen-
sors, and battle management. All of these elements of the BMDS, and other efforts,
will combine to achieve a robust, layered defense.

The warfighter’s assess that MDA has a balanced approach to developing and
fielding capabilities that take into account the evolving threats. The fiscal year 2006
missile defense budget proposal supports the funding strategy by focusing resources
on the most promising development paths to create a multi-layered defense to pro-
tec%{ the homeland, deployed forces, friends, and allies against ballistic missile at-
tack.

Question. The budget proposal truncates the C-130J program after fiscal year
2006, leaving both the Air Force and Marine Corps short of their modernization ob-
jectives. From the joint perspective, how will this proposal affect the Defense De-
partment’s air transport and refueling capabilities?

Answer. At the time the decision was made to truncate the C-130J program, re-
cent studies indicated that the current tactical airlift fleet could support the military
strategy. Additionally, there was an incomplete understanding of the associated con-
tract termination liabilities. However, with the recent flight restrictions placed on
portions of the C-130 fleet and better understanding of the contracting implications,
the Department of Defense has recently stated a willingness to re-evaluate the C—
130 capability required and the decision to truncate the C—130J program.

The Mobility Capability Study (MCS) and the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
will address the transport and refueling requirements for the Department. These
studies will also help determine the quantity and right mix of transports and cargo
aircraft required for the joint force. The MCS should be ready for release in the
spring of 2005 and the QDR should be completed by February 2006.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Ms. JoNASs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Whereupon, at 11:03 a.m., Tuesday, March 2, the subcommittee
was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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STAFF OF THE ARMY

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning, Mr. Secretary, General. We're
going to receive testimony from the Secretary of the Army, the
Army Chief of Staff. Secretary Harvey, we welcome you. It’s your
first appearance before our subcommittee, and we look forward to
working with you during these challenging times. They're difficult
for all of us, but we’re anxious to hear your plans for sustaining
the force.

I want to welcome some soldiers attending today, Sergeant First
Class Jason Straight, of the Army Reserve, Operations Sergeant for
the 459th Engineering Company, Staff Sergeant Clarke Caporale,
Army National Guard from New York, Information Assurance
Manager, at the Joint Forces Headquarters in New York, and Ser-
geant—Staff Sergeant Thomas Kenny, the Active Component Rifle
Squad Leader of the 2nd Platoon of the 502nd Infantry of the 101st
Airborne. I'm sorry to have botched up those introductions, gentle-
men.

We welcome you all, and we’re honored to have you here with us,
and we thank you for your service, as we thank all of you for your
service.

General Schoomaker, we welcome you to the subcommittee and
look forward to your testimony. We will later welcome Senator Mi-
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kulski, who is a new member of our subcommittee and will be very
valuable to us as we go forward.

This initiative known as “modularity” is designed to reduce
stress on the force by creating more deployable units and to ensure
our soldiers are properly equipped when they rotate into theater
operations. It’s an ambitious endeavor, General and Mr. Secretary,
that we must balance with many other budgetary challenges facing
the Army and the whole Department. These include recruiting and
retaining an all-volunteer force, improving the protection systems,
recapitalization of damage to destroyed equipment, and reposturing
our forces around the globe. In addition to that, we are fielding
new technologies for the warfighter.

The fiscal year 2006 budget proposal totals $98.6 billion for the
Army, and the supplemental request before us—that and the sup-
plemental request before us are critical for addressing these issues.
It’s imperative we exercise due diligence in reviewing the requests,
and we want to work with you to ensure that our Army is provided
the resources necessary to accomplish its mission and to continue
the momentum toward the democratization of the Middle East.

I want to turn this over now to my co-chairman and see if he has
comments before we ask you to prepare—to give us your remarks.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I wish
to join you in welcoming General Schoomaker and Dr. Harvey, our
new Secretary of the Army.

The Army is now undergoing a period of challenge and change,
and the pace of overseas operations is clearly straining our Active,
Guard, and Reserve forces. And we know that it’s not going to be
an easy job, but we stand to work with you, sir.

And may I have my full statement made part of the record?

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir, it will be.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Today we welcome the Army Chief of Staff, General Schoomaker, along with Dr.
Francis Harvey, the Army Secretary. Mr. Secretary, we welcome you here for your
first appearance before this committee.

Gentlemen, the Army is undergoing a period of challenge and great change. The
f1‘)ace of overseas operations is clearly straining our Active, Guard and Reserve
orces.

At the same time, we are implementing the first phase of Army transformation
with the creation of Stryker brigades. And, to complicate matters further, the Army
is proceeding with its modularity initiative, restructuring its divisions with a goal
of increasing combat capability by creating an additional 10 brigade combat teams.
b T}llle cost of these efforts, both in stress and monetary resources, is understandably

igh.

We are informed that the Army was unable to meet its recruiting goal for active
guty soldiers last month and also falling short of the recruiting goals of the Reserve
orces.

In this period of change we have seen the termination of the Comanche helicopter
and the Crusader, and the restructuring of the future combat system program and
Army aviation.

The Congress has fully supported the Army even adding more than $600 million
in ﬁsgal year 2005 to accelerate equipment for the Stryker brigades, but more is re-
quired.

In the supplemental request, we find an unprecedented request of $5 billion to
support modularity, and the creation of brigade combat teams. Some of our col-
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leagues have questioned the propriety of using an emergency supplemental to pay
for this new initiative.

So, I believe it is obvious that this is a period of great upheaval. Gentlemen, I
don’t know how you are able to balance all of these issues in this time of war. I
tip my hat to you.

As you know, this committee has been steadfast in its support of the Army. I can
assure you that we will do our best to support the needs of our men and women
in uniform especially during this trying time.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing our witnesses discuss the many challenges
facing the Army and their plans to meet them head on.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy, do you have any opening com-
ments?

Senator LEAHY. I don’t, Mr. Chairman. I will have questions,
though.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Mr. Secretary, we’re pleased to have your statement. Both of
your statements will appear in the record in full, as though read,
but we’'d take your comments, whatever you wish to say.

Secretary HARVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Stevens, Senator Inouye, and distinguished members
of the subcommittee, General Schoomaker and I appreciate the op-
portunity to be here this morning and to offer testimony on the
posture of the United States Army, which today is conducting oper-
ations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and some 120 other countries around
the world.

Let me begin by saying a few words about the great soldiers of
our Army, the centerpiece of our formations.

Our Nation is blessed with the world’s finest Army, an all-volun-
teer force representing the best our country has to offer. On that
note, General Schoomaker and I are pleased to be joined today by
three soldiers who, in turn, represent the over 1 million soldiers in
our Army. The Chief will introduce these soldiers to you at the end
of my opening statement.

The events of 9/11 radically altered the realities of America’s se-
curity environment, making it clear that the United States is in a
protracted war against a global enemy that fights with different
means and standards of conduct that includes a total disregard for
human life. To be successful in this protracted conflict, we must
transform our Army to be more expeditionary, joint, rapidly
deployable and adaptive, as well as enhance our capabilities across
the entire range of military operations, from major combat to sta-
bility.

To accomplish our mission of providing the necessary forces and
capabilities to the combatant commanders in support of the na-
tional security and defense strategies, we have developed and are
executing four overarching and interrelated strategies supported by
20 initiatives. Transformation is ingrained in all of these strate-
gies, as well as in each one of the initiatives.

These strategies are: first, providing relevant and ready land
power to the combatant commanders; second, training and equip-
ping our soldiers to serve as warriors and growing adaptive lead-
ers; third, attaining a quality of life for our soldiers and their fami-
lies that match the quality of their service; and, finally, providing
the infrastructure to enable the force to fulfill its strategic roles
and missions.
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We are implementing these strategies by means of 20 supporting
initiatives. In executing these initiatives, our actions will, at all
times and in all places, be guided by the highest of ethical stand-
ards. Among the nine initiatives supporting our strategy of pro-
viding relevant and ready land power, I want to emphasize our
major transformational effort, the Army modular force initiative.

This initiative involves the total redesign of the operational
Army into a larger, more powerful, more flexible, and more rapidly
deployable force that will move us from a division-centric structure
to one built around what we call the Brigade Combat Team Unit
of Action.

Let me note here that when discussing the size and power of the
Army, one should not only talk about end strength, because the
Brigade Combat Team is a much more capable and powerful unit.
It is more useful to talk about the number of units, as well as the
power—combat power of those individual units.

The combat power of an individual unit is not only a function of
people strength, but also the technology and quality of the equip-
ment, particularly the weapons systems and the information net-
work, the effectiveness of the tactics, techniques, and procedures,
the adaptability and flexibility of the organization, the level of
training, and, finally, the caliber and quality of the leadership. At
the end of the day, it is the combat power of the operational Army
that counts.

There is another important point to be made regarding Army end
strength. Because we are initiating a number of initiatives to
transform the way the Army does business, including the conver-
sion of military jobs to civilian ones in that part of the Army which
generates the force, the so-called “institutional Army,” it is possible
to increase personnel strength of the operational Army without
necessarily increasing overall end strength.

Now, returning to the Army modular force initiative, the Brigade
Combat Team Unit of Action is a standalone, self-sufficient, and
standardized tactical force of between 3,500 and 4,000 soldiers that
is organized the way it fights. Consequently, these brigades are
more strategically responsive across the broad spectrum of oper-
ations required by the 21st century security environment.

This transformational effort will result in a force with a number
of key advantages. First, there will be at least a 30-percent in-
crease in our Active component’s combat power by 2007, an in-
crease from 33 to 43 Brigade Combat Teams. Second, the number
of usable Brigade Combat Teams in the rotational pool will in-
crease from 48 to 77. Third, the headquarters will be joint-capable
and organized the way it will operate in theater. Fourth, future
network-centric developments can be readily applied to the mod-
ular force design as the first step in evolving the Brigade Combat
Team Unit of Action into a future combat system design. Finally,
and very importantly, when complete, modularity in combination
with rebalancing the type of units in both the Active and Reserve
components will significantly reduce the stress on the force because
of a more predictable rotational cycle for all components, coupled
with much longer dwell times at home base.

With our four overarching strategies and 20 supporting initia-
tives, in conjunction with a fully funded base budget and supple-
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mental, the Chief and I are confident that the Army can accom-
plish its mission and reach our strategic goal of being relevant and
ready both today and tomorrow.

Let me end by saying that none of this would be possible without
the continuing strong support of Congress and, specifically, the De-
fense Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee.
Thank you for this past support. And I ask for your full support
on the base budget request, as well as the supplemental.

General Schoomaker will now introduce the three soldiers with
us today. And, after that, we’ll be more than happy to answer the
questions.

Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. You can tell us more about them if you'd like,
General.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sure, I'd like to.

Chairman Stevens and Senator Inouye and other distinguished
members of the subcommittee, I stand with Secretary Harvey on
his statement, and we’ve submitted our posture statement and
written statements for the record, as you’ve said.

I would like to introduce these three soldiers. They've earned the
right to sit in the front row and observe how our Government
works. And we're very proud of them. As we’ve already said, they’re
the centerpiece of our Army. And I invited them here so they could
have that front-row seat, they represent all three components, the
Active, Guard, and Reserve components of our Army.

The first is Sergeant First Class Jason Straight, who is from the
United States (U.S.) Army Reserve. He deployed with his unit from
West Virginia. He deployed with the Bridge Company from Janu-
ary 2003 to February 2004. He was first attached to the 1st Marine
Expeditionary Force, and they are the ones that forged the river—
the Tigris River to allow the marines to advance. They did it under
fire, put the bridge in so that they could proceed in their attack to
Baghdad. In addition to bridge construction, his unit was involved
in the destruction of enemy ammunition, doing mine clearance ac-
tivities and destroying other foreign ammunition that was over
there. So we’re very proud of him. And he represents the great sol-
diers of our U.S. Army Reserve. Thank you very much, Sergeant
Straight.

The next soldier I'd like to introduce is Staff Sergeant Clarke
Caporale. Sergeant Caporale is from New York. He’s a member of
the National Guard. He’s a mortarman. And during his time de-
ployed on Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) from February 2004 to
January 2005, he was involved in firing over 150 missions in com-
bat with his mortar element. He was also one of the soldiers that
became a primary trainer for the Iraqi National Guard and was in-
volved in training Company D of the 203rd Battalion Iraqi Na-
tional Guard. He was a member of the joint coordination cell and
the staff in the province there where he was. He earned a Combat
Infantryman’s Badge and the Expeditionary Medal for the Global
War on Terrorism. Thank you.

Staff Sergeant Thomas Kenny is a member of the regular Army.
He is 11-Bravo Rifle Squad Leader, Infantry, 2nd Battalion, 502 In-
fantry of the 101st Airborne. Staff Sergeant Kenny participated in
the initial assaults through Iraq, moving north through Karbala,
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Baghdad, Fallujah, and Mosul, beginning in March 2003 through
February 2004. His unit established numerous hard sites that are
still in use today in Mosul. He was also involved in overseeing the
exchange of the Hussein-era Iraqi dinars to the post-liberation dol-
lars. He also has earned the Combat Infantryman’s Badge, been
decorated for both the campaign in Iraq, as well as in Kosovo,
where he was involved in the campaign there.

So, again, we're very proud of these soldiers. They represent the
centerpiece of our Army, and I join you in my great respect for
their service and what they contribute to the security of our Na-
tion.

PREPARED STATEMENT

So thank you very much. 'm prepared to answer your questions.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE FRANCIS J. HARVEY AND GENERAL PETER
J. SCHOOMAKER

FEBRUARY 6, 2005.

America remains a nation at war, fighting adversaries who threaten our civiliza-
tion and way of life. The most significant aspect of our current strategic reality is
that the Global War on Terror in which we are now engaged will be a protracted
one.

The Army’s primary mission is to provide necessary forces and capabilities to the
Combatant Commanders in support of the National Security and Defense Strate-
gies. We have more than 300,000 Soldiers deployed or forward stationed today to
support operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and other theaters of war and to deter ag-
gression, while securing the homeland. We are fighting today while simultaneously
preparing for tomorrow.

To continue to accomplish our mission, we are aggressively restructuring the
Army. We are transforming from a force designed for contingency operations in the
post-Cold War era to a force designed for continuous operations in a new era that
prese}rllts challenges to the Nation ranging from traditional to potentially cata-
strophic.

The Army is dependent upon the resources requested in the fiscal year 2006
President’s Budget, coupled with emergency supplemental appropriations, to sup-
port current operations. These funds will also enable the force to recover from the
stress placed on equipment and Soldiers during combat and continually “reset” itself
for future deployments. Moreover, these resources are required to continue to trans-
form the Army into a larger, more powerful force built on self-sufficient brigade-
based modules. This force will be more flexible, more rapidly deployable and better
able to sustain the protracted military campaigns and conduct the joint, expedi-
tionary operations required by the 21st century security environment.

We are sustaining our global commitments while making tremendous progress in
our transformation. We will need the continued support of the Congress, the Presi-
dent, and the American people to accomplish our mission today and tomorrow, while
providing for the well-being of our All-Volunteer Soldiers, their families and our ci-
vilian workforce who are serving the Nation in this time of war.

PETER J. SCHOOMAKER,
General, United States Army Chief of Staff.

FRANCIS J. HARVEY,
Secretary of the Army.

PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE POSTURE STATEMENT

The 2005 Army Posture Statement provides an overview of today’s Army. Focus-
ing on the Soldier, our centerpiece, it provides a perspective on the 21st century se-
curity environment. This environment provides the context for reaffirming our over-
arching Strategic Goal and our enduring Mission. The Posture Statement describes
how the Army is executing four overarching, interrelated strategies—centered on
people, forces, quality of life and infrastructure—needed to accomplish this Mission.
Our initiatives, posture, progress, and requirements are explained within the con-
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text of these strategies. Army transformation is described not as an end in itself,
but rather in terms of how it is already contributing to accomplishing the Mission
today, while preparing the force to accomplish its Strategic Goal—to remain rel-
evant and ready to meet the Combatant Commanders’ needs—today and tomorrow.
A discussion of Risk and an examination of future security challenges are furnished
to complete this assessment of our current posture as we continue to serve the Na-
tion today, while preparing for the uncertainties of tomorrow.

21 Century Security Environment:
An Era of Uncertainty and Unpredictability
Four Challenges: Traditional, Iregular, Catastrophic, and Disruptive
A Persistent State of Conflict Will Endure

[ Strategic Goal: Relevant and Ready .. Today and Tomorrow 1

[ Mission: To Provide Necessary Forces and Capabilities to the Combatant
Commanders in Support of the National Security and Defense Strategies

i

and Strategies

Well-Trained, Quality of Life and Weil-Being Infrastructure
Soldiers - for Our People 1o Enable the Force

I
Elre VNI IF I AT )]

Relevant, Ready

to Support the Combatant as Warriors that Match the Quality to Fulfill Iis Strategic Roles
Commanders Led by Adaptive Leaders of their Service and Missions
Current Force — . - = — Future Force
and | Riskc An Adaptive Enem; Limited Resources, Our Pace of Operations, and Stress on the Force and
Business Processes Business Processes
‘ - Condlusion: Remaining Relevant and Ready in Service to the Nation

2005 ARMY POSTURE STATEMENT EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

21st Century Security Environment: An Era of Uncertainty and Unpredictability

Operating within an uncertain, unpredictable environment, the Army must be
prepared to sustain operations during a period of persistent conflict—a blurring of
familiar distinctions between war and peace.

To improve our ability to provide forces and capabilities to the Combatant Com-
manders for the foreseeable future, the Army is undergoing its most profound re-
structuring in more than 50 years.

With the support of the Congress, the President, and the Department of Defense,
we are making tremendous progress.

Transforming to Accomplish the Mission: Modularity, Rebalancing, and Stabilization

Army Transformation is focused to improve the capability of the Soldier, who re-

mains the centerpiece of our formations. It has four primary goals.

—First, we are restructuring from a division-based to a brigade-based force. These
brigades are designed as modules, or self-sufficient and standardized Brigade
Combat Teams, that can be more readily deployed and combined with other
Army and joint forces to meet the precise needs of the Combatant Commanders.
The result of this transformational initiative will be an operational Army that
is larger and more powerful, flexible and rapidly deployable.

—This program, which we call modularity, will increase the combat power of the
Active Component by 30 percent as well as the size of the Army’s overall pool
of available forces by 60 percent. The total number of available brigades will
increase from 48 to 77 with 10 active brigades (three-and-a-third divisions in
our old terms) being added by the end of 2006. Our goal for this larger pool
of available forces is to enable the Army to generate forces in a rotational man-
ner that will support two years at home following each deployed year for active
forces, four years at home following each deployed year for the Army Reserve
and five years at home following each deployed year for National Guard forces.
Implementing this program will provide more time to train, predictable deploy-
ment schedules, and the continuous supply of landpower required by the Com-
batant Commanders and civil authorities.

—The force, above the brigade level, will be supported by similarly modular sup-
porting brigades that provide aviation, fires, logistics, and other support. Our
headquarters structure will also become far more versatile and efficient as we
eliminate an entire echelon of command—moving from three to two levels. Simi-
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lar innovations will occur in the logistics and intelligence organizations that
support our forces and other Services.

—Our restructuring is already well underway. The 3rd Infantry Division, the van-
%uard of the invasion of Iraq, will return to Iraq as a restructured, modular
orce.

—Second, we are rebalancing our active and reserve forces to produce more units
with the skills in highest demand. This will realign the specialties of more than
100,000 Soldiers, producing a 50 percent increase in infantry capabilities, with
similar increases in military police, civil affairs, intelligence, and other critical
skills. We have already converted more than 34,000 spaces.

—Third, Soldiers are being stabilized within units for longer periods to increase
combat readiness and cohesion, reduce turnover and eliminate many repetitive
training requirements. With fewer Soldiers and families moving, more Soldiers
will be available on any given day to train or to fight. This initiative, started
in 2004, also transitions our Army from an individual replacement manning
system to a unit focused system—to prepare Soldiers to go to war as vital mem-
bers of cohesive units.

—Fourth, we are working to complement our operational transformation by ensur-
ing that our business, force generation and training functions improve how we
support a wartime Army and the other Services. We are divesting functions no
longer relevant and reengineering business processes to increase responsiveness
to the Combatant Commanders. Other improvements include developing a joint,
interdependent end-to-end logistics structure, and fostering a culture of innova-
tion to increase institutional agility. We seek to improve effectiveness and iden-
tify efficiencies that will free human and financial resources to better support
operational requirements.

Balancing Risk: The Tension Between Current and Future Demands

The Army is grateful for the support of the Congress, the President, the Depart-
ment of Defense, and the American people as we fight the Global War on Terror.
Continued support—financial and moral—is vital. This year, like previous years
since September 11, the Army’s base budget supports force generation and
sustainment operations and the supplemental budget request supports wartime ef-
forts. The combination of these spending measures is needed to enable the Army
to:

—Recruit and retain the All-Volunteer Force and their families by enabling the
establishment of equitable rotation plans and improving quality-of-life pro-
grams;

—Generate and sustain a force that is properly manned, trained and led, in order
to prevail in the Global War on Terror, while sustaining other global commit-
ments;

—Enhance Soldiers’ ability to fight by rapidly spiraling promising technologies
that are ready now into the Current Force; and

—Reset the force by repairing and recapitalizing equipment that is aging rap-
idly—far faster than projected—due to sustained combat operations in severe
environmental conditions.

The scale and the pace of Army transformation is essential to improve the ability
of American Soldiers to defeat adversaries who will pose complex, irregular chal-
lenges t}t}at are becoming increasingly more sophisticated and dangerous than those
we now face.

Focusing Resources on Wartime Requirements: Major Decisions in 2004

The Army benefited from three major decisions in 2004, all providing resources
to address immediate wartime needs. The Army restructured or adjusted 126 pro-
grams. Two of these programs had the most significant impact. First, the Army can-
celled the Comanche Program and reinvested the savings into other urgent aviation
requirements. This decision enabled us to begin purchasing new airframes, fix many
equipment shortfalls, enhance survivability, and begin modernizing our fleet. Sec-
ond, we modified the schedule for fielding Future Combat Systems to put better ca-
pabilities into the hands of our fighting Soldiers. Third, Congress provided the au-
thority to increase Active Component end strength by 30,000 Soldiers to support the
war and the Army’s conversion to modular formations.

Our Army at War—Relevant and Ready . . . Today and Tomorrow

Our Nation remains at war. Soldiers understand their mission. They are well
equipped and trained for the fight. They are well led by excellent leaders. Our
transformation is already enhancing our capabilities today, while ensuring our pre-
paredness for tomorrow. These efforts, however, will require full support of the base
budget and supplemental.
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21ST CENTURY SECURITY ENVIRONMENT: AN ERA OF UNCERTAINTY AND
UNPREDICTABILITY

We remain an Army at War. It is a war unlike any other in our Nation’s history,
prosecuted not by states, but by extremists employing irregular means to erode our
power and resolve. Our adversaries threaten the ideas that form the bedrock of our
society, endangering our freedoms and way of life. Fueled by an ideology that pro-
motes intractable hatred, this war will endure in some form for the foreseeable fu-
ture. The Army, in service to the Nation, must therefore be prepared to sustain op-
erations during a period of persistent conflict—a blurring of familiar distinctions be-
tween war and peace. This is the most significant aspect of the 21st century security
environment.

The emergence of unconventional and asymmetric threats, such as radical Islamic
terrorist efforts aimed at the United States and other developed countries, has
stretched the U.S. military. Protection afforded by geographic distance has de-
creased, while challenges and threats from extremists using weapons of mass de-
struction and attacks on civilian, military and economic targets have increased.
While the current trend toward regional and global integration may render inter-
state war less likely, the stability and legitimacy of the conventional political order
in regions vital to the United States are increasingly under pressure.
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FIGURE 1

There are now new actors, methods and capabilities that imperil the United
States, its interests and its alliances in strategically significant ways. The Defense
Strategy has identified four types of emerging security challenges for U.S. forces:
irregular, traditional, catastrophic and disruptive. The “Four Challenges,” described
in Figure 1, categorize many of the issues expected in the future security environ-
ment. In many situations, these challenges may overlap, may occur simultaneously
and may offer no easily discernible transition from one to another.

The Defense Strategy still recognizes the traditional threat paradigm, focused pri-
marily on other states and known enemies. In the aftermath of September 11, 2001,
however, it is no longer sufficient to be prepared to defend only against this type
of threat. Our old concepts of security, deterrence and warning, developed through
traditional intelligence approaches, do not apply sufficiently in this new strategic
environment. While we must remain ready to sustain the full range of our global
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commitments, our overwhelming military superiority no longer serves as an ade-
quate deterrent against many emerging threats, especially those of radical fun-
damentalist terrorists.

The implications of our environment are clear. We must understand the character
of the irregular warfare we now face and adapt accordingly. In waging this war
against determined adversaries, we have arrayed a vast, hierarchical organization
against an elusive, adaptive network. Consequently, the Army is adapting to elimi-
nate irrelevant policies, processes and doctrines. We must move beyond marginal
improvements in our efforts to strengthen interdependencies with other Services
and other agencies and reinforce a culture that fosters innovation and agility.

To respond to the challenges presented in this era of uncertainty and unpredict-
ability, the Army has accelerated its transformation. During times of peace, change
is generally slow and deliberate—at a pace supported by limited resources. In war-
time, however, change must occur faster; a measured approach to change will not
work.

We must remain ready to sustain the full range of our global commitments be-
yond those associated with the Global War on Terror. At the same time, the Army
must be prepared to conduct sustained operations during a period of protracted con-
flict.

STRATEGIC GOAL: REMAINING RELEVANT AND READY . . . TODAY AND TOMORROW

In light of the uncertainty and the challenges inherent to the 21st century secu-
rity environment, the Army’s overarching strategic goal is to remain relevant and
ready by providing the Joint Force with essential capabilities to dominate across the
full range of military operations. The Army will be:

—Relevant to the challenges posed by the global security environment as evi-
denced by the organization and training of our forces, the innovation and adapt-
ability of our leaders and the design and practices of our institutional support
structures.

—Ready to provide the Combatant Commanders with the capabilities—principally
well-led, trained and equipped forces—required to achieve operational objectives
across the range of military operations.

To meet this goal, the Army must position itself in terms of mindset, capability,
effectiveness, efficiency, training, education, leadership and the overall culture of
the Service for the context in which it will operate for the foreseeable future.

The American Soldier remains our primary focus—the centerpiece of all that we
do as an Army. Throughout our history, Soldiers have answered the call to end tyr-
anny, to free the oppressed and to light the path to democracy for struggling na-
tions. Soldiers—imbued with the ideals of the Warrior Ethos, a commitment to de-
fend the freedoms that America enjoys and an unwavering belief that they will be
victorious—are, and will remain, the foundation of the Army.

MISSION: SUPPORTING THE NATIONAL SECURITY AND DEFENSE STRATEGIES

The Army exists to serve the American people, to protect enduring national inter-
ests and to fulfill national military responsibilities. Our mission is enduring: to pro-
vide necessary forces and capabilities to the Combatant Commanders in support of
the National Security and Defense Strategies. The Army is charged to provide forces
able to conduct prompt, sustained combat on land as well as stability and recon-
struction operations, when required. Moreover, the Army is charged to provide
logistical and other capabilities to enable other Services to accomplish their mis-
sions.

To achieve its mission, the Army is providing the Joint Force with capabilities re-
quired to prevail in the protracted Global War on Terror and sustain the full range
of its global commitments. At the same time, the Army is undergoing one of its most
profound transformations since World War II. Army Transformation will meet the
needs of Joint Force Commanders today and tomorrow, by providing a campaign-
quality Army with joint and expeditionary capabilities. A continuous cycle of innova-
tion and experimentation, informed by experience, is improving the forces and capa-
bilities we are providing today and ensuring that we are well postured for tomor-
row’s challenges.

We are working to create a unique synergy from both of our tasks, fighting today
while transforming for tomorrow, to ensure we “get it right.” The size and mix of
our components and capabilities must be in balance. Our global posture, both at
home and abroad, must enhance agility and readiness to conduct expeditionary op-
erations on short notice. In addition, the force must be designed, equipped, sus-
tained and supported in a manner that will enable us to continue to be effective
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partners, with the other Services and the armed forces of other nations, in the con-
duct of sustained, protracted military campaigns.

Soldiers remain at the center of our transformation focus. Soldiers are the Army.
It is the Soldier—fierce, well trained, well equipped and well led—who serves as the
ultimate expression of the capabilities the Army provides to the Joint Force and to
the Nation. As always, we remain dedicated to the well-being of our Soldiers, their
families and our civilian workforce.

The character and skill of our Soldiers, leaders and civilian workforce and the at-
titudes and actions of our family must reflect our military and organizational chal-
lenges. Like any large, complex organization committed to achieving trans-
formational change, our efforts to change our culture will prove to be our true meas-
ure of success.

Guided by the compelling requirement to accomplish our mission in service to the
Nation, the Army is changing now—and making tremendous progress. With the con-
tinued support of Congress and the Department of Defense, we will maintain the
momentum we have established, through our collective efforts, to transform capa-
bilities, processes, leadership and culture.

ACCOMPLISHING THE MISSION TODAY: SUSTAINING GLOBAL COMMITMENTS

The Army’s first priority is to sustain its increasing global commitments that ex-
tend across the full range of military missions, well beyond those associated with
the Global War on Terror. Today, our Current Force is engaged, across the range
of military operations, in ways we could never have forecasted before September 11,
2001, operating at a very high pace that will likely continue for some time.

ARMY G LOBAL COMMITMENTS 315,000 Soldiers deployed, stationed
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The Army is providing forces and capabilities for Operation Iraqi Freedom, for
Operation Enduring Freedom and for other global requirements. The Army con-
tinues to deter aggression and keep peace on the Korean Peninsula, on the Sinai
Peninsula, in the Balkans and elsewhere around the world. In addition, the Army
supports numerous humanitarian assistance missions and supports organizations
?u% as Joint Task Force Bravo in Central America to counter illicit narcotics traf-
icking.

Today, approximately 640,000 Soldiers are serving on active duty. 315,000 Sol-
diers are deployed or forward stationed in more than 120 countries to support oper-
ations in Iraq, Afghanistan and other theaters of war and deter aggression, while
securing the homeland. These Soldiers are from all components: Active (155,000),
Army National Guard (113,000) and Army Reserve (47,000). Soldiers participate in
homeland security activities and support civil authorities for many different mis-
sions within the United States. A large Army civilian workforce (over 250,000), rein-
forced by contractors, supports our Army—to mobilize, deploy and sustain the oper-
ational forces—both at home and abroad.

Soldiers from the Army National Guard and the Army Reserve are making a vital
contribution. 150,000 Soldiers are mobilized and performing a diverse range of mis-
sions worldwide. In addition to their duties overseas, Soldiers from both the Guard
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and the Reserve supported civil authorities during disaster relief operations, such
as those which occurred in Florida following four major hurricanes.

On any given day, the Army National Guard has more than 10,000 Soldiers on
duty to protect key assets across the Nation, including Air Force bases. More than
24,000 Soldiers provided security for both the Democratic and Republican National
Conventions and the Group of Eight Summit. National Guard Soldiers are also pro-
moting stability in Iraq and in the Balkans, while performing complex, vital tasks
such as U.S. Northern Command’s ballistic missile defense mission. Guard Soldiers,
operating in an unprecedented role, are organizing and training a multicomponent
brigade in Colorado and a battalion in Alaska to execute the newly assigned mis-
sion.

The Army Reserve, in addition to providing vital support for operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan, is providing a wide range of response capabilities in the event of
an attack on the homeland. This support includes almost 200 emergency prepared-
ness liaison officers that interact with local communities. The Reserve has also field-
ed and trained 75 chemical decontamination platoons with more than 2,400 Soldiers
for mass casualty operations and more than 250 fully equipped hazardous material
technicians to train with local first responders.

ENABLING MISSION ACCOMPLISHMENT: FOUR OVERARCHING, INTERRELATED STRATEGIES

To enable mission accomplishment, the Army is executing four overarching, inter-
related strategies. These strategies seek to accomplish the Army’s mission, con-
sistent with the requirements prescribed by the National Security and Defense
Strategies. These strategies are enabling the Army to continue to accomplish its
mission today—in service to the Nation—while building and maintaining the capa-
bilities to ensure the Army remains relevant and ready to the needs of the Combat-
ant Commanders tomorrow. The Army is:

—Providing Relevant and Ready Landpower in support of the Combat Com-
manders and the Joint Force to sustain the full range of our global commit-
ments;

—Training and Equipping our Soldiers to Serve as Warriors and Growing Adapt-
ive Leaders who are highly competent, flexible and able to deal with the 21st
century challenges they now confront;

—Attaining a Quality of Life and Well-Being for Our People that match the qual-
ity of the service they provide; and

—Providing Infrastructure to Enable the Force to Fulfill its Strategic Roles by es-
tablishing and maintaining the infrastructure and the information network re-
quired to develop, to generate, to train and to sustain the force.

These interrelated strategies serve to unify our collective efforts. Relevant, Ready
Landpower depends on Soldiers who are well trained, equipped and led. Soldiers
must be supported by high Standards for Quality of Life and modern infrastructure
to Enable the Force to Fulfill its Strategic Roles and Missions.

The Army’s current posture, initiatives and progress are described within the con-
text of these interrelated strategies. The initiatives demonstrate how the strategies
are being executed and, in a broader sense, the resources required to execute them.
Transformation is the central thread which runs through each of these strategies.

Army transformation represents much more than improvements in equipment or
warfighting methods. It is a multidimensional, interdependent process that involves:

—Adapting new technologies and business operations;

—Improving joint warfighting concepts and business processes;

—Changing organizational structures; and

—Developing leaders, people and culture that reflect the realities of our operating
environment.

PROVIDING RELEVANT AND READY LANDPOWER TO SUPPORT THE COMBATANT
COMMANDERS

Building a Campaign-Quality Force with Joint and Expeditionary Capabilities

“Campaign qualities” refers to the Army’s ability not only to win decisively in the
conduct of combat on land but also in its ability to sustain operations. The Army
supports the Combatant Commanders and the Joint Force, other agencies and coali-
tion partners, for as long as may be required.

The Army continues to improve strategic responsiveness in two ways. First, the
Army is becoming more expeditionary. We are improving our ability to deploy rap-
idly to conduct joint operations in austere theaters. Our enemies are elusive, adapt-
ive and seek refuge in complex terrain, often harbored by failed or failing states.
They fully leverage many of the same technologies we do such as the Internet and
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satellite communications. To improve on our joint warfighting proficiency we are
embracing these conditions in deployment scenarios, training and education.

Second, we have improved our review and resourcing procedures to anticipate and
support the Integrated Priority Lists developed by the Combatant Commanders.
Likewise, we are continuing to anticipate and respond with urgency to our com-
manders’ needs.

Enhancing Joint Interdependence

Each branch of the Armed Forces excels in a different domain—land, air, sea and
space. Joint interdependence purposefully combines each Service’s strengths, while
minimizing their vulnerabilities. The Army is ensuring that our systems are fully
complementary with the other Services.

We are working aggressively with the other Services to improve the ability to
dominate across the range of military operations. Our efforts embrace two charac-
teristics of modern warfare. First, technology has extended the reach of modern
weapon systems to the extent that collective force protection and anti-access tech-
niques are necessary, even in facing irregular, asymmetric challenges. Second, the
other Services’ capabilities to dominate air, sea and space have direct impact on
ground forces’ ability to dominate on land.

Our new modular formations will operate better in joint, multinational and inter-
agency environments. These formations are designed to enhance joint concepts for
battle command, fires and effects, logistics, force projection, intelligence, as well as
air and missile defense. Our joint training opportunities will continue to improve
as we work with Joint Forces Command and the other Services to develop a Joint
National Training Capability. The planning, scenarios, connectivity and overall real-
ism we are working to create will enhance critical joint operations skills for com-
manders and Soldiers.

The ultimate test of joint initiatives is the Soldier. If a concept does not empower
Soldiers, then we have to question its relevance. We are continuing our work to en-
sure that emerging capabilities and training requirements are created joint from the
outset.

Resetting the Force

Major combat and stability operations in Iraq and Afghanistan are placing tre-
mendous demands on our equipment and our Soldiers. As a result, we must reset
those units—by preparing Soldiers and their equipment for future missions—often
as part of new modular formations. We use this opportunity to reset our units for-
ward to the future—not to return them to their legacy designs.

The major elements of our Reset Program include:

—f’ro(iriding considerable training and professional development for Soldiers and

eaders;

—Bringing unit readiness back up to Army standards;

—Reorganizing returning units into modular unit designs;

—Retraini(rilg essential tasks to incorporate lessons learned from Iraq and Afghani-

stan; an

—?djusting pre-positioned stocks of ammunition and equipment to support the

orce.

Resetting the force reflects how we care for our people and prepare units for up-
coming training and deployments, while positioning the Army to be more responsive
to emerging threats and contingencies. Today, the standard for Active and Reserve
Component reset is six and twelve months, respectively. Through a focused effort,
our reset processes are becoming considerably more efficient in terms of both time
and resources. The Army’s depot capability and efforts to partner with industry are
critical to this effort.

The Reset Program is designed to reverse the effects of combat stress on our
equipment. Amidst the constant demands of war, our equipment is aging far more
rapidly than projected. Because of higher operational tempo, rough desert environ-
ments and limited depot maintenance available in theater, our operational fleets are
aging four years for every year in theater—dramatically shortening their life. Over
6,500 tracked and wheeled vehicles must be recapitalized this year alone. An addi-
tional 500 aviation systems must also be recapitalized. We will require additional
funding to “buy back” some of this age through extensive recapitalization programs
as well as replacing combat losses.

The 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment, the 3rd Infantry Division and 129 of the
more than 500 Army Reserve units (over 25 percent) have already completed the
Reset Program. The 4th Infantry Division, the 2nd Light Cavalry Regiment, the
10th Mountain Division, the 1st Armored Division, the 76th Infantry Brigade (Indi-
ana), the 30th Infantry Brigade (North Carolina), the 82nd Airborne Division and
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the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) are in various stages of the Reset Pro-
gram.

Resetting units is not a one-time event. It is required for all redeploying units.
A window of vulnerability exists at the end of our current operations. We project
that it will take close to two years after the return of forces from Iraq and Afghani-
stan to completely refit our forces and to reconstitute the equipment held in our five
pre-positioned sets. Only through an appropriately funded Reset Program can we
extend the life of the operational fleet to remain ready to support and sustain pro-
tracted conflict. Congress has greatly helped the Army by providing supplemental
funding to meet this critical need. We will continue to require additional resources
to complete this essential work.

Converting to a Brigade-Based, Modular Force

Modular conversion will enable the Army to generate force packages optimized to
meet the demands of a particular situation, without the overhead and support pre-
viously provided by higher commands. Modular units are tailored to meet the Com-
batant Commanders’ requirements. These units, known as Brigade Combat Teams
(BCTs), are more robust, require less augmentation and are standardized in design
to increase interoperability. They are, in essence, a self-sufficient, stand-alone tac-
tical force, consisting of 3,500 to 4,000 Soldiers, that is organized and trains the way
it fights.

Modular BCTs will serve as the building blocks of Army capabilities. There are
three common organizational designs for ground BCTs and five for support brigades.
The three designs include a heavy brigade with two armor-mechanized infantry bat-
talions and an armed reconnaissance battalion; an infantry brigade with two infan-
try battalions and an armed reconnaissance and surveillance battalion; and a
Stryker brigade with three Stryker battalions and a reconnaissance and surveillance
battalion. Four of the five types of support brigades perform a single function each:
aviation; fires; sustain; and battlefield surveillance. The fifth, maneuver enhance-
ment brigade, is organized around a versatile core of supporting units that provide
engineer, military police, air defense, chemical and signal capabilities.

By creating a modular, brigade-based Army, we are creating forces that are more
rapidly deployable and more capable of independent action than our current divi-
sion-based organization. Their strategic responsiveness will be greatly improved.
Modularity increases each unit’s capability by building in the communications, liai-
son and logistics capabilities needed to permit greater operational autonomy and
support the ability to conduct joint, multinational operations. These capabilities
have previously been resident at much higher organizational echelons.

We are also eliminating an entire echelon of command above the brigade head-
quarters, moving from three levels to two. Doing so removes redundancies in com-
mand structure and frees additional personnel spaces for use elsewhere. We are also
eliminating several layers of logistics headquarters to increase responsiveness, fur-
ther reduce redundancy and improve joint logistics integration.

In addition, the new higher-level headquarters will become significantly more ca-
pable and versatile than comparable headquarters today. These modular head-
quarters will be able to command and control any combination of capabilities: Army,
joint or coalition. Their design, training and mindset will allow them to serve as the
core of joint or multinational task force headquarters, with significantly reduced
personnel augmentation. This will relieve stress on the force by eliminating a con-
tinuing demand to fill headquarters manning requirements on a temporary basis.

The Army is also transforming its Reserve Component structures to the new BCT
organization. We are applying the lessons learned in Iraq and Afghanistan to better
train, equip, support and generate these units from their home stations. The Army
Reserve is developing Army Reserve Expeditionary Packages to better generate and
distribute critical force capabilities. This rotational force model streamlines mobili-
zation, training and equipping of units; enhances readiness; and improves predict-
ability for Soldiers, families and civilian employers.

Execution of this transformation is already well underway. As units redeploy from
fighting, their conversion process begins. The 3rd Infantry Division and the 101st
Airborne Division have already reorganized their existing brigades and created a
new brigade each. The 3rd Infantry Division is the first converted unit returning
to Iraq. The 10th Mountain Division and the 4th Infantry Division will soon follow.
By the end of 2006, we will have added 10 new brigades. Potentially, we will create
five more in 2007. The Army National Guard is converting 34 BCTs or separate bri-
gades to modular designs. At the end of our effort, the Army will have 77 and poten-
tially 82 total BCTs.
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Rebalancing Active and Reserve Component Units and Skills

Our current Active and Reserve Component structure is not optimized for rapid
deployment and sustainment. We are restructuring the force to increase units with
special skills that are routinely in high demand by the Combatant Commanders,
such as infantry, military police, transportation and civil affairs. Rather than re-
questing additional force increases, we are decreasing force structure in less de-
mand. When completed, we will have restructured and rebalanced more than
100,000 positions. We have already converted more than 34,000 of these positions.

We are also placing more combat support and combat service support structure
into the Active Component to improve deployability and the ability to sustain oper-
ations during the first 30 days of a contingency. This increase in high-demand
sustainment units will reduce the requirements for immediate mobilization of Re-
serve Component units.

The Army Reserve’s Federal Reserve Restructuring Initiative is another program
that is helping to resource units at higher levels by converting or eliminating cur-
rent force structure and specialties in low demand to increase those in greatest de-
mand. This initiative relieves stress on units in higher demand and adds depth to
the Army’s operational forces.

Stabilizing Soldiers and Units to Enhance Cohesion and Predictability

To improve unit cohesion and readiness, while reducing both turbulence in units
and uncertainty for families, we are changing how we man our units. Our objective
is to keep Soldiers in units longer to reduce chronically high turnover rates of Sol-
diers and leaders, improve cohesion within units and increase training proficiency
and overall combat readiness. Units that stay together longer build higher levels of
teamwork, understand their duties and their equipment better, require less periodic
retraining and tend to perform better during deployments. Fewer moves of Soldiers
and their families also saves the Army money.

These assignment policies, now being implemented, will also improve quality of
life and predictability for Soldiers, families and civilian employers. Stabilizing Sol-
diers, which in certain cases, will be challenging to achieve in the near term, will
allow their families to build deeper roots within their communities and enjoy better
opportunities for spouse employment, continuity of healthcare, schooling and other
benefits. This program also reduces the chance of a Soldier moving from a unit that
recently redeployed to a unit preparing to deploy. The Army gains more cohesive,
more experienced units while Soldiers and families benefit from greater predict-
ability, stability and access to stronger support networks that enhance well-being.

The 172nd Separate Infantry Brigade, in Alaska, was the first unit to implement
unit stability. The Army will man four more brigades using this method this year.
The Army will continue to implement stabilization policies as units redeploy to their
home stations.

Leveraging Army Science and Technology Programs

The focus of Army science and technology is to accelerate maturing technologies
with promising capabilities into the Current Force faster than expected. These tech-
nologies include:

—Networked battle command and logistics systems;

—Networked precision missiles and gun-launched munitions; and

—Improved intelligence sensors, active and passive protection systems, unmanned

ground and air systems and low-cost multispectral sensors.

Many of these technologies are already being fielded to our front-line Soldiers to
dramatically improve their capabilities. Specific science and technology initiatives
will improve existing capabilities to:

—Detect and neutralize mines and improvised explosive devices (IEDs);

—Identify friendly forces in combat;

—Develop medical technology for self-diagnosis and treatment;

—Identify hostile fire indicators; and

—Enhance survivability, training systems and robotics.

We are working to harness the full potential of our science and technology estab-
lishment to improve the capability of our forces to defeat opponents in complex envi-
ronments, which include urban terrain, triple-canopy jungle conditions, desert ter-
rain, mountainous environments and caves.

Spiraling Future Combat Systems Capabilities into the Current Force

Our largest, most promising, science and technology investment remains the pur-
suit of Future Combat Systems (FCS) technologies. The FCS-equipped force will add
crucial capabilities to the Future Force to achieve Department of Defense trans-
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formation goals. FCS is not a platform. It is a family of 18 networked air and
ground-based maneuver, maneuver support and sustainment systems.

Networked FCS capabilities will provide unprecedented levels of situational
awareness by integrating communications, sensors, battle command systems as well
as manned and unmanned reconnaissance and surveillance systems. FCS-equipped
units, operating as a system of systems, will be more deployable and survivable
than our current units and will enhance joint capabilities. They will also be better
suited to conduct immediate operations, over extremely long distances, with other
members of the Joint Force, to produce strategic effects.

In July 2004, the Army restructured the FCS program to accelerate the introduc-
tion of battle command, the Army network and other crucial capabilities to the Cur-
rent Force, while we continue to build our initial FCS-equipped BCT. Improvements
to the Army network, known as LandWarNet, are focused on applying lessons
learned from Iraq and Afghanistan to improve our forces’ ability to see first, under-
stand first, act first and finish decisively. LandWarNet, designed to support all Joint
communications architectures, will apply the most mature technologies commer-
cially available and support the fielding of the Joint Network Node, the Warfighter
Information Network and the Joint Tactical Radio System.

The Network provides the backbone for introducing the key FCS capabilities iden-
tified to be fielded early which include:

—Unattended ground sensors;

—Intelligent munitions;

—Non-line-of-sight launch systems and cannon artillery; and

—A range of unmanned aerial platforms.

These systems provide greater target detection, force protection and precision-at-
tack capabilities than we have today. Specific programs will enhance protection from
enemy mortars, artillery and rockets and improve Soldiers’ ability to communicate
in urban and other complex settings. The acceleration of selective FCS technologies
is providing immediate solutions to critical problems our Soldiers face today. The
technologies we spiral into the Current Force today, coupled with the doctrinal and
organizational concepts being developed to enable them, will also help to improve
the decisions we make concerning the Future Force.

Restructuring Army Aviation

The Army is also transforming its aviation forces to develop modular, capabilities-
based forces optimized to operate in a more joint environment. This past year, the
Army cancelled the Comanche Program and redirected its resources into other Army
aviation programs. The technologies developed by the Comanche Program are being
used in our current Army aviation platforms.

The reallocation of funding allowed the Army to modularize, modernize and im-
prove its force protection capabilities. The Army is accelerating aircrew protection
and fielding Aircraft Survivability Equipment. Our modular structure reduces the
number of brigade designs from seven to two. Over the next six years, we are pur-
chasing more than 800 new aircraft that include 108 attack, 365 utility and 368
armed reconnaissance helicopters. We are also modernizing an additional 300 heli-
copters. These initiatives will enable the Army to extend the life of its critical avia-
tion assets beyond 2020. This will greatly reduce the age of our aviation fleet, im-
prove readiness rates and reduce maintenance costs.

As a result of the Comanche termination decision, the Army will:

—Accelerate the modernization of Reserve Component aviation;

—Accelerate the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle, Light Utility Helicopter and Armed

Reconnaissance Helicopter programs;

—Focus additional resources on the Future Cargo Aircraft program designed to

improve intra-theater lift capacity;

—Develop a common cockpit for cargo and utility aircraft;

—Field improved deployability and sustainment kits; and

—Purchase and install advanced avionics packages.

This restructuring will result in dramatic Army-wide efficiencies by reducing
training costs and standardizing both maintenance and logistics requirements.

TRAINING AND EQUIPPING SOLDIERS TO SERVE AS WARRIORS AND GROWING ADAPTIVE
LEADERS

Reinforcing Our Centerpiece: Soldiers as Warriors

Human skills may change as technology and warfare demand greater versatility.
No matter how much the tools of warfare improve, it is the Soldier who must exploit
these tools to accomplish his mission. The Soldier will remain the ultimate combina-
tion of sensor and shooter.
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The Army prepares every Soldier to be a Warrior by replicating, to the maximum
degree possible, the stark realities of combat to condition Soldiers to react instinc-
tively. We have changed our training systems to reflect the realities of war and to
better prepare our Soldiers. Our goal is to build Soldiers’ confidence in themselves,
their equipment, their leaders and their fellow Soldiers.

The biggest change is in our initial military training for new Soldiers. Initial-
entry Soldiers are now being prepared to operate in an environment that knows no
boundaries. They are receiving substantially more marksmanship training, hand-to-
hand combat instruction, an increased emphasis on physical fitness, live-fire convoy
training and more focus on skills Soldiers need to operate and survive in combat.

Our Soldiers are smart, competent and totally dedicated to defending the Nation.
All are guided by Army Values (Figure 2). They commit to live by the ideals con-
tained in The Soldier’s Creed (Figure 3). This creed captures the Warrior Ethos and
outlines the professional attitudes and beliefs desired of American Soldiers.

ARMY VALUES

Loyalty: Bear true faith and allegiance to the U.S. Constitution, the Army,
your unit, and other soldiers.

Duty: Fulfill your obligations.

Respect: Treat people as they should be treated.

Selfless-Service: Put the welfare of the Nation, the Army, and your subordi-
nates before your own.

Honor: Live up to all the Army values.

Integrity: Do what’s right, legally and morally.

Personal Courage: Face fear, danger, or adversity (physical or moral).

FIGURE 2

THE SOLDIER’S CREED

I am an American soldier.

I am a warrior and a member of a team. I serve the people of the United
States and live the Army values.

I will always place the mission first.

I will never accept defeat.

I will never quit.

I will never leave a fallen comrade.

I am disciplined, physically and mentally tough, trained and proficient in my
walltlfrior tasks and drills. I always maintain my arms, my equipment and my-
self.

I am an expert and I am a professional.

I stand ready to deploy, engage and destroy the enemies of the United States
of America in close combat.

I am a guardian of freedom and the American way of life.

I am an American soldier.

FIGURE 3

Mental and physical toughness underpin the beliefs embraced in the Soldier’s
Creed and must be developed within all Soldiers—without regard to their specialty,
their unit or their location on the battlefield. The Warrior Ethos engenders the re-
fusal to accept failure, the conviction that military service is much more than just
another job, and the unfailing commitment to be victorious. It defines who Soldiers
are and what Soldiers must do. It is derived from our long-standing Army Values
and reinforces a personal commitment to service.

Soldiers join the Army to serve. Our Soldiers know that their service is required
to secure our Nation’s freedoms and to maintain the American way of life. We will
never take for granted the personal sacrifices our Soldiers and their families endure,
which include facing the hardship of war, extended periods of separation and, in the
case of our Reserve Component Soldiers, concerns over continued employment and
advancement in their civilian jobs.
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Recruiting and Retaining Soldiers

The Army continues to attract highly qualified and motivated young people to
serve. To maintain our high-quality Army, we must recruit and retain good Soldiers.
We are proud of the men and women who come into the Armed Forces to make a
difference, to be part of something larger than themselves and to “give something
back” to their country.

In 2004, we met our Active and Reserve recruiting goals. The Army National
Guard fell just short of its overall recruiting goal. While the recruiting environment
is a challenging one, we have not lowered our standards. Our reenlistment rates re-
flect a positive outlook toward continued service. In 2004, the Active Component far
exceeded its retention goal (107 percent) while the Army Reserve and Army Na-
tional Guard achieved 99 percent of their goals.

Our continued success is a testament to the citizen-patriots of America who enlist
and reenlist in our ranks, yet we know that our operational situation could nega-
tively impact recruiting and retention. We are therefore resourcing several incen-
tives to help attract and retain the right people. We continue to offer options for
continued service while meeting Soldiers’ individual goals. Moreover, we continue to
adjust policies and incentives to access new Soldiers, reenlist current Soldiers and
reduce unit attrition rates. This ensures that our Army is manned with top-quality
people and capitalizes on investments in training, education and mentoring.

In light of the challenges we foresee, we will need the best minds within the
Army, Congress, industry and academia to create the environment and to devise
and implement strategies to sustain our ranks with the high-quality men and
women that are our centerpiece.

Equipping Our Soldiers

Our Soldiers rely on and deserve the very best protection and equipment we can
provide. To equip them for the challenges they face, one of the most critical issues
we are addressing is vehicle armor. With the support of Congress, acting in full
partnership with industry, the Army has dramatically increased the pace of both
production and fielding. By March 2005, the current requirement of approximately
32,500 tactical wheeled vehicles in the Iraq and Afghanistan theaters will be pro-
tected either with integrated, add-on or locally fabricated armor. By June 2005, we
will have replaced all fabricated armor with add-on armor. This rapid delivery
schedule has increased the number of armored vehicles in theater one-hundred-fold
since August 2003.

Figure 4 lists eight key Soldier protection areas ranging from providing body
armor for Soldiers to armor for HMMWVs, trucks and other key vehicles. Our en-
emies will continue to adapt their tactics; we will remain steadfast in our commit-
ment to protect our Soldiers by meeting and exceeding theater requirements in all
areas.

In addition to protecting Soldiers, the Army is working aggressively to provide
them the best possible equipment. The Army has established two programs to an-
ticipate Soldiers’ needs and respond quickly to those identified by commanders.
Through emergency supplemental appropriations, Congress has been particularly
helpful in funding these vital programs.

The Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFI) is designed to fill Soldier equipment shortfalls
by quickly fielding commercial off-the-shelf technology rather than waiting for
standard acquisition programs to address these shortages. RFI is increasing Soldier
capabilities at an unprecedented pace. Since September 2002, we have equipped 36
Brigade Combat Teams. In 2004 alone, the Army equipped more than 180,000 Sol-
diers.

We are equipping deploying National Guard, Army Reserve and Active Compo-
nent Soldiers to a common standard. Current plans call for equipping about 258,000
Soldiers in 2005 and the entire operational force by September 2007. We are using
fielding teams at home stations and in theater to ensure that every Soldier receives
49 items including body armor, advanced ballistic helmets, hydration systems, bal-
listic goggles, kneepads, elbow pads and other items. The equipment being issued
to units reflects the lessons learned during three years of fighting in complex envi-
ronments, including optical sights for weapons, grappling hooks, door rams and fiber
optic viewers to support Soldiers’ ability to observe from protected positions.

The Rapid Equipping Force (REF) typically uses commercial and field-engineered
solutions to quickly meet operational needs. REF has executed numerous initiatives
to support the Army’s Improvised Explosive Device (IED) Task Force and the re-
quirements of the other Services. REF solutions meet immediate needs and are then
assessed for wider fielding and incorporation into standard acquisition processes.
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SOLDIER PROTECTION PROGRAMS IN IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN

Area

Where we were August 2003

Where we are in January 2005

Soldier body armor

Up-armored HMMWVs

Tactical wheeled vehicle add-on
armor kits.

Armored security vehicles (ASV)

Bradley reactive armor tiles (BRAT)

Counter-IED device

Tactical and small unmanned aerial
vehicle (UAV).

Aircraft survivability equipment
(ASE).

Estimated 109,000 soldiers equipped;
Deltoid Auxiliary Protectors not field-
ed.

Approximately 250 in theater

Developing plan to equip more than
10,000 vehicles.

ASV  program cancelled during the
2003 budget and programming de-
cision.

140 vehicle sets delivered

Minimal capability in theater

Two systems deployed to theater; re-
quirement is 194.

No fixed wing ASE; in process of up-
grading CH—47 Chinook and UH-60
Blackhawk aircraft with basic ASE.

Al soldiers and DOD civilians in the-
ater equipped; plus 60,000 Deltoid
Auxiliary Protectors issued

More than 6,400 HMMWVs fielded

More than 19,000 vehicles in theater
have add-on armor kits

82 ASVs in theater; total requirement
of 872 approved

592 sets delivered; acceleration plan in
execution

1,496 systems in theater

128 systems deployed; requirement re-
mains 194

All theater aircraft upgraded with
basic ASE. In process of upgrading
to an advanced common missile

warning  system/improved counter-
measure  munitions  dispenser
(CMWS/ICMD)

FIGURE 4

REF teams in Afghanistan and Iraq interact with commanders at brigade and
battalion levels. Equipment provided ranges from lock shims to open padlocks non-
destructively to far more sophisticated, remote-controlled reconnaissance devices to
explore caves, tunnels, wells and other confined spaces without endangering Sol-
diers. REF also provides predeployment and in-theater training on the technological
solutions it provides.

Training Soldiers and Growing Adaptive Leaders

A balance of training and education is required to prepare Soldiers to perform
their duties. Training prepares Soldiers and leaders to operate in relatively certain
conditions, focusing on “what to think.” Education prepares Soldiers and leaders to
operate in uncertain conditions, focusing more on “how to think.” We are developing
more rigorous, stressful training scenarios to prepare leaders to be more comfortable
while operating amidst uncertainty.

Our programs develop leaders with the right mix of unit experiences, training and
education needed to adapt to the rigors and challenges of war. We continue to adjust
training, across the Army, to reflect the joint operating environment by incor-
porating the lessons learned from current operations. We are also implementing the
National Security Personnel System, an innovative new approach to civilian per-
sonnel management and leader identification. This will help to transform our man-
agement and development of critical Army civilians and achieve our desired objec-
tives for the overall mindset and culture of the force.

In light of the challenges posed by the 21st century security environment, the
Army is moving from an “alert-train-deploy” training model to a “train-alert-deploy-
employ” model. We recognize that, in an increasing number of situations, we will
have little time to train prior to deploying. For this reason, Army transformation
is focused on providing key training and education to increase readiness for no-no-
tice expeditionary operations.

We have incorporated lessons learned into all of our systems and training sce-
narios at our mobilization stations and combat training centers. This adaptation is
having an immediate, tangible impact on the streets of Iraq, the battlefields of Af-
ghanistan and in other places around the world. Other key improvements include:

—Increased funding to adapt ranges and facilities to reflect likely combat situa-

tions;

—Adjusted Defense Language Institute requirements to meet immediate oper-

ational needs for Arabic translators;

—Increased ammunition allocations to improve every Soldier’s live-fire weapons

training; and

—Required live-fire training to ensure all Soldiers and units develop proficiency

in 1t{he key battle drills needed to conduct safe convoy operations and other
tasks.
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To ensure our leaders learn from our veterans, we have implemented formal as-
signment guidelines to make best use of Soldier and leader experiences. We are as-
signing veterans to key joint billets as well as to key instructor and doctrine devel-
opment positions. In addition, our most experienced officers and noncommissioned
officers will return to operational units to apply their experiences in leading our
fighting units.

The Army remains committed to the education of our leaders even during this pe-
riod of war. In fact, we are more aggressively pursuing leaders’ education now than
during any other period of conflict in our history. We are educating our leaders to
expand their minds, increase their cultural awareness and to promote a “lifetime
of learning.” These initiatives to our professional military education are based on
three pillars—institutional education, self-study and experience. The synergy cre-
ated by the combination of these three forms of education provides our leaders with
enhanced capabilities to adapt to an increasingly ambiguous security environment.

To facilitate excellence in our leaders at every level, Joint Professional Military
Education (JPME) is embedded throughout Army learning. Joint awareness is intro-
duced in precommissioning education and training of all officers, as well as the mid-
level noncommissioned officer courses. Our training and education systems further
emphasize a more in-depth understanding of joint principles and concepts beginning
at the Captain/Major level for officers and the Sergeant Major level for our non-
commissioned officers. Our senior-level JPME programs develop our civilian leaders
and further educate military leaders on the joint, multinational and interagency
processes. This education is reinforced by experiences obtained in joint assignments.
This increased understanding of the capabilities of other Services and external orga-
nizations significantly improves our leaders’ ability to support the Joint Force in
achieving national objectives.

Our military education programs teach our leaders critical thinking skills in “how
to think” versus “what to think.” Supported by Army Values, the Warrior Ethos and
the experiences obtained through training and combat, Army leaders at all levels
continue to hone the skills required to win in the complex environment of the 21st
century.

Enhancing the Combat Training Centers

The Combat Training Center (CTC) Program provides highly realistic training to
prepare Soldiers and leaders to execute our doctrine for operating with other Serv-
ices, the military forces of other nations and other agencies of the U.S. Government.
This training is essential as we become increasingly more interdependent with other
Services, allies and the interagency community. The training centers include the
Battle Command Training Program at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas; the Joint Readi-
ness Training Center at Fort Polk, Louisiana; the National Training Center at Fort
Irwin, California; and the Combat Maneuver Training Center at Hohenfels, Ger-
many.

These training centers are agents of change. Training scenarios are constantly up-
dated to reflect changing battlefield conditions and incorporate lessons learned. In
all scenarios, Soldiers and leaders are presented with complex, cross-cultural chal-
lenges by large numbers of role players who act as both combatants and foreign citi-
zens.

Additionally, each of the training centers is building extensive urban combat
training facilities, as well as cave and tunnel complexes, to simulate wartime envi-
ronments. As the Army transforms to a modular force, the CTCs will improve their
ability to export a CTC-like training experience to home stations to reduce deploy-
ment requirements for training. The CTCs will continue to adapt to meet the train-
ing requirements to best serve a modularized Army.

ATTAINING A QUALITY OF LIFE AND WELL-BEING FOR OUR PEOPLE THAT MATCH THE
QUALITY OF THEIR SERVICE

Maintaining the Viability of the All-Volunteer Force

The United States Army owes its success to the All-Volunteer Force, which pro-
vides the high-quality, versatile young Americans we depend on to serve as Soldiers.
This is the first time in our history in which the Nation has tested the All-Volunteer
Force during a prolonged war. The quality-of-life programs that support our Soldiers
and their families, as well as our civilian workforce, will play a major role in main-
taining the overall viability of this concept. Determining what kind of All-Volunteer
Army we need and developing the environment, compensation, education and other
incentives to keep it appropriately manned may well be the greatest strategic chal-
lenge we face.
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Maintaining the viability of this force will depend on several factors. First, Amer-
ican citizens must remain convinced that the Army is a great place to serve. While
Soldiers perform their duties to meet Army expectations, the Army, in turn, must
provide an environment in which individual aspirations can be met. To concentrate
on the challenges they face, Soldiers must understand the frequency and cycle of
projected deployments. Likewise, they must believe that their families will be pro-
vided for in their absence. Similarly, programs to encourage civilian employer sup-
port to Reserve Component Soldiers, who comprise more than half the Army force,
are required to recruit and retain Reserve Component Soldiers.

The Army is executing a full, diverse range of programs and activities that will
help us to attract and retain the quality people we need to maintain a volunteer
force during a time of war. It is of national interest to retain these dedicated Sol-
diers to sustain the overall viability of our All-Volunteer Army. The support of Con-
gress and the American people is vital to this effort.

Caring for Army Families and Soldiers

Army Well-Being programs contribute to the Army’s ability to provide trained and
ready forces. These programs enable leaders to care for their people while accom-
plishing the missions assigned to their units. Providing for the well-being of Sol-
diers’ families is a fundamental leadership imperative that requires adequate sup-
port and resources. We are pursuing numerous programs designed to improve
spouse employment, ease the transitioning of high school students during moves and
extend in-state college tuition rates to military families. We are also examining how
best to expand support for veterans and National Guard and Army Reserve Soldiers.
For example, TRICARE policies now allow for the eligibility of National Guard and
Reserve Soldiers and their families.

Housing programs are another way in which we manifest our care for Soldiers
and their families. We continue to focus considerable effort on our Residential Com-
munities Initiative and Barracks Modernization Program. Congressional support for
these initiatives has had a dramatic effect on improving the quality of life for our
Soldiers and their families. The Army has already privatized more than 50,000
housing units and will eventually privatize over 32,000 more.

Programs like the Residential Communities Initiative, when reinforced with other
ongoing programs, will greatly help in our ability to retain Soldiers and families.
These programs include:

—Improvements in healthcare, child care, youth programs, schools, facilities and

other well-being initiatives; and

—Investments in new barracks for Soldiers without families, new centers for Re-

serve Component units and significant improvements in training ranges.

We support our Soldiers who have become casualties during war through the Dis-
abled Soldier Support System (DS3). This initiative provides our Army’s most se-
verely disabled Soldiers and their families with a system of follow-up support be-
yond their transition from military service. DS3 provides support to families during
the initial casualty notification, tracks the Soldier’s return trip home and provides
appropriate assistance in coordinating pertinent local, federal and national agencies.
For the Soldier, this support includes rehabilitation, support at the medical and
physical evaluation boards (which embrace unprecedented ways for severely injured
Soldiers to continue to serve) and integration with veterans affairs organizations,
as required.

The Army will continue to look for ways to improve on our DS3 initiative and de-
liver on our unfailing obligation to care for our people. To monitor and to report on
the care being afforded to our Soldiers in the DS3 program, we have enlisted the
support of our voluntary Civilian Aides to the Secretary of the Army. These aides
are notified when disabled Soldiers are released from active service. They support
the transition of these Soldiers to civilian life and work closely with civic leaders
to assist in job placement, continued rehabilitation, education and other services to
benefit these Soldiers and their families.

The resilience of the young men and women and their spouses, who have sac-
rificed so that others might have a brighter future, is humbling and exemplary. We
will honor their service and sacrifice by remaining steadfast in our support to them.

PROVIDING INFRASTRUCTURE TO ENABLE THE FORCE TO FULFILL ITS STRATEGIC ROLES
AND MISSIONS
Business Transformation

Transformation of our business, resourcing and acquisition processes promotes the
long-term health of the Army. It will free human and financial resources that can



53

be better applied towards accomplishing our warfighting requirements and accel-
erating other aspects of transformation.

We are working aggressively to streamline our business processes and practices
by taking advantage of industry innovation through commercial off-the-shelf (COTS)
products, outsourcing and partnering. We are also adopting electronic business oper-
ations and a portfolio management approach to information technology require-
ments, while continuing to pursue U.S. Government guidelines for competitive
sourcing. These reform initiatives will remain congruent with other Department of
Defense transformation initiatives, such as the Defense Integrated Military Human
Resources System.

One key business initiative is the General Fund Enterprise Business System, an
integrated COTS system that will replace the Army’s 30-year-old accounting sys-
tems. The objective is to meet legislative requirements, while helping the Army to
obtain an unqualified audit opinion of its annual financial statements.

Additionally, the Army Review and Resourcing Board is helping to validate and
resource requirements, to accelerate the “requirements to solutions” cycle time and
to make recommendations to the leadership on resource adjustments. The Army in-
tends to make our processes more flexible, transparent and responsive to both im-
mediate and future requirements of the Joint Force.

To meet the needs of the Future Force and to improve both effectiveness and effi-
ciency, we are also adapting the Institutional Army. The Institutional Army helps
to accomplish our Title 10 functions to recruit and train our Soldiers, generate and
sustain the force and other Services with materiel and equipment, and prepare the
force for the future through doctrine development, research and experimentation. It
represents about one-third of the Army in the form of Active, National Guard, Army
Reserve units, Department of the Army civilians and contractors. It includes Head-
quarters, Department of the Army; Training and Doctrine Command; Forces Com-
mand; Army Medical Command; Army Materiel Command; Army Corps of Engi-
neers and numerous other organizations.

The idea of adapting the Institutional Army is not new. Driven by strategic, oper-
ational and fiscal necessities of war, the time to do it is now. The Army Campaign
Plan communicates the scope of adaptation that is required to:

—Identify and divest ourselves of functions no longer relevant to current missions;

—Develop a joint, interdependent, end-to-end logistics structure that integrates a

responsive civil-military sustaining base to better meet Army operational re-
quirements;

—Foster a culture of innovation to significantly increase institutional agility; and

—Convert military positions to civilian positions, where appropriate, to improve

the availability of Soldiers for deploying units.

We are incorporating these objectives into a comprehensive plan for adapting the
Institutional Army, process-by-process, structure-by-structure, over a multiyear pe-
riod. This plan will provide context, direction and a general vector to support the
immediate adaptation of the Institutional Army to reflect our wartime focus. The
Army will develop this plan during this fiscal year.

Maintaining Our Installations as “Flagships of Readiness”

Our installations are an essential component in maintaining the premier Army
in the world. Our installations are the platforms from which we rapidly mobilize
and deploy military power and sustain our military families. Installations also play
a vital role in training the force and reconstituting it upon return from deployment.
They also provide deployed commanders with the ability to reach back for informa-
tion and other support through advanced communications technology.

To enable the creation of new modular brigades, the Army has greatly accelerated
the normal planning, programming and budgeting cycle, requiring installation com-
manders to find innovative solutions to support additional Soldiers training and liv-
ing on our installations. The Army is using existing facilities when available and
making renovations and modifications, where feasible. Often, we must acquire tem-
porary structures to satisfy facility shortfalls. We are also funding site preparation
work, permanent utility infrastructure and renovation projects. Each installation
has unique requirements to support and sustain the Army’s new modular force
structure.

The condition of our installation infrastructure, such as vehicle maintenance and
physical fitness facilities, continues to present challenges due to the compounding
effects of many decades of underfunding. Investment in the installations that are
homes to our Soldiers and families, and the workplace for our civilians, will con-
tinue to play a vital role in attracting and retaining volunteers to serve.



54

Improving Global Force Posture

The Army is adjusting its global posture to meet the needs of Combatant Com-
manders. The objective is to increase strategic responsiveness while decreasing its
overseas footprint and exposure. As part of a larger Department of Defense pro-
gram, these adjustments will have a fundamental impact on our facilities and our
ability to surge forces when needed. In place of traditional overseas bases with ex-
tensive infrastructure, we intend to use smaller forward operating bases with pre-
positioned equipment and rotational presence of personnel.

Parallel with the Base Realignment and Closure process, the Army is identifying
critical joint power projection installations to support the mobilization, demobiliza-
tion and rapid deployment of Army forces. We are also enhancing force reception
and deployed logistics capabilities to quickly respond to unforeseen contingencies.

To complete the transition to an expeditionary force, we will reposition ground
forces to meet emerging challenges and adjust our permanent overseas presence to
a unit-rotation model that is synchronized with force generation initiatives. In Eu-
rope, both heavy divisions will return to the United States. They are being replaced
by expanding the airborne brigade in Italy, enhancing the Army’s training center
in Germany and establishing a possible rotational presence in Eastern Europe. We
will maintain a rotational presence in the Middle East while eliminating many of
our permanent bases. In the Pacific, we will maintain smaller forward-presence
forces, but will station more agile and expeditionary forces capable of rapid response
at power projection bases. Finally, we will leverage our improved readiness to in-
crease our rotational training presence among our security partners.

LandWarNet

LandWarNet is the Army’s portion of the Department of Defense’s Global Infor-
mation Grid. LandWarNet, a combination of infrastructure and services, moves in-
formation through a seamless network and enables the management of warfighting
and business information.

Operations in Iraq and Afghanistan highlight the power of a highly mobile com-
munications network and network-centric operations. A network-centric force has
dramatically improved situational awareness and quality of information which, in
turn, leads to dramatic improvements in military effectiveness across the range of
vital functions including operational cycle times, command and control, force appli-
cation, force protection and logistics. These improvements combine to create unprec-
edented levels of flexibility and agility.

The 1st Cavalry Division and the 1st Armored Division have demonstrated this
agility in their operations. Using the power of networked communications, they have
been able to move information at unprecedented rates which has shortened the time
required to conduct tactical and operational updates. This has accelerated the speed
of command by enabling faster planning and execution of operations. Using this
technology, Stryker units were able to move from northern locations to the south
and fight two battles within 48 hours, demonstrating a significant improvement in
both flexibility and agility.

Equipping Soldiers with world-class communications capabilities is also improving
the ability to provide logistical support. For example, the 3rd Infantry Division was
fielded, prior to their redeployment to Iraq this year, with the Joint Network Trans-
port Capability-Spiral, which includes the Joint Network Node, Trojan Spirit and
the Combat Service Support Very Small Aperture Terminal. These systems provide
versatile satellite communications that improve the ability to sustain operations
over extended distances in complex terrain by reducing gaps in current capability.
Three other divisions will receive these systems this year. We are also fielding com-
mercial solutions available now to expand communications capabilities and to in-
crease self-sufficiency.

The Network will also help to provide “actionable intelligence” for commanders
and Soldiers in a more timely manner than today. The Network will improve situa-
tional awareness and the quality and speed of combat decision making. It will lever-
age the Army’s initiatives to expand human intelligence and improve analytical ca-
pabilities for deployed forces. Moreover, it will enable improvements in collaboration
and analysis, while making it possible to share intelligence products more readily
with the commanders and Soldiers that have the greatest need for them.

Accelerating the fielding of Battle Command capabilities to establish a more capa-
ble and reliable network will support the Department of Defense goal to bring the
joint community closer to a common operational picture. LandWarNet will integrate
joint maneuver forces, joint fires and actionable intelligence to produce far greater
capability and responsiveness. The combined effect of our Battle Command and Net-
work programs will be to improve combat capability today, while enhancing the rel-
evance and readiness of the Future Force.
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BALANCING RISK: THE TENSION BETWEEN CURRENT AND FUTURE DEMANDS

To reduce the risk associated with operations in support of the Global War on Ter-
ror, in the aftermath of September 11, we have made numerous decisions to allocate
resources to immediate, urgent wartime needs. These decisions, made prior to and
during 2004, have better enabled our Soldiers to accomplish their missions. Our
challenge, in the months and years ahead, will be to establish a balance between
current and future investments that will keep risk at moderate levels as we support
the execution of the full scope of our global commitments while preparing for future
challenges.

“Buying Back” Capabilities

Prior to September 11, the Army’s strategic investment decisions were based on
a prevailing view that, in the absence of a peer competitor, risk could be accepted
in numerous areas of procurement for the Current Force to facilitate substantial in-
vestment in the Future Force.

In the aftermath of September 11, Army requirements changed dramatically.
Army decisions made during 2004 reflect the need to “buy back” many of the capa-
bilities, forsaken in recent years, now required to support the Combatant Com-
manders. Buying back these capabilities has reduced operational risk, improved
force protection and supports evolving priorities. While these decisions have pro-
duced dramatic, immediate improvements for our Soldiers and for our capabilities
in Iraq and Afghanistan, the costs, in excess of $6.5 billion, have been substantial.

Major Decisions in 2004

During 2004, the Army restructured or cancelled 126 programs to free resources
for more pressing wartime requirements. The most significant of these decisions are
described below.

—In May 2004, as highlighted earlier, the Army cancelled the Comanche Pro-
gram. We are reinvesting the $14.6 billion in savings into pressing Army avia-
tion requirements and correcting many chronic equipment shortfalls.

—In July 2004, the Army restructured the Future Combat Systems (FCS) Pro-
gram to accelerate the introduction of crucial new capabilities to the Current
Force. By accelerating FCS, the Army will be able to spiral promising tech-
nologies into the hands of Soldiers and leaders to give them the tools they need
now.

Other decisions made by Congress or the Department of Defense acted to signifi-

cantly enhance the Army’s capability to accomplish its assigned missions.

—In October 2004, the Army was authorized by the National Defense Authoriza-
tion Act to raise Active Component end strength by 20,000 Soldiers and, be-
tween 2005 and 2009, increase by an additional 10,000 Soldiers. This increase
is intended to provide the personnel strength needed to implement our modular
conversion and rebalancing initiatives. The increase in end strength also ex-
pands the potential options for operational tour lengths, which we are fully
evaluating in the larger context of the Army’s ability to generate the combat
and sustainment forces needed to support operations in multiple theaters of
war.

—During fiscal year 2004, in addition to supporting these critical decisions, the
Department of Defense and the other Services supported Army operations and
helped to maintain transformational momentum, by reprogramming significant
resources to Army accounts. The Army also received more than $15.4 billion of
a $25 billion contingency reserve fund appropriated by Congress.

Meeting Today’s Demands While Preparing for Tomorrow

We have done much to mitigate risk, in all dimensions, but particularly in oper-
ational risk. Creating modular units; fielding of Stryker Brigade Combat Teams; re-
structuring of Army Aviation following the cancellation of the Comanche Program;
establishing the Reset Program and initiating rapid fielding; and rapid equipping
programs are all helping to meet demands for Army forces, while reducing levels
of operational risk.

Due to dramatically increased operational tempo, the operational fleet’s condition
and age are affecting current equipment readiness. Increased mileage and flight
hours, coupled with the severe environmental conditions encountered in Iraq and
Afghanistan, have placed greater stress on the fleet than expected. The Army will
require assistance to address the risk. As part of the Reset Program, increased re-
pair, recapitalization and replacement of systems will be required to ensure our fleet
1s maintained and fully capable.

Numerous initiatives are focused to reduce force management risk. These include:

—Establishing a larger pool of rotational forces through modularity;
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—Rebalancing the Active and Reserve Components;

—Eliminating redundant capabilities;

—Executing a comprehensive military-to-civilian conversion program,;

—Stabilizing the force;

—Enhancing recruiting and retention by adding recruiters and creating special in-

centives; and

—Increasing the personnel strength of the operational Army.

In addition, congressional approval of increases in Active Component personnel
strength is helping the Army to man its transforming modular Brigade Combat
Teams now undergoing activation or conversion.

Our Army is focusing resources on spiraling higher payoff technologies into the
Current Force to minimize future risks. Our investment accounts will be critical to
our ability to maintain technological superiority and ensure the development and
fielding of the Future Force. We will need assistance to maintain these investment
accounts to strike the proper balance between supporting current operations and
readiness and investing in capabilities required to ensure future success.

To reduce institutional risk, we are continuing to refine our resourcing processes
to make them more agile and responsive to the immediate requirements of the Com-
batant Commanders and to help prepare the Army for future challenges. Our invest-
ments in LandWarNet (to facilitate real time, common understanding of dynamic
situations) are improving our installations’ ability to project and sustain forces. This
result is a more rapidly deployable force that requires less logistics overhead struc-
ture and a greater capacity to reach back to their home stations for intelligence,
medical and other essential support.

Increased funding will be required to accomplish our current tasks and simulta-
neously prepare for the future. Reduced funding would have a significant impact on
procurement; repair, recapitalization and replacement of the heavily utilized oper-
ational fleet; resetting the force; and Soldier programs, while preparing the force to
accomplish the full range of future requirements, projected in an uncertain, unpre-
dictable era.

REMAINING RELEVANT AND READY IN SERVICE TO THE NATION

Our commitment to the Nation is certain and unwavering. The Army has de-
fended the Nation for 230 years. We continue to remain vigilant in this fundamental
task by providing the Nation unique capabilities to complement those provided by
the other Services.

The Army remains a values-based organization committed to the ideals of Loyalty,
Duty, Respect, Selfless Service, Honor, Integrity and Personal Courage. These ideals
are embodied in the Soldier’s Creed and the Warrior Ethos and are ingrained into
the fiber of every American Soldier. We remain dedicated to preparing every Soldier
to face the realities of combat and positioning the Army to face the challenges of
the future.

Even as we fight the Global War on Terror and sustain our other strategic com-
mitments, we must continue to focus on tomorrow. We are challenging our institu-
tional practices and our assessment of current and future warfighting capabilities
by asking key questions and continuing to validate our answers to them:

—What are the strategic requirements of the 21st century security environment?

—What are the characteristics and capabilities of a truly joint, interdependent,
network-centric force, designed to dominate across the full range of military op-
erations?

—Will Army and joint transformation activities produce the capabilities required
to dominate across the range of military operations in the environment where
they will most likely occur?

—Are joint land forces (Army, Marines and Special Operations Forces) properly
sized, structured and trained to perform the full scope of missions required now
and in the future?

—What are the optimal roles for the Army’s Active and Reserve Components and
the Joint Force in homeland defense?

—}Nha‘g) will the impact of sustained, protracted conflict be on the All-Volunteer
orce?

—What combination of quality of life, compensation, incentives, service options
and other tools will be required to recruit and retain the All-Volunteer Force
of the future?

We continue in our determination to achieve our overarching strategic goal: to re-

main relevant and ready by providing the Combatant Commanders with the capa-
bilities required to dominate across the range of military operations.



57

With the support of the Department of Defense and Congress, we are sustaining
our global commitments while making tremendous progress in our transformation—
the most dramatic restructuring of the Army in more than 50 years. We will need
your continued support in order to provide relevant and ready forces and other capa-
bilities to the Combatant Commanders, while providing for the well-being of our All-
Volunteer Soldiers and their families who are serving the Nation in this time of
war.

ADDENDUM A
(DATA REQUIRED BY NDAA 1994)

Sections 517 and 521 of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal
Year 1994 require the information in this addendum (Note: 521 of the NDAA has
been codified in 10 U.S. Code 10542). The information is presented in the order and
depth as required by the act. Section 517 requires a report relating to the imple-
mentation of the Pilot Program for Active Component Support of the Reserves under
Section 414 of the NDAA for fiscal years 1992 and 1993. Section 521 requires a de-
tailed presentation concerning the Army National Guard, including information re-
lating to the implementation of the Army National Guard Combat Readiness Reform
Act of 1992 (title XI of Public Law 102-484, and referred in the addendum as
“ANGCRRA”). Section 521 reporting was later amended by Section 704, fiscal year
1996 NDAA. U.S. Army Reserve information is also presented using Section 521 re-
porting criteria.

Section 517(b)(2)(A).—(See Figure A-1) The promotion rate for officers considered
for promotion from within the promotion zone who are serving as Active Component
advisors to units of the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve (in accordance with
that program) compared with the promotion rate for other officers considered for
promotion from within the promotion zone in the same pay grade and the same
competitive category, shown for all officers of the Army.

[In percent]

AC in RC1 Avﬁ[':geQ
Fiscal Year 2003:
Major 87.4 93.8
Lieutenant Colonel 40.5 79.6
Fiscal Year 2004:
Major 93.4 96.9
Lieutenant Colonel 38.9 79.0

1 Active Component (AC) officers serving in Reserve Component (RC) assignments at time of consideration.
2Active Component officers not serving in Reserve Component assignments at the time of consideration.

FIGURE A-1

Section 517(b)(2)(B).—(See Figure A-2) The promotion rate for officers considered
for promotion from below the promotion zone who are serving as Active Component
advisors to units of the Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve (in accordance with
that program) compared in the same manner as specified in subparagraph (A) (the
paragraph above).

[In percent]

AC in RC! Avﬁ[amgyez
Fiscal Year 2003:
Major 3.6 1.5
Lieutenant Colonel 7.2
Fiscal Year 2004:
Major 4.6 1.5
Lieutenant Colonel 3.4 75

1 Below-the-zone, active component officers serving in Reserve Component assignments at time of consideration.
2 Below-the-zone, active component officers not serving in Reserve Component assignments at the time of consideration.

FIGURE A-2
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Section 521(b).

1. The number and percentage of officers with at least two years of active duty
before becoming a member of the Army National Guard or U.S. Army Reserve Se-
lected Reserve units:

a. Army National Guard (ARNG) officers: 20,653 or 56.3 percent.

b. U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) officers: 9,828 or 25.47 percent.

2. The number and percentage of enlisted personnel with at least two years of ac-
tive duty before becoming a member of the Army National Guard or U.S. Army Re-
serve Selected Reserve units:

a. ARNG enlisted: 129,985 or 42.5 percent.

b. USAR enlisted: 36,396 or 21.64 percent.

3. The number of officers who are graduates of one of the service academies and
were released from active duty before the completion of their active duty service ob-
ligation. Of those officers:

a. The number who are serving the remaining period of their active duty serv-
ice obligation as a member of the Selected Reserve pursuant to section
1112(a)(1) of ANGCRRA:

In fiscal year 2004, no officers were released to the selective reserve to com-
plete their obligation.

b. The number for whom waivers were granted by the Secretary under section
1112(a)(2) of ANGCRRA, together with the reason for each waiver:

In fiscal year 2004, no waivers were granted by the Secretary of the Army.

4. The number of officers who were commissioned as distinguished Reserve Offi-
cers’ Training Corps (ROTC) graduates and were released from active duty before
the completion of their active duty service obligation and, of those officers:

a. The number who are serving the remaining period of their active duty serv-
ice obligation as a member of the Selected Reserve pursuant to section
1112(a)(1) of ANGCRRA:

In fiscal year 2004, no distinguished ROTC graduates were released before
completing their active duty service obligation.

In ﬁ;cal year 2004, no waivers for distinguished ROTC graduates were
granted.

b. The number for whom waivers were granted by the Secretary under section
1112(a)(2) of ANGCRRA, together with the reason for each waiver:

In fiscal year 2004, no waivers were granted by the Secretary of the Army.

5. The number of officers who are graduates of the Reserve Officers’ Training
Corps program and who are performing their minimum period of obligated service
in accordance with section 1112(b) of ANGCRRA by a combination of (A) two years
of active duty, and (B) such additional period of service as is necessary to complete
the remainder of such obligation served in the National Guard and, of those officers,
the number for whom permission to perform their minimum period of obligated
service in accordance with that section was granted during the preceding fiscal year:

In fiscal year 2004, four ROTC graduates were released early from their ac-
tive duty obligation. Of this number, none are completing the remainder of their
obligation through service in the Army National Guard, and none through serv-
ice in the U.S. Army Reserve.

6. The number of officers for whom recommendations were made during the pre-
ceding fiscal year for a unit vacancy promotion to a grade above first lieutenant and,
of those recommendations, the number and percentage that were concurred in by
an active duty officer under section 1113(a) of ANGCRRA, shown separately for each
of the three categories of officers set forth in section 1113(b) of ANGCRRA (with
U.S. Army Reserve data also reported):

a. ARNG.—1,490 ARNG officers from units were recommended for unit va-
cancy promotion and promoted. An active duty officer concurred with 100 per-
cent.

b. USAR.—178 USAR officers from units were recommended for unit vacancy
promotion. 121 were favorably considered.

7. The number of waivers during the preceding fiscal year under section 1114(a)
of ANGCRRA of any standard prescribed by the Secretary establishing a military
education requirement for noncommissioned officers and the reason for each such
waiver:

In fiscal year 2004, no waivers were granted by the Secretary of the Army.

8. The number and distribution by grade, shown for each State, of personnel in
the initial entry training and nondeployability personnel accounting category estab-
lished under section 1115 of ANGCRRA for members of the Army National Guard
who have not completed the minimum training required for deployment or who are
otherwise not available for deployment. (A narrative summary of information per-
taining to the U. S. Army Reserve is also provided):
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a. ARNG.—In fiscal year 2004, the number of ARNG non-deployable per-
sonnel was 38,221. The National Guard Bureau (NGB) maintains the detailed
information by State.

b. USAR.—In fiscal year 2004, the total number of USAR non-deployable per-
sonnel was 34,318. The United States Army Reserve Command maintains non-
deployable Soldier statistical information.

9. The number of members of the Army National Guard, shown for each State,
that were discharged during the previous fiscal year pursuant to section 1115(c)(1)
of ANGCRRA for not completing the minimum training required for deployment
within 24 months after entering the National Guard (and Army Reserve):

a. ARNG.—The number of ARNG Soldiers discharged during the previous fis-
cal year pursuant to section 11115(c)(1) of ANGCRRA for not completing the
minimum training required for deployment within 24 months after entering the
ARNG is 30 Officers and 10,285 enlisted, which includes all 54 States and terri-
tories. The breakdown by each State is maintained by NGB.

b. USAR.—The number of USAR Soldiers discharged in fiscal year 2004 due
to not completing required military Initial Entry Training (IET) includes 109 of-
ficers and 415 enlisted. Those Soldiers who have not completed the required
IET within the first 24 months are discharged from the Army Reserve. The
United States Army Reserve Command maintains statistical information on
non-completion of IET by Army Reserve Soldiers.

10. The number of waivers, shown for each State, that were granted by the Sec-
retary during the previous fiscal year under section 1115(c)(2) of ANGCRRA of the
requirement in section 1115(c)(1) of ANGCRRA described in paragraph (9), together
with the reason for each waiver:

In fiscal year 2004, no waivers were granted by the Secretary of the Army.

11. The number of Army National Guard members, shown for each State (and the
number of U.S. Army Reserve members), who were screened during the preceding
fiscal year to determine whether they meet minimum physical profile standards re-
quired for deployment and, of those members: (a) the number and percentage who
did not meet minimum physical profile standards required for deployment; and (b)
the number and percentage who were transferred pursuant to section 1116 of
ANGCRRA to the personnel accounting category described in paragraph (8):

a. Screened during the preceding fiscal year to determine whether they meet
minimum physical profile standards required for deployment:

ARNG.—In fiscal year 2004, approximately 70,068 ARNG Soldiers under-
went a physical. Of these personnel, 2,068, or 3 percent, did not meet the
minimum physical profile standards required for deployment.

USAR.—In fiscal year 2004, approximately 20,864 USAR Soldiers under-
went a retention physical. Of these, 2,086, or 10 percent, were identified for
review.

b. The number and percentage that were transferred pursuant to section 1116
of ANGCRRA to the personnel accounting category described in paragraph (8):

ARNG.—In fiscal year 2004 6,223 Soldiers were transferred from a
deployable to a non-deployable status.

USAR.—In fiscal year 2004 312 Soldiers, or less than 1 percent of the Army
Reserve Selected Reserve, were transferred from a deployable to a non-
deployable status.

12. The number of members, and the percentage total membership, of the Army
National Guard, shown for each State, who underwent a medical screening during
the previous fiscal year as provided in section 1117 of ANGCRRA:

Public Law 104-106 (NDAA 1996), Div. A, Title VII, Section 704(b), February
10, 1996, repealed Section 1117 of ANGCRRA.

13. The number of members, and the percentage of the total membership, of the
Army National Guard, shown for each State, who underwent a dental screening dur-
ing the previous fiscal year as provided in section 1117 of ANGCRRA:

Public Law 104-106 (NDAA 1996), Div. A, Title VII, Section 704(b), February
10, 1996, repealed Section 1117 of ANGCRRA.

14. The number of members, and the percentage of the total membership, of the
Army National Guard, shown for each State, over the age of 40 who underwent a
full physical examination during the previous fiscal year for purposes of section
1117 of ANGCRRA:

Public Law 104-106 (NDAA 1996), Div. A, Title VII, Section 704(b), February
10, 1996, repealed Section 1117 of ANGCRRA.

15. The number of units of the Army National Guard that are scheduled for early
deployment in the event of a mobilization and, of those units, the number that are
dentally ready for deployment in accordance with section 1118 of ANGCRRA:
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Public Law 104-106 (NDAA 1996), Div. A, Title VII, Section 704(b), February
10, 1996, repealed Section 1118 of ANGCRRA.

16. The estimated post-mobilization training time for each Army National Guard
combat unit (and U.S. Army Reserve Force Support Package (FSP) unit), and a de-
scription, displayed in broad categories and by State, of what training would need
to be accomplished for Army National Guard combat units (and U.S. Army Reserve
FSP units) in a post-mobilization period for purposes of section 1119 of ANGCRRA:

a. ARNG.—Estimated time for post-mobilization training is reported through
the Unit Status Report, is classified, and is maintained by the Department of
the Army, G-3:

Information on the type of training required by units during post- mobiliza-
tion is maintained by U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and the Con-
tinental United States Armies (CONUSAS).

Post-mobilization training for enhanced Separate Brigades (eSB)ARNG
Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) can be categorized as maneuver, attack, de-
fend, command and control, gunnery, NBC defense, and sustainment. Theater
specific training requirements to include Antiterrorism (AT) and Force Protec-
tion (FP) training are also conducted during the post-mobilization training pe-
riod.

b. USAR.—To meet the on-going operational requirements of OIF and OEF,
Army Reserve training is now based on a higher readiness requirement to meet
the train-alert-mobilize deploy model, which reduces emphasis on post mobiliza-
tion training. The Army Reserve force must be ready before mobilization. This
change requires a new training strategy and increased resource requirements
for additional individual and unit training:

Army Reserve units with significant numbers of cross-leveled or Individual
Ready Reserve (IRR) Soldier fills require additional collective training time at
the Mobilization Stations. Current mobilization timelines often do not allow
for a Mission Rehearsal Exercise (MRE) for deploying combat support and
combat service support (CS/CSS) units to the same standard as deploying
combat units. However, these units receive home station training to com-
pensate for this shortfall.

To continue providing capabilities to support the Army in sustained joint
and expeditionary operations and to provide predictability for Soldiers, fami-
lies and employers, the Army Reserve is implementing the Army Reserve Ex-
peditionary Force (AREF). Beginning in 2005, ten like-structured deployable
organizations called Army Rotational Expeditionary Packages (AREPs) will be
formed. Units in each AREP will plan to mobilize to deploy for up to twelve
months once every five or six years. Unit capabilities and readiness within
an AREP will be formally validated as it approaches the employment window.
The Army Reserve will implement the AREF in 10 phases. As the Army Re-
serve transforms, early AREP rotations and their timelines will be condensed.
As the concept is fully implemented, the rotations and their phases will be-
come more distinct and sequential.

17. A description of the measures taken during the preceding fiscal year to comply
with the requirement in section 1120 of ANGCRRA to expand the use of simula-
tions, simulators, and advanced training devices and technologies for members and
units of the Army National Guard (and the U.S. Army Reserve):

a. ARNG.—During the preceding fiscal year the ARNG made significant
progress towards incorporating Training Aids, Devices, Simulators, and Simula-
tions (TADSS) as an integral part of its training strategy and supported numer-
ous units at mobilization stations with virtual and constructive training tools.
In addition, the ARNG training division teamed with the Army G3 to validate
virtual maneuver simulators for the entire ARNG heavy force.

The ARNG is fielding the Advanced Bradley Full-Crew Interactive Simulation
Trainer (AB-FIST) that provides full crew precision gunnery for the M2 and M3
family of vehicles. The system underwent a rigorous Limited User Test (LUT)
with the U.S. Army Infantry School (USAIS) and the Army Research Institute
(ARI). In fiscal year 2004, the AB-FIST was approved by the USAIS Com-
manding General, as a training device that can be used for Bradley gunnery
crew training in addition to the Conduct of Fire Trainer to meet established live
fire prerequisites as outlined in DA PAM 350-38. To support maneuver training
the ARNG is fielding updated Simulations Network (SIMNET) virtual maneu-
ver simulators for the M1A1 and M2A2 vehicles. The upgraded SIMNET mod-
ules feature a new PC-based visual system, host computer, and a sound system.
These tank and mechanized infantry platoon sets have upgraded After Action
Review (AAR) stations.
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ARNG Battle Staff Trainers are being updated with the Army’s latest ap-
proved Janus software versions. Janus software operates on portable PCs. The
ARNG continues to procure new hardware to ensure these systems can operate
the Objective One Semi-Automated Forces (OneSAF) software when it is fielded
in fiscal year 2007. Additionally, the Engagement Skills Trainer (EST 2000)
continued to be fielded in fiscal year 2004. The EST 2000 is the Army’s ap-
proved collective marksmanship training device. EST 2000 is used by the ARNG
to provide unit collective gunnery and tactical training for dismounted Infantry,
Special Operations Forces, Scouts, Engineer, Military Police Squads, and Com-
bat Support and Combat Service Support elements. These systems also support
units conducting the homeland defense and airport security missions assigned
to the ARNG.

During fiscal year 2004, the ARNG experienced a significant increase in the
number of Soldiers mobilized for OIF. The National Guard Bureau procured
TADSS sets for deployment to mobilization sites such as Camp Shelby, MS,
Fort Bliss, TX, Fort Hood, TX, and Fort Drum, NY. These sets consist of M1
and M2 precision gunnery training devices, rifle marksmanship trainers and
other unit specific TADSS. Most importantly in fiscal year 2004, the ARNG led
the way in the development of a Virtual Combat Convoy Trainer (VCCT) sys-
tem. To keep costs low the ARNG required the contractor to leverage existing
technology developed for the M1 and M2 virtual gunnery systems. The National
Guard Bureau funded the procurement of convoy simulators that train tasks as-
sociated with the execution of a convoy. Soldiers train in the simulator prior to
executing a convoy live fire exercise.

Through the ARNG Distributed Battle Simulation Program (DBSP) com-
manders, staffs and Soldiers receive assistance from “graybeard” mentors and
TADSS facilitators. DBSP is a contractor organization that provides trained and
experienced civilians to ensure the ARNG is using all of the TADSS in a mean-
ingful way to execute annual training requirements. DBSP battle staff training
teams provide exercise support during the planning, preparation, and execution
of computer-mediated battle staff training. This support augments the support
provided by Training Support XXI Soldiers.

b. USAR.—The Army Reserve has continued to work with the U.S. Army In-
fantry School and Army Training Support Command to incorporate the Laser
Marksmanship Training System into a training strategy that supports initial
entry and unit sustainment training. In 2004, Army Reserve efforts with
Beamhit Corporation, makers of the laser training system, resulted in the de-
velopment of full-scale laser targets that support convoy counter-ambush train-
ing. These targets permit the Army Reserve’s use of current roads and buildings
for greater realism in tactical marksmanship training. Soldiers can fire the la-
sers with blanks from moving vehicles while engaging targets that represent an
ambush. Army Reserve units conduct this training at home station rather than
waiting to arrive at mobilization stations:

The Army Reserve also uses simulation devices like the EST 2000 and the
VCCT systems at consolidated training sites, to include mobilization stations.
The Army Reserve has fielded seven EST 2000s and is working with pro-
ponents, such as the Military Police School, to leverage its use in MOS reclas-
sification. The Army Reserve mobilized 73 small arms instructors to support
CONUSA mobilization operations. At some mobilization stations, ammunition
consumption dropped nearly 200 percent of Standards in Training Commis-
sion (STRAC) ammunition authorizations to 75 percent. A second mobilization
of small arms instructors began in October 2004.

18. Summary tables of unit readiness, shown for each State, (and for the U.S.
Army Reserve), and drawn from the unit readiness rating system as required by
section 1121 of ANGCRRA, including the personnel readiness rating information
and the equipment readiness assessment information required by that section, to-
gether with:

a. Explanations of the information shown in the table:

Unit readiness reporting information and summary tables are classified.
This information is maintained by the Department of the Army, G-3.

b. Based on the information shown in the tables, the Secretary’s overall as-
sessment of the deployability of units of the Army National Guard (and U.S.
Army Reserve), including a discussion of personnel deficiencies and equipment
shortfalls in accordance with such section 1121:

Unit readiness summary tables and overall assessments are classified. De-
partment of the Army, G-3, maintains this information.

19. Summary tables, shown for each State (and the U.S. Army Reserve), of the
results of inspections of units of the Army National Guard (and Army Reserve) by
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inspector general or other commissioned officers of the Regular Army under the pro-
visions of Section 105 of Title 32, together with explanations of the information
shown in the tables, and including display of (a) the number of such inspections;
(b) identification of the entity conducting each inspection; (¢) the number of units
inspected; and (d) the overall results of such inspections, including the inspector’s
determination for each inspected unit of whether the unit met deployability stand-
ards and, for those units not meeting deployability standards, the reasons for such
failure and the status of corrective actions. Summary tables depicting CONUSA in-
spection numbers by State for the ARNG and by Regional Readiness Command for
the USAR units are available from U.S. Army, FORSCOM:

a. ARNG.—During fiscal year 2004, ARNG State level Inspector General (IG)
conducted extensive inspections throughout the United States. State level IGs
conducted approximately 336 inspections during the year, visiting 538 separate
units. Because IG inspections focus on findings and recommendations, the units
involved in these inspections were not provided with a pass/fail rating. Results
of individual inspections conducted by an IG may be requested for release
through the Inspector General of the Army. Operational Readiness Evaluation
Data for FSP and eSBs is unavailable as these inspections were eliminated as
requirements in 1997. Data available under the Training Assessment Model
(TAM) relates to readiness levels and is generally not available in an unclassi-
fied format. TAM data is maintained at the State level and is available upon
request from State level training readiness officials.

b. USAR.—In accordance with AR 1-201, the United States Army Reserve
Command (USARC) conducts inspections of Regional Readiness Commands
(RRCs) and Direct Reporting Units (DRUs) within the USARC Organizational
Inspection Program (OIP). USARC maintains the results of all OIPs. The OIP
focuses on findings and recommendations. Units do not receive pass/fail ratings.
During fiscal year 2004, five OIPs were scheduled, but none were conducted.
Units were not inspected because of the high OIF/OEF OPTEMPO. However,
the Army Reserve did conduct 12 Battle Focus Readiness Reviews, which in-
volved a review of over 180 brigade and below units. The Army Reserve also
conducted 400 command inspections, which represents more than one-third of
USAR units. U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) maintains the results of
unit TAMs and the data for Reserve Component FSP unit inspections.

20. A listing, for each Army National Guard combat unit (and U.S. Army Reserve
FSP units) of the active duty combat units (and other units) associated with that
Army National Guard (and U.S. Army Reserve) unit in accordance with section
1131(a) of ANGCRRA, shown by State, for each such Army National Guard unit
(and for the U.S. Army Reserve) by: (A) the assessment of the commander of that
associated active duty unit of the manpower, equipment, and training resource re-
quirements of that National Guard (and Army Reserve) unit in accordance with sec-
tion 1131(b)(3) of the ANGCRRA; and (B) the results of the validation by the com-
mander of that associated active duty unit of the compatibility of that National
Guard (or U.S. Army Reserve) unit with active duty forces in accordance with sec-
tion 1131(b)(4) of ANGCRRA.

The listing described above is contained in FORSCOM Regulation 350—4—Active
Component/Reserve Component Partnerships. Detailed assessments of specific RC
units by associated active duty commanders are maintained within FORSCOM at
the two CONUSAs and three CONUS-based corps. General comments of manpower,
equipment and training resource requirements in accordance with ANGCRRA fol-
low:

a. ARNG.—For Army National Guard divisions and BCTs:

—Manpower.—Several BCTs have shortages in enlisted personnel and junior

officers. Duty Military Occupational Specialty Qualification (DMOSQ) is a
training challenge because Military Occupational Specialties (MOS) require
extensive training, during a limited training window, in schools that are
often taught simultaneously. Within the BCTs, Full-Time Support (FTS)
continues to be a challenge, currently filled at approximately 55 percent of
requirements. In ARNG divisions, recent force structure changes and rebal-
ancing actions are causing short-term shortfalls in fill percentages.

—Equipment.—The Army is making extraordinary efforts to fully equip all

units deploying to theater in terms of vehicles, weapons, communications,
force protection equipment and other areas. However, the lack of modern-
ized equipment continues to hamper the BCTs. Shortages in chemical de-
fense equipment and night vision devices limit the full range of capabilities
for training of the BCTs. The BCTSs continue to receive the bulk of any new
equipment fielded to the ARNG.
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—Training.—Adequate training resources in fiscal year 2004 enabled BCTs to
sustain platoon pre-mobilization training proficiency. Distances to crew-
served weapons ranges and the availability of adequate maneuver areas
continue to challenge most units. Virtual and constructive simulation sys-
%_ems combine with live training to provide multi-echelon collective pro-
iciency.

b. USAR.—Within the Army Reserve, use of the Force Support Package (FSP)
unit model is in the process of being replaced by the Army Reserve Expedi-
tionary Packages (AREP) force management model:

—Manpower.—The Army Reserve is continuing to improve its operations and
training management by building FT'S manning as a result of the Congres-
sionally approved Active Guard/Reserve (AGR) and Military Technician
(MILTECH) ramps. However, sustaining DMOSQ is impacted in some cases
by limited school spaces that are based on class size and student to instruc-
tor ratio (2:1 for some course phases). To address this situation, Army Re-
serve schools have begun to mobilize qualified Army Reserve instructors to
teach only in RC schools. The Army Reserve is also starting to accelerate
the conduct of courses and use web-based training whenever feasible. Some
MOSs require extensive training, for example 15N, 25B, 45G, 91W, and
97B, and sequential schools require a Soldier’s absence from their civilian
employment for extended periods.

—Equipment.—Prior to September 11, the Army’s strategic investment deci-
sions were based on a prevailing view that, in the absence of a peer compet-
itor, risk could be accepted in numerous areas of procurement for the Cur-
rent Force to facilitate substantial investment in the Future Force. The im-
pact of these decisions has been evidenced across all components. In the
case of the Army Reserve, this has resulted in not fully fielding force mod-
ernization equipment. Today, the Army Reserve has approximately 78 per-
cent of its authorized end items. New procurement and cascading of older
equipment from the Active Component (AC) is only keeping pace with bat-
tle losses and attrition. The shortage of modern equipment and the reten-
tion of obsolete and obsolescent items to maintain equipment on-hand read-
iness have begun to adversely impact the Army Reserve’s ability to continue
to support the Army’s sustained joint and expeditionary operations.

Today almost 76 percent of on-hand Army Reserve equipment is de-
ployed, mobilizing, demobilizing or assigned as “Stay Behind Equipment”
(SBE) in theater. Replacement of SBE for the Army Reserve is an imme-
diate force multiplier for the Army. The Army Reserve continues to support
subsequent OIF/OEF rotations and other requirements by using assets from
its stateside-based institutional training structure. Much of the equipment
returning from OIF/OEF has rapidly expended its service life under combat
conditions and must be replaced. The concept of a transformed, modular
Army of “plug and play” units demands that all units, regardless of compo-
nent, be equipped to the same levels and with compatible and interoperable
systems. Current Army procurement planning, with the assistance of Con-
gressionally directed procurement within the Total Obligation Authority
and the National Guard and Reserve Equipment Appropriations (NGREA),
are the keys to achieve this goal.

—Training.—Some Equipment Readiness Code-A (ERC-A) equipment short-
ages inhibit effective training. High levels of SBE and backlogs at recon-
stitution and depot sites further exacerbate the problem. Army Reserve
units often have a significantly older generation of equipment on which to
train. Units will require additional training time after mobilization to
achieve proficiency on collective tasks, especially if modernization equip-
ment is provided after mobilization.

The results of the validation by the commander of that associated active duty unit
of the compatibility of that National Guard (or U.S. Army Reserve) unit with active
duty forces in accordance with ANGCRRA are maintained by the Department of the
Army, G-3. General comment follows:

For ARNG divisions, BCTs, ARNG Force Support Package (FSP) Units and Army
Reserve FSP Units: Lack of Force Modernization equipment within the Reserve
Component (RC) is the foremost AC compatibility issue. Until the RC units are mod-
ernized and supported at the same level as the AC units, most RC units will not
be fully compatible with AC units until after mobilization. Decreased mobilization
to deployment and/or employment timelines makes it imperative that RC units be
modernized and equipped at the same level as the Active Component prior to mobili-
zation. As Modified Tables of Organization and Equipment in units are updated and
unit reorganization continues, the compatibility issue will improve.
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21. A specification of the active duty personnel assigned to units of the Selected
Reserve pursuant to section 414(c) of the National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993 (10 U.S. Code 261 note), shown (A) by State for the
Army National Guard (and for the U.S. Army Reserve), (B) by rank of officers, war-
rant officers, and enlisted members assigned, and (C) by unit or other organizational

entity of assignment:

As of September 30, 2004, the Army had 4756 Active Component Soldiers as-
signed to Title XI positions. The Army goal is 100 percent of the total (officer
and enlisted authorizations) 5,000 personnel authorized for the AC/RC Program.
Although constrained by ongoing support to the Global War on Terror, the Ac-
tive Army is maintaining AC/RC program strength and plans to maintain not
less than an aggregate strength level of 90 percent (officer and NCO) during
the fiscal year 2005 period as addressed in the fiscal year 2005 NDAA. Army
G-1 and U.S. Army Human Resources Command carefully tracks fill of Title

XI positions (See Figure A-3).

TITLE XI FISCAL YEAR 2004 AUTHORIZATIONS

3 Enlisted W t Of-
Officers Sglhsieers arfzzcigrs Total
PERSCOM LS - 5
USAR 39 332 2 371
TRADOC 110 275 | e 385
FORSCOM 1,428 2,471 153 3,899
GFR 2| e 2
USARPAC 32 62 1 94
Total 1,609 3,147 156 4,756
FIGURE A-3
ACRONYMS

AAR—After Action Review
AB-FIST—Advanced Bradley Full-Crew
Interactive Simulation Trainer
AC—Active Component
AGR—Active Guard and Reserve
ANGCRRA—Army National Guard
Combat Readiness Reform Act
AREF—Army Reserve Expeditionary
Force
AREPs—Army Rotational Expeditionary
Packages
ARNG—Army National Guard
ASE—Aircraft Survivability Equipment
ASV—Armored Security Vehicle
AT—Antiterrorism
BCT—Brigade Combat Team
BRAT—Bradley Reactive Armor Tiles
CH—Cargo Helicopter
CONUSAs—Continental United States
Armies
COTS—Commercial-Off-the-Shelf
CS/CSS—Combat Support and Combat
Service Support
CTC—Combat Training Center
DBSP—Distributed Battle Simulation
Program
DMOSQ—Duty Military Occupational
Specialty Qualification
DOD—Department of Defense
DRUs—Direct Reporting Units
DS3—Disabled Soldier Support System
ERC—Equipment Readiness Code
eSB—enhanced Separate Brigades

EST 2000—Engagement Skills Trainer
2000

FCS—Future Combat Systems

FORSCOM—U.S. Army Forces
Command

FP—Force Protection

FSP—Force Support Package

FTS—Full-Time Support

GFR—Ground Forces Readiness

HMMWV—High-Mobility Multipurpose
Wheeled Vehicle

IED—Improvised Explosive Device

IET—Initial Entry Training

IG—Inspector General

IRR—Individual Ready Reserve

JNTC—Joint National Training
Capability

LMTS—Laser Marksmanship Training
System

LUT—Limited User Test

MILTECH—Military Technician

MOS—Military Occupational Specialties

MRE—Mission Rehearsal Exercise

NBC—Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical

NCO—Noncommissioned Officer

leAA—National Defense Authorization

ct

NGB—National Guard Bureau

NGREA—National Guard and Reserve
Equipment Appropriations

OEF—Operation Enduring Freedom

OIF—Operation Iraqi Freedom

OIP—Organizational Inspection Program
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OneSAF—Objective One Semi- TAM—Training Assessment Model
Automated Forces TRADOC—Training and Doctrine

OPTEMPO—Operational Tempo Command, U.S. Army

PERSCOM—Personnel Command UA—Unit of Action

RC—Reserve Component UAV—Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

REF—Rapid Equipping Force UH—Utility Helicopter

RFI—Rapid Fielding Initiative U.S.—United States

ROTC—Reserve Officer Training Corps USAIS—U.S. Army Infantry School
RRCs—Regional Readiness Commands USAR—United States Army Reserve

SBE—Stay Behind Equipment USARC—United States Army Reserve

SIMNET—Simulations Network Command

STRAC—Standards in Training USARPAC—U.S. Army Pacific
Commission Command

TADSS—Training Aids, Devices, VCCT—Virtual Combat Convoy Trainer
Simulators, and Simulations WMD—Weapons of Mass Destruction

Senator STEVENS. General, thank you very much. We're pleased
to have that further explanation on these soldiers’ background.

Mr. Secretary, we welcome Mrs. Harvey. I see she’s sitting——

Secretary HARVEY. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. Behind you, and we'’re pleased to
have her with us today.

I also want to call attention to the fact that, from the Guard and
Reserve, we had Lieutenant General Steve Blum, Chief of the Na-
tional Guard Bureau, Lieutenant General Roger Schultz, who’s Di-
rector of the Army National Guard, Lieutenant General James
Helmly, Chief of the Army Reserve.

And let me welcome Senator Mikulski. I did so in her absence,
but she has joined our subcommittee. We have served with her for
many years on the full committee, and are delighted that she has
come to this subcommittee.

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I look
forward to an active service here. Reporting for duty.

Senator STEVENS. It is welcome duty. Having been whip for 8
years, I understand, Senator Durbin, you have duty on the floor
and would like to be recognized. We're pleased to recognize you
first.

Senator DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. And I
want to thank Senator Inouye, as well, for giving me this oppor-
tunity, since I have to be on the floor in a few moments.

Before I ask my questions, let me just say thank you. Thank you
to the Secretary, thanks to all of the men and women in uniform,
and those who—their families and others who support them. You
make us proud. All of your service is—we’ll never be able to repay.
The best we can do is to say that we’re going to stand behind you.
I think you’re going to find that in this appropriation bill, both po-
litical parties. It is nonpartisan.

I also want to say that I've been out to Walter Reed several
times. I've met with some of the fine men and women out there
who have been injured in combat, and those who are treating them.
And it is a great facility. I always ask them, “Is there anything I
can do for the Illinois soldiers, in particular?” And they say,
“They’re taking care of us.” They never ask me for anything, which
is a good indication.
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FORCE PROTECTION

But for one thing, Mr. Secretary, and that was—one of the first
visits out there, one of the soldiers said, “You've got to do some-
thing about these Humvees.” And that goes way back, 1% years
ago. He said, “There’s just not enough protection on those
Humvees.” Well, that’s become a major national issue, and many
of the amputees and soldiers who have been injured, unfortunately,
were in Humvees that were not protected. And they were subject
to rocket-propelled grenades and these roadside bombs and—which
still harass our troops and endanger them. I'm glad we’re moving
forward on that.

The same complaint came about body armor. Many troops did
not have them. A friend of mine, with a son in active military
ended up collecting the money, paying for it himself, sending the
body armor out to his son. He said, “I just can’t wait any longer.
T've got to do this.”

TOURNIQUETS

Now there’s a new issue, Mr. Secretary, and there’s one—it’s so
simple and basic that I really—I've got to ask you to address it.
And you may have seen it in the Baltimore Sun on Sunday. They
did a lengthy piece on the whole question of tourniquets and
whether that would be standard-issue to our soldiers.

Now, I think everyone agrees that having a tourniquet ready and
available at a moment’s notice is essential in combat, to save lives,
particularly bleeding from the extremities. Long before the—well,
at least before the invasion of Iraq, we said that this should be
standard-issue. Again this year, the issue came up, as well.

This report from the Baltimore Sun, which I know Senator Mi-
kulski is well acquainted with, goes through all of the units of the
military that currently are given tourniquets, these $20 tour-
niquets, as standard-issue: Army Rangers, Special Op troops, 82nd
Airborne, 3rd Infantry, all marines—all carrying tourniquets. And
yet when the survey was made of other groups, particularly Guard
and Reserve activated groups, it was found that this basic $20
piece of equipment wasn’t being issued to the soldiers. And your ex-
perts on medical treatment and making certain that we save lives
have said this is an essential part of equipment.

When the Pentagon was asked, “Why haven’t you issued tour-
niquets if they’re readily available and so cheap?” someone in the
Pentagon said, “Because we’re in the midst of designing a pouch to
carry them in.” I hope that’s not accurate.

I would like to have you, Mr. Secretary, tell me if you are famil-
iar with this problem, whether you could tell us how many of our
soldiers today in Iraq carry with them, as standard-issue, a tour-
niquet, and, if not all of them, how quickly we’ll be able to provide
this life-saving piece of equipment.

Secretary HARVEY. Yes, Senator, good question. I, like you, am
very concerned. Soldier protection, force protection, quality of life
of the soldiers, nothing is more important to me than that. As I've
said on several occasions, providing for the well-being of the sol-
diers and their families is my number one priority.
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I am generally familiar with this issue. It came up in a hearing
a couple of weeks ago in the—in terms of whether we issue our sol-
diers something called QuickClot, which is issued to the marines.
And I looked into that and have found out that this QuickClot is—
can have some side effects, in terms of burns and in clotting out-
side the wound itself. I'm informed that we issue a pressure ban-
dage—it is an Israeli-designed pressure bandage—to our soldiers.

So I can’t give you the exact numbers, but it’s—I'm under the
opinion that we issue this pressure bandage to all our soldiers. The
Chief may want to comment on that.

Senator DURBIN. Mr. Secretary, this is not a pressure bandage.
I'm talking about a tourniquet. And a pressure bandage, even if it’s
standard-issue, or a clotting bandage, will not be adequate to deal
with bleeding from an extremity. And if you read the story, and I'm
going to send it to make sure you

Secretary HARVEY. Yeah, I've perused it, yes.

Senator DURBIN. I hope you’ll get a chance to look at it. They
make it clear that, sadly, we've lost some soldiers because there
was no place to turn for a tourniquet, a basic tourniquet, which is
an element of first aid.

Let me give you an example. One of the lieutenants in the Army,
David Bernstein, who is noted in this article, bled to death. A West
Point graduate. As Senator Mikulski adds here, they couldn’t find
anything to use as a tourniquet. They used a sling from an M-4
rifle, and the nozzle from a fuel can to twist it, to try to stop the
bleeding. Sadly, he lost his life because a $20 basic tourniquet was
not provided.

So your response about pressure bandages and clotting bandages,
those will not do. This article makes it clear, they are not respon-
sive to the need when you have this severe trauma and bleeding
from the extremities. And so, I hope that you will look very closely
at this. I think it’s a critical—an inexpensive element to save the
lives of our soldiers here.

I don’t know if—General Schoomaker, if you’ve had familiarity
with this.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, first of all, I'm not familiar with the
article at all. Quite frankly, your bringing it up here is the first
time I've heard of any problem like that. We’ve had tourniquets in
the Army for almost all of my 36 years of service.

Senator DURBIN. Are they standard-issue to every soldier?

General SCHOOMAKER. They are standard in the medical chan-
nels. There have been improvements in the tourniquets. Typically,
in the old days, we would carry cravats, which we used as tour-
niquets, which were standard-issue. There have been, since then,
a variety of—the one-handed tourniquet that has come up more re-
cently—there have been a variety of them, and I have known of no
shortage of them. But this is something we could get into and cer-
tainly——

Senator DURBIN. General, I am told they are not standard-issue,
that they are affordable, that what is presently being given to sol-
diers does not really fit

General SCHOOMAKER. Typically——

Senator DURBIN [continuing]. The need.
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General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. Typically, medical gear like
this is not issued as part of a soldier’s—what we would call organi-
zational clothing and individual equipment (OCIE). It is—comes
through medical channels. It’s typically a unit standard-operating-
procedure problem, and the unit generally will dictate what med-
ical gear a soldier will have. And I see no reason why there is any
shortage. And certainly affordability is not at issue.

Senator DURBIN. Affordability is not an issue.

Secretary HARVEY. For sure. We'll get you a detailed answer for
the record.

[The information follows:]

TOURNIQUETS

All Soldiers receive training on use of tourniquets upon initial entry into the
Army, and sustained training and testing through the Soldier Common Task Test.
Training is imperative for effective tourniquet application. Effective April 1, 2005,
all new Soldiers will receive specific training on the new-generation Combat Appli-
cation Tourniquet (CAT) in Basic Combat Training.

Every Soldier now carries a first aid pouch with a first aid dressing for use as
a pressure dressing and tourniquet. Under current practice, all Combat Medics
(military occupational specialty (MOS) 91W), and Combat Lifesavers (CLS) will
carry new-generation tourniquets; however, new-generation tourniquet fielding to
these Soldiers is not complete. (The target ratio of CLS to Soldiers in deploying
units is one per squad or better.)

Between March 2003 and March 2005, the U.S. Army Medical Materiel Center-
Southwest Asia (USAMMC-SWA) issued 58,163 new-generation tourniquets (four
types) to CENTCOM-deployed units. Medical authorities in theater estimate 41 per-
cent of deployed Soldiers have an approved tourniquet.

The Defense Logistics Agency ordered 172,000 CATs in mid-March 2005. Initial
delivery of 15,000 CATs will be mid-April 2005, with the entire 172,000 delivered
to theater by mid-July 2005. On March 31, 2005, the Army directed the USAMMC-
SWA to order 56,000 Special Operating Forces—Tactical Tourniquets (SOFTT) for
delivery before May 31, 2005.

The new Soldier Improved First Aid Kit (IFAK) includes a CAT and is being fast-
tracked via the Soldier as a System Rapid Fielding Initiative.

The U.S. Army Institute of Surgical Research (USAISR) recently tested nine new-
generation tourniquet systems and demonstrated that three were 100 percent effec-
tive. Based on these data, the CAT was selected as the tourniquet to be issued to
individual Soldiers. USAISR recommended the SOFTT as an acceptable alternative
to the CAT when the CAT was not available through the supply system. USAISR
also recommended the emergency medical tourniquet for use in medical evacuation
vehicles and at Echelon I-ITI medical facilities.

Senator DURBIN. Well, if you would—the fact that the Rangers,
Special Ops, some divisions, like 82nd Airborne, 3rd Infantry, and
the marines all carry it as standard-issue, I think, is a clear indica-
tion that——

General SCHOOMAKER. I will promise——

Senator DURBIN [continuing]. It could help——

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. You that the most combat—
the most combat-experienced soldiers and marines and special op-
erators don’t go into battle without these kinds of things.

Senator DURBIN. On themselves, individually?

General SCHOOMAKER. On themselves, individually. This is some-
thing that experience will tell you. This isn’t something you wait
for the system to give you. This is something you requisition
through medical channels, because you have the experience, the
knowledge, the training, and the readiness

Senator DURBIN. And you will give

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. To understand you need it.
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Senator DURBIN [continuing]. You will give me a report on how
many soldiers

General SCHOOMAKER. We will be glad to.

Senator DURBIN [continuing]. Currently——

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.

Senator DURBIN [continuing]. In Iraq and Afghanistan——

General SCHOOMAKER. And we——

Senator DURBIN [continuing]. Carry tourniquets?

General SCHOOMAKER. There is no reason why there should be
any shortage in any unit of that kind of——

Senator DURBIN. There is no reason why there should be.

Secretary HARVEY. No. No.

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

Senator STEVENS. Senator, I'm constrained to say that when I
was in the Army, they told us to take off our belt and take a knife
in a sheath and use it to make a tourniquet immediately.

General SCHOOMAKER. Exactly right.

Senator STEVENS. It’s one of those things.

I note that the chairman is here, and I know he has other sub-
committees to go. Remember when he used to yield to me? I would
be pleased to yield to you.

Senator COCHRAN. I'll wait my turn, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Secretary Harvey, what are the problems in our recruiting ef-
forts? I think most of us are thinking about the problems of recruit-
ing and retention—in the Army, in particular; and in the Guard
and Reserve, as well. We seem to have a—you know, we—I'm told
we exceeded the goal for the Army last year. And the goal this year
is 100 percent retention. How are you doing?

Secretary HARVEY. In terms of retention, Senator, we're just
about on our goals. Retention in the Active is 99 percent of goal—
these are our year-to-date goals—97 for the Reserves, and 98 for
the Guard. So, from a retention point of view, I think we’re okay.
And, as we like to say, I think we’re on our mission for the year.

Our challenge is in recruiting, and the Chief and I are both con-
cerned about that. I don’t think we'’re in crisis, but we’re concerned
about it. At the current time, we’re at 94 percent of our goal in the
Active, 90 percent in Reserves, and the problem area is the Na-
tional Guard, which is at 74 percent.

Now, in response to that, we’re taking the following actions.
We'’re increasing the number of recruiters across the board, in all
three areas, from 9,000 total to 12,000. We’re increasing incen-
tives—retention incentives, recruiting incentives—across the board
for all three components. And, as you may know, we take surveys
every month to ensure that the—as we call them, “the influencers”
are satisfied, and what the influencers are thinking; and that’s the
parents and coaches and counselors and so forth.

So, it’s a concern with us. I'm not going to sit here and tell you
that we’re 100 percent sure we’re going to make it. And I'm also
not going to sit here and tell you—we’re not going to give up. We
are going to put a lot of emphasis and focus on this area. I give
it a lot of thought. And when someone says, “Well, you put the re-
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cruiters”—the recruiters are like drilling the oil well. You say, “I've
got more recruiters there, now they have to strike oil.” And we
have another 6 months to go in the mission. And, believe me, as
I said, we’re very concerned about it. We put a lot of emphasis and
focus and attention to it. And I meet every other week with our
human resource people to ensure that we’re doing everything we
need to do and our message is getting across. And we do a lot of
innovative things, like we sponsor National Association for Stock
Car Auto Racing (NASCAR), dragsters, rodeos, and so forth. So
we're very focused in this area, and I think the takeaway is that
it’s 1important, and we're doing everything possible to attain our
goals.

And let me note that, this year, our goal in the Active component
is to recruit 80,000 soldiers. Last year, it started at 72,000; it was
revised in the middle of the year to 77,000, which we made; and
the year before that was 68,000. So, our goals have gone up, and
our focus and initiatives and activities have gone up accordingly.

Senator STEVENS. General Schoomaker, have we given you
enough tools to succeed, in terms of recruiting?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, tools—the tools you have given us are
more than satisfactory. You've been very supportive in the tools. I
think the Secretary has it exactly right, retention does not appear
to be as big a challenge as recruiting. We are retaining soldiers.
This is counter to many of the stories you hear, that the Guard and
the Reserve and Active soldiers will not stay with us. They are
staying with us, in increasing numbers.

But I will tell you, I am personally concerned about recruiting.
And I think that recruiting this year is going to be tough to make
our challenge, our increased goals. And I think in 2006 it’ll be even
tougher. And so, we are going to have to look very hard at the
tools, at our procedures, at our approaches. But, as I've testified be-
fore, I believe this is a national responsibility. This isn’t just the
responsibility of the Army and the Marine Corps, the Air Force,
and the Navy to recruit soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines. It
is a responsibility of the Nation to raise the armies and the navies
and the air forces and the marines that are necessary to defend
this country. And I think until people embrace this challenge as a
national responsibility and necessity, that we will be challenged
when we’re in periods of conflict, as we are today.

ARMY MODULAR FORCE

Senator STEVENS. I'm going to ask one of the staff to turn this
soldier’s photo around and show it to the people out in the audi-
ence. I'm constrained to say that when I went into the service, I
weighed 155 pounds. And I think Senator Inouye weighed just
about the same amount. I think that fellow’s got on his back more
than I weighed then.

Secretary HARVEY. He does. It’s 150 pounds. That’s a picture that
I—that the Chief gave to me that I have in my office. I look at that
every morning, and I think, “How am I going to lighten that sol-
dier’s load?”

Senator STEVENS. That’s what I was going to ask.

Secretary HARVEY. Yes. Yes. And we're—and we think about that
often. And we’re going to do it several ways, one of which is, as you
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heard, the Army modular force. We're going to be able to deploy to
an area as a unit, not as a group of individuals, and that’s going
to help reduce that load.

Another way we’re going to do that is through information tech-
nology and situational awareness, where, as I mentioned in my
opening statement, one of the advantages of the Army modular
force initiative is that we can start now to spiral in network tech-
nologies so that all soldiers have better situational awareness, so
he doesn’t have to take everything he has to take——

Senator STEVENS. My time

Secretary HARVEY [continuing]. Because he knows——

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. Is running out, Mr. Secretary. But
when we went to the Stanford Research Institute, they were devis-
ing a vest that would really—a shirt that would be both armor and
have a built-in battery and have a built-in—a whole series of
things that are there now.

Secretary HARVEY. We have a program executive officer (PEO)
soldier. The Chief——

Senator STEVENS. Are we going to any innovation to try and
lighten that load?

Secretary HARVEY. Yes. Chief?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sure we are. First of all—and I don’t
mean to be facetious here, but that’s 150 pounds of lightweight
gear.

Senator STEVENS. I understand that.

General SCHOOMAKER. That is——

Senator STEVENS. I saw some——

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. That is all the most advanced
stuff that we can put on them. But I'll give you a historical exam-
ple. When the 82nd Airborne Division and the 101st Airborne Divi-
sion jumped behind the lines on the night of June 5-6, 1944, when
those paratroopers jumped behind the lines, they carried 80 rounds
of ammunition and two hand grenades, a change of socks, and a
protective mask. And when they got on the ground, they got rid of
their protective mask. Those soldiers went into combat totally—
equipped totally differently than these soldiers are today.

This picture that you see there is a paratrooper in the 173rd Air-
borne Brigade that jumped into Northern Iraq. That’s the morning
the Sun rose, and they’re stuck up there in the mud with all that
stuff on their back in Northern Iraq with—you know, basically
alone and unafraid, not unlike their forefathers did in World War
II. And they'’re extraordinarily equipped. The problem is that we've
got to get the mobility of these soldiers, and we’ve got to get the
interdependence of it that we're working on so hard with the other
services to lighten this load. But we also have a responsibility to
lighten this load in a different way, and that is by taking

Senator STEVENS. I think we ought to have a copy of that for our
office here, too, because

General SCHOOMAKER. Sure.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. It worries me.

Senator Inouye.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

If I may——
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Senator STEVENS. Sorry to interrupt you, General, we do have
some time restraints here.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sure.

Senator INOUYE. If I may follow up on the chairman’s ques-
tioning, are you considering lowering the entry standards on re-
cruiting?

ENLISTMENT STANDARDS

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, we are not considering it, and we
have not done it. Now, we are bumping up against our standard,
but we have not crossed the line on our standards. And I can de-
scribe what they are, or I can get them to you for the record.

[The information follows:]

ENLISTMENT STANDARDS

The Army is currently not considering lowering its quality marks. The fiscal year
2005 Army quality goals are > 90 percent high school diploma graduates, > 67 per-
cent test score category I-IITA, and < 2 percent test score category IV. The active
Army’s quality marks remain above Army goals. As of the end of March, they were
at 90 percent high school diploma graduate, 74 percent test score category I-IIIA,
and 1.9 percent test score category IV.

General SCHOOMAKER. But the things that you are reading are
largely untrue about us lowering standards. And I hope that we do
not have to lower our standards. In fact, I would prefer not to. I'd
rather go short than lower the standards that we have.

Senator INOUYE. We have been advised that there is a $285 mil-
lion shortfall for recruiting. Can you tell us why?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I'm not familiar with that.

Secretary HARVEY. No, I'm not familiar with that, Senator. We
certainly will ask for everything we need in that regard. As re-
marked, it’s critical to the all-volunteer force.

IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICES (IED’S)

Senator INOUYE. Of the 1,500 soldiers killed during the oper-
ations, 800 were killed by improvised explosive devices. Do we have
enough funding here to take care of that?

Secretary HARVEY. Yes. 've—let me answer it, that I've been as-
sured and informed that we have adequate funds at the present
time to meet the theater requirements, we have adequate funds to
do—to fund our technology-development efforts, to field the next-
generation devices, and that we will be rapidly—over the next few
months, rapidly fielding a number of devices. And we can fill you
in on those details, of course, in a closed session, if you would like.
But I'm assured that we have adequate funding. I'm assured that
the next-generation technology is rapidly maturing. And I will be—
and I have, and will be, paying very close attention to this. As you
remarked, that’s an important component of soldier protection.

Senator INOUYE. Isn’t it also true that no matter how much we
try, it will not be possible to come up with a perfect solution, espe-
cially when they use something like a 2,000 bomb—a 2,000-pound
bomb to knock over a tank?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, there is no one solution to this di-
lemma. And, as you know, we have had M-1 tanks totally de-
stroyed by thousand pound bombs on the roads. There is the ability
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to get a big enough bomb to destroy any amount of armor we’ll
place. However, there is a prudent level of protection that we be-
lieve we’ve asked for the funding to achieve and that we’re working
to obtain. A great deal of this has to do with tactics, techniques,
and procedures, and experience, intelligence, and other kinds of ca-
pabilities, obviously that we probably shouldn’t talk about in an
open session. But it is a comprehensive approach that must be
taken to counter this threat, and not just the idea that some—in
some physical form, that we’re going to be able to mitigate the ef-
fects of what’s achievable.

OPTEMPO

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, will the modular units lessen the
operational tempo for the Army; thereby, reducing the number and
length of deployments that we are now experiencing?

Secretary HARVEY. Yes. The objective is, at the end of the mod-
ular initiative, when it’s totally complete, that the Active force will
be deployed 1 year in 3. So that’s 2 years at home station, or, as
we like to call it, “dwell time.” For the National Guard, it’ll be 1
year deployed, 5 years at home station; and for the Reserves, 1
year deployed and 4 years at home station. So that’s our objective,
and we're slowly but surely migrating toward that.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, if I could add to that very quickly.
Last year, our average dwell was 1.2 years for the units that were
coming from theater and going back. This year, as you take a look
at the 101st and the 4th Infantry Division (ID), the 3rd ID, if
they're—stay on schedule, their dwell will be about 1.8 years, on
average, some of it a little bit longer than that. And this is directly
related to the increase in these brigades—the brigades that we
have added to the Army that have allowed us a broader base of ro-
tation.

And as we achieve the 30 percent increase on the Active side,
and the modular initiatives on the Guard and Reserve side, this
will continue to manifest into the kinds of dwell times that the Sec-
retary described.

Senator INOUYE. The funding for modularity is included in the
supplemental. How much of the $5 billion would you have in the
2006 budget?

FUNDING THE ARMY MODULAR FORCE

Secretary HARVEY. The funding for modularity is in the supple-
mental in 2005, and plans to be in the supplemental in 2006. Then
it will be in the base budget in 2007 beyond, the rest of the FYDP.

Senator INOUYE. Do you have any estimate as to the total cost
of it?

Secretary HARVEY. Yes. The total cost, if you add it all up from
2005 through 2011, it’s $48 billion. And, again, $10 billion in the
2005 and 2006 supplementals, and then the remainder in the base
budget in 2007 to 2011.

Senator INOUYE. When you’re completed, you’ll have 77 brigade
combat units?

Secretary HARVEY. Seventy-seven Brigade Combat Team Units of
Action, correct, Senator.
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Senator INOUYE. I'm from the ancient war. Can you describe
what a brigade unit will look like?

Secretary HARVEY. As I mentioned in my opening statement, it’ll
be a unit of about 3,500 to 4,000 soldiers. There will be three types
of units in the near term. There will be a light infantry, heavy, and
a Stryker. They’ll be standalone, self-sufficient, and have all the
functionality that used to—a lot of the functionality that used to
reside in the division now is embedded in the Brigade Combat
Team; therefore, it is standalone and self-sufficient. An important
dimension, as we—as I said, is standardized. That is to say—and
the Chief can chime in here, because he’s had direct experience in
this—and that is that there was no heavy brigade or no light bri-
gade in the force that was like any other one. In this, we’ll have—
a Brigade Combat Team, say, in the 3rd ID will be exactly the
same as in every infantry.

Chief, you my want to chime in.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I would agree. The kinds of things
that’ll be in these modular brigades are things like increased mili-
tary intelligence, increased bandwidth to move intelligence down to
these brigade levels. You'll have your forward support battalions,
which provide your logistics in the brigade—civil affairs, human in-
telligence (HUMINT), counterintelligence, military police (MPs),
engineers, their own artillery battalion, as well as their own RSTA,
which is reconnaissance, surveillance, target acquisition capability,
inside of these brigades.

But I have to mention, we always focus on the combat brigades,
but the modular force also—which we don’t talk about, but is in-
volved in this very same money—are the support units of action
that are outside these brigades that provide the enhanced capabili-
ties, in terms of aviation, increased higher-level logistics and main-
tenance, intelligence, et cetera, and then on the Army Guard—or
in the Army Reserve side or the combat service support aspects,
with the expeditionary packages that we’re putting together.

So, it’s not just at the brigade. It’s at the battle command level,
it’s at the support level, all the way up where we are building a
modular force that can plug and play based upon what we have to
do. It’s much more capable.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

FISCAL YEAR 2005 SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDING FOR MOBILIZATION
STATIONS

Mr. Secretary, I notice in the supplemental budget request that’s
been submitted by the Army, you've requested $70 million to con-
struct permanent barracks as part of a new operational readiness
training complex need to meet the requirements of mobilizing Re-
serve-component units. My question is, Is any of this money going
to be used to upgrade or improve mobilization centers for the Na-
tional Guard in connection with the mobilization for Iraq and Af-
ghanistan duties?

Secretary HARVEY. Senator, I think I'm going to have to take
that for the record.
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I'm not familiar with that level of detail of exactly what that’s
going to be used for. It wouldn’t surprise me if there’s monies in
there to improve our readiness centers.

Senator COCHRAN. General Schoomaker——

Secretary HARVEY. We'll get you an answer——

Senator COCHRAN [continuing]. General Schoomaker, do you have
any information along that line?

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, I don’t have that level of detail, and
I think it would be better for us to provide it to you accurately for
the record.

Senator COCHRAN. Okay.

General SCHOOMAKER. I've just glanced over here at our Guard
leadership, and they also do not have that level of detail.

Senator COCHRAN. If we could have that, we would appreciate it.

[The information follows:]

FUNDING IN THE FISCAL YEAR 2005 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR MOBILIZATION AND
TRAINING BARRACKS

The fiscal year 2005 Supplemental includes $70 million in military construction
for Mobilization and Training Barracks at Forts Carson, Riley, and Bliss. There is
an immediate need for adequate facilities to support active and Reserve Component
(approximately 80 percent) mobilization, training, deployment, and demobilization.
These projects will directly support Army National Guard and Army Reserve Sol-
diers mobilized for the Global War on Terrorism. The Army National Guard has
training and mobilization facilities in their fiscal year Defense Program for two of
their power support platforms: Camp Shelby, Mississippi and Gowen Field, Idaho.

Senator COCHRAN. The House is taking up the supplemental, as
you know, and marking it up in their committee. And we are not
going to take any action on it until they complete work on the bill.
But we are going to look at it very carefully. We know that we need
to supplement the budget for this fiscal year in connection with our
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. We want to help the adminis-
tration achieve its goals of total support for our military forces so
that they have what they need to bring this war to a successful
conclusion. That’s the goal, and I know that’s your goal, too.

In that context, a lot of National Guard units are being mobilized
around the country. And in my State, at Camp Shelby, Mississippi,
that facility has been designated as a mobilization center. And so,
we've seen the 155th Armored Brigade from our State trained there
and brought up to speed and deployed to the theaters. And there
are other units, as well. It is a facility that’s been in operation
since World War II. As a matter of fact, Senator Inouye trained
there when he was in the Army and just getting ready to be de-
ployed to the European theater. And it’s continued to have a rich
tradition of training—excellent training and schools for both en-
listed and officers.

My son trained down there, as a matter of fact. And when that
same unit was mobilized in Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm,
he trained there and went to Fort Hood, then on to the National
Training Center. So we know how important the training is to get
everybody up to speed.

But I hope you will take a look to be sure that you’re not over-
looking some facilities—when you’re upgrading facilities to be sure
you have the facilities you need, don’t overlook some of the Na-
tional Guard facilities. I hope you’ll take a look at that and see if
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any of that money is going to be spent upgrading facilities, making
sure that the soldiers have what they need at those facilities. It
may be old, but they’re still doing a great job for the defense of our
country.

General SCHOOMAKER. Sir, believe it or not, I trained at Camp
Shelby.

IED COUNTERMEASURES

Senator COCHRAN. One thing that was asked already, and that
was about the improvised explosive devices and the counter-
measures that you’re trying to develop. I'm told that there was a
crash program being developed—and I had the name of it here
awhile ago—in some testing the other day, they had a major set-
back, I understand. This is called the neutralized IED with Radio
Frequency Program. And I don’t want to get into classified informa-
tion. I note that that probably is classified. But there is another
technology that has come to my attention, developed to use directed
energy instead of radio frequencies to counteract the effects of im-
provised explosive devices. The Ionatron Corporation is developing
that countermeasure. I hope you’ll look at that, if you have dif-
ficulty with the improvised explosive device countermeasures that
you're working on right now. I know you have a task force to
counter that threat. But we want to support the initiatives. A lot
of the troops from my State, who have been killed over in Iraq,
have been killed with those IED weapons.

What is the status of coming to a point where we have a counter-
measure that’s effective against those devices?

Secretary HARVEY. Let me, we can’t say a lot in open session, as
you know, Senator, but the countermeasure technology is a sound
technology. And it’s a matter of how you field it. It’s a matter of—
I'd better not get into any more. I'm familiar with directed energy
technologies for other applications. I personally worked on that in
one of my prior jobs. And we’ll certainly look into that if it’s viable.

Just one remark is, the countermeasure technology is intended
to prevent an occurrence where it would appear that the directed
energy would cause an explosion, which then—then there’s another
dimension to how you do that, when you do that. And so, the coun-
termeasure jammer technology has basic benefits to it, rather than
directed energy.

But we're open to all this, and it has to be—it’s a multitude of
solutions to get at this; jammers being the major technology. But
we’re certainly open to—if it’s viable, to look into its application,
because, as you said, there is—in my way of thinking, and in the
Chief's way of thinking, there’s nothing more important than pro-
tecting our soldiers. That’s foremost on our minds, and we are open
to everything. And you've been generous in the past. And I appre-
ciate Senator Inouye’s question about, Are there adequate re-
sources? And this is not a resource issue. This is making sure we
have an effective technology that does its job. And we have fielded
things—and I know you read certain things in the paper—we've
fielded things that are 60 percent effective, and we’re proud that
they are 60 percent effective, because it was zero before. We’re not
waiting for the perfect solution. We’re going to migrate to the—as
good as we can get. But we're fielding it as soon as we feel like it’s
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going to give the soldiers some protection. It may not be 100 per-
cent reliable, but it’s better than nothing. So I think we have a via-
ble approach.

We'll look into this, if it has benefits over countermeasure
jammers.

Senator COCHRAN. I wish you provide, for the record, the status
of the review of the technology that I just

Secretary HARVEY. Sure.

Senator COCHRAN [continuing]. Described.

Secretary HARVEY. No question.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The information follows:]

DIRECTED ENERGY TECHNOLOGY

The Army is aware of the directed energy technology developed by the Ionatron
Corporation to counter improvised explosive devices (IEDs). In fact, the U.S. Army
Armaments Research, Development, and Engineering Center (ARDEC) has reviewed
the work being done at Ionatron, specifically the Laser-Induced Plasma Channel
(LIPC). The technology shows promise for countermine neutralization, IED defeat,
and possibly other non-lethal applications. In addition, other applications of this
technology are being investigated for Homeland Defense. ARDEC is partnered with
the Naval Research Laboratory, Ionatron, and the Stevens Institute of Technology
in Hoboken, New Jersey to do further study. The President’s budget for fiscal year
2006 includes funds for the ARDEC to continue evaluation of Ionatron research.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask unanimous consent
that the statement by Senator Burns be put in the record? He had
to go to another

Senator STEVENS. Without objection, so ordered.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR CONRAD BURNS

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like to thank Secretary Harvey and General
Schoomaker for coming before our subcommittee this morning, to testify on the
Army’s fiscal year 2006 budget. I will keep my comments brief this morning and
save the remainder of my statement for the record.

Our military, and the U.S. Army in particular, continues to have many folks en-
gaged around the world, especially in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is because of today’s
640,000 brave soldiers serving on active duty, that we are winning this war on ter-
ror. Our soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines are performing magnificently. With
more than 300,000 soldiers deployed or forward stationed around the world, there
is no question that our forces are being challenged.

Out of these approximately 315,000 currently deployed soldiers, 113,000 are Army
National Guard and 47,000 Army Reserve. In Montana, over 40 percent of our Na-
tional Guard and Reserve units have been called to active duty. I intend 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.

I read daily of our great American soldiers developing unconventional solutions
to solve various problems they face in the field. I think it makes a great deal of
sense to have the mechanism in place to bring good ideas from our nation’s univer-
sities, laboratories and small businesses to the soldiers as soon as possible, bypass-
ing the bureaucracy. I encourage your continued support of Army initiatives to expe-
dite the fielding of urgently needed equipment and life-saving technologies. You will
have this Senator’s continued support of the Rapid Fielding Initiative (RFI) and the
Rapid Equipping Force (REF)—two programs which accomplish just that. These ef-
forts have resulted in the fielding of some truly incredible innovations, and I believe
it is important that such efforts—and, therefore, relevant funding levels—continue.

I look forward to seeing how the Army will meet its continual recruitment and
retention challenges. I read with some recent news articles about the Army’s failure
to meet monthly recruitment goals so far this year, putting the Army at risk of not
meeting goals for the first time since 1999. I look forward to hearing what initia-
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tives you have in place to address these challenges, and I pledge to work with you
and support you on this road ahead.

When I am back in my State of Montana, I enjoy talking with our active and re-
serve component forces. There is no doubt in my mind, the dedication and love these
brave men and women have to their country and their work. Their increased
optempo since the attacks of 9/11 and the beginning of the Global War on Terror
does not, however, come without costs—costs not only to the active duty forces,
guardsmen and reservists themselves, but to their families and employers as well.

I am pleased to see that Army leadership has realized this and has reflected these
challenges in the Army fiscal year 2006 budget. This morning I look forward to
hearing about the Army’s plans for rebalancing its forces and reducing the need for
involuntary reserve mobilization. I do think it is important that we look at ways
to add folks to areas where the Army is currently facing shortages, such as military
police, transportation and civil affairs.

Again, I thank you both for being here this morning. I look forward to your testi-
mony.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy.
Senator LEAHY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

RESERVE COMPONENTS MODULARITY AND RESET

Mr. Secretary and General Schoomaker, as you know, Kit Bond,
Senator Bond, of Missouri, and I are the co-chairs of the National
Guard Caucus, something we take very seriously. And we support
the efforts of the National Guard. I think we all agree that the Na-
tional Guard’s a critical part of our Nation’s defense. We also know
the—and we hear from our Guard members, we hear from other
Senators on both sides of the aisle, about the mobilization of the
Guard and Reserves, in both Iraq and Afghanistan. It’s the largest,
for reservists, since World War II. In fact, at my home State of
Vermont, the little State of Vermont, we have 1,000—over 1,000
Guard members deployed. We are the second highest per capita in
the country. Senator Inouye’s State, Hawaii, is the highest.

Now, we in the Guard Caucus—I think I can speak for both Re-
publicans and Democrats on this—we support your efforts to in-
clude National Guard brigades in the Army’s modularity plan,
which will allow them to provide an important part of the Army’s
combat capability. But they’re going to need the same advanced
equipment as their active-duty counterparts. If they’re going to be
doing the same work as the active-duty counterparts, they should
have the same equipment. They need it as soon as they return
from their deployments so they can start the training. I think you
both agree, training is so essential when they deploy.

Now, I haven’t seen any specific official figures from the Army
about what’s exactly included in the supplemental for Guard equip-
ment in the reset of the deployed forces. The Secretary had said
that we would get that information a couple of weeks ago. I know
the subcommittee requested it. Mr. Secretary, we haven’t gotten it
yet. I wish, in the next couple of days, I could get provided with
this kind of information. I want—and the subcommittee—to have
an official breakdown of what’s included with the Army Guard
modularity and the equipment reset. Can we get that within the
next couple of days?

Secretary HARVEY. Certainly you can.

I'm not familiar with the request. The Chief may want to make
a few—we can make some comments right now, if:

Senator LEAHY. Yeah, go ahead, but

Secretary HARVEY. Yeah.
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Senator LEAHY [continuing]. If we could get——

Secretary HARVEY. We will get you that——

Senator LEAHY. Yeah.

Secretary HARVEY. We will fulfill that request.

General SCHOOMAKER. Did you want me to make——

Secretary HARVEY. Yeah, why don’t you make a few——

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. Did you want me to com-
ment?

Secretary HARVEY [continuing]. Comments about——

General SCHOOMAKER. All right.

First of all, in the supplemental, what we’re doing to reset the
units that we have sent to Iraq is without regard to component.
For instance, the 30th, the 39th, the 81st, those units received the
most advanced soldier gear that we could put on them, even ahead
of the active force, because of when they were going over there.
They will be reset like the active force when they return.

And so, there is—unlike in the base budget, where you have dis-
crete lines for Guard and active, in the supplemental we have ag-
gregated, and we are resetting the units that have gone. Now

Senator LEAHY. You understand my concern, though. If it’s——

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.

Senator LEAHY [continuing]. Not a discrete line, it sometimes—
we suddenly find, when you get budget crunches in other areas, the
Guard and Reserve do not get that reset and do not get the

General SCHOOMAKER. Yes, sir.

Senator LEAHY [continuing]. The equipment. I just want to make
sure——

General SCHOOMAKER. Sure, I think that it’s fair to say—and you
certainly talk to the Guard and Reserve leadership—we are com-
mitted to—you know, part of this reset is also part of transforming
the Army to a more modular force. They go hand in glove. And so,
we must use the resources that you’re providing and the momen-
tum we have from our deployments to expedite this process of mak-
ing the Army more modular, and that’s how we’re doing it.

Senator LEAHY. Let’s see if we can get some

Secretary HARVEY. Senator, I can give you some specifics, if you'd
like, right now.

I just wanted to—and the Chief is—and this is his point, which
is, we don’t treat the Guard and Reserve any different than we
treat the active. The Chief has started this initiative. It’s an Army
of One. And there’s no difference, in our mind, between the active
and the Guard.

But specifically for in the fiscal year 2005 for reset, there’s $855
million for modularity. There’s $800 million specifically for the Na-
tional Guard. And our plan in 2006 is $850 million for reset, $1 bil-
lion for modularity; in 2007, the same. So, over the next 3 years,
we have about—if you add all those numbers up, it’s about $5 bil-
lion for reset and modularity for—specifically for the Guard—in the
3-year period.

Senator LEAHY. If our staffs

Secretary HARVEY. And we’ll provide that for the record. I have
it right here.

[The information follows:]
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ARMY NATIONAL GUARD MODULARITY AND RESET

The Department needs flexible, rapidly deployable forces and sufficient depth and
strength to sustain multiple, simultaneous operations. The Army is transforming to
a modular structure to meet these challenges. This new organization will have 77
combat brigades, 43 in the active Force and 34 in the Army National Guard. Trans-
forming to a modular organization will allow the Army to use its people and equip-
ment more efficiently. In fiscal year 2004, the Army added three new active brigades
and converted 11 others. In fiscal year 2005, the Army will add another three active
brigades, and will convert five active and three Guard brigades into the Modular
configuration. The investment portion of the supplemental contains $787 million to
procure equipment to support these Guard brigades which are scheduled to deploy
EolIraq, in accordance with the Army’s Campaign Plan. This equipment is listed

elow.

FISCAL YEAR 2005 ARNG EQUIPMENT SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENT !

[In thousands of dollars]

Nomenclature/item name FIS[C;%OYTearéth(SJOFJ

SINCGARS 28,800
Tactical Radios (HF-150) 7,300
Tactical Radios (PRC—148) 5,900
Tactical Radios (PRC-117) 8,250
JAVELIN Control Launch Unit—RC 88,000
M249 SAW MG, 5.56 mm 15,864
M240 MG, Armor MG 7.62 mm 18,595
M4 Carbine 5.56 mm 12,621
Sniper Rifle, M107 1,188
M4 Carbine Mods 4,075
M249 SAW MG Mods 556
SHADOW UAV 12,500
Bradley RECAP (WTCV) 70,300
CI/HUMINT Information Management System 5,400
AFATDS 10,950
AN/PAQ-4 (RC) 2,700
Driver Vision Enhancer 3,981
Long Range Adv Scout Surveillance System 36,970
AN/PVS-14 38,800
M119A2 23,577
Improved Target Acquisition System 35,000
Digitized Topographic Support System 10,200
KNIGHT 12,900
M240 MG Mods 221
JAVELIN Control Launch Unit—AC/RC 27,664
Management (ADAM) Cell 18,000
Mortar Fire Control System (MFCS—H) 38,577
PROPHET Block 11/l 7,891
TROJAN SPIRIT 11,052
Al Source Analysis System 5,856
Distributed Common Ground System—Army 120
Q36 (Shelters) 10,100
BCS3 21,100
LLDR 16,000
Abrams Blue Force Tracker Installation Kits 2,100
Maintenance Support Device 23,620
FORWARD REPAIR SYSTEM 36,634
Lightweight Handheld Mortar Ballistic computer (LHMBC) 3,732
SHOP EQUIPMENT CONTACT MAINT TRUCK 12,111
120 mm Mortar System 22,700
TRAILER MOUNTED WELDING SHOP 1,452
LMTC 28,200
FMTV 45,438
Total fiscal year 2005 ARNG equipment supplemental request 787,000

1ldentified to support the conversion of ARNG BCTs in accordance with the ACP.
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Senator LEAHY. I appreciate that, Dr. Harvey. I really do. And
if we can have our staff, sort of——

Secretary HARVEY. Sure.

Senator LEAHY [continuing]. Keep in touch with this.

FORCE PROTECTION INDUSTRIAL BASE

I was concerned, on the article that was in the New York Times
on Monday, about the delay in providing armor protection for our
troops in Iraq. The article, sort of, said it was not so much the lack
of an industrial base, or even bad decisionmaking at the highest
level, but some kind of absurd bureaucratic delays that sound like
a Kafka novel as you read it. Former Defense Comptroller, Dov
Zakheim, who was a frequent witness before this panel, pointed out
that the Defense Department didn’t add more manufacturers of ar-
mored vehicles because it didn’t want to acknowledge previous mis-
takes and then alarm the public. Several of your supply chiefs were
quoted about delays that prevented production orders from going
out on contract more quickly and about the supply issues that pre-
vented what was actually made getting into the hands of troops
who needed it urgently.

I think every one of us on here received letters and calls on this
armor question. I'm hoping that the Armed Services Committee,
the authorizing committee, will ramp up a series of hearings on
this.

I just want to know if you share our concern and our outrage.
Because you look at this—you find foreign countries seem able to
somehow get past the bureaucratic delay. I mean, what’s hap-
pening?

Secretary HARVEY. Well, can I just—if somebody would put up a
chart here, I'll show you, kind of a history, and then make some
comments about it.

Senator LEAHY. And if you feel the article was inaccurate, say so.

Secretary HARVEY. Well, it wasn’t totally accurate, for sure.

This is a chart of up-armoring of the spectrum of vehicles that
we have in theater, from Humvees to medium tactical wheeled ve-
hicles to heavy. So we have seven different categories. And you can
see there, starting in the fourth quarter of 2003, when the—kind
of, the timeframe certainly wasn’t around—but when this threat,
the IED threat, became apparent, there was a very big effort to up-
armor all vehicles. Today, you can see, over there, that we are now
about—31,000 out of the 32,000 vehicles are up-armored, so nearly
100 percent are armored. Most importantly, no vehicle that goes
out of camp with an American soldier goes out without armor. So
today—and that started in the middle of February—every vehicle
that leaves a forward operating base is armored, because of the
record there of up-armoring.

Now, let me just say, from my point of view, because I've been
on the other end of procurement and I've worked in the aerospace
and defense industry. It’s universally believed that it takes too
long—the acquisition process takes too long. There’s stories galore
about it. In this case, it was accelerated by leaps and bounds above
what it had traditionally been. We had the Rapid Fielding Initia-
tive, the Rapid Equipment Fielding initiative. My point of view is,
progress has been made. It still takes too long. And I have tasked
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my Assistant Secretary for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology—
and the Chief and I have talked about this in great deal, that we
don’t want to lose the momentum of reducing the cycle time of ac-
quisition. We want to codify and institutionalize this. And our idea
is to see if we can take the best of an acquisitions system which
is made somewhat for large developments, and distill it down so
that we can rapidly field this equipment.

I think that the record will show that we’ve done better. It’s still
not good enough, in my mind. We still need to get it quicker.

Now, in regard to that article, it failed to mention that the body
armor that was procured in 12 days was inferior to our Small Arms
Protective Inserts (SAPI) plates, it was inferior to what was fielded.
And, quite frankly, we wouldn’t put it on our soldiers.

So, there was a little bit of inaccuracies in the article. I think
that you can—you know, this is half-full/half empty. You can look
at that and say, you're there now. We’re there in body armor, we're
there in vehicle armor. It took too long. But it was accelerated
above what it normally would be. And you have to understand,
also, that this just isn’t going to the hardware store; this is a de-
sign and test phase. It would be a tragedy for us to go develop
something that didn’t provide the protection and gave the soldier
a false sense of security. So it had to be tested, it had to be de-
signed specifically for these vehicles that—it was never intended to
have armor.

And as you can see from this picture up here, that’s a up-ar-
mored HUMVEE, and every soldier that was in that vehicle walked
away. So there is some good news in this. But I am committed to
further improve this acquisition cycle.

Chief, you may want to make some comments.

General SCHOOMAKER. Right. May I have a couple of seconds to
say something?

Number one, I am not happy with the acquisition system. It is
a product that a lot of people ought to share the blame for. It is
designed to never make a mistake. It is not designed to be effec-
tive, and it is certainly not designed for war. And so, I have asked
repeatedly that we reform the acquisition system to be more closely
related to what I had when I was Commander in Chief in Special
Operations Command, and that is to get the bureaucracy and all
the fingers and all of the people that want to make sure that they
get their piece of the lollipop out of the system.

Senator LEAHY. Did you say “lollipop?”

General SCHOOMAKER. Of the lollipop. Lick the big lollipop. Uncle
Sam’s lollipop.

I think we all share in some responsibility there for that.

Number two, we have never up-armored things like jeeps. We
had 500 of them in the Army. I'm not suggesting this was the best
move, but it’s what we had. And it was designed for scouts and
MPs. And this war, with what we got, indicated that we had to pro-
vide better protection for soldiers. As we've already said, even M—
1 tanks have been blown up. So there is a physical limitation to
how much armor you can put on things. And one of the physical
limitations we have are—the vehicles that we had to up-armor
were not designed to carry the armor. And so, we’ve now had exces-
sive rollovers of these vehicles. We've had excessive wear of these
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vehicles. We've had all kinds of problems with these vehicles. And
so, we have made some major changes to get the right kind of
heavy-duty vehicle to carry this armor.

In light of the system we have, this is extraordinary. And if you
want to read a great story, read about the United States Army and
this country in World War II and the 2 years and 3 months and
7 days it took for it to crank up its system from the time that the
war started to get ready to go into North Africa. And you can read
it in Rick Atkinson’s book, called “An Army at Dawn.” And it would
make you very proud of what this Army has done to get ready and
to fight this war in the last year.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Senator Hutchison.

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to assure General Schoomaker, we are very proud of the
Army and the way——

General SCHOOMAKER. Thank you.

Senator HUTCHISON [continuing]. They have taken the burden of
this war on terror. It’s phenomenal.

I have two questions. First, let me say, to both the Secretary and
to General Schoomaker, that I think your efforts at modularity are
innovative and bold, and we want to support, in every way, the ef-
forts that you are making in this regard.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION (MILCON)

I was concerned, I have to tell you, yesterday, when I was in my
military construction hearing, to note that Army military construc-
tion is 16 percent down from last year; Air Force is 61 percent up.
Now, I'm not comparing services, and I am not in anyway saying
that it’s wrong that Air Force is up. However, we do know that the
Army is carrying such a load in not only the war on terrorism, but
in the reconfiguration. We do know that it will be mostly Army
people moving back from Europe for the long term. And my ques-
tion is, How can you get by with a 16 percent cut in military con-
struction when you are being asked to do so much?

Secretary HARVEY. Senator, one of the reasons—and I'll get you
a detailed answer for the record—is, one of the effects we have
going on here—there’s a number of sub-elements, one of which is,
because of the residential community initiative, which is the pri-
vatization of our housing, that—which the private sector now

Senator HUTCHISON. Right.

Secretary HARVEY [continuing]. Takes care of—we have less need
for monies in Army family housing. The other effect is that, be-
cause we are globally rebasing, as you indicated, and bringing a lot
of people back from Germany, the Army construction housing—
we'’re just maintaining, rather than building anything new. We're
going to maintain those residents in what we have.

So let me get you a detailed answer for the record.

[The information follows:]

DECREASE IN MILCON BUDGET

While the regular Army’s construction budget is lower than the fiscal year 2005
level, the budget represents a balance among the Army’s requirements and supports
our highest military construction priorities, which includes barracks, family hous-
ing, training ranges, Army National Guard Readiness Centers and aviation facilities
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and Army Reserve centers. The fiscal year 2006 budget request supports global re-
stationing moves, part of which is in the base, realignment, and closure wedge. Re-
ductions were made to the Army family housing appropriation to account for hous-
ing privatization. These funds were moved to the Military Pay appropriation to
cover basic allowance for housing so Soldiers could pay their rent.

Secretary HARVEY. But I think, macroscopically, this—I'm look-
ing at the numbers, and I realize—and I actually asked the same
question, because, on the surface, it looks like, you know, we’re not
doing what we need to do. But I think, down in the detail, there
is these other effects.

General SCHOOMAKER. If T could, Senator, number one, the work
last year, where you supported the raising of the cap for RCI, has
allowed us now to almost double the number of installations. We
went from 23 installations now to about 45 installations. We went
from something like 30—in the high—30,000 homes to over 85,000
homes that we’re going to be able to build now on the RCI project.
And so, this has an impact and an offset.

And the second thing is, because of the plan to modularize the
Army force, we cannot use MILCON. It doesn’t work fast enough
for us to get the barracks, et cetera, built fast enough. And, there-
fore, we're doing some of that with supplemental funding for the
units that we’re standing up to go to war through the temporary
barracks, as an example. And we will follow up with permanent
construction in those enduring facilities that we know, as we
rebase, bringing 70,000 soldiers home from Europe, for example,
and 100,000 family members, that will be absorbed in Continental
United States (CONUS), and we want to make sure that, when we
get through—if there is a Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC),
we want to make sure that we get through the BRAC process and
iI%V%St in the places that we need to invest, you know, as a result
of that.

So it’s very complex. I think we owe you an answer for the
record.

Secretary HARVEY. Yeah, we do.

General SCHOOMAKER. But my view is, we’re advancing the
checker, not retarding it

Senator HUTCHISON. Well

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. And there’s a fundamental
difference between the Air Force and the Army in this regard, be-
cause they have a different situation on their hands than we do,
as you know.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, that’s true. And let me say that I like
the privatized housing. It is so much better quality. The neighbor-
hoods look like neighborhoods, and the—all of the Army people
that I've talked to love it. Well, all the servicepeople, where they
have these units, love it, which is good. But that does mean you're
going to have to use the savings from construction to go into the
lease payments that are a part of that contract.

So I'm not against that, as long as you’re not shortchanging the
other types of buildings that are needed for better training facili-
ties, for all of the troops that will be brought home and reconfig-
ured.

Secretary HARVEY. In this regard, let me tell you, Senator, some-
thing we did—the Chief and I did a couple of weeks ago in looking
into our Barracks Modernization Program, which is an ongoing pro-
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gram to bring the 136,000 barracks that we have up to a quality
standard, plus what we call a “One-and-One,” which is a very nice
arrangement where there’s two separate rooms and a common
area. We call that the “One-and-One.” It came to light in one of our
briefings, to the Chief and I, that there are still 20,000 sub-
standard barracks that don’t meet quality standards. The Chief
and I looked at each other. We said, “That is unacceptable.” We're
reprogramming money within our accounts to take care of that this
year, so that the 20,000 substandards—the good news is, 80 have
been converted; the bad news is, there’s 20,000. Then you ask the
question, “Well, when’s that going to happen?” They say, “Well,
this is the program. It goes to 2009.” You say, “Unacceptable. We're
going to do”——

Senator HUTCHISON. Good.

Secretary HARVEY [continuing]. It right now.”

So you can rest assured that we’re sensitive to this and that we
ask our soldiers and their—in this case, the single soldiers—to sac-
rifice for this country; they can live—and, as you heard, their qual-
ity of life should match their quality of service. So we—we’re put-
ting our dollars where our words are.

General SCHOOMAKER. That 20,000 barracks are rooms. That is
not buildings. So there’s 177 buildings and 20,000 barrack
spaces

Senator HUTCHISON. I understand.

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. Is what we’re talking about.
And we will

Senator HUTCHISON. And I like the——

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. Have that done.

Senator HUTCHISON [continuing]. I've seen the “One-and-Ones.”
I like them very much.

Secretary HARVEY. Yeah.

General SCHOOMAKER. Yeah, the “One-Plus-One.”

ARMY DEPOT CAPACITY

Senator HUTCHISON. Second question, on depots. We are now—
at Red River Army Depot, for instance, they are putting out two
to three times the work, doing a great job in armoring vehicles. But
there was a time when Red River was not doing as much. And my
question is, as we are looking at the long term for the Army, do
you look at being able to surge and keeping the, maybe, excess
depot capacity in the future for your vehicles, looking at the kind
of security threats we’re going to have, so that we would looking
at needing to keep that capability that we are seeing in, now, all
three of the vehicle maintenance depots that we have?

General SCHOOMAKER. From the military perspective, the answer
is, yes. And these are the factors that we placed into the whole
i:{omprehensive look. I couldn’t speak directly to Red River. As you

now——

Senator HUTCHISON. Right.

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. There are a number of arse-
nals and depots, et cetera. But I think it’s very clear that the surge
capacity was absolutely fundamental to our success in doing what
we just showed here on——
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But I am concerned about things like industrial base. For in-
stance, we have one ammunition plant in this country for 50 cal-
iber and below that services not just the Army, but the Air Force,
the Navy, the Marine Corps, and the Coast Guard, and everybody
else. And our requirement’s for about $2 billion a year, and the ma-
chines in this factory are 1940 and 1942 machines, still run by
leather belts. And much of this is a hand process. For instance, all
of the primers for all of our small-arms ammunition are still hand-
loaded and eye-inspected.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, General Schoomaker, you mentioned
that you don’t like the acquisition process. That is a factor in what
you're just saying, because, with one place to make that ammuni-
tion in America, and the costs are different from foreign competi-
tors, I think looking at our own U.S. capabilities to make that kind
of ammunition should be a factor in our:

General SCHOOMAKER. I couldn’t agree more.

Senator HUTCHISON [continuing]. Acquisition decisions, because
we’re going to run the one out of business because they can’t com-
pete with foreign companies.

General SCHOOMAKER. Senator, I couldn’t agree more. And I'll
tell you that, as a mitigating factor, we went offshore to look at for-
eign capacity to produce the small arms, and we went inside the
country to look at it, and there are limitations commercially; not
only limitations in terms of numbers that can be produced, but
quality. And, as you know, we have very—we have to have very
high standards in the quality of our ammunition, you know, for our
troops.

Senator HUTCHISON. Well, we want to work with you on that.

General SCHOOMAKER. Thank you.

Secretary HARVEY. Let me just add, Senator, to your point about
the depots and the arsenals, which are very important in our abil-
ity to do what we just showed you, that, besides their own product
lines and their own reset activities, they participate in a lot of the
up-armoring. In 2003, across the five depots and three arsenals, we
generated about 12 million productive hours. This is how you meas-
ure a factory’s output. This year, it will be something like 19 to 20
million productive hours. And next year, the schedule is for 25 mil-
lion. So we have really cranked up, so to speak, the depots and ar-
senals. They have played a very important role. And we take a
strategic look at those, and that’s our view, based—it’s based on
this experience.

Senator HUTCHISON. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

GROUND-BASED MID-COURSE MISSION

Senator STEVENS. I just want to ask one question, if you can pro-
vide an answer for the record. I understand there’s a question of
using dual-status 10 title—dual-status, title 10, title 32 Guard per-
sonnel for the Ground-Based Midcourse mission in Alaska. It’s my
understanding that was in the basis of the plan—original planning
for that mission, but would you, for the record, explain which au-
thority the Guard personnel for this mission will be designated,
and whether a decision will be made to change the original plan?

Secretary HARVEY. We'll do that, Senator.
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[The information follows:]

DUAL STATUS TECHNICIANS FOR GROUND BASED MID-COURSE MISSION IN ALASKA

There are no dual status technicians contemplated for this mission, all are Active
Guard Reserve (AGR) or active duty Soldiers. It has been the Army’s intent to em-
ploy the original manning model wherein the Colorado Army National Guard
(ARNG) and the Alaska ARNG Title 32 Active Guard Reserve Soldiers who transi-
tion to title 10 to perform federal operational missions. These missions include du-
ties to control, operate, or maintain the GMD system, or to secure or defend any
GMD site or asset. Prior to making a formal decision, the Secretary of the Army
entered into consultation with the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness (USD(P&R)). Those consultations continue with USD(P&R), with a deci-
sion forthcoming.

Senator STEVENS. Now, could we have the honor of having a pho-
tograph taken with these three young men who are part of the
newest Greatest Generation? We’d like to personally congratulate
them, if that would be possible.

Secretary HARVEY. Absolutely.

Senator COCHRAN. Can I ask a couple of more questions?

Senator STEVENS. Oh, pardon me, Senator, do you have—yes, we
have time.

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

FIRESCOUT UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLE (UAV)

Let me ask, before we get to the photograph, there are a couple
of questions that I had that I would like to get on the record today,
if we could. I don’t think the supplemental provides a request for
funding of the Firescout, but I know that this is a new unmanned
aerial vehicle that is being looked at very closely by both the Navy
and the Army. Testing has already commenced by the Navy, and
I understand the Army plans to commence testing soon. And if I'm
correct, this is a new platform that will provide operational capa-
bility for commanders in the field far greater than we have in any
other unmanned vehicle that is in the inventory at this time.

Could you tell me if—and this is the Firescout system that I'm
talking about, specifically—it would provide the Army with the op-
portunity to accelerate force capabilities into the current force. And
this is my question. Even though this was looked at as a part of
the future Army inventory, could you provide an estimate for the
record on the earliest integration that you foresee for Firescout into
the Army’s inventory of resources?

General SCHOOMAKER. Just to make sure I understand, I think
you’re talking about the A-160 rotary UAV. Is that——

Senator COCHRAN. It is

General SCHOOMAKER [continuing]. Correct?

Senator COCHRAN [continuing]. It can be used as an attack heli-
copter, it can be used——

General SCHOOMAKER. Okay.

Senator COCHRAN [continuing]. To direct fire. It has a lot of capa-
bilities, that’s right.

General SCHOOMAKER. You are correct. That is being looked at
as part of the Future Combat System. It is something, certainly,
as it would be available, we would spiral. And we’ll get you an an-
swer for the record, in terms of that.

[The information follows:]




88

INTEGRATION OF FIRESCOUT UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLE (UAV)

The Army has selected the RQ-8 Firescout as the Future Combat Systems (FCS)
Class IV Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) solution. The Army plans to field all four
classes of UAV beginning in fiscal year 2014 to the first Unit of Action. The Army
will continue to assess the technology readiness of the FCS UAVs in concert with
the other FCS platforms and network to determine if an accelerated fielding date
is feasible and prudent.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.
HOUSING AT KAWAJLEIN

The Senator from Texas asked you about barracks and the need
to upgrade facilities. And this is a critical problem in some areas.
We also want to point out, the Army has control and jurisdiction
over Kwajalein. There’s a lot of work being done out there in con-
nection with our missile defense program. A lot of people come and
go out there. But the facilities for housing are dilapidated, old,
worn-out facilities. There are a lot of trailers that were built—put
on the island in the 1960s, and are falling apart. There’s a new
dome construction housing program out there that’s working well,
and I'm told that you could use some more housing out there for
the people who are working in this program. Since it’s the Army’s
responsibility, would you look at that and see if you could accel-
erate the purchase of this—dome housing components. We think
it’s cost effective. That’s what we were told. But verify that for me,
and if it needs to be in the supplemental, let us know.

Secretary HARVEY. Okay, we'll do that.

[The information follows:]

U.S. ARMY KWAJALEIN ATOLL (USAKA) DOME HOME INITIATIVE

At this time, the Army is not able to accelerate funding to provide dome-style
housing for the stationed workforce population at U.S. Army Kwajalein Atoll. Other
pressing Army funding requirements in Military Construction, Army and Research,
Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E), Army accounts outweigh the Army’s
ability to replace the 1960 vintage trailers.

While overall Army requirements exceed the ability to accelerate funding, the
present housing situation is in an extremely deteriorated state. Kwajalein, an essen-
tial missile test and space surveillance facility, is basically a government-owned,
contractor-operated installation. The demographics of Kwajalein include approxi-
mately 25 military, 70 Army civilians, and 1,100 American contractors. For the past
couple of decades, the infrastructure has been failing and continued patchwork on
many deteriorated structures, to include many of the trailers, is no longer an option.
Over 200 single-wide aluminum 1960’s vintage trailers continue to house the U.S.
Army, government civilian and contractor personnel. Annual cost to maintain these
trailers exceed $5,000 per unit.

Direct appropriations for Kwajalein are provided through RDT&E. Recent housing
upgrades at Kwajalein are the results of Congressional add items. Boeing, a tenant
on Kwajalein, paid for 15 dome facilities for permanent residents in support of mis-
sile defense programs (specifically Ground-Based Midcourse under Missile Defense
Agency). These domes have been in use for almost seven years, and will revert to
government control upon vacation of Boeing as the GMD mission concludes. They
are leak proof, mold and mildew resistant, free of pests, and are aesthetically con-
sistent with island infrastructure. USAKA was Congressionally authorized and ap-
proved to build ten dome homes in 2003, but the funding was not appropriated.
These homes were built with funds shifted away from other infrastructure needs.
Commensurate with the construction, a number of trailers were disposed of. USAKA
did receive $2.1 million in a supplemental in 2004 to build eight domes, and $1.8
million in 2005 for an additional eight domes. Total number of dome housing on is-
land, either complete or under construction, is 41. These dome homes have a life
expelactancy of 50-75 years with much more cost effective maintenance costs than the
trailers.
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ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, sir.

Senator COCHRAN. I have other questions I'd like to submit for
the record.

Senator STEVENS. We are going to submit some questions for the
record, yes, sir. We would appreciate your response to those ques-
tions.

[The following questions were not asked at the hearing, but were
submitted to the Department subsequent to the hearing:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO HON. FRANCIS HARVEY

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEMS

Question. What is your assessment of the Future Combat System and what tech-
nologies do you feel pose the greatest challenge to this program?

Answer. Building on the modular organization, the Future Combat System (FCS)-
equipped Unit of Action (UA) is designed for the future operational environment
that our strategic thinking predicts. The embedded network capabilities allow the
FCS-equipped UA to fully leverage Joint capabilities and ensure that we have cre-
ated a force that is fully integrated and capable of achieving decision superiority.

The FCS-equipped UAs will be the Army’s future tactical warfighting echelon; a
dominant ground combat force that complements the dominant Joint team. FCS will
improve the strategic deployability and operational maneuver capability of ground
combat formations without sacrificing lethality or survivability. The challenges for
this program and the Army are developing the network centric environment, and
defeating future kinetic threats. The FCS program takes these challenges head on
to develop the kind of intelligence and situational awareness required for surviving
in the current to future environment.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
ARMY NATIONAL GUARD INFORMATION SYSTEMS REDESIGN

Question. Secretary Harvey, in February 2004 the President mandated a signifi-
cant redesign of Army National Guard installation information systems to bring
them into compliance with existing management systems. I have been informed this
redesign is critical to coordinating national and regional responses during a natural
disaster or act of terrorism. The redesign would also improve mobilization and train-
ing of National Guard brigades supporting the Global War on Terror. I did not see
any request in the fiscal year 2006 budget submission to fund this mandate. What
is your assessment of the Army’s approach to improve Enterprise Resource Planning
for National Guard Installations, the capabilities required to support deployments,
and the Army plan to fund this Presidential mandate?

Answer. The Army National Guard (ARNG) is currently in the process of over-
hauling and modernizing all of its automated systems to adhere more closely to a
commercial enterprise resource planning (ERP) solution. The ARNG recognizes the
importance of this initiative and reprioritized existing funding ($1.7 million fiscal
year 2004 and $3 million fiscal year 2005 Operations and Maintenance, National
Guard (OMNG)) which was supplemented with an fiscal year 2005 Congressional
add ($1 million OMNG). The ARNG is currently conducting an enterprise business
process architecture study that includes not only installation management but also
finance, logistics, and human resources.

The February 2004 Presidential order mandating establishment of a Federal real
property asset management system requires a significant re-look of the Guard’s in-
formation systems to bring them into compliance. Federal statutes mandate that
state Guard funding and facilities be managed by the National Guard apart from
the active Army. The Army has embraced ERP planning philosophy, methodology,
and commercially-proven software to take an Army enterprise approach to modern-
izing its logistics management systems that affect the operation of Guard units in
54 states and territories. The ARNG has begun a process to develop an ERP-based
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Guard installation management system which will allow Guard units, in the future,
to support local and state authorities, state police, and state and federal agencies
like FBI, NOAA, DEA, EPA, and CDC. Since the ARNG manages its military con-
struction program, separately from the active Army, upgrades to the installation
management system are essential for efficient modernization of the Army Guard’s
national infrastructure. In the future, State systems will be linked, allowing effi-
cient and coordinated regional and national response. They will also be linked with
the National Geospatial Agency’s vast digital library of geospatial and mapping
data, providing Guard commanders at all levels accurate and actionable visualiza-
tion information of individual buildings, posts and Readiness Centers, highways, cit-
ies, counties, regions, and other items of interest. Army Guard facilities are used
to deploy forces during emergencies and combat operations. The Guard’s legacy in-
formation systems for installation management proved to be inefficient for deploying
units to Afghanistan and Iraq. They are incapable of providing critical asset visi-
bility outside of individual States, and do not have interfaces to the systems of fed-
eral and state emergency management agencies such as FEMA. The ARNG facilities
receive, stage, train, and deploy ARNG during state emergencies and preparation
for combat operations and require an installation management solution that will
modernize installation business operations and support state and federal missions.
In today’s climate, where the Army plays an ever-increasing role in conflicts all over
the globe, it is imperative that the ARNG take a proactive approach. The ARNG
will continue to move ahead with modernization initiatives and fully intends to inte-
grate Army initiatives when implemented.

The ARNG must continue with its efforts to develop an ERP-based installations
management system. Extending the ongoing business process study from high level
business processes to the transactional level would be valuable in determining the
value added of an ERP project. The business model, in Department of Defense archi-
tecture framework standards of the ARNG installations management using the ac-
cess request information system toolset and delivery of an integrated proof of con-
cept pilot implementation of the installations management solution using commer-
cial, off-the-shelf software—SAP™ (Enterprise and Solution Manager), and ESRI™/
DISDI Geographic Information System would be in concert with other ongoing DOD
and Army ERP projects. The proof of concept will be piloted at two ARNG facilities,
to be determined at a later date.

ROTORCRAFT HUB

Question. Secretary Harvey, helicopters continue to perform a myriad of missions
around the world while the cost of operating and maintaining these aircraft con-
tinues to rise. I would think that with the increased number of aircraft operating
in combat, with many exceeding expected annual flying hours, any technology that
improves maintainability and performance would provide a welcome benefit.

Hub drag is one major problem in helicopter operations that is in need of improve-
ments. I have been informed that Brannon Industries, located in Johnson City, TN
has a rotorcraft hub shroud design currently in development which could provide
these needed improvements. What are your thoughts on this technology and its po-
tential impact on aircraft operations, maintenance and overall savings?

Answer. We recognize the issue of hub drag in Army helicopter operations and
arg evaluating several solutions to this issue, including the one offered by Brannon
Industries.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. Do you believe that enhanced enlistment bonuses, increased recruiters
and other incentives for individual soldiers will be enough to overcome current re-
cruiting difficulties for the Army?

Answer. The Army has examined the fiscal year 2005 recruiting environment and
expects this environment to remain equally challenging into fiscal year 2006 and fis-
cal year 2007. The operations in support of the Global War on Terror, Operation
Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom are only a part of this recruiting
environment. Additionally, the Nation is experiencing an improving economy as well
as improving unemployment rates. Today’s youth continue to have options that do
not necessarily include the military. We believe that we are implementing a sound
plan to address these issues.

The Army is not only aggressively adjusting our number of recruiters, advertising
dollars, and incentives. We are shaping the Army’s future policies to allow the com-
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ponents to adapt much quicker to the Army’s recruiting environment. We remain
committed to attracting high quality men and women to serve as Soldiers.

END STRENGTH

Question. In a related question, do you believe that the current attempt to restruc-
ture forces so more soldiers are in combat roles rather than administrative jobs are
enough to address “end strength” concerns? Or will a legislative increase in the
number of troops be required?

Answer. No. Military to civilian conversions represent a fraction of Army efforts
to make better use of available manpower and relieve force stress. We have numer-
ous other actions underway such as rebalancing the numbers and types of capabili-
ties between components, adjusting our overseas footprint, modular force designs,
improved management of readiness and resources with the Army Force Generation
model, use of contractors on the battlefield to offset soldier requirements, applying
technology to leverage “reachback” capabilities here at home, and a host of other
initiatives.

Individually, these actions are not enough to address “end strength” concerns.
Collectively, they represent a powerful large-scale endeavor to relieve stress on our
Soldiers and families. A legislative troop increase will be necessary if current force
requirements persist (or increase) during the coming years. If force requirements de-
cline over the coming months, a legislative increase will not be required.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GENERAL PETER J. SCHOOMAKER

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
MODULARITY

Question. Many are questioning the inclusion of Modularity funding in the supple-
mental. Please explain why Modularity requirements are included in the supple-
mental request and describe how Modularity has helped our troops currently de-
ployed and those preparing to deploy to Iraq and Afghanistan.

Answer. There are two reasons that justify why the cost of modularity is part of
the fiscal year 2005 Supplemental. First, these requirements directly support the
war fight because they equip units planned for deployment to Iraq or Afghanistan.
The Army developed estimates for the Army Modular Force after reviewing the spe-
cific equipment and facility needs of those units planned for conversion. The supple-
mental supports only those equipment requirements for these near term deployers,
both active and Reserve Component.

Second, the accelerated process of the supplemental when compared to the normal
budget process—a matter of months compared to almost two years—permits us to
more precisely determine our requirements in this very dynamic environment. We
have programmed for modularity requirements beginning in fiscal year 2007 when
we will have more certainty of our deployment schedules and associated equipment
and facility needs.

Modularity helps our forces deployed to or preparing to deploy to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan by making them more lethal and mobile. We can incorporate the most
recent lessons learned in our training techniques and tactics and we can ensure our
soldiers have the equipment they need to defend against and attack the latest tac-
tics used by the enemy.

In the future, modularity will relieve stress on the force by increasing the number
of brigades and rotational depth of the force. With increased rotational depth, the
Army can reduce the frequency and duration of deployments. In conjunction with
the Army’s force stabilization initiative, deployment schedules for Soldiers and their
families will become more predictable. Modular force elements have full spectrum
capabilities along the entire range of military operations. This allows the Army to
generate force packages optimized to meet the demands of a particular situation,
without the need to deploy additional Soldiers unless absolutely required.

ARMY AVIATION MODERNIZATION

Question. Your recently released aviation modernization plan contains sweeping
changes; tell us about the status of this plan and how you plan to mitigate risks
along the way.

Answer. The Aviation Modernization Plan is linked to the Army Aviation Trans-
formation Plan and the current warfight. As such, we have already started the im-
plementation of the modernization plan: acceleration of upgrades for aircraft surviv-
ability equipment on our aircraft deployed to Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and
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Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), reset and recapitalization of our current fleets,
and continuing to complete the acquisition documentation for the new start pro-
grams (armed reconnaissance helicopter, light utility helicopter, future cargo air-
craft, and the extended range multi-purpose unmanned aerial vehicle system). We
will continue to mitigate risk by leveraging supplemental funding to jump start our
Reset and Recap efforts for our legacy fleet, oversight provided from the Department
of Defense and Department of the Army Acquisition Executive, vetting the new start
programs through the Joint Capabilities and Integration Development System
(JCIDS), and monitoring programmatics to ensure cost and production schedules are
maintained for our new start programs.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
PROFESSIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION

Question. 1 have been informed that Secretary Rumsfeld asked the Joint Chiefs
of Staff to provide options on how to reduce the officer professional military edu-
cation programs during stress periods, such as during current operations. One of the
recognized strengths of the United States Military is its professional military edu-
cation. Would you share with this committee your thoughts on this matter?

Answer. The Army is in the process of developing and executing training trans-
formation initiatives. These include changes in structure (additional Intermediate
Level Education (ILE) capacity), course content, delivery methods, and course
length/administration of Professional Military Education/Joint Professional Military
Education (PME/JPME) (ILE Course Location capability). The Army has made sig-
nificant strides in the execution of JPME. These changes will better support both
the current war effort and those of the future by providing officers who are better
educated, more prepared and able to adapt easily to situations in a joint/coalition
environment. The Army can continue to support the combatant commander by re-
leasing the minimal number of officers for mission support. This will not reduce the
Army’s educational investment in developing its leaders, who can contribute effec-
tively to the joint warfight. The Army is committed to developing its leaders, while
simultaneously fulfilling all operational requirements.

MODULARITY

Question. The Army is placing great emphasis on its efforts to transition to a mod-
ular force. We know that the fiscal year 2005 supplemental request contains funding
for modularity, approximately $5 billion for the Army. There are no funds in the
fiscal year 2006 budget for modularity, even though this effort will continue well
into the future. Could you describe what the current Army will look like at the end
of fiscal year 2006 and the rate at which the remainder of the Army will become
a modular force?

Answer. By the end of fiscal year 2006, the Army plans for 11 modular UEx head-
quarters, 46 modular combat brigades (heavy, infantry and Stryker) and 47 modular
support brigade headquarters in the active Army, Army National Guard, and Army
Reserve. The Army will continue converting active, Guard, and Reserve structure
to modular force elements through fiscal year 2010 to create additional modular
combat brigades, modular support brigades and subordinate elements, and modular
UEx headquarters.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
MOBILE TACTICAL HIGH ENERGY LASER (MTHEL)

Question. The Army has not included funding for the Mobile Tactical High Energy
Laser (MTHEL) in its fiscal year 2006 budget request. It is my understanding that
this decision is driven partly by a lack of funding contribution from the Israeli gov-
ernment (our international partner on MTHEL), and partly because MTHEL funds
were reprogrammed to support overseas operations.

One of my great concerns about the operation in Iraq is the difficulty of address-
ing the threat posed to our troops by rockets, artillery and mortars (RAM). Further-
more, I believe that directed energy is the best solution to this problem. In par-
ticular, MTHEL has shown maturity and testing success against RAM threats. I be-
lieve we have an obligation to our troops to accelerate MTHEL operational capabili-
ties to achieve better force protection.
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Do you agree that directed energy (DE) is the most practical solution to the prob-
lem of defending against rockets, artillery and mortars? If so, what is the Army’s
level of commitment to DE?

Answer. Directed energy (DE) is certainly one solution the Army is considering.
We have destroyed over 50 rocket, artillery and mortar (RAM) targets with the tac-
tical high energy laser (THEL) testbed at White Sands Missile Range. In its current
form, however, THEL is not easily deployable and could not provide a near-term,
full-force protection capability against mortars.

The Army is fully committed to researching and developing DE weapons and re-
cently established a product manager’s office to transition DE applications from re-
search and development (R&D) activities to the Soldier as fully integrated and sup-
ported systems.

In order to move technology supporting a counter RAM capability forward more
aggressively, there are several activities we are pursuing concurrently. The Army
continues to support the Joint Technology Office solid state laser (SSL) development
strategy and has used fiscal year 2005 Congressional adds to help accelerate this
process. The Army is also working with Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
to accelerate other highly promising SSL technologies and laser architectures.

Over $21 million is budgeted in fiscal year 2006 for continuing SSL technology
R&D. However, after discontinuing the MTHEL program, it is necessary to establish
other means to address required parallel development of weapons system compo-
nents other than the laser generator, such as pointing and tracking systems, dy-
namic fire control, and integration into existing air defense architectures.

Question. Given that solid state lasers (SSL) will not be operational for at least
a decade (by most estimates) do you agree that the chemical MTHEL laser is the
best near-term option to pursue?

Answer. The only demonstrated Directed energy (DE) counter rocket, artillery and
mortar (RAM) solution to date is the THEL chemical laser. But unfortunately, in
its current form, the THEL is not easily deployable and could not provide a near-
term, full-force protection capability against mortars. Due to the urgency of the re-
quirement, the Army is pursuing a counter RAM Kkinetic energy solution based on
an existing gun system to defeat the RAM threat and which is available sooner than
a directed energy solution.

Question. Please expand on the Army’s decision to “zero” MTHEL and does the
Army plan to reconstitute the program with different goals?

Answer. The Army terminated MTHEL for three reasons. To fund other higher
priority requirements, Israel decided to reduce its funding commitment to the pro-
gram, and user concerns about supportability of the chemical laser.

The Army has no plan to reconstitute the MTHEL program with different goals.
Due to the urgency of the requirement, the Army decided to fund an existing gun
system to defeat the near-term rockets, artillery and mortar (RAM) threat. The
shorter timeline for integrating the gun into the counter RAM architecture was a
major factor in this decision.

The Army remains committed to directed energy capabilities. The Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army for Research and Technology has a robust Science and
Technology effort aimed at development of solid state laser (SSL) technology. Solid
state is the technology the Army will pursue long term.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEMS

Question. It is my understanding that the Army’s biggest technology investment,
the Future Combat System program, has been restructured to begin introducing
more advanced network systems to the current force.

Can you discuss this restructuring initiative and describe the near-term benefit
to our troops in the field?

Answer. On July 22, 2004, Army officials announced plans to accelerate the deliv-
ery of selected Future Combat Systems (FCS) to the current force. The plan expands
the scope of the program’s system development and demonstration (SDD) phase by
adding four discrete “spirals” of capabilities at two-year increments for the current
forces. Spiral 1 will begin fielding in fiscal year 2008 and consist of prototypes field-
ed to the evaluation brigade combat team (E-BCT) for their evaluation and feed-
back. Following successful evaluation, production and fielding of Spiral 1 will com-
mence to current force units in 2010. This process will be repeated for each succes-
sive spiral. By 2014, the Army force structure will include one Unit of Action (UA)
equipped with all 18 + 1 FCS core systems and additional modular UAs with em-
bedded FCS capability. This is the centerpiece of this adjustment: providing the cur-
rent force with FCS capability sooner rather than later. Examples of the tech-
nologies that will be received in Spiral 1 are the non-line of sight launch system,
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integrated computer system, a version of the system of systems common operating
environment, unattended ground sensors and intelligent munitions system.

Question. It is also my understanding that FCS will be comprised of a family of
networked air and ground-based systems that will ensure warfighters and com-
manders are more interconnected than ever before. I assume that testing of these
networked systems will require an environment that has minimal radio frequency
emissions.

As you know, White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico offers the most com-
prehensive testing environment for military systems in the world. Furthermore,
Southern New Mexico has relatively low frequency interference and may be well-
suited for FCS “system of systems” testing.

Would you care to comment on the type of environment that is optimal for FCS
systems testing and whether you believe WSMR might suit such testing needs?

Answer. The test program for the Future Combat Systems (FCS) detailed in the
Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) was approved by the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense on May 8, 2003 and is presently under revision. The test strategy
is well integrated into the systems engineering process and is characterized by a
“crawl, walk, run” paradigm. Multiple integration phases are used to develop and
integrate the Units of Action (UA) first in simulation and progressing to hardware,
as simulations are replaced by emulations and subsequently prototype hardware. A
contiguous thread of modeling & simulation (M&S) augmentation and support will
be maintained throughout all testing and integration phases. These M&S include
representations of components, systems, forces (UA, UE, Joint, and opposing forces),
and threats; scenario generators; environment simulators; synthetic stimuli; and
event controllers. These M&S will serve as input or nodes on the SILs and System
of Systems Integration Laboratory (SoSIL) and wrap-arounds or players in technical
field tests (TFTs), limited user tests, force development test and experiments, and
the initial operational test.

Essential to the success of the FCS is the Army’s resourcing of an Evaluation Bri-
gade Combat Team (E-BCT) to generate the first FCS equipped UA. The E-BCT
is a current force Modular Brigade Combat Team whose purpose is to support the
development, testing and evaluation of FCS core program, spin out technologies, and
combat development. The E-BCT will transition over time, as the FCS program ma-
tures and technology develops, to become the first FCS equipped UA.

The Program Manager-UA (PM UA) will utilize E-BCT Soldiers to facilitate a
full-motion test strategy, where movement of the Soldiers to multiple test sites is
minimized, and Soldier interfacing with systems is maximized. All human resources
will be conserved and leveraged by synchronizing test demands and requirements,
and focusing soldier utilization to drive down program risk. This will be accom-
plished by effectively and efficiently seizing the full opportunity to challenge and
test to the SoS’s highest potential. The strategy/plan allows for continuous-mode op-
erations of training and learning for the E-BCT, with a robust feedback mechanism
to support systems design/engineering. This facilitates continuous improvement,
leading to superior fielded assets to our armed forces. As stated above, the current
FCS TEMP is under revision to support a MS B update. Many potential locations
are being considered, White Sands Missile Range being one of them. Therefore, PM
UA Combined Test Organization and the U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command
(ATEC) are assessing what portion of the integrated qualification testing (IQT) can
be performed at White Sands. This assessment will be included in next iteration of
the FCS TEMP.

In addition to IQT, there are opportunities to access progress in a field environ-
ment during TFTs. A cooperative effort between the Lead Systems Integrator (LSI),
ATEC, and the PM UA is currently defining range requirements and potential infra-
structure upgrades to support the TFTs. A key to the success of the FCS test pro-
gram is the SoSIL. The SoSIL is a distributed network that connects the LSI facili-
ties in Huntington Beach, California (SoOCAL Node) to their supplier’s integration
laboratories and the ATEC test ranges over the Defense Research Engineering Net-
work. The single point of entry for the LSI to the ATEC ranges will be the Inter-
range Control Center (IRCC) located at the Cox Range Control Facility at White
Sands. This facility is currently being developed and funded by ATEC as part of its
growing distributed test mission. The IRCC will enable a key reach back capability
to the SoCAL Node for FCS systems under test at ATEC ranges.

In conclusion, PM UA and ATEC are jointly assessing what portion of FCS IQT
can be executed at White Sands to facilitate the full-motion test strategy detailed
above.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY
JOINT COMMON MISSILE

Question. The Joint Common Missile (JCM) was terminated in Presidential Budg-
et Decision 753. Eight months into Phase 1 of System Design and Development,
JCM is a remarkably healthy, low-risk program—on schedule, on budget, and suc-
cessfully demonstrating important new capabilities for the warfighter. Canceling the
JCM ignores the opinion of our top military leaders and deprives our service mem-
bers of a new capability they need to survive against future threats. Can you ex-
plain why this program was targeted?

Further, the JCM meets Joint Service requirements and fills a critical capabilities
gap that cannot be met by upgrading existing weapon systems. For example, JCM
has twice the standoff range of the Hellfire, Longbow, and Maverick missiles it will
replace on Army, Navy and Marine Corps aircraft. The accuracy of its tri-mode
seeker will give our forces precision-strike lethality to eliminate threats that are lo-
cated near non-combatants. That is why the top-ranking officers in all three services
that have requested JCM—the Army, Navy, and Marine Corps—all believe the pro-
gram must be restored. How can you justify terminating this program?

Answer. The Office of the Secretary of Defense issued PBD 753, dated December
23, 2004, which terminated the JCM program. The Army is engaged with the Office
of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, and the other Services to assess capa-
bility and inventory gaps generated by the JCM termination and evaluate courses
of action which mitigate the termination.

Question. How is the JCM program performing against established cost and
schedule milestones?

Answer. The program has performed extremely well with a schedule performance
index of 0.97 and cost performance index of 0.91 on December 23, 2004.

Question. In particular, what is the projected unit cost for JCM at full-rate pro-
duction vs. the unit cost of a less-capable Hellfire missile?

Answer. The Service’s joint cost position identified for JCM an average unit pro-
duction cost of $109,000 (fiscal year 2004 constant dollars) per missile based on a
missile quantity of 48,613 with production planned for fiscal year 2008-18. Total
program cost for the Army and the Navy is $8.1 billion ($1 billion for system devel-
opment and demonstration and $7.1 billion for procurement). These are the baseline
costs. The Hellfire model currently in procurement (Metal Augmented Charge
AGM-114) is estimated at $78,000 (fiscal year 2004 constant dollars) based on a buy
of about 13,250 missiles. The estimated unit cost of Longbow Hellfire is $137,000
for a buy of about 3,500 missiles; however, Longbow Hellfire is no longer in procure-
ment and Maverick is estimated at $180,000 with an approximate quantity of
12\13,164 (fiscal year 2004 constant dollars) but is no longer in procurement for the

avy.

167TH THEATER SUPPORT COMMAND

Question. General Schoomaker, as you probably know, the future of Alabama’s
167th, which became a Theater Support Command in 2000, is in jeopardy due to
the Army’s push to move from 5 Theater Support Commands to 4. Although I do
not want to speculate, there appears to be an Active Component bias toward the
167th Theater Support Command—which comes at the expense of taxpayers’ re-
sources. Having one command under the control of the National Guard simply
makes good sense in terms of stewardship of mission and cost. While I originally
believed the issue would be resolved by moving the 167th under control of
NORTHCOM, it now appears as if there may be resistance to this idea. In light of
this development, I would appreciate hearing the Army’s take on this situation.
Wha})t is the current status of this issue and when do you expect to reach a resolu-
tion?

Answer. As a result of the Army’s modular force transformation efforts, the Army
Staff is revalidating every requirement and examining each organization to ensure
the capability retained provides the most effective use of the force structure avail-
able. Part of the transformation of Theater Logistics includes conversion of the cur-
rent five theater support commands to somewhat larger, more capable theater
sustainment commands, each with multiple and separate deployable command
posts. The exact number and locations of these organizations are, as yet, undeter-
mined. The initial analysis and recommendations that have been staffed with the
combatant commanders, Army components, and the National Guard Bureau have
included several options for the 167th Theater Support Command that we continue
to explore. A final decision on which course of action provides the best solution with-
in our force structure requirements is pending a review of the mission capability
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and accessibility required for each type of unit. The objective is to ensure an in-
creased capability for Army theater logistics and a relevant mission for the Army
National Guard.

The intent is to reach agreement on the number and locations of all theater logis-
tics structures in early April.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE
PERFORMANCE OF STRYKER

Question. General Schoomaker, the first Stryker Brigade Combat Team was de-
ployed to Iraq in late 2003. Concerns were expressed prior to its deployment that
it would be vulnerable to the types of threats prevalent in Iraq today. Can you com-
ment on the performance of the Team to date?

Answer. The first deployment of a Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) occurred
in December 2003 when SBCT 1, 3d Brigade/2d Infantry Division (3/2 IN) took over
U.S. military operations in northern Iraq from the 101st Airborne Division. The
SBCT’s unique combination of increased number of infantry Soldiers and a robust
reconnaissance capability, have made the SBCT an extremely effective force in Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom when compared to other brigades. The SBCT has effectively
used speed and situational understanding to kill and capture a significant number
of enemy fighters. Tactics include the rapid movement of infantry to objectives and
the employment of snipers to reduce civilian casualty threat. They have earned the
nickname of the “Ghost Soldiers,” as the non-compliant forces (NCF) never hear
them coming. The Stryker vehicle is designed to enable the SBCT to maneuver more
easily in close and urban terrain while providing protection in open terrain.

Stryker vehicle survivability is exceptional; as of March 14, 2005, there have been
well over 345 incidents where the vehicles have been subjected to hostile action.
These vehicles have been involved in over 168 separate Improvised Explosive Device
(IED) incidents in Iraq with only 25 vehicles declared battle losses, and over 58 inci-
dents involving Rocket Propelled Grenades with one vehicle declared a battle loss.
There have only been three fatalities directly associated with these incidents. A ma-
jority of vehicles involved with these 345 incidents were able to continue the mission
or return to base under their own power. All non-battle loss vehicles were quickly
repaired and many returned to duty with within two days.

The operational readiness (OR) rate for the Stryker vehicles is being maintained
above 95 percent. As of March 14, 2004, the Strykers have been driven over 4.7 mil-
lion miles in Iraq. There are approximately 105 contractors embedded in the Stryker
Brigade, providing logistical support for the Stryker and other systems. These con-
tractors, working closely with the SBCT’s mechanics, have played a key role in
maintaining the high Stryker OR rate. Resupply of Stryker-specific and other repair
parts to the brigade is also being accomplished very effectively.

PERFORMANCE OF STRYKER IN SMALL SCALE CONTINGENCIES

Question. General Schoomaker, the Director of Operation Test and Evaluation
was critical of several of the Stryker vehicle variants in his last annual report.
Many of the vehicles in the Stryker family were judged to have limitations for use
in small-scale contingencies. What is your response to that criticism?

Answer. I would say two things. First, the report published in January 2004 was
completed prior to the Stryker’s remarkable combat performance. Second, the range
of conditions in which the Stryker has and is performing clearly demonstrates its
value in small-scale contingencies.

The Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) is a full spectrum combat force. The
SBCT is designed and optimized for employment in small scale contingencies in
complex and urban terrain, confronting low-end and mid-range threats that may
employ both conventional and asymmetrical capabilities. The SBCT’s core capabili-
ties are high mobility and an ability to achieve decisive action through dismounted
infantry assault, supported by organic direct and indirect fire platforms, and en-
abled by superior situational understanding.

True, the January 2004, Director of Operational Test and Evaluation (DOTE) Be-
yond Low Rate Initial Production (BLRIP) report identified some concerns about the
Stryker. Now, over 14 months since data cut-off for the referenced DOTE report, we
are well into the second successful SBCT operational combat deployment.

During the past 16 months, at least one SBCT, comprised of 311 Stryker vehicles,
has been deployed in Iraq and has continuously demonstrated and validated the ef-
fectiveness of this organization. The Stryker is but one of the many components re-
sponsible for the success of the SBCT. Thus far, the Stryker has proven to be ex-
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tremely reliable and survivable in combat operations. The Stryker fleet in Iraq has
logged over 4.7 million miles (over five times the projected annual usage level) and
has sustained a readiness rate over 95 percent, exceeding the Army standard. These
vehicles have been exposed to over 345 incidents of hostile attacks, including over
168 improvised explosive device and vehicular improvised explosive device attacks,
and over 58 rocket propelled grenade attacks. The cumulative resulting battle losses
from these 345 attacks are 28 Strykers as of March 14, 2005.

Army Test and Evaluation Command’s (ATEC) January 27, 2004, summary as-
sessment of the Stryker family of vehicles stated “Overall, the Stryker family of ve-
hicles is effective, suitable, and survivable; Engineer Squad Vehicle (ESV) suit-
ability to be determined with additional testing. Stryker vehicles contribute to the
key operational capabilities of the SBCT and achieve the desired capabilities of a
medium-weight force which is more lethal, mobile, and survivable than light forces
and more deployable and more easily sustained than heavy forces.”

ATEC’s assessment was that “vehicle performance limitations can be mitigated
through (1) force augmentation as outlined in current doctrine, (2) tactics, tech-
niques and procedures and unit leader training, (3) tailored support packages and
(4) focused product improvement initiatives.” The DOTE concerns were discussed
during the Army System Acquisition Review Council (ASARC) in January 2004,
where it was recommended that a systematic process be implemented to address
these issues. During the Defense Acquisition Board Review, the Defense Acquisition
Executive concurred with the ASARC recommendations and authorized full rate pro-
duction of seven of the 10 Stryker configurations.

Actions the Army has already implemented include: refined the tactics, techniques
and procedures for Stryker employment; provided digital capability to all Strykers
in the SBCT, ensuring that every Stryker crew has full access to situational aware-
ness information; corrected the quality control and assurance process for the Mod-
ular Expandable Armor System (MEXAS) such that all 14.5mm ceramic appliqué
armor meets the correct protection level; issued MEXAS battle damage repair kits
to the Stryker Brigade in Iraq; improved the silent watch capability through routine
component replacement with a battery possessing higher storage capacity; validated
several improvements required for extreme cold weather operations; replaced the
current automotive-style seat belt with an aircraft-style belt that accommodates
easier use in full combat gear; applied selected force protection improvements to en-
hance crew survivability; and recently awarded a production contract for one bri-
gade set of Rocket Propelled Grenade add-on armor.

Actions currently being implemented in production, and planned for full retro-fit
to previous delivered vehicles include: upgrading the remote weapon station with a
more powerful thermal imagery sight, laser range finder, auto-focus and several
other improvements; incorporating built in diagnostic capability; and integrating
several human factor engineering modifications.

Major design actions currently in development include: improved central tire in-
flation system to accommodate the increased weight of add-on armor; and improved
crew escape hatches for emergency egress.

We are continuing to assess emerging technologies and review recommendations
from the deployed SBCT to further enhance the capability, force protection and per-
formance of all the Stryker vehicle configurations.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. The subcommittee will reconvene next week,
March 16, at 10 a.m., when we will hear from the Department of
the Navy.

[Whereupon, at 11:20 a.m., Wednesday, March 9, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, March
16.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. Good morning,
Admiral and General. We're pleased to welcome the Secretary of
the Navy, the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), and the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps to discuss the fiscal year 2006 budget
request, as well as the current status of the Navy and Marine
Corps operations.

Secretary England and General Hagee, we welcome you back to
the subcommittee and look forward to your testimony.

Admiral Clark, we welcome you here today for your fifth budget
hearing before this subcommittee. And you have informed us,
sadly, that this will be your last hearing, as you plan to retire this
summer, after 37 years of service. We all congratulate you for that
service, commend you for the way you have conducted yourself and
your service to the subcommittee, but, even more so, for your serv-
ice to the Nation, and for the long-range thinking you’re trying to
do in the last months of your career, so that you can leave a large
footprint on the Navy.

Mrs. Hagee, thank you for coming. We're pleased to have you
here. We welcome you.

The fiscal year 2006 budget for the Department of Navy totals
$125.7 billion, approximately $6 billion above the level provided
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last year, excluding the supplementals. Despite this budget in-
crease, the Navy request includes funding for only four ships. The
shipbuilding budget has been well publicized, and we look forward
todfurther discussion on this topic and other Navy budget issues
today.

We also look forward to hearing about the performance of our
Marine Corps and learning more about the Marine Corps plan for
reorganizing its force structure, while successfully continuing to
prosecute the global war on terrorism.

As always, your full statements will appear in the record. I must
tell you that the two of us, as co-chairmen, are involved in the de-
bate on the floor, so, from time to time, one of us may go, and then
the other will go when the first one returns, hopefully. Hopefully,
he’ll return.

Senator INOUYE. I will.

Senator STEVENS. Let me turn to our co-chairman, Senator
Inouye, for his statement, if he wishes to make one.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. I thank you very much, Chairman.

Gentlemen, I join my chairman in welcoming you before this sub-
committee once again. Let me join my chairman in noting that this
may well be Admiral Clark’s last appearance before this sub-
committee.

Admiral, I thank you very much for your service. During your
tenure, the Navy has undergone some very important changes. I
recall when you assumed your current position, your first goal was
to improve readiness and get control over the cost of Navy oper-
ations.

You challenged your fleet commanders to work toward consistent
standards across the Navy communities. Since then, you have
worked tirelessly with the Secretary and the Commandant to
streamline the Navy, improving efficiency. And, if that weren’t
enough, you and the Secretary brought a new shared vision to the
Navy to modernize the fleet, while making it more responsive to
the Nation’s needs. This vision will bring the marines and Navy
closer together, with the seabasing and sea-shield concepts. Sir, I'm
certain the Navy will miss your steady hand and strong resolve as
you depart from your position.

Gentlemen, this is a most challenging time for all of you.

General Hagee, like the Army, the marines are being called upon
increasingly for overseas rotations. We know this is straining our
marines. We have seen it in recent recruiting statistics. But, on be-
half of all members of the subcommittee, I think I can say thank
you to all the men and women in the Marine Corps for their dedi-
cation to duty, their willingness to serve us, and their ability to
meet any challenge.

And, Mr. Secretary, no one in this administration has been
tasked with more duties than you. On top of helping to manage the
sea services, you have been assigned the responsibility to imple-
ment a new personnel system for the Defense Department. Many
would say this has been a thankless task, as you have attempted
to streamline personnel polices of our Government’s largest depart-
ment.
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The budget which you have submitted to this subcommittee is
not without controversy. The number of V-22s anticipated to be
purchased is down; so, too, the overall objective for the KC-130
tanker. Ship production is down. You have plans to reduce your
carrier force and a proposed acquisition strategy for destroyers
which may threaten the financial viability of at least one private
shipyard.

We have all seen press reports of how our colleagues have re-
ceived your proposals. Based on your testimony, this subcommittee
understands why you might decide to compete the DD(X) and delay
the purchases of the V-22s and ships. But we will need to hear
your explanation for these controversial decisions as we establish
a permanent record for the United States Senate.

And, Admiral, once again, thank you very much for your contin-
ued service. We wish you the very best, sir.

Admiral CLARK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Mikulski, do you have an opening
comment?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BARBARA A. MIKULSKI

Senator MIKULSKI. Mr. Chairman, I'm just pleased to be here
today to hear the testimony of these very fine men.

You know, we, in Maryland, we’re a Navy State, from the Naval
Academy to Pax River, Indian Head, the hospital ship Comfort; the
marine presence, from guarding the Academy against terrorists to
intelligence agencies. And being on the Naval Academy Board of
Visitors—we’re very enthusiastic about listening to the leadership
and how we can be supportive.

And I will have other questions.

Senator STEVENS. Well, gentlemen, if Columbus had sailed the
other way, all those things might be in Alaska. But they’re not,
SO——

Senator INOUYE. Or Hawaii.

Senator STEVENS. Or Hawaii. Well, Captain Cook got there first,
anyway, but we’d be pleased to have your statement, and I hope,
as we go forward, we can talk how we can maintain the Navy that
this Nation needs, as a superpower. The two of us are very, very
worried, as we said to you before, about the rate of building our
new ships. So maybe this isn’t the place, but we ought to have
some conferences on how to break through this barrier and assure
that we have the vessels that we need to protect this country.

Secretary England, we’d be pleased to have your statement.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GORDON R. ENGLAND

Secretary ENGLAND. Mr. Chairman, thanks very much. And, Sen-
ator Inouye, thank you very much.

First of all, thanks for the opportunity to be here, and thanks for
your very nice comments about our men and women in uniform,
and also your very nice comments about my great friend the CNO,
Admiral Clark, who, unfortunately, will be retiring shortly. I just
want to comment that all of our men and women in military—our
sailors, marines, our airmen, Coast Guard, and our soldiers—are
doing an absolutely magnificent job, and they are, indeed, part of
this greatest generation. I also thank everyone on this sub-
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committee for your financial support of our great Department of
the Navy, but also for the support you personally provide for our
men and women in uniform.

Regarding your comments about the naval forces, and particu-
larly our ships, I will comment that we are in the process of mak-
ing a major transition for our naval forces. And this is a very, very
challenging and stressful time for some of our people in the Depart-
ment of Navy, both our civilian and our military people, and I
know it’s also a stressful time for our valued industrial base, and
perhaps even for some of the Members of the Congress. Change is
always difficult, but it is vitally important that we go forward and
structure the Navy and Marine Corps for the capabilities that we
will need in the future. And we have not yet fully transitioned from
the deepwater-centric force of the cold war to the types of ships and
capabilities that we need to fight the war on terror while, at the
same time, deterring and, if necessary, defeating future threats.

Now, the leadership team before you today, we have been
transitioning the naval forces for the past 4 years, and this year,
fiscal year 2006, is the apex of that change. This year, per plans
over this period of time, the ship procurement funding is down in
fiscal year 2006. But that’s due to the fact that we are turning the
corner to new capabilities and on the verge of buying new capabili-
ties.

Our shipbuilding research and development (R&D) is at a peak
in fiscal year 2006. We have increased our R&D 325 percent from
2002 to 2006; or, in absolute terms, our R&D in shipbuilding has
increased from $705 million to over $2.3 billion in this year’s budg-
et. Now, after 2006, that R&D will decrease, while our planned pro-
curement account correspondingly increases with the number of
ships we will procure. So you are at a dip at this point, as we tran-
sition to new types of ships for the United States Navy.

We are moving to a different force. It’s going to be smaller. It’s
going to be more agile. It’s going to be faster and more adaptable,
and more capable than, we believe, any naval force we have had
in our Nation’s 229 year history. And we do need your help to bring
this about. And we do look forward to having this discussion with
you today.

I do want to make one comment about the great people who
serve. We do have absolutely magnificent people who serve today.
They're well educated, they're highly trained, they’re highly moti-
vated, and they are dedicated to protecting and defending our Na-
tion. And they have performed heroically. We've had brave young
men and women at sea and ashore in Iraq and Afghanistan and
throughout the world fighting the enemies of freedom. And, as Sec-
retary, I'll tell you, I am absolutely blessed to be able to serve these
magnificent men and women, and the leaders of those magnificent
men and women who are here with me today, the CNO and the
Commandant.

As we look back, the comments of the CNO, after 37 years, who
is retiring, I do want to make a very brief comment, but a very sin-
cere and heartfelt comment. CNO and I are very, very close
friends, and I have great, great admiration for the CNO, for his
professional leadership, his ethical leadership, and his willingness
to tackle very, very tough issues and bring about great change in
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our naval forces. And I have just the highest respect for his vision
and his capabilities. It has been a delight. It has been an honor
and a privilege to serve with him these past 4 years. He still has
a few months to go, and, Senator Stevens—Mr. Chairman, you're
absolutely right, we still have high expectations to utilize his capa-
bilities and to leave a legacy and a vision as he goes forward into
retirement.

To Vern and Connie Clark, I do want to wish them both fair
winds and following seas as they move into a new life together.
And God bless them for their great service to America.

With that, I will turn this over to Admiral Clark and General
Hagee for their opening statements. We, of course, are looking for-
ward to a dialogue with you this morning, because this is a very,
very important year for the Department of Navy. It’s absolutely
critical that we go forward with our new programs, and programs
that we can afford to fit our budget.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thanks, again, for the opportunity to be here. We look forward
to the dialogue. And I'll turn it over to Admiral Vern Clark.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HONORABLE GORDON R. ENGLAND
WINNING TODAY . . . WHILE TRANSFORMING TO WIN TOMORROW
INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to ap-
pear today.

The Navy and Marine Corps Team continues to answer our Nation’s call in the
Global War on Terror (GWOT) and in the establishment of stability and security in
the world’s trouble spots. From combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan to tsu-
nami relief in Indonesia, the Navy and Marine Corps Team has proven ready to
meet any task and answer any challenge. Throughout 2004, the unique capability
the Naval Services brought to our joint forces was a central element of our Nation’s
military power.

Outstanding performance in 2004 validated the high return on your past invest-
ment in our combat readiness, people, and unique maritime warfighting capabilities.
The challenge for the future is ensuring we are maintaining the proper investment
balance between the needs of today and the requirements of tomorrow. Our fiscal
year 2006 Budget request strikes that balance. It delivers the appropriate readiness
posture at the right cost to win the GWOT, to support today’s military needs, and
to continue the transformation needed to ensure that we win tomorrow’s fights as
well. We are good stewards of the taxpayer’s money, however, no amount of new
capability and organizational reshaping will matter if we cannot hold down costs.
The challenge in the coming decade is to stabilize the rising costs of new weapon
systems, operations and maintenance, and personnel.

In the past four years, our country has been incredibly supportive of the Navy
and Marine Corps Team. Since 2001, when I first took over as the Secretary of the
Navy, the Department’s budget has increased from over $94 billion to over $125 bil-
lion in fiscal year 2006. Your investment has been used to significantly increase our
operational readiness, fund the research and development required to provide the
foundation for several transformation programs, begin the procurement of new
classes of ships and aircraft, properly price the acquisition accounts, and fairly com-
pensate our people. The Department is eternally grateful for your confidence in your
Navy and Marine Corps.

The Department has made significant progress towards achieving the trans-
formation goals set forth in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). However,
we continue to face the challenge of making the Naval Team more efficient to de-
velop an ever more effective fighting force. When realized, these efficiencies will not
only free up valuable resources but also allow the Navy and Marine Corps Team
to better augment the total joint force. The 2005 QDR provides an opportunity to
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continue to reshape the Department to meet its current and future security chal-
lenges.

Our Navy and Marine Corps are actively engaged in combat operations—we have
a shared responsibility to ensure our Sailors and Marines are trained, equipped and
prepared for the fights we ask them to undertake. The fiscal year 2006 Budget
meets these requirements.

WINNING TODAY . ..
OPERATIONS

Winning the GWOT is our number one priority. We continue to support the
GWOT through naval combat forces that are capable and relevant to the missions
assigned.

Global War on Terror (GWOT)

During my last testimony to this Committee, the Marine Corps was beginning
preparations to send the First Marine Expeditionary Force (I MEF) to Iraq in sup-
port of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF). Currently, we have over 34,000 Marines
and 3,000 Navy personnel in Iraq taking part in combat operations and providing
stability and security in the Al Anbar, An Najaf, and Karbala Provinces. Their inno-
vative pre-deployment combat skills training, rapid modifications of combat equip-
ment to meet evolving threats, and their emphasis on cultural and language capa-
bilities contributed to considerable accomplishments in this complex region. Marines
are currently executing multiple security, urban combat, counter-insurgency, com-
mand and control, and force protection missions with great confidence and skill, in
the face of an adaptable and dangerous enemy.

Naval efforts in Iraq include not only the Marine Corps but also virtually every
type of deployable Naval asset in our inventory. Navy and Marine carrier-based air-
craft flew over 21,000 hours, dropped over 54,000 pounds of ordnance and played
a vital role in the fight for Fallujah. Last year over 1,000 active and reserve Seabees
were responsible for managing construction projects throughout the I MEF area of
responsibility. Naval Coastal Warfare forces provided security for Iraqi oil terminals
and thwarted terrorist forces from disrupting one of the world’s largest energy sup-
plies. Finally, hundreds of Naval medical personnel deployed to Iraq in support of
Marine forces. All have served with pride and compassion, providing quality medical
care to wounded American and Iraqi personnel.

In Afghanistan this past spring, the Marine Corps provided, on short-notice, a
regimental headquarters, an infantry battalion and a combined arms Marine Expe-
ditionary Unit (MEU). This Marine force was a major portion of the combined joint
task force assigned to counter a suspected Taliban “Spring Offensive.” This force
was a key element in setting the conditions for the successful election that has ad-
vanced the process of establishing a secure and stable government in Afghanistan.
They continue to provide both ground and aviation forces—currently an infantry
battalion, elements of two helicopter squadrons, and training teams—to protect and
foster this new democracy.

Terrorist networks have a wide range of options to move personnel and cargo by
sea—from containers, to merchant ships, to small dhows. The United States Naval
forces are well trained to carry out the mission of deterring, delaying, and dis-
rupting the movement of terrorists and terrorist-related material at sea. In support
of the GWOT, Naval forces conducted over 2,200 boarding of merchant ships.

During the year, the Navy and Marine Corps will conduct a major rotation of our
Central Command deployed forces. Many of these units have previously deployed to
this theater. We continue to aggressively adapt our training and equipment to the
changing threat.

Global Presence/Flexibility.

Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Relief—The Navy and Marine Corps Team
can rapidly respond to crises around the globe, whether they are humanitarian or
combat-related without impeding our ongoing commitments to combating terrorism.
We continually train for humanitarian assistance missions in order to respond rap-
idly and efficiently to large-scale disasters.

The Navy and Marine Corps provided assistance to the governments of Indonesia,
Sri Lanka, Thailand and other affected nations as they dealt with the effects of the
earthquake and tsunami. At the peak of this effort, the Department of the Navy
(DON) had more than 13,000 Sailors and Marines afloat providing humanitarian as-
sistance. Led by forces from the Abraham Lincoln Carrier Strike Group (CSG) and
the Bonhomme Richard Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG), the Navy and Marine



105

Corps Team delivered over six million pounds of relief supplies to the people af-
fected by the disaster that swept Southeast Asia on December 26th.

In addition, nine P-3C reconnaissance and surveillance aircraft supported search
and rescue efforts, while the High Speed Vessel (HSV) Swift, an aluminum hulled
catamaran, provided high-speed transport to the shore. USNS Mercy is providing a
base of operations for joint United States military medical organizations and inter-
national nongovernmental and private relief operations. The hospital ship is sup-
porting medical units ashore with internal medicine, pediatric, dental, mental
health and infectious disease control. Additionally, over 400 Seabees are deployed
to the region to provide a variety of disaster recovery efforts such as clearing roads,
removing debris, assessing damage, performing port surveys and assisting in off-
loading MPF ships.

Homeland Security.—Under the National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD—
41) signed by the President this past December, we are continuing to cultivate rela-
tionships and develop capabilities to maximize the advantage that the maritime do-
main brings to homeland security. We are broadening our relationship with the na-
vies of our international allies to prosecute the GWOT. We are expanding the Pro-
liferation Security Initiative (PSI) to other countries and working bilateral boarding
initiatives in all hemispheres. We are integrating intelligence and command and
control systems with other governmental agencies like the United States Coast
Guard (USCG) in the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) to effectively evalu-
ate the maritime environment for anything that could adversely influence the secu-
rity, safety or economy of the United States and our allies. We are developing the
Navy’s role in the Maritime Domain Awareness (MDA) concept to identify threats
as early and as distant from our borders as possible. We are working with other
parts of the Department of Defense (DOD) and with DHS to develop a comprehen-
sive national maritime security response plan to address specific security threats
and command and control relationships. Lastly, this past October, the Navy, in a
cooperative agreement with the USCG, transferred four patrol craft to the USCG
for use in homeland security. Everything we do in the maritime domain will take
into consideration the broad implication to homeland security.

Surge Capability.—The GWOT requires that the Navy operate differently in order
to be ready and responsive. We continue our successful readiness transformation
under the Fleet Response Plan (FRP). The goal of the FRP is to provide the Nation
with five or six CSGs deployed or ready to deploy within 30 days and an additional
one or two CSGs ready to go within 90 days. The FRP aims to transform the fleet
into a more effective force by creating a culture of readiness; meeting new readiness
and surge thresholds; changing manning, maintenance and training processes to
support surge and deployment; and lengthening inter-deployment cycles.

The readiness efforts developed to support the FRP allowed the Navy to surge the
USS Bataan, Boxer, and Kearsarge and enabled Marine forces to quickly redeploy
in support of operations in Iraq. Last year’s fleet surge exercise, “Summer Pulse
2004, successfully demonstrated the Navy’s ability to operate seven carriers simul-
taneously in five theaters under the FRP.

Law of the Sea Convention.—Today, the Navy has undisputed command of the
seas. Joining the convention will support ongoing military operations while pre-
serving future access for the force. The CNO and I firmly support United States’
accession to the Law of the Sea Convention.

SAILORS AND MARINES

Smart, motivated and capable people are a key element to any successful trans-
formation effort. Our Navy and Marine Corps are increasingly a technologically ad-
vanced maritime force and we are in competition with the private sector to attract
and retain the best men and women we can find. Accordingly, our budget includes
a 3.1 percent DOD-wide basic pay raise for all military personnel. The budget sup-
ports reduced Navy end strength resulting from the way we manage military human
capital. We will accomplish all assigned missions with these reduced levels by
changing our force structure, gaining efficiencies from technology, altering our work-
force mix, and adopting new manning practices.

Concurrent with this commitment to provide an appropriate level of pay and bene-
fits to our Sailors, Marines, and their families is a responsibility to operate this De-
partment as efficiently and effectively as possible. While we want the very best peo-
ple to serve in our Navy and Marine Corps, we don’t want a single person more
than we need to properly operate the force. Job satisfaction comes not only from
compensation, but also from meaningful service.
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Protecting Our Sailors and Marines

In response to growing force protection concerns in Iraq and Afghanistan the De-
partment has expeditiously acquired technology and hardware to equip our Marines
and Sailors for current wartime operations. In excess of $600 million has been re-
programmed to support over 120 warfighting requirements including those focused
on counter-fire, counter-improvised explosive devices, and counter-rocket propelled
grenade technologies. Initiatives include:

Vehicle Hardening.—We reprogrammed $239 million in fiscal year 2004 Naval
funding to support various Marine Corps vehicle-hardening programs. Throughout
this effort, both the Marine Corps Systems Command and the Marine Corps
Warfighting Lab have worked with the Army Developmental Test Command to test
and rapidly assess various ballistic materials to include ballistic glass, armor, and
ceramic materials for use in vehicle hardening. To date over 4,000 vehicles have
been hardened. Other vehicle hardening initiatives include the Marine Armor Kit
(MAK) for the HMMWYV and the Medium Tactical Vehicle Replacement (MTVR)
Armor System (MAS) and Gunner shields. MAK and MAS armor will replace the
interim (first generation) and zonal (second generation) armor with an integrated,
comprehensive (improved perimeter, top, and under-body) armor kit. One hundred
forty-nine MAKs have been installed in support of the 26th Marine Expeditionary
Unit (MEU) deployment as part of the next rotation. MAK installation in theater
will begin as soon as February 2005 as the operational situation allows. MAS will
begin low rate initial production in April 2005 with full rate production by June
2005. Gunner shields provide an armored turret as an additional level of protection
for gunners operating in HMMWVs and MTVRs; to date over 1,600 are in service.

Counter-Improvised Explosive Device Technology and Equipment.—The Depart-
ment has reprogrammed over $28 million for the testing, assessment and fielding
of technology and equipment to counter the IED threat. Specific focus areas include
robots, IED electronic countermeasures, X-Ray systems, and specialized search dogs.

Personal Protective Equipment.—Every Sailor, Marine and Departmental Civilian
is issued a complete set of body armor before going into Iraq or Afghanistan. To
meet this requirement Marine Corps Systems Command has procured over 31,000
Armor Protection Enhancement Systems as an additional capability to augment the
Outer Tactical Vest and the Small Arms Protective Insert (SAPI) plate. Over 36,000
SAPI plates have been procured. Additionally over 84,000 pairs of ballistic protec-
tive goggles have been procured. Other initiatives, such as an improved lightweight
combat helmet, lower face and body armor, are in development.

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV).—UAV efforts include the Dragon Eye and Scan
Eagle initiatives. The Dragon Eye is a lightweight, man portable system designed
to give the small unit leader a reconnaissance and surveillance capability to see over
the next hill or around the next building. Thirty-three Dragon Eye UAV systems
have been used in Iraq. In addition, I MEF is battle testing two Scan Eagle systems
consisting of 14 aerial vehicles. The Scan Eagle provides the MEF with a persistent
i’Zil hours a day) electro-optical Intelligence Surveillance Reconnaissance (ISR) capa-

ility.

Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGV).—In addition to the robots deployed in Iraq for
counter IED operations, 12 Dragon Runner man portable UGVs used as mobile ISR
systems have been fielded. The system is a low profile UGV and is being used for
small unit reconnaissance and IED investigations.

Other force protection initiatives include language translation devices, counter-
sniper technology, medical advancements, helicopter ballistic protection, and ad-
vancements in the tactics, techniques and procedures for urban operations.

Recruiting | Retention

The DON continues to successfully recruit our Nation’s finest young people while
carefully forecasting future recruiting requirements. The Navy has met its recruit-
ing goals in each of the last six years, while the Marine Corps has met recruiting
goals for the last nine years. Coupled with higher retention rates, our recruiting
success has allowed the Navy and Marine Corps to focus on critically manned rat-
ings and Military Occupation Specialties (MOS) and on improving recruit quality.

In fiscal year 2004, the Navy exceeded its recruiting goal and attained a 50 per-
cent increase in recruits with college experience while at the same time increasing
the number of recruits with high school diplomas. The Marine Corps also exceeded
recruiting goals while at the same time 97 percent of their recruits had a high
school diploma (above the goal of 95 percent). Even with the improved economic con-
ditions and higher recruit quality standards, the Navy and Marine Corps are on
track for meeting their 2005 goals.

Retaining the best and brightest Sailors and Marines has always been a core ob-
jective to our continued success. To date in fiscal year 2005, strong reenlistment ac-
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tivity has occurred along with Navy attrition rates at or near 15 year lows. The Ma-
rine Corps also continued their strong performance in this area by meeting their re-
tention goals for the 14th consecutive year. A key to these successes has been the
DON'’s aggressive program to enhance quality of service and quality of life through
innovative programs that ensure our Sailors and Marines and their families con-
tinue to view the Navy and Marine Corps as their career of choice. Targeted and
special pays continue to have the desired impact on reenlistments, while maintain-
ing Selective Re-enlistment Bonus (SRB) funding is proving essential to sustaining
retention of critical skills.

Safety

The Navy and Marine Corps continues to aggressively pursue the Secretary of De-
fense’s two-year goal to reduce mishaps by 50 percent, from the fiscal year 2002
baseline, by the end of fiscal year 2005. At the end of Calendar Year 2004, the De-
partment was on track to meet the 50 percent reduction in over 70 percent of the
targeted areas. For example, the Marine Corps fiscal year 2004 Class A aviation
mishap rate was reduced by over 76 percent and Marine Corps Personal Motor Ve-
hicle (PMV) fatalities dropped 30 percent from the fiscal year 2002 baseline. An ag-
gressive return to fundamentals in order to revitalize Operational Risk Management
(ORM) principles is successfully targeting our aviation mishap rates. Over $54.5
million, across the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP), was added in the fiscal year
2006 Budget for military flight operations quality assurance—a process to help re-
fine the use of recorded flight data to reduce aircrew error and to achieve greater
efficiencies in aircraft maintenance.

The Department is pursuing Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) status and has achieved significant re-
duction in lost workdays due to injuries at key installations. A professional safety
1cm}rlln(iuni‘cy and safety intern program for our civilian personnel has also been estab-
ished.

The DON has embraced safety as a readiness multiplier. The Naval leadership
team (Chief of Naval Operations (CNO), Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC)
and Secretary of the Navy) emphasized safety and mishap reduction as one of our
published top ten 2005 objectives for the Department.

Family Support

Housing Initiatives.—Ensuring service members and their families have access to
quality housing continues to be a DON top priority. The fiscal year 2006 Budget re-
quest continues the effort to eliminate inadequate family and bachelor housing by
fiscal year 2007 through a three pronged strategy consisting of privatization of hous-
ing, improved housing allowances, and military construction. Additionally, housing
allowances have been increased to eliminate out-of-pocket housing expenses for our
military personnel. Finally, fifteen Navy and Marine Corps family housing privat-
ization projects totaling over 26,000 homes have been awarded to date. In addition,
we continue on path to provide sea duty Sailors with off-ship quarters by 2008
under the Navy’s “Homeport Ashore” initiative.

Healthcare.—Providing quality medical care to our Sailors, Marines, and their
families is a vital part of the DON’s ability to fight the GWOT and execute our
many worldwide missions. Navy medicine continues to ensure that our Sailors and
Marines are physically and mentally ready for whatever challenges lie ahead. Pro-
viding outstanding medical care is a commitment we proudly make, however it is
a budgetary challenge.

To meet the requirements of the GWOT, Navy Medicine has developed and im-
proved methods to expedite care for our forward deployed forces around the world.
For example:

—The ten-bed Expeditionary Medical Unit (EMU) is providing Navy medicine

with new response capabilities in combat situations.

—The Forward Resuscitative Surgery Systems (FRSS) are highly mobile, six-bed
emergency rooms now deployed as part of the Marine Corps’ Combat Service
Support Company. Through the FRSS, Navy trauma doctors are available dur-
ing the “golden hour,” the critical period within 60 minutes of an injury.

—Forward Deployed Preventive Medicine Units (FDPMU) have been created to
provide quick, flexible and agile responses to a host of medical contingencies in-
cluding weapons of mass destruction. These highly specialized units are staffed
with preventive medicine physicians, industrial hygienists, hospital corpsmen,
environmental and radiation health specialists, microbiologists and ento-
mologists and have been deployed in Iraq, Haiti and other remote locations
around the globe. The FDPMU'’s focus is on decreasing disease and non-battle
injuries through health surveillance, environmental monitoring and education.
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—The Disaster Preparedness, Vulnerability Analysis, Training and Exercise
(DVATEX) program was developed to evaluate and test military, federal and
local community responsiveness. DVATEX includes a military treatment facil-
ity, threat vulnerability and capability assessment, and provides training in
medical and operational management.

Navy medicine will continue to evolve to meet the demands of an ever-changing
battlefield and deliver medical care anywhere around the world. Navy medicine is
performing its critical mission to promote, protect, and restore the health of DON
service members, families, and retirees, while at the same time ensuring the highest
level of emergency preparedness.

Care of Injured Marines and Sailors.—The DON is working closely with the DOD
to develop new strategies and initiatives that improve support to our injured per-
sonnel and their families. In an effort to improve the immediate and long-term care
for injured Marines and their families, the Marine Corps has created the Marine
for Life—Injured Support Program. The program provides a single organization to
act as the primary patient advocate to improve medical care, provide family support,
eliminate seams in care, and increase transition assistance for disabled Marines.
This program began limited operations in early January 2005.

The DON is developing the Injured Marines and Sailors Initiative, to formulate
policies and procedures to achieve the following objectives in support of Marines and
Sailors wounded in combat operations:

—Ensure every Marine and Sailor who desires to remain in the active component

is provided the opportunity to do so.

—Ensure that every Marine and Sailor who desires to work within the DON or
Federal/State government is provided the opportunity to do so.

—Ensure that every Marine and Sailor that desires to work in the private sector
or to attend school is provided the opportunity to do so.

A survey of injured service members revealed that over ninety percent of Marines
and Sailors expressed a desire to remain in service. In order to allow injured service
members the opportunity to work in the Pentagon, the DOD initiated Operation
Warfighter. This program seeks to reintroduce severely injured service members
back into the workforce. Additionally, the DON in cooperation with the DOD Joint
Severely Injured Operations Center and the Marine For Life—Injured Support Pro-
gram is reaching-back to discharged and separated Marines and Sailors to render
employment assistance, family counseling, and transition assistance through Vet-
erans Administration and other government agencies.

Family Programs.—In support of the GWOT, the Navy established “Extended
Hours” child care centers for watch-standers and shift workers, ensuring our Sailors
are mission ready around the clock. These successful, 24/7 centers, located in Nor-
folk and Honolulu, have decreased missed man-hours and provided piece of mind
to our Sailors as they perform their duties in support or our Nation.

EQUIPMENT

The Naval Services are rotational and expeditionary, requiring additional funding
not in the baseline budget for long and extensive contingency operations. The fiscal
year 2005 supplemental will request funding for incremental war related costs not
included in the baseline budget. This request includes essential warfighting and
force protection equipment, replacement of destroyed equipment, anticipated attri-
tion repair costs due to accelerated usage and replenishment of ammunition. These
funds will help sustain the fighting force and enable recovery from the accumulated
demands on our material assets.

WHILE TRANSFORMING TO WIN TOMORROW
SHAPING OUR 21ST CENTURY MANPOWER

At the heart of our combat capability and the future transformation outlined in
Naval Power 21 are people who are well trained, well led, and adequately com-
pensated. America’s Naval forces are combat ready due to the dedication and moti-
vation of individual Sailors, Marines, and civilians. We will continue to dedicate re-
sources on four fronts: recruiting the right people, retaining the right people, reduc-
ing attrition, and training our people to meet the challenges of the 21st century.

Human Capital Strategy

The DON is developing the Human Capital Strategy (HCS) that will provide a
new framework to assess, train, develop and distribute our manpower. The Depart-
ment faces a number of significant challenges as it continues its transformation to
a more agile and technology-based force. Our strategy envisions a new human cap-
ital management system that leverages technology to allow each individual to maxi-
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mize their capability to make valuable contributions toward achieving our mission.
Central to the strategy is the need to fully understand the manpower requirement
of our future force. This will allow us to tailor our total manpower needs, expanding
or contracting where it is required. Our strategy is aligned with DOD’s Human Cap-
ital Initiative and responds to the President’s Management Agenda (PMA) and the
priorities of the Secretary of Defense. The HCS represents the first step in what will
be a complex process to meet the challenges of the 21st century. The HCS goals in-
clude:

—Imp}ement the National Security Personnel System for the Department’s civil-
ian force.

—Transform our military personnel force by creating a modern human capital
management system to replace the Department’s legacy human resources sys-
tems and achieve the objectives of Naval Power 21.

—Achieve active /reserve integration by rebalancing requirements and capabili-
ties.

A key component of HCS is the Sea Warrior program, which is the Navy’s initia-
tive to develop 21st century Sailors and is the “people” part of Sea Power 21. This
initiative takes into account new platforms, technologies, and rotational crewing
concepts (Sea Swap) that will revolutionize crew sizing, and provide interactive com-
puter based tools and training techniques. The goals of Sea Warrior include:

—A mission-centric force that is effective and efficient.

—A Navy that maximizes the value of service for all of our Sailors and civilians.

—A more effective work distribution across the work force.

—A work and life balance.

—Recruitment and retention of a diverse range of Sailors and civilians possessing
a wide scope of knowledge, skills and experience.

The Sea Warrior concept and other manpower initiatives such as more efficient
infrastructure manning, improved training techniques and the decommissioning of
older, manpower intensive platforms will allow the Navy to reduce active end
strength from 373,197 in fiscal year 2004 to 352,700 in fiscal year 2006.

Military-to-Civilian Conversions

Military-to-Civilian conversions are progressing as planned. The programmed con-
versions target non-warfighting functions currently staffed and performed by mili-
tary personnel. Because the military-to-civilian conversions are a key component of
the Department’s objective to reduce military authorizations, we have intentionally
exceeded the established DOD targets. The Navy is scheduled to convert over 2,000
military billets to civilian positions this fiscal year. The Marine Corps is pro-
grammed to convert over 1,700 billets in fiscal year 2005. While the Navy is prin-
cipally using this tool to drawdown end strength, the Marine Corps is using the
military-to-civilian conversions to help realign Marines into high-demand specialties
and create additional warfighting capabilities, such as two additional infantry bat-
talions. As part of the Competitive Sourcing Initiative in the President’s Manage-
ment Agenda, DOD receives credit for converting military members now doing com-
mercial functions into war-fighters and other core defense functions.

Active Reserve Integration

The Reserve Component remains an integral part of our Navy and Marine Corps
Team. Since September 11, 2001, the Navy has mobilized over 25,000 reserve per-
sonnel (2,000 of these twice), with approximately 3,600 currently mobilized. This is
from a drilling reservist population of just over 69,000. The Marine Corps has mobi-
lized 32,000 reserve personnel from an authorized Selected Reserve end strength of
39,600 and just over 4,100 from the Individual Ready Reserve. Currently over
13,000 reserve Marines are on active duty.

The Navy’s Zero Based Review is validating the Navy Reserve mission require-
ments and associated billet structure, creating efficiencies, and allowing resources
to be more effectively integrated into Navy operations. Our vision is to create one
fully integrated Navy Team and the Navy’s active reserve integration is the corner-
stone of that effort. We are aligning organizations, training together, consolidating
resources and assets, and financially planning as one, so we can better operate as
one team and “train like we fight.”

The Navy and Marine Corps will continually measure its reserve billet structure
and capabilities against evolving warfighting requirements to fill critical billets
when needed. Early responsiveness, relieving stressed career fields, and employing
innovative management practices will continually be addressed by both services.
The Navy and Marine Corps reserve mobilization is a requirements-driven process
and reservists, trained and ready, are making significant contributions. While the
numbers of mobilized reserves can fluctuate as GWOT requirements dictate, our ob-
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jective is use the efforts stated above to keep the number of mobilized personnel at
a minimum.

Strategically Focus Naval Education and Training

Education and training of our Sailors and Marines is critical to implementing the
Naval Power 21 transformation and ensuring our continued combat effectiveness. To
more effectively and efficiently train our forces the Department is transitioning its
training concepts and methods from the traditional schoolhouse classroom approach
to processes that involve the use of simulators, trainers, and other computer-based
interactive training curriculums. The pace at which technology is changing tests our
Sailor’s and Marine’s abilities to innovate and adapt, as well as to apply knowledge
and experience to new and dynamic situations. Old paradigms governing training
and education must change to meet future technological challenges. It is essential
that our Sailors and Marines remain on the cutting edge and for our leadership to
commit to a lifelong educational program. The future demands a more highly edu-
cated Naval Service capable of operating in an environment of ever increasing tech-
nical complexity. We intend to meet that demand by providing increased oppor-
tunity for all Sailors and Marines to commit to life-long learning.

National Security Personnel System (NSPS)

The Fiscal Year 2004 National Defense Authorization Act allowed the DOD to es-
tablish a new human resource management system for DOD civilians known as the
National Security Personnel System (NSPS). This legislation provides flexibility in
the hiring and management of civilian workers and links pay to mission accomplish-
ment and performance. The NSPS reforms will provide supervisors and managers
greater flexibility in managing our civil service employees, facilitate competition for
high quality talent, offer compensation that is competitive with the private sector,
and reward outstanding service. Properly executed, these changes will also assist us
in better utilizing the active duty force by making it easier to employ civilians in
jobs currently filled by uniformed military personnel.

Workers will be converted to the new system in three spirals. Spiral One will in-
clude approximately 300,000 Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and other DOD
civilian employees and will be rolled out in three phases over an 18-month period
beginning in July 2005. Spiral One includes over 80,000 DON civilian employees.
Spiral Two will comprise the remainder of the eligible workforce and will be initi-
ated following an assessment of Spiral One and after the Secretary of Defense cer-
tifies the Department’s performance management system. Spiral Three would com-
prise the personnel at DOD labs, if current legislative restrictions are eliminated.

IMPROVING BUSINESS PRACTICES

Throughout my time as Secretary of the Navy, we have been faced with the chal-
lenge of making the Naval Team more efficient in order to develop a more effective
fighting force. These efficiencies will not only free up valuable resources but also
allow the Navy and Marine Corps Team to better augment the total joint force. Our
recent performance indicates the business initiatives we are pursuing are on the
right track. Highlights of our business initiatives are discussed below.

Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) Program

The DON ERP initiative has created the framework that will enable the trans-
formation of key acquisition, logistics, and financial business activities into an inte-
grated network of decision-making processes. This past August the Joint Require-
ments Oversight Council (JROC) approved the Navy ERP Operational Requirements
Document (ORD) and cleared the way for the Navy to purchase ERP software and
hire an integration contractor. With the fiscal year 2006 Budget, the Navy will con-
tinue to capitalize on demonstrated ERP technology advances in creating and dis-
seminating decision-making information. The ERP program is expected to continue
to improve integration, leverage economy-of-scale, consolidate legacy systems and
software using the best business and commercial practices available. The first re-
lease is scheduled for initial deployment in fiscal year 2006.

Sea Enterprise

Sea Enterprise will improve organizational alignment, refine requirements and in-
vest resources to re-capitalize, transform, and increase the combat capability of our
Naval force. To improve efficiency, Sea Enterprise has begun initiatives to improve
productivity and cost effectiveness, reduce manpower investments, streamline proc-
esses and organizations, and leverage technology. Together these initiatives will
produce tens of billions in savings for the Department.
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Continuous Improvement

The Navy and Marine Corps Team continues to implement continuous improve-
ment initiatives consistent with the goals of the PMA that enable realignment of
resources to increase our output and re-capitalize our force. The cornerstone of our
continuous improvement effort is the implementation of industry proven Lean and
Six Sigma efficiency methodologies in our day-to-day operations. Our industrial ac-
tivities are all institutionalizing closed loop continuous improvement practices.
These initiatives enable us to increase our combat capabilities with the expectation
ic)hat we become more efficient, agile, flexible and reliable at a reduced cost of doing

usiness.

Commander Navy Installations (CNI)

Since the establishment of CNI, we have begun to align shore assets in support
of Navy requirements, to find efficiencies for Navy recapitalization and to provide
consistent shore installation services in order to allow the operational commanders
and major claimants to focus on primary missions. CNI is the single responsible of-
fice for Navy shore installations and the services they provide. It includes sixteen
Navy regions and 98 installations. CNI is providing operating forces support, com-
munity support, base support and mission support to enhance the Navy’s combat
power. We are providing product and services at the right place, at the right time,
at the right levels and at the right cost to achieve the right fleet readiness.

Acquisition Excellence

We have substantially streamlined our business practices to work toward a more
efficient Navy and Marine Corps. By emulating smart business practices from com-
mercial industry, we have made management teams more product-oriented, and
have pushed responsibility, authority and accountability down to the operational
unit(s) or activities wherever possible. We are developing leaders with a better un-
derstanding of business strategies, cost control, program risk and rapid flexible de-
sign. In 2004, we worked with industry to identify effective ways, including the use
of appropriate profit and incentive arrangements, to encourage improved perform-
ance under Navy and Marine Corps contracts.

Naval Acquisition Integrity Office

To help guard against the ever-present danger of procurement fraud, the DON is
establishing a new Naval Acquisition Integrity Office. This office will coordinate all
parts of the procurement fraud program, provide training and guidance on procure-
ment fraud matters, serve as the DON’s central point of contact on this issue, estab-
lish and maintain a centralized data base for monitoring procurement fraud, and
interact with other DOD procurement fraud programs. This organization will pro-
vide the necessary deterrent, detection, protection, and recovery functions through
increased awareness, a streamlined reporting process, internal consistency, and im-
proved communication among all the stakeholders.

Maintenance Initiatives

SHIPMAIN.—SHIPMAIN is a fleet wide initiative designed to improve the effi-
ciency of ship maintenance and modernization. The primary mission of SHIPMAIN
is to generate savings through improvements in the surface ship maintenance and
modernization planning processes. SHIPMAIN is developing a single process that
ensures that the right maintenance is identified and that it is performed at the
right maintenance level at the right time.

One Shipyard Concept.—The One Shipyard Concept is designed to best utilize the
Nation’s four public and two private nuclear shipyards and contractor support. Ini-
tially established to build commonality and leverage best practices across the nu-
clear capable shipyards, it has gained influence across the entire ship repair enter-
prise. One Nuclear Shipyard concept provides the Navy the flexibility to handle
maintenance surge, emergent, and other ship work with minimal impact to ongoing
projects across the public and private nuclear shipyard industrial base. Hlustrative
of the One Shipyard Concept in action was the post-sea trial work for USS Virginia.
When a dry dock was not available at the Groton, Connecticut facilities of General
Dynamics, the Norfolk Naval Shipyard provided a dry dock for USS Virginia and
support facilities for 250 Electric Boat employees.

Regional Maintenance Centers (RMCs).—RMCs were established to consolidate
multiple commands with overlapping responsibilities for ship maintenance and mod-
ernization within the seven major fleet concentration areas. Each RMC provides a
fleet concentration area single point of contact for all ship maintenance and mod-
ernization issues. This consolidation was undertaken to gain efficiencies to support
Navy recapitalization requirements. These savings are being realized through a long
list of efforts: reduction of overhead positions, increased production efficiencies
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gained by the synergistic effect of aligning highly skilled former Fleet Technical
Support Center personnel with production personnel, reduction of waste and ineffi-
ciencies, and implementation of improved ship maintenance business processes
being developed under the SHIPMAIN initiative.

Naval Aviation Enterprise (NAE).—NAE is improving the readiness of Naval Air
Forces by defining and executing changes that will sustain near and long term avia-
tion readiness goals, including those relative to aircraft readiness, financial manage-
ment, and human capital. The aircraft readiness component of NAE is the Naval
Aviation Readiness Integrated Improvement Program (NAVRIIP), a comprehensive
approach that changes the way the Navy provides manpower, equipment and train-
ing in Naval Aviation commands. NAVRIIP integrates best business practices,
which includes Theory of Constraints, Lean and Six Sigma, into maintenance, sup-
ply, and administrative processes. Current results include the reduction of turn-
around time for production of T700 power turbines at AIMD North Island from 23
to 1.5 days. By institutionalizing this way of doing business through a single process
owner who integrates the efforts of all levels of maintenance, NAVRIIP will enable
significant productivity improvements and cost-wise readiness throughout the NAE.

Marine Corps Equipment.-Due to continuous combat operations in support of the
GWOT, the Marine Corps ground equipment usage rate is eight times greater than
normal peacetime usage. The high usage rate in harsh environments, coupled with
added weight of armor and unavoidable delays in scheduled maintenance due to
combat, is degrading equipment at an accelerated rate. To improve equipment readi-
ness, the Marine Corps has created a limited aircraft depot maintenance capability,
coordinated with the Army to leverage their ground depot maintenance capability,
and established a pool of ground equipment to expedite the replacement of damaged
major items. Of note, the Marine Corps is using pre-positioned stocks to ensure the
sustained readiness of deployed ground units.

Delegation of Authority [ Assignment of Responsibilities

My goal is to allow all organizations within the DON the latitude to lead their
activities without intrusion from above. As we delegate responsibility and authority,
we will unshackle organizations from undue administrative processes. By stream-
lining our organization, we are empowering activities to publish details regarding
requirements and procedures at their level. The ultimate objective is to provide an
ﬁnvironment for our people to innovate and excel in whatever job responsibility they

ave.

Environmental

For the last three years, Congress has addressed critical Navy needs regarding
encroachment and future training challenges. Readiness-specific changes to the Ma-
rine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA), Endangered Species Act, and Migratory Bird
Treaty Act have helped the Navy meet training and operational challenges. 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 buff-
ers adjacent to our training lands. We are committed to fully implementing the Inte-
grated Natural Resources Management Plans prepared under the Sikes Act to ad-
dress endangered species concerns in lieu of designating critical habitats. We will
continue operational actions to minimize harm to marine mammals, as we continue
investments in research into marine mammal biology and behaviors. The Marine
Mammal Protection Act is due for reauthorization in this legislative cycle. To con-
tinue to meet future challenges for military readiness, during the reauthorization
debate, Congressional support is necessary to preserve the proper balance between
environmental protection and military readiness previously authorized by Congress.

Information Technology

Implementing Navy and Marine Corps Internet (NMCI) has enabled the DON to
increase the security posture of our networks and has allowed unprecedented visi-
bility into Information Technology (IT) costs and capabilities. The budget supports
total NMClI-specific costs for fiscal year 2006 of $1.6 billion and implementation of
approximately 346,000 seats. To date, we have ordered 338,000 of the expected
380,000 seats and cutover approximately 237,000 seats. We have reduced the num-
ber of legacy applications in the Navy’s inventory from 67,000 to around 8,000—an
88 percent reduction. This reduction of applications will continue as we proceed with
complete migration to NMCI throughout the Department. Additionally, we antici-
pate other opportunities for progress in areas such as enterprise voice, wireless
connectivity, broadband remote access service for laptop computers, anti-SPAM
services for all e-mail accounts, and revised focus on many customer satisfaction
issues.
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The DON leads a robust Information Assurance (IA) program to preserve the con-
fidentiality, integrity, availability, authorization and non-repudiation of information
on DON IT systems. The DON IA program provides the warfighter and warfighter
support current IA guidance to reduce risk and vulnerabilities and enhance the se-
curity posture of the DON network/systems.

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)

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 realignment in
the past or not. In no event will we make recommendations concerning any closures
or realignment of our bases until all the data has been collected, certified and care-
fully analyzed within the overall BRAC 2005 statutory framework. The goal of
BRAC is to reconfigure our current infrastructure to maximize our warfighting ca-
pability. By eliminating excess infrastructure, we optimize readiness and realize sig-
nificant savings. Resources freed up by this process will be used to re-capitalize our
ships, aircraft, equipment and installations for the future.

Prior Rounds of BRAC.—The DON completed the closure and realignment of ac-
tivities from the 1988, 1991, 1993 and 1995 rounds of BRAC. All that remains is
to complete the environmental cleanup and property disposal on all or portions of
17 of the original 91 bases. We made significant successes on both fronts. We are
using property sales as a means to expedite the disposal process as well as recover
the value of the property for taxpayers. For example, we sold 235 acres in 2003 at
the former Marine Corps Air Station, Tustin, California 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 public sale of the former San Pedro housing site in Los Angeles
and the sale of the former Marine Corps Air Station El Toro are now underway.

We are accelerating cleanup at remaining prior BRAC locations. Of the original
161,000 acres planned for disposal from all four prior BRAC rounds, we expect to
have less than five percent (or about 8,000 acres) still to dispose by the end of this
fiscal year. Additionally, in 2006 we expect to dispose of property at the former
Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, as directed in the Fiscal Year 2004 De-
fense Appropriations Act.

CHANGING THE WAY WE FIGHT

The hallmark of the Navy and Marine Corps Team has been the ability to change,
adapt, and transform to meet new threats to America. The Navy and Marine Corps
Team has embraced a culture of transformation that will enable us to develop new
weapons systems, realign infrastructure, establish new concepts of operations, and
streamline our business practices. The realization of this transformation process will
ensure that we continue to contribute to joint warfighting in the future and will en-
sure our place as the preeminent global naval power. We appreciate the support of
Congress in enabling this transformation.

Joint Concepts and Operations

TACAIR Integration.—The CNO and the CMC approved a plan in 2002 to inte-
grate the Navy and Marine Corps tactical aviation (TACAIR) mission using fewer
units of more capable aircraft. Navy and Marine Corps TACAIR integration opti-
mizes core combat capability to meet national security requirements with fiscal effi-
ciency. With the implementation of the FRP, the Navy and Marine Corps continue
to work together to fully integrate Marine Corps squadrons into carrier air wings
and Navy squadrons into the Marine Corps’ Unit Deployment Plan (UDP). High-
lights of the plan include:

—The TACAIR integration plan reduces the services’ tactical aviation force struc-

ture by disestablishing five squadrons and reducing the total number of aircraft
we plan to buy to 1,296.

—On September 12, 2004, Navy Hornet Strike Fighter Squadron 97 (VFA 97), the
Warhawks, deployed to Marine Corps Air Station Iwakuni, Japan, as the first
Navy squadron to deploy in support of the UDP. The Navy squadron will spend
six months supporting Marine Aircraft Group (MAG) 12 before returning to
Naval Air Station Lemoore, California.

Sea Basing.—Central to Naval Power 21 success is the full maturation of the
Joint Sea Basing concept. When realized, Sea Basing will provide a national capa-
bility for projecting and sustaining naval power and joint forces from a base at sea,
without the need to establish an intermediate land base. Sea Basing will strengthen
force protection, free airlift and sealift assets to support missions ashore, and pro-
vide a foundation for projecting offensive and defensive fires. As the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction grows and the access to overseas bases declines, it
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is militarily and politically vital to reduce the vulnerability of our forces through
the use of secure, mobile, and networked sea bases.

This year the Sea Basing Joint Integrating Concept (JIC) is in development and
being worked with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Requirements Oversight
Council (JROC). Sea Basing will provide the Joint Task Force Commander with the
capability to dissuade a potential adversary and, if necessary, project joint combat
power within reduced timelines. This will enable persistent combat operations wher-
ever and whenever required with operational independence of host nation or coali-
tion nation support.

Missile Defense.—A viable regional and terminal sea based ballistic missile de-
fense system is important to ensure the safety of United States forces and the flow
through foreign ports and airfields when required. Sea based missile defense can
also allow us to assist allies and friends while at the same time deterring coercion
and threats. During the past year, USS Curtis Wilbur became the first ship capable
of conducting Long-Range Surveillance and Tracking (LRST) in support of homeland
missile defense. In addition, during fiscal year 2005 the Standard Missile (SM-3)
ballistic missile defense mission capability will be available for deployment onboard
USS Lake Erie and USS Port Royal. Programming is in place to modify fifteen
DDGs and three CGs to add the LRST and SM-3 mission capability.

Sea Swap.—Sea Swap is a promising initiative designed to increase forward naval
presence by keeping a ship continuously deployed in a given theatre of operation,
while replacing entire crews at six-month intervals. The primary objective of Sea
Swap is to effectively and efficiently increase forward Naval presence without in-
creasing operating costs. By leaving the ship in theatre and moving only the crews,
the Navy saves on ship transit time and fuel costs, while at the same time increas-
ing the ships on station time. Sea Swap has the potential to reduce force structure
requirements in the long term. Consequently, the Navy is studying Sea Swap to de-
termine the future impact on force structure.

Force Structure [ Capability

Our Department is embarked on a transformation that requires us to continu-
ously balance force structure and capability. The transformation is driven by tech-
nology that is significantly increasing capabilities of naval systems. New operating
concepts such as the Fleet Response Plan have already altered the employment and
make-up of naval forces. Today’s 290 ship Navy is much more capable than the
more than double the size Navy of the late 1980s. Numbers still matter, but only
when carefully balanced with capabilities.

This year’s budget reflects the increasing capabilities and evolving operational
concepts of our forces. After careful and lengthy analysis, we decided to retire an
aircraft carrier. Our assessment is that we have developed the operational flexibility
and increased capability, to retire an older carrier without risk to national security.
The cost avoidance of this action will allow additional investment in trans-
formational programs that further increase our capabilities.

Our budget request increases investment accounts (Research, Development Test-
ing and Evaluation (RDT&E), procurement, and Military Construction (MILCON))
from approximately $49 billion in fiscal year 2005 to about $52 billion in fiscal year
2006. Due to a confluence of numerous programs, a peak year for Navy RDT&E
funding for the JSF, increased aircraft procurement, and our investments in trans-
formational ships, we are limiting new construction to four ships in fiscal year 2006.
In fiscal year 2006, we are also investing over $1 billion in RDT&E and over $700
million in Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy (SCN) funding toward the first DD(X)
as well as over $1 billion in a CVN Refueling Complex Overhaul.

New Construction Ships and Submarines.—Fiscal year 2006 will be a trans-
formational year as the Department continues the shift to next generation warships.
New construction is limited to four ships as we focus on shifting to next generation
surface combatants and sea basing capabilities. The total number of new ships pro-
cured over the FYDP is 49, averaging 8.2 ships per year, including the Virginia
Class SSN, San Antonio Class LPD, Littoral Combat Ship (LCS), T-AKE, CVN-21,
DD(X), LHA(R), CG(X), Maritime Preposition Force (Future) (MPF(F)), and the T—
AOE(X). For fiscal year 2006, our shipbuilding programs are limited by their place
in the development and initial construction phase.

In 2004, the Department delivered and commissioned the lead ship of our newest
class of submarines, the USS Virginia, initiating a new era of undersea capabilities
that are aligned to the littoral regions. The lessons learned in constructing and test-
ing the first submarine in more than six years are being applied to the follow-on
ships. The USS Jimmy Carter was delivered to the Navy at the end of 2004 and
will be commissioned in early 2005. The Navy also commissioned five DDGs in 2004
and laid the keels for the eighth ship of the LHD Class, the first Lewis and Clark



115

Auxiliary Dry Cargo Ammunition Ship (T-AKE), and the third and fourth Virginia
Class Submarines. In Calendar Year 2004, the Navy completed three Engineered
Refueling Overhauls of SSN 688 Class Submarines.

Virginia Class SSN. The fiscal year 2006 Budget continues the strong support for
the Virginia submarine program and provides the funding for the eighth submarine
of the Class. In addition, funds for economic order quantity and advanced procure-
ment for the ninth and tenth submarines are requested. These ships will continue
to be built using the teaming approach adopted by Congress in 1998, which main-
tains two nuclear capable submarine shipbuilders. The Navy is procuring one sub-
marine per year through the FYDP.

San Antonio Class LPD. The LPD-17 is an amphibious transport dock ship opti-
mized for operational flexibility and designed to meet Marine Air-Ground Task
Force lift requirements. In 2005, the first LPD-17, San Antonio, will be delivered.
The fiscal year 2006 Budget provides full funding for LPD-24, the eighth ship of
the LPD-17 class.

Littoral Combat Ship. A critical component of Sea Shield is the LCS, which is en-
visioned to be fast, agile, stealthy, relatively small and affordable. Primary missions
for the ship will include small boat prosecution, mine warfare, shallow water anti-
submarine warfare, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. It will operate in
environments where it is impractical to employ larger ships. LCS final system de-
sign contracts were competitively awarded to two teams in fiscal year 2004. The de-
tail design and construction of the first LCS flight ship is underway. Detail design
for the second ship is ongoing with construction starting in fiscal year 2006. Pro-
curement of the three mission packages is also planned in fiscal year 2006.

Lewis and Clark Class T-AKE. The fiscal year 2006 Budget request includes
funding for the ninth ship of the class. The first eight ships have been authorized
and appropriated and are under contract for construction. Lead ship construction
commenced in September 2003, with a projected delivery date of January 2006. Pro-
jected delivery date for the first follow on ship is September 2006 with remaining
ship deliveries at three to six month intervals.

CVN-21. CVN-21 will be the centerpiece of tomorrow’s CSGs and contribute to
every capability pillar envisioned in Sea Power 21. CVN-21 will provide the United
States the capability to quickly project combat power anywhere in the world, inde-
pendent of land based support. CVN-21 will increase sortie generation rate and in-
crease survivability to better handle future threats. The new design nuclear propul-
sion plant and improved electric plant together provide three times the electrical
generation capacity of a Nimitz Class carrier. This capacity allows the introduction
of new systems such as Electromagnetic Aircraft Launching System, Advanced Ar-
resting Gear, and a new integrated warfare system that will leverage advances in
open systems architecture to be affordably upgraded. The fiscal year 2006 Budget
request includes advance procurement funding for the continued development of
CVN-21. The construction contract is scheduled for award in fiscal year 2008, with
ship delivery in 2015.

DD(X). DD(X) will be a multi-mission surface combatant designed to provide preci-
sion strike, volume fires, and littoral area air defense. It will provide credible for-
ward presence while operating independently or as an integral part of naval, joint,
or combined expeditionary forces. Its offensive fires capability will be a critical ele-
ment of our future Sea Strike and Sea Shield capabilities. The fiscal year 2006
Budget request includes RDT&E funds for continued technology development and
advance procurement for lead ship detail design and construction. The Navy is three
years into the competitively awarded DD(X) design and technology development ef-
fort. Planned technologies such as an integrated power system and total ship com-
puting environment in an open architecture, will provide more affordable future
ship classes in terms of both construction and operation. DD(X) will be the first for-
ward fit open architecture combat system. This investment will pay dividends to
(éiﬂler surface ship procurements, including CVN-21 and the LHA Replacement

ip.

LHA Replacement Ship (LHA(R)). The fiscal year 2006 Budget request includes
advance procurement funding for the LHA(R). The Navy’s objective for the LHA(R)
program is to replace the capability of the LHA-1 Class to provide required amphib-
ious lift and presence capability. The fiscal year 2007 Flight Zero ship features im-
proved aviation capabilities. With the addition of advance procurement in fiscal year
2006, construction of the LHA(R) has been accelerated to start in fiscal year 2007.

Maritime Preposition Force (Future) (MPF(F)). Most prominent in highlighting
the value and power of the nation’s naval expeditionary capability was the Marine
Corps’ participation in OIF. Success in this operation was due to our naval domi-
nance, our expeditionary nature, and our flexibility and adaptability to defeat the
challenges posed by enemy threats. Among other naval assets, eleven strategically
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located Maritime Pre-positioning Ships (MPS) were unloaded in 16 days to provide
the equipment and sustainment required for two Marine Expeditionary Brigades.
Exploiting the operational speed, reach, and inherent flexibility of seapower, the
Navy and Marine Corps Team achieved a rapid buildup of sustained warfighting
power that was combat ready to support United States Central Command. The cur-
rent MPS ships are essentially forward-located floating warehouses with limited
sea-based logistics support capabilities. They can only off-load pier-side, or in-stream
close to shore under favorable weather and sea conditions, or in a protected harbor.
They have a very limited ability to facilitate rapid force closure due to limited ship
transit speeds and extended periods for off-load, assembly and distribution. Equip-
ment must be off-loaded from the existing ships, made ready for combat, and mar-
ried up with the troops ashore prior to beginning combat operations. The MPF(F)
will eliminate these limitations and provide for a greatly expanded joint military ca-
pability including decking for strike aircraft.

T-AOE(X). The next generation fast combat support ship is being studied and
may eventually replace the Sacramento Class of fleet auxiliaries. The T-AOE(X) is
envisioned to provide rapid replenishment at sea of petroleum, munitions, provi-
sions, and fleet freight. Acquisition is currently scheduled to start in fiscal year
2009.

Ship /| Submarine Conversions and Modernizations

SSGN. The fiscal year 2006 Budget provides the funding to convert the last of
four SSBNs to SSGNs. When complete, the SSGN will be a covert conventional
strike platform capable of carrying up to 154 Tomahawk missiles and supporting de-
ployed special operating forces.

Cruiser (CG) Modernization. The CG Modernization program was restructured in
fiscal year 2006 in accordance with Congressional direction. Under the restructured
plan, the older Baseline 2 and 3 ships will be modernized first. Funding begins in
fiscal year 2006 for long lead-time procurements for a fiscal year 2008 Baseline 2
modernization availability. This modernization will reduce combat system and com-
puter maintenance costs, replace obsolete combat systems, and extend service life.
It will also incorporate manpower reduction improvements and quality of service en-
hancements from the smart-ship program.

CVN-70. The fiscal year 2006 budget provides funds for the first increment of the
CVN-70 Refueling Complex Overhaul (RCOH). The planned schedule will have the
CVN-70 available to the Fleet in late 2009, after both RCOH and subsequent work-

ups.

SSBN Extended Refueling Overhaul. The refueling and overhaul of the USS Ala-
bama is budgeted in fiscal year 2006. This is the second SSBN ERO that will sus-
tain our strategic forces well into the future.

Mine Warfare.—The fiscal year 2006 Budget includes funding to support the
Navy’s goal of an organic mine countermeasures capability while upgrading the
dedicated mine countermeasure force. The budget continues the development and
integration of five organic systems for the MH-60S platform to be deployed from
the LCS: the AQS—20A Minehunting System, the Airborne Laser Mine Detection
System, the Airborne Mine Neutralization System, the Rapid Airborne Mine Clear-
ance System, and the Organic Airborne and Surface Influence Sweep System. The
fiscal year 2006 Budget request also supports the development and procurement of
the Remote Minehunting System integrated into DDG-51 hulls 91-96 as well as for
deployment from the LCS. In fiscal year 2006, we will continue with our Surface
Mine Countermeasures (MCM) mid-life upgrade plan. We have initiated a product
improvement program for the engines of the MCM-1 Avenger Class mine counter-
measure ships to enhance their reliability and availability. We are upgrading our
minesweeping capability with new acoustic generators and magnetic sweep cables,
and have requested resources to replace our maintenance-intensive mine neutraliza-
tion system (AN/SLQ-48) with an expendable mine neutralization system. For the
Marine Corps, the budget continues to support the Assault Breaching System, that,
when fielded, will counter the mine and obstacle threat in the beach and surf zones.

Aircraft.—The Department’s fiscal year 2006 Budget request is structured 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. Including the aircraft
funded with RDT&E, the number of aircraft requested increases from 115 in fiscal
year 2005 to 138 in fiscal year 2006. This includes the first four EA-18G aircraft,
five VXX helicopters and three Firescout unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV). The
budget continues to maximize the return on procurement dollars, primarily through
the use of multi-year procurement (MYP) for the F/A-18E/F and EA-18G, the E—
2C, and the MH-60S programs.
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F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF). Our recapitalization plan includes the JSF, a
stealthy, multi-role fighter aircraft designed jointly to be an enabler for Sea Strike
and Sea Shield. The fiscal year 2006 Budget contains funding for the continuation
of System Development and Demonstration (SDD) on the JSF. The JSF will en-
hance the DON’s precision strike capability with unprecedented stealth, range, sen-
sor fusion, radar performance, combat identification and electronic attack capabili-
ties. Carrier based JSF will complement the F/A-18E/F and EA-18G in providing
long range strike capability and much improved persistence over the battlefield. The
Short Take Off/Vertical Landing (STOVL) JSF combines the multi-role versatility of
the F/A-18 and the basing flexibility of the AV-8B. The commonality designed into
the JSF program will reduce acquisition and operating costs and allow enhanced
interoperability with our Allies and sister Services. The JSF continues working to
translate concept designs to three producible variants. Manufacture and assembly
of the first flight test Conventional Take Off and Landing (CTOL) aircraft is under-
way, with assembly times much less than planned. Detailed design work continues
for the CTOL and STOVL variants. The first flight is scheduled for 2006. The JSF
program has aggressively addressed weight and airframe design issues identified
last year. All three variants are projected to meet key performance parameter re-
quirements. The JSF program is completing a re-plan effort that began approxi-
mately a year ago. The fiscal year 2006 Budget reflects the revised SDD and produc-
tion schedule.

F/A-18E/F and EA-18G. The F/A-18E/F continues to be the centerpiece of Navy
combat aviation and entered into a five year multi-year procurement contracting
starting in 2004. The F/A-18E/F program has also been funded to introduce a trans-
formational radar, helmet-mounted sight, advanced targeting pod, and a fully inte-
grated weapons system. The budget also includes funding for the first EA-18G,
which is the follow-on aircraft to the EA-6B electronic attack aircraft.

MH-60R/MH-60S. The fiscal year 2006 Budget requests funding for the procure-
ment of 12 aircraft and continued RDT&E for the replacement and upgrade of Light
Airborne Multi-Purpose System MK III SH-60B and carrier-based SH-60F heli-
copters to the new configuration designated as MH—60R. In addition, the budget re-
quests funding for RDT&E and the procurement of 26 MH-60S, which is the Navy’s
primary combat support helicopter designed to support Carrier and Expeditionary
Strike Groups.

V-22. The V-22 program is designed to meet the expeditionary/vertical assault
needs of the Marine Corps, the strike rescue needs of the Navy, and to supplement
the special mission aircraft for U.S. Special Operations Command. The fiscal year
2006 Budget request includes funding for 11 V-22s (9 MV-22s and 2 CV-22s) and
funding for continued aircraft testing and evaluation. Progress continues towards
delivering a high-quality aircraft that improves capability and interoperability of the
aircraft, reduces production costs, and maximizes production efficiency. Since the re-
sumption of V-22 flight-testing, in May 2002, the V-22 is satisfying the threshold
levels for all its key performance parameters. V-22 test pilots have recorded more
than 4,500 flight hours since that time. The V-22 will enter Operational Evaluation
gl March 2005, leading to a full rate production decision expected in late Calendar

ear 2005.

AH-17/UH-1Y. The current fleet of AH-1W attack helicopters and UH-1N utility
helicopters continues to perform superbly in the GWOT. High demand for their ca-
pabilities in a harsh environment is highlighting known deficiencies of these aging
helicopters—particularly with regard to crew and passenger survivability, payload
lift, power, endurance, range, airspeed, maneuverability, and supportability. The
DON determined that the H-1 Upgrade Program is the most cost-effective alter-
native for the Marine Corps’ attack and utility helicopter requirements. The H-1
Upgrade Program is a key modernization effort designed to resolve existing safety
deficiencies, enhance operational effectiveness of both the AH-1W and the UH-1N,
and extend the service life of both aircraft. In October 2003, the program entered
initial low-rate production. A follow-on low-rate production is scheduled to start in
February 2005, and operational and evaluation testing is planned to begin in July
2005. Due to aircraft attrition in combat operations, we plan to pursue funding in
the future for a “build-new” strategy for additional AH-1Z and UH-1Y aircraft, in
order to prevent inventory shortfalls that would be unacceptable in light of current
and expected operational commitments.

Multi-Mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA). In June 2004 the Navy selected Boeing’s
737 for the MMA. The MMA will be a long-range Anti-Submarine Warfare (ASW),
Anti-Surface Warfare (ASUW), and ISR aircraft capable of broad area maritime and
littoral operations. The MMA is the replacement for P-3C Orion and will begin to
enter the fleet in 2013.
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CH-53X. The Marine Corps’ CH-53E continues to demonstrate its value as an ex-
peditionary heavy-lift platform, with significant assault support contributions in Af-
ghanistan, the Horn of Africa and Iraq. Vertical heavy lift will be critical to success-
ful 21st century operations in anti-access, area-denial environments, enabling the
force application and focused logistics envisioned within the joint operating con-
cepts. The CH-53X series aircraft will address our emerging heavy-lift require-
ments. The fiscal year 2006 Budget requests RDT&E funds to begin the System De-
velopment and Demonstration phase of the CH-53X program.

Advanced Hawkeye (AHE). The AHE program will modernize the E-2 weapons
system by replacing the current radar and other system components to maintain
open ocean capability while adding a robust overland capability against current and
future cruise missile type targets. The budget requests funds to procure two E-2Cs
as the third year of a four-year multi-year procurement. This effort will keep the
production line viable while the AHE continues spiral development toward an Initial
Operational Capability (IOC) in fiscal year 2011.

Presidential Replacement Helicopter (VXX). The fiscal year 2006 Budget requests
RDT&E funding for VXX systems development efforts and the procurement of five
pilot production aircraft. The goal of this accelerated program is to introduce a new
Presidential helicopter by October 2009. The VXX program will utilize an evolution-
ary acquisition approach through a two-part incremental development to deliver a
safe, survivable and capable vertical lift aircraft while providing uninterrupted com-
munications with all required agencies.

Marine Corps Equipment.—The fiscal year 2006 Budget supports the development
and fielding of equipment used by Marine Corps ground forces. The Marine Corps’
number one ground acquisition priority continues to be the Expeditionary Fighting
Vehicle (EFV). The EFV will join the MV-22 and the LCAC as an integral compo-
nent of the amphibious triad required for executing expeditionary maneuver war-
fare. Low-rate initial production procurement begins in fiscal year 2007 and will
start delivery in fiscal year 2008. The Department intends to procure 15 vehicles
in fiscal year 2007 with IOC planned for fiscal year 2010.

Also critical to the Marine Corps transformation efforts is the Lightweight 155
Howitzer (M 777). The M 777 is a joint USMC/Army 155 mm towed artillery system
that will provide significant improvements over the current M198 system. The M
777 is currently in its third year of low-rate initial production for the Marine Corps.

Marine Corps modernization efforts within the fiscal year 2006 Budget include the
High Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicle HMMWVAZ2) program and the Light
Armored Vehicle Product Improvement Program (LAV PIP).

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV).—The fiscal year 2006 Budget continues to dem-
onstrate the DON’s commitment to develop, acquire, and field transformational
UAV technologies for ISR and tactical missions. The Navy’s UAV programs are fo-
cused on two areas, the Vertical Takeoff and Landing Tactical UAV (VTUAV), des-
ignated the Fire Scout, and the Broad Area Maritime Surveillance (BAMS).

The Fire Scout (VTUAV) is capable of operating from all air-capable ships. It car-
ries modular mission payloads and operates using the Tactical Control System
(TCS) and Tactical Common Data Link. The Fire Scout will provide day/night real
time ISR and targeting as well as communication-relay and battlefield management
capabilities for ASW, MIW and ASUW on LCS. The BAMS UAV program will meet
the Navy requirement for a persistent ISR capability as well as address the growing
ISR gap and the shortfall in maritime surveillance capability. The BAMS UAV Sys-
tem is intended to be a Navy fleet asset for tactical users such as Battle Group
Commanders and the Joint Forces Maritime Component Commander (JFMCC).

The Marine Corps continues to examine options for the sustainment and eventual
replacement of its aging Pioneer fleet. Requirements for Vertical Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle (VUAV) are being developed in consonance with Ship to Objective Maneuver
concepts from Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare and with lessons learned from re-
cent operational experience. The Marine Corps will procure a small number of
United States Coast Guard Eagle Eye tilt rotor UAVs as an interim step to replace
the Pioneer.

Finally, the Air Force and Navy Joint Unmanned Combat Air System (JUCAS)
will provide persistent, carrier-based penetrating surveillance in high threat areas
that will leverage existing investment in long-range weapons to ensure access
against future threat air defense systems to allow strike options with low risk of
friendly loss/capture. This joint program is in the science and technology develop-
ment and demonstration phase.

Unmanned Surface Vehicles (USV).—The fiscal year 2006 Budget request sup-
ports advanced technology development for a mine influence system integrated into
an unmanned 11-meter craft for deployment from LCS.
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Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGV).—We continue to pursue man-transportable
robotic systems to perform explosive ordnance disposal tasks, to include technology
development of bottom crawling vehicles for mine reconnaissance and neutraliza-
tion.

Unmanned Undersea Vehicles (UUV).—The fiscal year 2006 Budget continues the
development of a family of Unmanned Undersea Vehicles as described in the UUV
Master Plan issued in 2004. The Modular 21-inch UUV program will provide a ro-
bust mine counter measures capability that can be deployed covertly. Its design will
support the ability to reconfigure for other missions due to its open architecture de-
sign. A family of smaller diameter (7.5-inch), low-cost, man-deployable UUVs will
provide the capability for mine clearance in shallower areas as was demonstrated
during OIF, as well as support force protection missions. In fiscal year 2006, we are
initiating the development of a 12.75-inch UUV for deployment from LCS in support
of mine countermeasures missions and environmental data gathering. A larger di-
ameter UUV will provide a long endurance capability and expand the types of mis-
sions that can be conducted.

Munitions Programs.—During OEF and OIF, the Department expended less preci-
sion ordnance than projected. As a result, the purchases for fiscal year 2006 have
been decreased for Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAMs) and Laser Guided Bombs
(LGBs). This decrease in procurement provides no increased risk to the DON but
merely reflects lower ordnance utilization rates. Partnerships with the Army and
the Air Force in several of our munitions programs continue to help us optimize
both our inventories and our research and development investments

The Navy provided an Early Operational Capability (EOC) and accelerated deliv-
eries for 500-pound JDAM variant (GBU-38) for Navy F/A-18E/F platforms. This
variant was deployed immediately after approval for production was granted as it
met an urgent warfighter need to deploy precision munitions with limited collateral
effects in congested urban environments in support of OIF. The 500-pound JDAM
filled the mission need so well that over one-third of the initial inventory was ex-
pended within one month of weapons arriving in theater. This resulted in a Navy
and Marine Corps request for accelerated production and delivery. The fiscal year
2006 Budget funds JDAM to meet all known warfighter demands and we will close-
ly monitor expenditures to make any adjustments, as needed.

We also approved a new variant of the JSOW family of weapons for Full Rate Pro-
duction in December 2004. Similar to the new 500-pound JDAM program, this capa-
bility is in demand by the warfighter to provide new options for precision attack
against point targets vulnerable to blast fragmentation effects and hardened tar-
gets.

Technology Insertion.—We continue to sustain a robust RDT&E effort as we
transform the Navy and Marine Corps to the next generation of combat systems.
This budget reflects our commitment to future transformational capabilities main-
tained in joint forward sea basing initiatives and technology insertion for major
platforms including DD(X), LCS, SSN, VXX and MMA, and supports a new design
for future undersea superiority system. While the long term pace of trans-
formational programs has slowed in this budget, desired future capabilities have
been preserved across the warfighting spectrum. Continued technology improve-
ments will ensure Naval forces’ ability to project offensive power, defend the home-
land, and sustain operational independence around the world.

Science and Technology (S&T). The Navy pursues an integrated and comprehen-
sive science and technology program, from basic research through manufacturing
technology, focused on enabling the Naval warfighter as outlined in the Department
of the Navy’s vision Naval Power 21. The President’s Budget request for science and
technology efforts to support the Navy and Marine Corps Team is $1.8 billion. Pro-
gram officers manage specific investment portfolios and are responsible for inte-
grating basic research with applied science and technology in their areas, while pro-
moting the effective and expeditious transition of discovery and invention into real-
world applications. The success of the Navy S&T program is not measured simply
by the basic science it supports, but also by the successful transition of that science
to support our Sailors and Marines in the field.

FORCEnet. The Navy and Marine Corps FORCEnet is an initiative to achieve Net
Centric Warfare and joint transformation by providing robust information sharing
and collaboration capabilities across the Naval enterprise and with other services,
agencies, the joint community, and coalition partners. We are beginning to imple-
ment FORCEnet capabilities in our acquisition programs, including programs that
procure either warfighting or support systems afloat and ashore, to provide this crit-
ical capability as soon as possible across the Department. We expect FORCEnet-sup-
ported operations to have a higher tempo and greater effectiveness, efficiency and
adaptability. In short, we expect better results faster, with less waste and greater
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responsiveness to changing circumstances. Some distributed network concepts and
systems that provide the building blocks for FORCEnet include: Open Architecture,
Cooperative Engagement Capability, Mobile User Objective System, and Joint Tac-
tical Radio System.

CONCLUSION

The Navy and Marine Corps Team is providing great value to our Nation. Today,
your Navy and Marine Corps Team is forward deployed, answering the call in pro-
tecting America’s strategic interests. “Being there” around the world, around the
clock, with combat ready forces—your Navy and Marine Corps Team will continue
to be ready to win the fight across a wide range of contingencies.

The fiscal year 2006 Budget request is both about prevailing in today’s environ-
ment and bridging for a successful future. While we are balancing between today
and tomorrow’s force, we are clear in purpose and focused on success in the future.
We are confident in our capabilities and where we are headed together with the
joint force. In preparing for the future, we will never overlook the present. With this
budget, we have set a course to win our Nation’s wars and transform to meet future
challenges.

In supporting the challenges outlined in the fiscal year 2006 Budget request, Con-
gress will continue to provide the DON the right capability at the right time to meet
our Nation’s needs.

Senator STEVENS. Admiral Clark, we welcome you for your last
statement. But I've got to start off by telling you about the advice
my first father-in-law gave me as he reached 95. He said, “Just
keep in mind that only in the English language does the word ‘re-
tire’ mean other than go to bed.”

We expect to see you again and again. Admiral, welcome before
the Committee.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL VERN CLARK

Admiral CLARK. Thank you very much, Chairman Stevens, Sen-
ator Inouye, Chairman Cochran, and Senator Mikulski.

It is a real privilege to be here; actually, a great honor for me
to be here representing the sons and daughters of America who
wear sailor uniforms in service to this Nation, and especially to be
here with this team that’s sitting to my left, Secretary England and
General Hagee. I am privileged to work with people like this, com-
mitted to our Nation, and making the Navy/Marine Corps team
stronger.

And, as you have said, this is a meaningful event for me, because
it’s the last time I'm going to be here, at least in an open session,
talking about this Navy that I love.

This posture statement that I've submitted to you, the written
one, is the longest one I've ever given to you. I'll take about 4 or
5 minutes here and just talk about what’s in here.

This budget before you ensures that you will continue to see
credible combat naval forces deployed overseas in the immediate
years ahead, just as they are doing this morning, providing
warfighting and/or deterrent forces in the far corners of the Earth.
The way I like to say it is, “options for the President with the free-
dom to represent our Nation in the maneuver space that’s guaran-
teed by international law, operating in our maritime domain with
a capability which comes to you only from the investment that this
Nation has made in its Navy.”

This is a capability that will become more and more important
with a future that I believe will focus on generation-four warfare
in a global war on terror that will last for many years to come.
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In this budget proposal, which I support, we’ve carefully allo-
cated the resources provided by this Nation, and propose increases
in every major segment of the Navy’s budget.

In particular, the military personnel account will increase by
$1.1 billion in a package that enhances the overall benefits of mili-
tary service, from pay, to housing, to special allowances, and di-
rectly supports our efforts to recruit and retain a talented and
dedicated fighting force.

Our operations and maintenance account increases to ensure the
continued readiness of the Navy to fight and win in the long war
against terror. If we've learned anything since 9/11, it is that our
forces must be ready. And your Navy is more ready today than at
any time since any of you or I have been engaged in this national
security business.

Let’s talk about procurement. It increases by almost $2 billion,
seeking to achieve future warfighting wholeness and funding im-
portant new ship and aircraft programs.

Continuing the emphasis on transformation, the aircraft procure-
ment plan in this budget has $6.6 billion in R&D for our aviation
programs—Multi-Mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA), Joint Strike
Fighter, V-22, Aerial Common Sensor (ACS), and Presidential Hel-
icopter Replacement (VXX). And the return on these programs is
high. For instance, today our carrier strike groups can strike four
times the number of targets per day than they could in Desert
Storm. And because of our investment strategy, what’s in the budg-
et today, this naval aviation strike capability is expected to double
again by the end of 2010.

The fiscal year 2006 to 2011 program includes $89.6 billion and
a procurement plan of 1,263 aircraft across the Future Years De-
fense Plan (FYDP). The 2006 budget alone includes $10.5 billion to
procure 128 aircraft, including helicopters, representing an addi-
tional $1.7 billion above what was appropriated in 2005.

And we made a significant commitment to increase research and
development, as the Secretary said. Now, let me just point out one
fact here. Our research and development budget is now, in this
budget, double what it was when I came into office 5 years ago. In
2006, it goes up by $1.2 billion, of which 66 percent is going to de-
sign the ships and the submarines and aircraft that will support
our transformational goals, like seabasing, and maximize our oper-
ational availability with speed, access, and persistence.

So, overall, this budget is well balanced. It increases the quality
of naval service, ensures combat and operational readiness for the
fighting force today, and invests in future capabilities.

Having said that, I must share with you a number of challenges
that do lie before us and the Nation.

First, the majority of our naval force structure was built to fight
two major theater wars, yet the strategic landscape is vastly dif-
ferent today than when I came to this job and demands, in my
view, a different set of capabilities to accomplish increasingly dis-
creet missions. I'm speaking specifically about other missions, such
as peacekeeping, stability operations, and the tasks involved in the
global war on terror. As a result, I believe that our Navy must be
reshaped and better balanced to be optimized for the future. Build-
ing a force set to deal only with major combat operations, given all
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the other tasks that we face in the world today and will face in the
future is not, in my view, a responsible approach.

The budget is a transformational gearshift, as the Secretary said,
to properly shape us for the future by fielding platforms and sen-
sors and capabilities that are key to winning the wars that we may
have to fight in the future. We must build platforms like the Lit-
toral combat ship, where we’ve decoupled the combat capabilities
from the frame—the sea frame itself. And the EA-18G, with its ad-
vanced weapons and sensors, that transforms the battle against
TIADS, integrated air defense systems, from one of suppression to
one of lethality. And we must also continue development of ad-
vanced technology for DD(X) and the developing CVN-21 and
CG(X), which will take on the missile defense threats of the future,
along with Joint Strike Fighter and maritime pre-positioned force
and the replacement Amphibious Assault Ship (LHA) for our ma-
rine friends.

Let me give you another challenge. While transitional threats are
the focus of today’s efforts, we must keep watch on the increased
anti-access and sea-denial capabilities that are being developed by
nations in the Middle East and Asia.

Third, we must deal with the spiraling cost of our systems. Spi-
raling costs are competing with our ability to transform for the fu-
ture. Slowing the pace and reducing the scale of our vital pro-
grams, escalating procurement costs in shipbuilding and aircraft
are eroding my buying power, and we need your help to partner
with industry to deliver more fighting power at less cost to the Na-
tion.

My written statement addresses the soaring costs of ships and
aircraft over time, and the impact of this loss of buying power. I
think the conclusion is obvious. We must address the central issue.
What size Navy with what kinds of capabilities must this Nation
have to live in a world where globalization is the rule of the day?
This addresses, directly, your comment, Mr. Chairman, about your
concern for the future and the size and the number of ships that
we will have in the days to come. I believe that this is a national
security issue that requires our collective attention.

Finally, personnel costs continue to rise, especially regarding
healthcare. Now, there is no question that we owe them, our men
and women and their families, a standard of living that properly
reflects the value of their service to the Nation, and we also owe
them the tools to do their job. So, we must ensure that our force
is properly shaped and trained and educated to provide the max-
imum return on investment. And there are many initiatives under-
way. And I would love to talk today about how we are winning the
battle for people.

To meet these future challenges, we need congressional support
to help us implement more flexible ship and aircraft procurement
funding mechanisms, such as level funding and advanced procure-
ment and split funding and multi-year procurements, all of these
things somehow put together, just as we do with other major de-
fense acquisition programs. In my view, the status quo is inad-
equate. If we do not transform our acquisition methods, we will not
be able to deliver the 21st century Navy that this Nation needs.
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We also ask your support for our continued experimentation with
innovative force-shaping tools for our people to ensure our Navy is
properly sized and trained to meet the challenges of the 21st cen-
tury.

And so, in closing, I want you to know that your Navy is ready,
as ready as I have ever seen it. And I want you to know that this
readiness did not happen by accident. You gave us the resources,
and we got here because of the tremendous men and women living
a lifestyle of service in uniform today.

Over the past year, they have deterred and disrupted the move-
ment of terrorists at sea, supported the United States (U.S.) and
coalition forces on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan, guarded
Iraq’s critical oil infrastructure in the Persian Gulf, and provided
quick and vital support to the tsunami relief effort.

Today, the spotlight is on the Army and the United States Ma-
rine Corps, and that’s exactly as it should be, as they fight in Iraq
and Afghanistan. There are, to some people’s surprise, 7,000 sailors
ashore in Iraq with them, and that number is growing. And there
are 13,000 sailors at sea in General Abizaid’s theater. And when
Iraq is over and everybody else comes home, your Navy will still
be out there every day, just like it is today, with our number one
joint partner, the United States Marine Corps, representing our
Nation in ways that no other service can on the high seas in our
maneuver space, with the freedom to go wherever we need to go.

PREPARED STATEMENT

I want you all to know that I could not be more proud of the
operational accomplishments of our Navy and the men and women
who make it possible. It’s been a thrill of a lifetime to have this
opportunity. And I thank you for the chance to represent them here
today, and I look forward to the opportunity to discuss our Navy
in the future.

Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL VERN CLARK

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, this will be my fifth opportunity
to talk with you about the investments that you’ve made in America’s Navy and
about our budget request for the coming year. I want you to know that it has been
an honor for me to come to this “house of the people” and work with all of you in
the service of our great nation. Your dedication to the public good has been an inspi-
ration, and I am personally grateful for having had the privilege to speak with you
on so many occasions.

I also want to express my gratitude on behalf of the men and women of your
Navy. Your exceptional and continuous support has made possible their remarkable
achievements of the last five years in manpower, readiness levels, and our ability
to generate capabilities the joint force will need to fight and win in the dangerous
decades ahead.

These marvelous Americans—active and reserve, uniformed and civilian—will
continue to make this nation proud as they take the fight to today’s enemy, while
steadily transforming our institution to meet tomorrow’s challenges. It is they who
make ours the greatest Navy ever to sail the world’s oceans; our ability to attract,
train, and retain them is a testament to the health of our service and an indicator
of our proper heading as we chart our course into the twenty-first century.

YOUR NAVY TODAY—FOCUSED ON WINNING THE FIGHT

We are engaged in a war that I believe will be a generational challenge. Your
Navy has been at the forefront of this war at sea and on land, and Sailors have
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represented themselves with great distinction. In this fight, your Navy is making
history as we contribute unprecedented reach, precision, persistence, and awareness
to the joint force. In this time of great consequence for our future, our men and
women operating in the air, on and under the sea, and on the ground are at the
leading edge of the Global War on Terrorism.

Today, there are 85 ships on deployment (29 percent of the Fleet); this includes
three aircraft carriers, and two big deck amphibious ships (LHA/LHD). They are de-
ployed in support of the nation’s interests in the Persian Gulf, the Mediterranean,
the Indian Ocean and the Western Pacific (see Figure 1). And because of the
changes we’ve made in how we maintain our ships and train our crews, still others
are ready to surge forward on short notice or are continuing operations like strategic
deterrence; intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance missions; and counter-drug
patrols in support of other national imperatives.

YOUR NAVY TODAY

Figure 1

There are now approximately 22,000 Sailors deployed to the Central Command
area of responsibility (AOR) in support of Operations ENDURING FREEDOM
(OEF) and IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF). This includes more than 14,000 men and
women of the HARRY S. TRUMAN Carrier Strike Group (CSG), CARL VINSON
Carrier Strike Group and BONHOMME RICHARD Expeditionary Strike Group
(ESG) as well as some 8,000 Navy personnel on the ground throughout the theater.
Among them are more than 2,500 medical personnel in direct support of ground
combat missions, and more than 1,000 Seabees managing construction projects for
new Iraqi schools, bridges, roads and facilities. They are also teaching construction
skills as part of the Iraqi Construction Apprentice Program.

OIF.—In the past year, Navy aircraft have provided the reach, precision, persist-
ence, and awareness needed by Soldiers and Marines engaged in OIF ground com-
bat operations. Navy sea-based tactical aircraft flew more than 3,000 sorties and
dropped more than 100,000 pounds of ordnance in close support missions. Less visi-
ble, but no less valuable, have been the nearly 5,000 hours of dedicated surveillance
and reconnaissance flown by both sea-based and shore-based Navy aircraft, pro-
viding the eyes and ears of our people on the ground in Iraq. At sea, Naval Coastal
Warfare forces protect Iraq’s oil terminals in the Persian Gulf.

GWOT.—In multiple theaters in the war on terror, your Navy is conducting Mari-
time Interdiction Operations (MIO) and Expanded MIO. EMIO is the maritime com-
ponent of the GWOT and its purpose is to deter, delay and disrupt the movement
of terrorists and terrorist-related materials at sea. With our extensive MIO experi-
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ence in the Persian Gulf and elsewhere, we are well trained to monitor, query and
board merchant vessels, and we have done so 2,200 times in the last year alone.

We are actively participating in an ongoing series of Proliferation Security Initia-
tive (PSI) exercises as well as working groups composed of operational experts from
PSI partner nations in an effort to prevent the flow of WMD, their delivery systems,
and related materials. This initiative is led by the State Department and envisions
partnerships of states working in concert to develop a broad range of legal, diplo-
matic, economic, military, and other tools to interdict shipment of such items.

We have also been working closely with the U.S. Coast Guard to better defend
the homeland, including developing a new operational concept called Maritime Do-
main Awareness (MDA). MDA will enable identification of threats as early and as
distant from our borders as possible to determine the optimal course of action.
Armed with this better awareness and visibility, we will provide an active, layered
system of defense that incorporates not only the maritime domain, but space and
cyber-space as well. The success of these operations can be credited to the synergy
developed between our Navy, the Coast Guard and other agencies.

I would like to point out here, as I have testified in prior hearings, that to fully
develop our concept of Sea Basing and to realize the fruits of MDA for the defense
of our homeland, we must take maximum advantage of the widely accepted rights
codified by the Law of the Sea Convention.

From transit passage, to reaffirming the sovereign immunity of our warships, pro-
viding a framework for countering excessive claims of other states, preserving the
unfettered right to conduct military activities in the exclusive economic zones, the
Convention provides the stable and predictable legal regime with which to conduct
our operations today and in the future. Joining the Convention will support ongoing
U.S. military operations, including continued prosecution of the Global War on Ter-
rorism, and will enhance our leadership role in maritime matters. I strongly support
United States’ accession to the Law of the Sea Convention because joining the Con-
vention will strengthen our nation’s defenses.

Operation UNIFIED ASSISTANCE.—By sea-basing our relief efforts for South
Asian tsunami victims in Operation UNIFIED ASSISTANCE, for example, the
ABRAHAM LINCOLN CSG and the BONHOMME RICHARD ESG (including Ma-
rines from the 15th Marine Expeditionary Unit) delivered more than 6,000,000
pounds of relief supplies and equipment quickly and with more political acceptance
than may have been possible with land-based relief efforts.

In addition, nine of our versatile P-3C reconnaissance and surveillance aircraft
supported search and rescue operations, while the High Speed Vessel (HSV) SWIFT,
an aluminum-hulled catamaran, deployed from Naval Station Ingleside, Texas, in
January to provide high-speed connectivity to the shore with its ability to transit
shallow water. The hospital ship USNS MERCY is now on scene to provide a base
of operations for joint U.S. military medical organizations and recognized inter-
national nongovernmental and private relief organizations. And, more than 400 Sea-
bees assisted in disaster recovery efforts such as clearing roads, removing debris
and assessing damage.

Our most precious resource.—At the heart of everything good that is happening
in our Navy today is the vital fact that we are winning the battle for people. We
are attracting, developing, and retaining a talented cadre of professionals who have
chosen a life of service. Our ability to challenge them with meaningful, satisfying
work that lets them make a difference is fundamental to our covenant with them
as leaders.

To better fulfill this promise, we are in the process of developing a Human Capital
Strategy that fits the twenty-first century—a strategy that delivers the right skills,
at the right time, for the right work. We would not be in a position to do that today
had we not first tackled the fundamentals: recruiting the right people, increasing
retention, and attacking attrition.

We have consistently met or exceeded our recruiting goals since 2000. This has
allowed more selectivity and a consequent increase in the quality of recruits. Nearly
15 percent of our current recruits, for example, now have college experience, up by
more than 300 percent since 2000. More than 95 percent of new recruits now have
high school diplomas. And minority officer applications have increased by 27 per-
cent.

We have experienced extraordinary retention in our Navy fostered by a new cul-
ture of choice and a focus on professional development for our Sailors. This new cul-
ture has led to the highest retention in our history. Therefore we are able to be
more selective in recruiting and establish the kind of competitive environment for
reenlistment and detailing. This, in turn, allows us to more effectively shape of the
force, developing a more educated and experienced group of professionals to lead
and manage our high-tech Navy. Sailors in many ratings have been given new op-
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portunities to compete and grow in our institution through adjusted NEC-targeted
Selective Reenlistment Bonuses and the Perform-To-Serve program. We have also
piloted choice in assignments with a new Assignment Incentive Pay pilot program.
Sailors are now able to compete for select jobs in duty stations across the globe.

Since 2000, we have also reduced attrition by nearly 33 percent. This past year
alone, leaders throughout our Navy attacked the number one cause for attrition: il-
legal drug use. Despite an increase in testing of nine percent Navy-wide, the num-
ber of positive samples was down by 20 percent since 2003. In short, we now have
the highest quality workforce the Navy has ever seen.

Readiness to fight—We have a responsibility to you in the Congress and to the
taxpayers to ensure that the Navy the nation has already bought is properly
equipped. We have invested billions of dollars in training, maintenance, spare parts,
ordnance, flying hours and steaming days so that the current force is prepared on
a day-to-day basis to deliver combat power whenever and wherever it is needed.
Today we have the best readiness performance I’ve seen in my career.

To enhance our Navy’s ability to respond to crises whenever and wherever needed,
we implemented a Global Concept of Operations that increases both the number and
capabilities of naval assets that are forward deployed throughout the world. This
new operating concept delivers a sustainable global reach to influence current
events through the sovereign presence of our naval forces.

This past year, we maintained Fleet Response Plan’s (FRP’s) “6 +2” readiness to
consistently deliver six forward-deployed or ready-to-surge CSGs almost imme-
diately, plus two additional CSGs in 90 days or less. The FRP allows us to surge
50 percent more combat power on short notice to deal with future global contin-
gencies than in the past. For example, we were able to maintain the JOHN C
STENNIS CSG in a “ready for war” state for 418 of the 509 days of its most recent
readiness cycle that included deployed operations.

Three Months, Five Theaters, Seven CS5Gs

Figure 2

As part of the FRP, we demonstrated “presence with a purpose” in a multi-CSG
surge exercise, SUMMER PULSE 2004 (see Figure 2), as well as the four-month de-
ployments of USS RAMAGE and ROSS. We also surged USS BATAAN, BOXER,
and KEARSARGE to enable Marine Corps deployments to ongoing operations in
Iraq, and we maintain this surge capability across the Fleet 365 days per year. To
support this level of operational availability, we have been improving our mainte-
nance processes and organizations. Innovative programs like SHIPMAIN and the
Naval Aviation Readiness Integrated Improvement Program (NAVRIIP) helped de-
velop and share best practices, streamline maintenance planning and improved per-
formance goals in shipyards, depots and other maintenance facilities.
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Transforming for the Future—At the Naval War College in June 2002, I intro-
duced our vision of tomorrow’s Navy, Sea Power 21 (see Figure 3).
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Sea Power 21 began the process of translating theory into practice for a wide
range of advanced concepts and technologies—ranging from the stand up of the
Fleet ASW Command to the initiation of ballistic missile defense—that will increase
the combat effectiveness of the joint force. We are moving forward with the main
concepts of that vision to transform the way we fight.

We have introduced Sea Strike capabilities that extended our reach and precision,
providing joint force commanders with a potent mix of weapons. In OIF, we de-
ployed F/A-18E/F Super Hornet squadrons, providing greatly enhanced range, pay-
load, and refueling capability. Tactical Tomahawk has entered service, allowing in-
flight target re-programming and increasing our time sensitive strike capabilities.
The Shared Reconnaissance Pod (SHARP), the Advanced Targeting Forward-Look-
ing Infrared (AT-FLIR), the Joint Helmet Mounted Cueing System and the Multi-
Functional Information Distribution System (MIDS) arrived in the Fleet and showed
us the power of these new knowledge dominance technologies. The Advanced SEAL
Delivery System made its first deployment with USS GREENEVILLE this year, and
we started conversion of the third of four SSBNs for conventional strike and SOF
insertion.

Our Sea Shield capabilities also improved, extending the defensive umbrella over
joint forces ashore during OIF. USS CURTIS WILBUR conducted the nation’s first
ballistic missile defense patrol. Within four years, 18 warships will be fitted with
a transformational ballistic missile surveillance, tracking, and engagement capa-
bility. We also published an Anti-Submarine Warfare Concept of Operations (ASW
CONOPs), describing ASW force attributes, warfighting principles, and development
priorities.

Recent results from at-sea experiments have yielded significant insights into revo-
lutionary distributed ASW sensor technologies and communications that dem-
onstrate the potential of this new CONOPs. Additionally, we refined our Mine War-
fare Roadmap to expedite the fielding of new technologies and capabilities into the
Fleet, demonstrated the defensive capabilities of Anti-Torpedo Torpedoes, and
awarded a contract to design and develop the Multi-Mission Maritime Aircraft for
maritime surveillance to replace the aging P-3.

With our number one joint partner, the Marine Corps, we continue to explore op-
tions to best realize Sea Basing, studying the optimal ship mix for future ESGs and
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Maritime Pre-positioning Force (Future) squadrons. We commissioned USS VIR-
GINTA (SSN 774), our first submarine designed for littoral missions, and accepted
delivery of USS JIMMY CARTER (SSN 23) with significantly improved payload ca-
pability. We also approved baseline designs for the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) and
begin construction on our first LCS in June of this year.

Among our FORCEnet initiatives to integrate the power of a networked combat
force, we established an enterprise-wide architecture that puts in place standards
for both infrastructure management and the networking of combat systems. We
have also developed a plan for increased use of unmanned systems in tactical ISR
and collaborated with the Air Force to develop an Airborne Networking strategy for
tactical as well as command and control aircraft. In that vein, we have begun to
align the C4ISR concepts of all the Services: FORCEnet (Navy and Marine Corps),
C2 Constellation (Air Force) and LandWarNet (Army). We have also enhanced joint
and coalition interoperability in our deploying ships through installation of
CENTRIX and COWAN nets.

Sea Trial, our initiative to streamline and formalize our experimentation process,
is up and running with the Fleet in charge. This past year, we conducted 43 dif-
ferent experiments, ranging from LCS concept of operations development to Missile
Defense Surface Action Groups. We tested SSGN effectiveness in a joint scenario
with networked forces at sea, in the air, and on land. We conducted a highly com-
plex and challenging ASW experiment in UNDERSEA DOMINANCE 04, while we
tested dynamic bandwidth management and reach-back in TRIDENT WARRIOR 04.
We sponsored leading edge technologies for future naval warfare including: X-Craft,
an innovative ship to be used as a test platform for the Littoral Combat Ship; an
operational-scale electromagnetic rail gun; new concepts for persistent littoral un-
dersea warfare; programs to enhance the joint tactical use of space; and Sea Basing
enablers. We also focused the Future Naval Capability program to close warfighting
gaps and overcome technical barriers.

We are also transforming the business of running the world’s greatest Navy. Our
Sea Enterprise Board of Directors employs a disciplined review process that helped
ensure maximum effectiveness of every dollar we spend. In addition, we established
a Corporate Business Council to aid business process transformation, and to foster
a culture of productivity and continuous improvement. This forum of senior Navy
leaders is chartered to:

—Develop and advocate high potential, cross-functional initiatives and ensure en-

hanced performance and organizational efficiencies.

—Ensure savings are harvested and returned to the leadership for reallocation

against other Navy priorities.

—Track and integrate Echelon II business initiatives, and facilitate barrier re-

moval and organizational impediments to change.

—Ensure Sea Enterprise and CNO Echelon II Execution Review lessons-learned

are leveraged across all commands.

Initiatives such as AirSpeed, Task Force Lean, SHIPMAIN, and NAVRIIP are
also improving ship and aircraft support processes while sustaining readiness.

Service that Makes a Difference.—Sailors are the core resource of the Navy and
we compete with industry to retain them. Congressional commitment to competitive
pay has made this possible including base-pay raises and elimination of out-of-pock-
et expenses for housing. Additionally, we have funded achievement of Homeport
Ashore, aimed at moving single sea-duty Sailors to Bachelor Quarters by fiscal year
2008.

Quality of service has also been enhanced for the families of our Sailors. We have
improved family housing and remain on track to eliminate inadequate family hous-
ing units by fiscal year 2007. Family medical care benefits have been enhanced
through the initiation of TRICARE for Life, ensuring superb medical care for quali-
fied families after their military service. We have also joined partnerships with pri-
vate industry to provide mobile career opportunities and enhance the Spouse Em-
ployment Assistance Program.

Training and education for our Sailors are a critical component of their quality
of service. We have created a system to accelerate the implementation of training
and education improvements that has become a model for DOD. These programs
seek to create the workforce for the twenty-first century and to ensure the right
skills, in the right place, at the right time. Education opportunities have also been
enhanced through the Navy College Program, including partnerships with civilian
colleges, to provide rating-related associate and bachelor degrees via distance learn-
ing.

In July of last year, the Navy established a Professional Military Education
(PME) Continuum. This continuum of learning will provide career-long educational
opportunities for the professional and personal growth of Sailors. It incorporates
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Joint PME and Navy PME with advanced education and leadership training, and
will be a key factor in job assignment and career progression.

The Power of Alignment.—Over the last five years, we launched numerous initia-
tives aimed at increasing the alignment of our organization. Alignment within our
Navy is about two fundamental things. First, it ensures that organizations, systems,
and processes are constructed to effectively and efficiently produce a combat-ready
Fleet. It also ensures we share a common understanding of our missions and objec-
tives.

As part of that effort, we created the Commander, Fleet Forces Command (CFFC)
to integrate policies and requirements for manning, equipping, and training all
Fleet units. This year, we put in place a Fleet requirements generation process with
CFFC as the lead Fleet integrator, to review and approve all Navy requirements
documents, and provide formal Fleet input at all requirements generation levels. We
also aligned the Navy Warfare Development Command and warfare centers of excel-
lence under CFFC, to stimulate concept development and technology insertion to the
Fleet.

We created Fleet Type Commanders to lead their communities from the water-
front. That effort is now helping us to better design a twenty-first century Human
Capital Strategy, and to refine our training and maintenance processes.

The Human Performance Center (HPC) was established in September 2003 to
apply Human Performance and Human System Integration principles in the re-
search, development, and acquisition processes. HPC will help us understand the
science of learning and ensure training is driven by Fleet requirements. This is
helping to provide better growth and development opportunities, eliminate perform-
ance and training deficiencies, save money, and improve readiness.

We established the Commander, Navy Installations Command (CNI) to guide the
operations, administration, and support for Navy installations world-wide while re-
ducing infrastructure management layers. CNI improved our capability to manage
dispersed facility operations, conserve valuable resources, establish enterprise-wide
standards, and improve our facility infrastructure.

We established the Assistant CNO for Information Technology (ACNO-IT) to pro-
mote Navy-wide alignment between warfighting and business information tech-
nologies, and to ensure IT investments and resources are targeted for highest value
efforts and return on investment.

We also established the Commander, Navy Education and Training Command to
serve as the Chief Learning Officer for the Navy and to be the single authority for
individual training (officer and enlisted) strategy and policy.

We improved the integration of our Total Force, streamlining Reserve head-
quarters and increasing Reserve access to Active platforms and equipment. On any
given day during 2004, more than 20,000 Reservists were on active duty engaged
in Fleet and joint operations as part of the “total force.”

YOUR NAVY TOMORROW—BRIDGING TO THE FUTURE

Previously, our force structure was built to fight two major theater wars. How-
ever, the strategic landscape is vastly different today, and this new strategic land-
scape requires additional capabilities to accommodate a wide array of missions. We
are therefore adjusting the scope and scale of our warfighting capabilities to support
small-scale contingencies, such as peacekeeping and stability operations in addition
to traditional warfighting requirements. We are also diversifying our capabilities in
order to mitigate greater risk against irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive chal-
lenges that we face today and for the foreseeable future. (See Figure 4).
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In meeting today’s challenges, we must improve the strategic speed necessary to
move significant, joint combat power anywhere around the globe. U.S. military force
must be immediately employable and rapidly deployable, seizing and maintaining
the initiative in any fight, anywhere.

Second, we must continue to develop “precision.” As precision weaponry becomes
commonplace throughout the joint force, we must develop concepts of operation and
doctrine to maximize these powerful capabilities.

Third, we must establish an “unblinking eye” above and throughout the
battlespace. Technological leaps in miniaturization have begun to make possible an
increasing array of unmanned sensors along with the communications networks and
command and control (C2) capacity to yield pervasive awareness of the battlespace.

We must also continue to develop to the fullest measure of joint interdependence.
We are more effective as a fighting force and more efficient with taxpayer dollars
when service missions and doctrine are designed from the start to be fully inte-
grated.

Attributes of Tomorrow’s Success.—In short, speed and agility are the attributes
that will define our operational success. But, the importance of these qualities ex-
tends beyond operations to the very foundations of our institution. This is true re-
gardless of whether we’re talking about our personnel system, the size and adapt-
ability of our technological and industrial bases, the design and function of our sup-
porting infrastructure, or the financial planning necessary to put combat power to
sea. Speed and agility define our operational response but also need to characterize
our acquisition process. We must continue to find new and better ways to develop
and field our emerging technologies, and the cycle in which this occurs needs to be
measured in months not years.

The drive to increase our speed and agility means increasing the operational
availability of our forces. We will do so by continuing to refine and test the Fleet
Response Plan and its associated training and maintenance processes. It means
studying our base structure to ensure that we are in a position to win. And it means
that we have to do what we can to lighten the load of joint forces going ashore and
reduce our ground footprint. To that end, we must more fully develop the oper-
ational concepts and tools required for the delivery of precision, sea-based fires and
logistics to support forces ashore.

The Maritime Domain.—The increasing dependence of our world on the seas, cou-
pled with growing uncertainty of any nation’s ability to ensure access in a future
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conflict will continue to drive the need for naval forces and decisive joint capability.
Additionally, increased emphasis on the littorals and the global nature of the ter-
rorist threat will demand the ability to strike where and when required and the
maritime domain will serve as a key enabler for U.S. military force.

We will continue to refine our operational concepts and appropriate technology in-
vestments to deliver the kind of dominant military power from the sea envisioned
in Sea Power 21. We will also continue to pursue the operational concepts for sea
basing persistent combat power. As part of that effort, we will work to expand our
combat logistics force capacity, and we will build a Maritime Pre-positioning Force
(MPF) with higher-capability alternatives to support sea basing a greater proportion
of USMC tactical aviation, other supporting fires and logistics.

We will invest in technology and systems to enable a moderate number of naval
vessels to fight above their weight, delivering decisive, effects-based combat power
in every tactical and operational dimension. We will pursue network-based, cross-
platform systems for fusing sensor information and for supporting multi-static proc-
essing of sensor signals delivered in large part by sea-based, unmanned tactical sur-
veillance systems. Our network-based command and decision systems will permit
tactical commanders to view an integrated battlespace picture that supports time-
critical, precise, accurate tactical actions. We will also pursue an offensive informa-
tion operations capability on naval ships, aircraft, and weapons.

We will also invest in technology and systems to enhance the survivability of the
joint force against anti-access threats and threats in the densely packed littoral en-
vironment. These include hard-kill defense systems (including directed energy weap-
ons) that are effective against anti-ship missiles, small high-speed surface craft, and
torpedoes. They also include disabling (“non-lethal”) systems that can neutralize
close-in ambiguous threats; radars and sonars that achieve higher performance
without higher power; precise, retargetable, sea-based strike weapons with signifi-
cant “loiter on station” capability for close fire support; over-the-horizon surface-to-
air missiles and the sensor network to target them; and higher-performance organic
mine countermeasure systems, including systems for very shallow water.

Total Force Endstrength.—Changes in our operational concepts and our invest-
ments in technology will require us to recruit, train and retain a warrior force that
is more educated and technically savvy. Smart ship technologies embedded in fu-
ture-design ship classes, capital-for-labor substitutions for performing manpower-in-
tensive tasks, and condition-based maintenance with systems that identify when
maintenance is required will all fundamentally change the nature of the work that
we do. And because the nature of the work will change, we will need to reassess
and modify the fundamental elements of our personnel structure to maximize the
benefits of that change.

Technology, innovation, and outsourcing are changing the endstrength require-
ments for our Navy. Technology continues to change the nature of work and allows
us to optimize the number of personnel that once performed more manpower inten-
sive tasks. Innovative manning methods such as Optimal Manning and Sea Swap
also offer enormous potential and we will continue our experimentation.
Outsourcing non-warfighting functions and civilian conversions also reduce
endstrength requirements.

We therefore seek to reduce our Navy endstrength to 352,700 active Sailors by
the end of fiscal year 2006 as seen in Figure 5.
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We have already used existing authorities and our Perform-to-Serve program to
preserve the specialties, skill sets and expertise needed to continue the proper shap-
ing of the force. To date, more than 4,000 Sailors have been steered to undermanned
ratings, and more than 42,000 have been approved for in-rate reenlistment since the
program began. Our Perform-to-Serve and early release programs are part of a de-
liberate, controlled, and responsible strategy to become a more experienced, better
trained, but smaller force.

The National Security Personnel System (NSPS) provides an additional oppor-
tunity to increase our organizational speed and agility by improving the way we
hire, assign and compensate our civilian employees. NSPS will make us more effec-
tive, while preserving employee protections and benefits as well as the core values
of the civil service.

Force Capabilities.—As we evolve advanced concepts for employment of forces, we
will also refine analyses and requirements, to include the appropriate number of
ships, aircraft, and submarines. As discussed above, I believe that the wave of
transformation now washing over our armed forces is essentially about developing
the means for pervasive awareness of the battlespace, and for exploiting that knowl-
edge with rapid and precise firepower to achieve desired strategic effects. We're
going to carry that revolution forward into all mission areas, from supporting Ma-
rines ashore in Distributed Operations, to Anti-Submarine Warfare and Missile De-
fense. To achieve this, we are making significant Research and Development (R&D)
investments to bring the necessary technologies rapidly to the Fleet, with R&D
funds surging in fiscal year 2006 as several programs—including LCS, MMA, JSF
and others—peak. See Figure 6 below.
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In fact, our fiscal year 2006 budget request is up in every appropriation category
compared to fiscal year 2005, including our investments in future capabilities. As
can be seen in Figure 7, our investment glide slope is headed in a positive direction

in this budget, including money for ship and aircraft procurement, R&D, and weap-
ons programs.
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In a sensor-rich construct, the numbers of platforms are no longer a meaningful
measure of combat capability. And just as the number of people is no longer the
primary yardstick by which we measure the strength or productivity of an organiza-
tion in an age of increasing capital-for-labor substitutions, the number of ships is
no longer adequate to gauge the health or combat capability of the Navy. The capa-
bilities posture of the Fleet is what is most important.
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In fact, your Navy can deliver much more combat power, more quickly now than
we could twenty years ago when we had twice as many ships and half again as
many people. See Figure 8, for example, on the effects of technology and new oper-
ational concepts on the capabilities of the Fleet.

Shipbuilding and Design.—In addition to new concepts of operation and the tech-
nology that supports them, we are thinking anew about shipbuilding and design.
For the first time in decades, we are building entirely new types of ships in fiscal
year 2006 and beyond; the modular nature of these ships will give us flexibility and
adaptability to fight in diverse environments against a variety of possible enemies.
It also allows us to dramatically expand their growth potential with less technical
and fiscal risk.

What all of this means is that we are investing in the right capabilities for the
future, not just the platforms that carry them. Further, I believe that the current
low rate of ship construction and the resultant escalation of platform cost will con-
strain the future size of the Fleet. As I have previously testified, I don’t believe that
it’s all about numbers; numbers have a quality all their own, there’s no question
about that. But, it is more important that we buy the right kinds of capabilities in
the ships that we’re procuring in the future, and that we properly posture our force
to provide the speed and agility for seizing and retaining the initiative in any fight.

The ultimate requirement for shipbuilding, however, will be shaped by the poten-
tial of emerging technologies, the amount of forward basing, and innovative man-
ning concepts such as Sea Swap. Additional variables range from operational avail-
ability and force posture to survivability and war plan timelines.

The notional diagram below (Figure 9) illustrates how manning concepts and an-
ticipated technological adaptation will modify the number of ships required. The
blue and yellow lines represent levels of combat capability and the ships required
to achieve that capability. For example, the left side of the diagram shows our cur-
rent number of ships (290) and the current projection of ships required to fully meet
Global War on Terror requirements (375) in the future. The right side of the dia-
gram shows a projection that provides the same combat capability but fully
leverages technological advances with maximum use of Sea Swap. It is a range of
numbers because the degree of technological adaptation is a variable, as is the de-
gree to which we can implement Sea Swap. The middle portion of the curve (in the
red ellipse) shows a projected range that assumes a less extensive projection of tech-
nological adaptation and use of Sea Swap. Although simplified, this diagram shows
how the application of transformational new technologies coupled with new manning
concepts will enable us to attain the desired future combat capability with a force
posture between 260 and 325 ships.
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Shipbuilding Priorities.—Our shipbuilding priorities and my testimony to Con-
gress on that subject over the last five years have been consistent. My themes have
been and remain:

—The ship procurement rate—dating back to the procurement holiday of the

1990s—was insufficient to sustain long-term needs;

—We seek a level-loaded shipbuilding investment stream;

—We need to partner with you and with industry to regain our buying power. Ac-
quisition and budgeting reforms, such as multi-year procurement, Economic
Order Quantity, and other approaches help to stabilize the production path, and
in our view, reduce per unit cost of ships and increase the shipbuilding rate.

In no other area of our Armed Forces do we make such large capital investments
that, in turn, impact important technological and industrial sectors of our economy.
In making these investments, we would appreciate legislative relief with more flexi-
ble funding mechanisms to support shipbuilding—such as funding CVN-21 and
LHA(R) over two years—as we fight a global war while transforming to meet the
demands of the changed strategic landscape. Our investments are influenced by:

Cost of War.—The shift in the strategic landscape occurs as we cope with the fis-
cal realities of funding current operations. Of note, the Navy absorbed $1.5 billion
in corporate bills for Cost of War items not funded by fiscal year 2004 GWOT Sup-
plemental. To meet this obligation, $200 million was charged to my Working Capital
Fund, $600 million was charged to O&M funds (including $135 million from CNI
infrastructure), and $687 million was charged to our investment funds to fund force
protection, equipment and personnel costs.

Procurement cost growth.—Among the greatest risks we face is the spiraling cost
of procurement for modern military systems, and shipbuilding and aircraft procure-
ment are no exception. When adjusted for inflation, for example, the real cost in-
crease in every class of ship and aircraft that we have bought since I was an Ensign,
United States Navy, has been truly incredible.
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It becomes more so when taken in comparison to other capital goods like auto-
mobiles, where the inflation-adjusted cost growth has been relatively flat over the
same period of time. Cost increases have grown beyond our ability to control as com-
pared to decades prior. As we seek greater combat capability and greater oper-
ational efficiencies through upgraded power, propulsion, and computing tech-
nologies, we find a ratio of cost growth beyond our seeming control, which may not
be fully explainable solely by reduced economies of scale. See Figure 10.

The total costs of manpower have increased significantly since I have been CNO.
Those costs are having an impact, not only on our ability to maximize the talents
of our people, but also on the investments needed to transform our combat capa-
bility for the future. We have kept faith with those who serve by advocating better
pay and benefits, and we have also kept faith with the taxpayers who expect that
the Navy they have bought and paid for is ready when you call upon us. Having
said that, the combat power of your Navy is not defined by the number of Sailors
in the ranks. We are therefore taking steps to redefine our approach to human cap-
ital and to our operational concepts. Once again, I ask you to approve a force with
reductions in personnel endstrength.

OUR FISCAL YEAR 2006 BUDGET REQUEST

This past year our Navy’s budget request continued our effort to sustain our cur-
rent readiness gains, shape the twenty-first century workforce, and invest in our
transformational Sea Power 21 vision while harvesting the efficiencies needed to
fund and support these three critical priorities. The current strategic environment
demands balanced funding between current operations and future investments, and
the fiscal year 2006 budget meets this balance in funding.

This year we intend to:

—Continue to deliver the right readiness at the right cost to fight the Global War

on Terrorism and support the nation’s war fighting needs;

—Accelerate development of our Human Capital Strategy that delivers the right

skills, at the right time, for the right work, unleashing the power of our people;

—Maximize our investment in Sea Power 21 capabilities to transform our force

and the joint warfighting 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 2006 and beyond.

As our budget is finalized in the coming months, there will be a number of fiscal
issues and processes that will have an impact, specifically: the cost of war in Iraq,
Base Realignment and Closure decisions, and the findings of the Quadrennial De-
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fense Review. With that in mind, our Navy budget request for fiscal year 2006 and
the future includes:

—Four (4) new construction ships in fiscal year 2006: One (1) SSN 774; One (1)
Littoral Combat Ship; One (1) T-AKE; and One (1) LPD-17.

The investment plan across the future year’s defense program (FYDP) calls
for 49 new construction ships, including DD(X), LHA(R) Flight 0, MPF(F),
CVN-21, and SSN 774s. While our build rate dips to four ships in this budget
year, this is a reflection of a shift in focus to the next generation surface com-
batants and sea basing capabilities.

—Procurement of 138 new aircraft in fiscal year 2006, including the first four EA—
18G aircraft and three Firescout unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs). The budget
continues to maximize return on procurement dollars, primarily through the use
of multi-year procurement (MYP) for the F/A-18E/F and EA-18G, the E-2C, the
MH-60S and the KC-130J programs. We have also made research and develop-
ment investments in the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) 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
Mission Reconfigurable UUV System, and unmanned aviation vehicles (UAV)
such as the Broad Area Maritime Surveillance UAV and the Joint Unmanned
Combat Air System. The budget also requests funding for experimental hull
forms like the X-Craft, and other advanced technologies including the Joint Aer-
ial Common Sensor (JACS).

—A 3.1 percent basic pay raise for our Sailors, a 2.3 percent pay raise for our
civilian workforce, and investment in housing and Public-Private Ventures that
will help eliminate inadequate barracks and family housing by fiscal year 2007
and enable us to house shipboard Sailors ashore when their vessel is in home-
port by fiscal year 2008;

—Readiness investment that supports the Fleet Response Plan, including sus-
tained funding for ship and aircraft operations, aviation depot maintenance, and
precision guided munitions. This includes improvements in ship maintenance
and training scheduling to maximize surge capabilities.

Continuing to deliver the right readiness at the right cost to fight the Global War
on Terrorism

Getting to the fight faster to seize and retain the initiative means that a key word
in our future is “surge.” If a resource doesn’t have surge capability, we are not going
to own it. Every part of the Fleet will be organized around this surge operational
concept and its associated training, maintenance, and logistics processes. We must
understand and adapt our warfare doctrine, supporting procedures, training, and
schedules to take best advantage of FRP and other emerging operational constructs.
And we must also determine, accurately articulate, and continuously validate our
readiness requirements. Taking prudent risks and attacking cost will permit us to
fund essential requirements, optimizing the operational impact of today’s Navy
Wl’iﬂe creating a future Navy that capitalizes upon and can rapidly field new tech-
nology.

—Ship Operations and Flying Hours requests funds for ship operations
OPTEMPO of 51 days per quarter for our deployed forces and 24 days per quar-
ter for our non-deployed forces. We have properly funded the flying hour ac-
count to support the appropriate levels of readiness and longer employability re-
quirements 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 periods
defined by the Fleet Response Plan, and as a result, it will improve our ability
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 2006
request continues the improved availability of non-deployed aircraft and meets
our 100 percent deployed airframe goals. Our ship maintenance request con-
tinues to “buy-down” the annual deferred maintenance backlog and sustains our
overall ship maintenance requirement. We are making great strides in improv-
ing the visibility and cost-effectiveness of our ship depot maintenance program,
reducing the number of changes in work package planning and using our con-
tinuous maintenance practices when changes must be made.
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—Shore Installations. Our Facilities Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization
(SRM) program remains focused on improving readiness and quality of service
for our Sailors. Our fiscal year 2006 Military Construction and Sustainment
program reflects difficult but necessary tradeoffs between shore infrastructure
and fleet recapitalization. Facilities sustainment is 95 percent in fiscal year
2006, the same as in fiscal year 2005. Our budget request keeps us on a course
to achieve the DON goals to eliminate inadequate family and bachelor housing
by fiscal year 2007 and provide Homeport Ashore Bachelor Housing by fiscal
year 2008. We are exploring innovative solutions to provide safe, efficient instal-
lations for our service members, including design-build improvements, and
BRAC land sales via the GSA Internet. Additionally, with the establishment of
Navy Installations Command, we have improved our capability to manage our
dispersed facility operations, conserve valuable resources, establish enterprise-
wide standards and continue to improve our facility infrastructure.

—Precision Guided Munitions receive continued investment in our fiscal year
2006 request with emphasis on the Joint Stand-Off Weapon (JSOW), Joint Di-
rect Attack Munition (JDAM), Tactical Tomahawk (TACTOM), and Laser-Guid-
ed Bomb (LGB) inventory levels. Joint partnerships with the Air Force and
Army in several of our munitions programs continue to help us optimize both
our inventories and precious research and development investments and will re-
main 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 2006 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. I would like to highlight our gratitude to you in the
Congress for the amendments to the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
enacted in the 2003 and 2004 NDAA. These amendments made favorable
changes that have improved our Navy’s performance in both environmental
stewardship and Fleet training operations. Clarifying our current and future re-
sponsibilities and providing assurances that these standards will remain con-
stant is helping us to plan and resource for stable, long-term programs that will
benefit both fleet readiness and the land and life that abounds on and around
our ranges.

Accelerating Development of our Human Capital Strategy

When 1 testified before your committee last year, I said that we would take the
opportunity afforded by success in recruiting, retention and attrition to begin the
hard work of fundamentally restructuring our personnel system to compete for tal-
ent in the twenty-first century marketplace. Your support has been instrumental in
getting to this point. The improvements and pilots that Congress has supported—
including bonuses, pay table adjustments, retirement reforms, better medical bene-
fits, and our Sea Warrior initiatives—are having the desired impact.

We also continue to challenge all assumptions when it comes to determining man-
ning strategies. The Fleet is implementing best practices from last year’s Optimal
Manning experiments to find the right mix of talent for pilot programs in USS NIM-
ITZ and Carrier Air Wing ELEVEN. We've begun a new pilot program in USS DE-
CATUR designed to allow Chief Petty Officers to fill the majority of Division Officer
billets. And we are continuing our Sea Swap experiments with USS GONZALEZ,
LABOON, and STOUT crews, even as we examine results from previous DD/DDG
experiments to determine this concept’s applicability to other ship classes.

Inherent to our new Human Capital Strategy will be the pursuit of new tech-
nologies and competitive personnel policies that will streamline combat and non-
combat personnel positions, improve the integration of active and reserve missions,
and reduce the Navy’s total manpower structure. We will change our processes to
eliminate “make-work,” and use available technology to do away with work that is
unfulfilling. We’re going to change policies and organizational structures—like non-
rated billets—that inhibit the growth and development of our people. And we're
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going to build future ships and aircraft to maximize human performance while in-
spiring great leaps in human possibilities.

Our fiscal year 2006 budget request includes the following tools we need to en-

hance mission accomplishment and professional growth:

—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). Two years ago, we introduced PTS to align our Navy
personnel inventory and skill sets through a centrally managed reenlistment
program 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
46,000 Sailors have been steered to undermanned ratings and approved for in-
rate reenlistment since the program began in 2003 and we will continue this
effort in 2006.

—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 in 2003, more than
9,000 AIP bids have been processed resulting in nearly 3,000 Sailors receiving
bonuses for duty in these demanding billets. We ask for continued support of

this initiative.
SEA WARRIOR
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—Professional Military Education (PME). Full implementation of the relevant pro-
visions of the fiscal year 2005 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) is
a significant step forward for Joint PME, and has my full support.

This year, we plan to take several actions that can ensure that our profes-
sional military education programs continue to foster and build upon the con-
fidence we currently experience in our joint warfighting capabilities.

First, JPME should focus more sharply on the interagency aspect of military
operations. Given the necessity of interagency planning and decision-making in
the execution of the Global War on Terrorism, we should examine this area
closely for possible introduction to the JPME requirement.
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Additionally, we need to prepare more officers to be joint operational plan-
ners. These officers must be ready to plan and execute new joint operational
concepts in both headquarters staffs and joint task forces. We also need to bet-
ter identify the knowledge and skill sets required for specific joint duty assign-
ments, and then provide learning opportunities that target these requirements
via multiple delivery methods. This effort should capitalize on reusable content
and joint standards at all of our service colleges as well as training within the
Combatant Commands.

In view of the foregoing, JPME is clearly relevant to the Navy’s development
of a Human Capital Strategy. In fact, JPME must be a central element of that
strategy if we are to be successful in creating a better trained, better educated
and better compensated, but smaller workforce in the future. In this regard, we
are moving forward with efforts to exploit the Naval War College’s web-enabled,
non-resident program to create new delivery mechanisms for PME across the
total force. That includes not just active and reserve forces, but our civilian
workforce as well. The Defense Leadership and Management Program (DLAMP)
is an important tool that complements DON efforts in this area, and I support
DLAMP initiatives to better incorporate senior civilians from DOD and other
federal agencies in PME programs. Lastly, I believe we can improve the trust
and confidence of officers in coalition forces by focusing on the issue of partici-
pation by international officers in our JPME programs and by U.S. students at
foreign war colleges.

—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
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).

Maximizing Our Investment in Sea Power 21

As I have previously testified, Sea Power 21 defines the capabilities and processes
that the twenty-first century Navy will deliver. Bridging to the future described in
that vision requires innovation, experimentation, and rapid technology insertion re-
sulting in mid- and long-term war fighting improvements. Speed, agility and a com-
mitment to joint and coalition interoperability are core attributes of this evolving
Navy. Further analyzing, understanding, and applying prudent risk to capability
and program decisions are essential to achieving future war fighting wholeness.

This year, we will further maximize our investment in Sea Power 21 capabilities,
pursuing distributed and networked solutions, focusing on the power of Sea Basing
and our complementary capability and alignment with our number one joint part-
ner, the U.S. Marine Corps.

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 possible
our reliance on shore-based support nodes. To do this, we will make doctrinal, orga-
nizational and operational changes mandated by this concept and by the underlying
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.
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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 guided missile and
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 HSV SWIFT and the X-Craft are helping us
reduce our technical risk and apply important lessons in hull design and mis-
sion 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 2006 request of $873 million in SCN and R&D funding
continues the development of CVN 21 and several critical technologies in the
lead ship, including the EMALS prototype and testing already ongoing in
Lakehurst, New Jersey. Construction of the CVN 21 will start in fiscal year
2008 with delivery in fiscal year 2015.

—MPF(F). These future Maritime Pre-positioning Ships will serve a broader oper-
ational function than current pre-positioned 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
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deep inland. They will sustain in-theater logistics, communications and medical
capabilities for the joint force for extended periods as well. Our fiscal year 2006
request of $66 million in research and development reflects our emphasis on
Sea Basing capabilities.

—CG Modernization. The CG Modernization program was restructured in fiscal
year 2006 in accordance with congressional direction. Under the restructured
plan, the older Baseline 2 and 3 ships will be modernized first. 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 Capability, which enhances and leverages the air de-
fense capability of these ships, and an ASW improvement package. These con-
verted cruisers could also be available for integration into ballistic missile de-
fense missions when that capability matures. Our first cruiser modernization
begins in fiscal year 2008.

—DDG-51 Modernization. The DDG-51 class guided missile destroyer program
has been an unqualified success. We believe these ships will continue to be a
“workhorse” of the Fleet for the foreseeable future, with 62 hulls eventually
planned. But the first ships of this class are already approaching mid-life. Keep-
ing these ships in fighting shape will mean making the appropriate investment
in their engineering plants and updating their combat system to pace new
threats in the next two decades. It is also important that we continue to apply
new technologies to the ARLEIGH BURKESs that will permit reductions in crew
size, so that the Navy’s manpower footprint continues to decrease. Funding for
DDG modernization begins in fiscal year 2006, and the program will commence
with the completion of the last new construction DDGs of the ARLEIGH
BURKE class in fiscal year 2010.

Sea Strike is the projection of precise and persistent offensive power.

SEA STRIKE
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The core capabilities include Time Sensitive Strike; Intelligence, Surveillance and
Reconnaissance; Ship to Objective Maneuver; and Electronic Warfare and Informa-
tion Operations. We are already investing in impressive programs that will provide
the capabilities necessary to support Sea Strike; these include the following fiscal
year 2006 priorities:

—DD(X).—The technology engine for the Fleet and the bridge to CG(X), DD(X) is
the centerpiece of a surface combatant family of ships and will deliver a broad
range of capabilities. This advanced multi-mission destroyer will bring revolu-
tionary improvements to precise, time-critical strike and joint fires and our Ex-
peditionary and Carrier 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 eight times farther and command more than 110
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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), LHA(R) and
CVN-21; the new Multi-Function Radar/Volume Search Radar suite is currently
operational at our Wallops Island site and is delivering impressive results. It
will also enable the transformation of our operations ashore as on-demand, per-
sistent, time-critical strike revolutionizes our joint fire support and ground ma-
neuver concepts of operation and frees our strike fighter aircraft for more dif-
ficult targets at 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 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 enterprise like the electromagnetic rail gun and di-
rected energy weapons. The fact that rail guns do not require any explosives
will free up magazine space for other mission areas and enhance survivability.
DD(X) will be in service for decades after that; having the kind of growth poten-
tial to install those kinds of technologies dramatically lowers our future devel-
opment costs.

The funding profile for DD(X) supports the 14,000-ton design and the S-Band
Volume Search Radar (VSR). Lead ship construction starts in fiscal year 2007.

—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 remains vital to our future. It will give
us the range, persistence and survivability needed to keep our strike fighters
viable for years to come.

—VIRGINIA-class submarine (SSN-774).—The first ship of this class was com-
missioned this year. This class will replace LOS ANGELES-class (SSN-688) at-
tack submarines and will incorporate new capabilities, including unmanned ve-
hicles, and the ability to support Special Warfare forces. It will be an integral
part of the joint, networked, dispersed twenty-first century Fleet. Our fiscal
year 2004 budget funded the first of five submarines under the multi-year pro-
curement (MYP) contract authorized by Congress. The second submarine of the
MYP contract was funded in fiscal year 2005. Approximately $100 million in
economic order quantity advance procurement is funded in fiscal year 2006 in
support of this contract.

—SSGN.—Funding is included in fiscal year 2006 to continue the SSGN conver-
sion program. Our future SSGN capability will provide covert conventional
strike platforms capable of carrying 154 Tomahawk missiles. The SSGN will
also have the capacity and capability to support Special Operations Forces for
an extended 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.

—FEA-18G.—Using the demonstrated growth capacity of the F/A-18E/F, the EA-
18G will quickly recapitalize our Electronic Attack capability at lower procure-
ment cost, with significant savings in operating and support costs; all while pro-
viding the growth potential for future electronic warfare (EW) system improve-
ments. It will use the Improved Capability Three (ICAP III) 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 en-
hance deterrence and war fighting power by way of real-time integration with joint
and coalition forces, high speed littoral attack platforms setting and exploiting wide-
ly distributed sensors, and the direct projection of defensive power in the littoral
and deep inland.
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Sea Shield capabilities include: Homeland Defense, Sea and Littoral Control, and
Th?a;cler 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 to
minimize our risk from mines and sustain our national economic and military access
to every corner of the globe. Our future MCM capability 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 2006 budget request includes
$943 million in funding to maintain and upgrade our existing forces (MCM-1 class
ships, MH-53E helicopters) as well as funding to field advanced technologies nec-
essary to transform MCM capability. We have also requested $6.78 billion across the
FYDP for mine warfare programs, to include unmanned vehicles such as the Mis-
sion Reconfigurable Unmanned Underwater Vehicle (MRUUV) which, when fielded,
will provide a clandestine mine reconnaissance capability from our LOS ANGELES-
class submarines, and the Remote Minehunting System on ARLEIGH BURKE-class
destroyers. Both of these programs will reach Initial Operating Capability (I0C)
within the FYDP. 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 few years, 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 ad-
vanced 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 destruc-
tion of the Iraqi mine threat. The same kind of capability needs to be delivered
in a fast, maneuverable, shallow-draft platform that has the survivability to op-
erate independently. LCS will have these characteristics, along with self-de-
fense, navigation, command-and-control systems, and reduced requirements for
manpower relative to current warship design. The ship will have a top speed
of 56 knots, and a crew requirement of only 76 people.

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
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modular design, built to open-systems architecture standards, provides flexi-
bility and a means to rapidly reconfigure mission modules and payloads. In fact,
40 percent of LCS’s payload volume will be reconfigurable. As technology ma-
tures, 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. We searched the world
over for the very best systems, balancing risk with affordability and speed of
construction. LCS will share a common three-dimensional radar with U.S. Coast
Guard cutters. In addition, there are three other nations interested in pur-
chasing the seaframe, while 22 more are interested in the mission modules.

Detail design and construction of the first LCS Flight 0 ship will begin in
June of this year. 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 capa-
bility improvement for ship and mission systems. The first ship of the class will
be 80 percent complete when construction on the second ship begins. This incre-
mental development and delivery strategy supports the ship’s accelerated acqui-
sition schedule, diverse threat and capability requirements, and dynamic levels
of technology push/pull. The ship’s modular, open design will also enable
lifecycle adaptability and affordability.

—Missile Defense.—Our Navy is poised to contribute significantly in fielding 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 work-
ing closely under the authority of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA) to deliver
this much-needed capability to the nation’s Combatant Commanders. Our sea-
based missile defense programs experienced an important milestone this year
with the first ever deployment of an Initial Defensive Operations capability,
providing long-range surveillance and tracking. Within four years, 18 warships
will be fitted with this transformational ballistic missile surveillance, tracking,
and engagement capability, extending the defensive reach of naval forces deep
over land.

—Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA)—Broad Area Maritime Surveillance
(BAMS).—This year we awarded a contract to design and develop the Multi-
Mission Aircraft to recapitalize our 1950’s-era Lockheed “Electra”-based P-3
force. Our acquisition plan includes the integration of the Broad Area Maritime
Surveillance—Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (BAMS-UAV) program into the over-
arching Maritime Patrol and Armed Reconnaissance requirement. This lethal
combination of manned and unmanned reconnaissance aircraft will recapitalize
our maritime patrol anti-submarine warfare, anti-surface warfare and armed
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capability. We expect to reach Ini-
tial Operating Capability (IOC) of the MMA and BAMS UAV in 2013.

FORCEnet is the operational construct and architectural framework for naval

warfare in the joint, information age.
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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 standards of interoperability for 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 provides commercial IT services
for more than 380,000 DON employees. 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 community. Fiscal year 2006 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.

—DMobile User Objective System (MUOS).—The MUOS Satellite Communications
(SATCOM) program will increase DOD Narrowband UHF SATCOM capacity by
roughly 1,300 percent over current capabilities. MUOS is a $6 billion joint inter-
est program, and it supports a particularly important “Comms-on-the-Move” ca-
pability for handheld terminals, aircraft, missiles, and UAVs in urban and
heavily wooded terrain. We plan to reach the Initial Operating Capability mile-
stone 1n 2010, with Full Operational Capability in 2014.

—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 2006 request includes $134 million
for this program.

—Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS).—JTRS will be the wireless “last tactical
mile” component of the Global Information Grid (GIG) ad will transform Navy’s
tactical communications systems by incorporating Internet Protocol (IP) commu-
nications over multi-spectral radio frequency (RF) media. JTRS is a software
programmable, multi-band, multi-mode family of net-workable radios, capable of
simultaneous voice, data, video communications and mobile ad hoc networking.
Our fiscal year 2006 request includes $251 million for JTRS.

—Fire ScoutOur fiscal year 2006 request includes $77.6 million to continue the
development of the Fire Scout UAV. The Fire Scout is a Vertical Takeoff and
Landing Tactical UAV (VTUAYV) designed to operate from all air-capable ships,
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carry modular mission payloads, and operate using the Tactical Control System
and Tactical Common Data Link. The Fire Scout UAV will provide day/night
real time ISR and targeting as well as communication-relay and battlefield
management capabilities for ASW, MIW and ASUW.

—E-2 Advanced Hawkeye.—The E-2 Advanced Hawkeye (AHE) program will
modernize the E-2 weapons system by replacing the current radar and other
aircraft system components to improve nearly every facet of tactical air oper-
ations. The modernized weapons system will be designed to maintain open
ocean capability while adding transformational littoral ocean surveillance and
Theater Air Defense and Missile Defense capabilities against emerging threats
in the high-clutter environment. The AHE program plans to build 75 new air-
craft with the modernized weapons system with pilot production in fiscal year
2007.

Continuing our efforts to become more effective and efficient in the use of taxpayer
resources

We are well underway in our Sea Enterprise journey to be more effective and effi-
cient, yet more needs to be done to generate the resources necessary to implement
our Sea Power 21 vision. We must provide incentives for innovation in the work-
place, and implement tools and techniques that enable the workforce to challenge
existing assumptions, eliminate unnecessary costs, and increase efficiency and effec-
tiveness. Sharing best practices, and leveraging core competencies and continuous
process improvement are essential ingredients to our success. The promise of in-
creased effectiveness, productivity, and alignment can only be realized by extending
both the extent and depth of collaboration across the enterprise.

The DON Enterprise Resource Planning (ERP) initiative has created the frame-
work that will enable the transformation of key acquisition, logistics, and financial
business activities into an integrated network of decision-making processes. This
past August the Joint Requirements Oversight Council approved the Navy ERP
Operational Requirements Document (ORD) and cleared the way for the Navy to
purchase ERP software and hire an integration contractor. With the fiscal year 2006
budget, the Navy will continue to capitalize on demonstrated ERP technology ad-
vances in creating and disseminating decision-making information. The ERP pro-
gram is expected to continue to improve integration, leverage economy-of-scale, con-
solidate legacy systems and software using the best business and commercial prac-
tices available and align the President’s Management Agenda (PMA) within the De-
partment. We are pursuing an acquisition strategy that will support operational test
and evaluation by fiscal year 2006.

Sea Enterprise efficiency/mitigation initiatives valued in excess of $50 billion
across the FYDP. More importantly, however, Sea Enterprise offers a genuine un-
derstanding of program costs that empowers our Research and Development, en-
ables our program execution, and enhances the overall management of our Navy.
Accordingly there is increased relevance of our cost data and no built-in cost mar-
gins built into our budget. Put simply, our budget has the most granularity and cost
refinement than in any time in my tenure as CNO. This sometimes translates into
savings for our government but also means that unforeseen budget cuts directly af-
fect the heart of our programs and not just marginal costs.

CONCLUSION

Our mission remains bringing the fight to our enemies. We will execute the Glob-
al War on Terror while continuing our transformation for the future. We have set
in motion forces of change, beginning the journey that I believe we must undertake
if we are to maintain the greatness that our 229 years of naval history has bestowed
upon us. But change is demanding, difficult, and uncertain in its effects. It requires
extraordinary effort, especially for a large, public institution. And it is precisely for
these reasons that change must be harnessed as a positive force in our Navy.

Positive change is the bridge to our future. To get there we must also think anew
about the opportunities that we have now to make our Navy even better. Tomor-
row’s Navy will, in many ways, be strikingly dissimilar to our Navy today. But one
thing is clear: the business of the Navy will always be combat, and victory is both
our mission and our heritage. None of this would be possible without the constant
support of the Congress and the people of the United States of America. I would
therefore like to thank you once again, on behalf of the dedicated men and women
prepared to go in harm’s way for our great nation, for all that you do to make the
United States Navy ready today and prepared for the future.

Senator STEVENS. General Hagee, do you have a statement to
make?



148

General HAGEE. Yes, sir, I do.
SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE

General HAGEE. Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, other distin-
guished members of this subcommittee, it’s my privilege to be here
this morning to report on the readiness of your Marine Corps.

I would, also, like to offer my thanks to Vern Clark. I think you
know there has been no Chief of Naval Operations more committed
to the Navy/Marine Corps team than Admiral Vern Clark. And I
wish him all the best, and thank him for his friendship and for his
professionalism.

Sir, this past weekend, I was on Iwo Jima with some veterans
from that particular battle. Just a little over 60 years ago, on Feb-
ruary 19, over 80,000 marines and sailors onboard over 880 U.S.
ships made a landing on that small island. Thirty-six days later,
the battle was over, over 25,000 marines and sailors were wound-
ed, 6,100 gave their lives. And, in those 36 days, 27 medals of
honor were awarded.

Mr. Chairman, today we are again at war—a different type of
war, to be sure, but still a global war. And I can tell you that, in
my 37 years as a marine, | have never seen a more experienced,
battle-hardened, and ready force than today’s Marine Corps. Your
consistent fiscal and legislative support over the past few years
have been critical in delivering the force needed today.

I would also like to thank you personally for your caring visits
to our wounded and for caring for the families of those who have
lost loved ones. Your support is greatly appreciated by all marines
and their families.

Last year when I appeared before this subcommittee, I high-
lighted the importance of the flexibility and adaptability of your
marines in rapidly responding to multiple and varied contingencies,
many on short notice, since 9/11. Again, over the past year, the
value of this expeditionary force and its readiness were dem-
onstrated repeatedly in Iraq, Afghanistan, Horn of Africa, Haiti,
and, of course, most recently, in the relief operations in the Indian
Ocean.

A notable example of the value of your marines’ readiness, the
quality of their training, their leadership, and their understanding
of joint and coalition operations was in the Al Anbar province. In
November of last year, the marine force, tightly integrated with
Army brigades, Seabees, joint air assets, coalition forces, including
five Iraqi battalions, mounted a high-intensity joint assault in a de-
manding urban environment, destroying the insurgents’ safe-haven
in Falluyjah. This close-quarters fight against an adaptable and
dangerous enemy was executed rapidly and successfully. Equally
impressive, in my opinion, but not often noted, was, after the as-
sault, the force immediately returned to counterinsurgency and
civil-affairs operations.

While your marines and their equipment have performed well,
both at home and abroad, we do face some significant challenges.
The tempo of operation and the demands on the forces are ex-
tremely high across the entire Marine Corps, both regular and re-
serve. Marine units and operating forces are either deployed or are
training to relieve deployed units. No forces have been fenced. And



149

since 9/11, we have activated in excess of 95 percent of our Marine
Corps Reserve units, the majority of whom have served in either
Iraq or Afghanistan.

Last year, we met our recruiting and retention goals, both in
quantity and, most importantly, in quality. Although we remain on
track to meet our annual goals this year, the additional effort re-
quired by our recruiters and our career retention specialists is sig-
nificant. Your continued support of recruit advertising and enlist-
ment bonuses is important.

The Marine Corps greatly appreciates Congress’ authorization
last year to increase end strength by 3,000 marines. Additionally,
we are implementing internal initiatives to provide more capabili-
ties needed by the combatant commanders and to reduce our Oper-
ating Tempo (OPTEMPO). We have tremendous support from our
families. This support sustains us both at home and when we are
deployed in harm’s way. They have my sincere gratitude for their
courage and their sacrifice.

With regard to our material and equipment, we currently have
30 percent of our ground equipment and 25 percent of our aviation
equipment deployed in theater in one of the harshest operating en-
vironments on the planet. Usage rates for our ground equipment
are averaging eight-to-one over planned rates, while our aviation
assets are flying between two to three times their planned rates.
Our fiscal year 2005 supplemental submission requests funds to
begin the reconstitution of this equipment. Together, our fiscal year
2006 budget request and the supplemental will ensure that our es-
sential warfighting capability and readiness remain high.

The successes of our Armed Forces to date are a reflection of
Congress’ strong fiscal support over the past years. Our equipment,
support facilities, and the personnel policies that attract, create,
and keep our most lethal and effective weapon—high-quality ma-
rines—are the product of your long-term sustained investment.

Joint seabasing is the Navy/Marine Corps team’s overarching op-
erating concept for using the sea as maneuver space. This trans-
formational concept breaks down the traditional sea/land barrier. It
will enable the joint force commander to project joint and combined
forces anywhere in the world. Seabasing assures joint access by
leveraging maneuver of forces on the sea and by reducing depend-
ence upon fixed and vulnerable land bases. This concept will pro-
vide our combatant commanders with unprecedented versatility in
operations, from cooperative security to major combat. In support
of our transformation efforts, funding for seabasing research and
development is critical in order to ensure timely design and doc-
trinal decisions.

PREPARED STATEMENT

In conclusion, let me emphasize that your marines are fully dedi-
cated to the idea of service to our Nation, and they know they have
the solid backing of the Congress and the American people. We
fully understand that our greatest contribution to the Nation is our
high level of readiness to respond across the spectrum of oper-
ations. Marines and their families greatly appreciate your support
in achieving our high level of success, and your efforts to ensure
that we will be able to respond to future contingencies.
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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 Marine Corps. Today,
we are at war and your Marines are performing well because of the support they
have received from the Congress and their extraordinary courage, dedication, and
commitment. Marines realize the danger to the Nation, their vital role, and the
magnitude of their responsibilities. Many have been wounded or killed in action
over the past year carrying out these responsibilities.

Marines continue to demonstrate that we are an expeditionary force in readi-
ness—Most Ready When the Nation is Least Ready. Your continued support has
made this possible. The Global War on Terror will be long; therefore, sustaining and
improving our readiness for future challenges is critical to ensuring that the Marine
Corps continues to provide the combatant commanders the critical capabilities need-
ed. On behalf of all Marines and their families, I thank this Committee for your sus-
tained and indispensable support during these challenging times.

INTRODUCTION AND THE VALUE OF READINESS

Currently, your Marines are fully engaged across the spectrum of military capa-
bilities in prosecuting the Global War on Terror. Since the watershed events of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, the core competencies, capabilities, and emphasis on readiness
that the Marine Corps has structured itself around over many years have repeatedly
proven their value in the numerous and varied operations this conflict demands.
The importance of our Nation’s ability to project power and conduct military oper-
ations over long distances for extended periods of time as part of a joint force has
been revalidated. The Marine Corps’ role as the Nation’s premier expeditionary
force-in-readiness, combined with our forward deployed posture, has enabled us to
rapidly and effectively contribute to these joint operations. Our scalable, combined
arms teams, seamlessly integrating our robust ground and aviation forces with
adaptive logistics, create speed, flexibility, and agility to effectively respond to each
unique emerging situation. The high state of training and quality of our Marines
along with our warrior ethos—highlighted by our creed that every Marine is a rifle-
man—allows Marines to thrive in the chaotic, unstable, and unpredictable environ-
ment that has always characterized warfare and that our very adaptable enemies
methodically attempt to exploit.

Previously I have highlighted to Congress that in the early phases of Operation
ENDURING FREEDOM, two forward-deployed Marine Expeditionary Units formed
Task Force 58 and projected the first major conventional combat units into Afghani-
stan—more that 350 miles from its sea base of amphibious shipping. Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM 1 witnessed the flexibility of our projection capabilities when a
combat ready Marine Expeditionary Force of over 70,000 Marines and Sailors was
deployed in less than 60 days by multiple means—forward deployed Marine Expedi-
tionary Units, amphibious shipping embarked from stateside bases, Maritime
Prepositioned Ships, the use of amphibious ships as sea-based aviation power projec-
tion platforms, as well as strategic air and sealift assets. The significant capabilities
of this combined arms force—as it attacked more than 500 miles from its off-load
areas in Kuwait, rendering ten Iraqi divisions combat ineffective, and seizing half
of Baghdad as well as key areas to the north—were also demonstrated.

During this past year, Marines have continued to demonstrate their readiness
across the spectrum of required missions. Shortly after their return from Operation
IRAQI FREEDOM, the Marine Corps received a short-notice tasking to deploy
25,000 Marines back to Iraq. Since March 2004, Marines have led the Multi-Na-
tional-Force-West, responsible for stability and security in the Al Anbar Province in
Iraq. Our expeditious and innovative pre-deployment combat skills training pro-
gram, rapid modifications of our training and equipment to meet an evolving threat,
and our emphasis on cultural and language capabilities properly prepared us for the
challenges in this complex region. The I Marine Expeditionary Force, reinforced by
three Marine Expeditionary Units, is currently executing multiple security, urban
combat, nation building, counter-insurgency, aviation command and control, and
force protection missions with great confidence and skill, in the face of an adaptable
and dangerous enemy.

In Afghanistan this past spring, in addition to the infantry battalion and heli-
copter support already supporting Operation ENDURING FREEDOM, we provided,
on short-notice, a regimental headquarters and a combined arms Marine Expedi-
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tionary Unit. This Marine force was a major element of the combined joint task
force assigned to counter a suspected Taliban “Spring Offensive.” The success of this
force greatly assisted in setting the conditions for the Afghan national elections
later in the year and in establishment of a secure and stable government. We con-
tinue to provide both ground and aviation forces—currently an infantry battalion,
elements of two helicopter squadrons, and training teams—to protect and foster this
new democracy.

In addition to these operations, our concurrent support to other regions including
the Horn of Africa, the Pacific, support to the evacuation of non-combatants from
Liberia, and the unexpected peace operation in Haiti has demonstrated our great
range of flexibility. As on numerous previous occasions, Marines were deeply in-
volved in the recent humanitarian efforts in the wake of the Sumatran earthquake
and Indian Ocean tsunami. The value of our readiness across the spectrum of mili-
tary capability; our forward presence and security cooperation efforts in this region
for years; and our significant planning, logistical and transportation capabilities
from our robust sea-base platforms have again proven critical in the effective projec-
tion of America’s power—this time our power of humanitarian assistance. We should
not underestimate the importance of this humanitarian operation on the stability
of this critical region nor its potential favorable impact on the Global War on Terror.

Currently, we are conducting a major rotation of our units and headquarters in
Iraq. Many of these units have previously deployed to this theater, but we continue
to aggressively match our training and equipment to the changing threat. We expect
our commitment to Iraq to remain at about 23,000 Marines and Sailors, with the
Marine Corps reserve forces providing about 3,000 of these personnel into 2006.

Your support has ensured our near-term readiness remains strong. We will need
your continued support in order to retain this readiness into the future. The current
demand on the force is high. The entire Marine Corps is supporting the Global War
on Terror, and no forces have been fenced. In the past two years, we have gone from
a deployment rotation of one-to-three (6 months out/18 months back) to our current
one-to-one ratio (7 months out/7 months back) for our infantry battalions, aviation
squadrons, and other, high demand capabilities. This means that Marine units in
the operating forces are either deployed or are training to relieve deployed units.
Since 9/11, we have activated in excess of 95 percent of our Selected Marine Corps
Reserve units. The vast majority have served in either Iraq or Afghanistan. Despite
this high operational tempo, the Marine Corps continues to meet its recruiting and
retention goals in quantity and quality, but the effort required by individual recruit-
ers and career retention specialists is significant. The Marine Corps greatly appre-
ciates Congress’ authorization to increase our end-strength by 3,000 Marines in the
fiscal year 2005 Authorization Act. These additional Marines will assist in reducing
demands on Marines by filling our battalions to their designed strengths. We are
currently assessing whether a further increase of personnel beyond 178,000 will be
required to meet long-term commitments in the Global War on Terror.

Last year, we completed a force structure review to determine how we could bet-
ter meet the operational needs of the Global War on Terror within our then ap-
proved end strength of 175,000. This effort, addressed in detail in the Personnel
Readiness section below, will result in the creation of additional high demand units
and capabilities to address pressures within the force.

The significant increase in wear and tear on materiel—in addition to combat
losses—is a considerable monetary challenge that we identified in our fiscal year
2005 Supplemental submission. This submission also includes our request for essen-
tial warfighting and force protection equipment. These funds are critical to our sus-
tained readiness.

Operations over these past few years have dramatically highlighted that our focus
on readiness to fight across the spectrum of conflict is on the mark. Your continued
support to fully fund our modernization and transformation accounts will ensure
that Marine forces will be able to respond to the joint force commanders’ require-
ments.

PERSONNEL READINESS

The Marine Corps continues to answer the call because of our individual Marines
and the support they receive from their families and from the Nation. Morale and
commitment are high. Marines join the Corps to “fight and win battles” and we are
certainly giving them the opportunity to do that. We are an expeditionary force ac-
customed to deployments, but never at such a high tempo.

Marines

End Strength.—The Marine Corps greatly appreciates the congressional end
strength increase to 178,000. Our first priority for this increase is to enhance the
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manning of our infantry units. We will also create dedicated foreign military train-
ing units and add to our recruiting force, our trainers, and other support for the
operating forces. Coupled with initiatives implemented as part of the recent force
structure review and our military to civilian conversions, we will place many more
Marines in our operating forces to reduce the tempo of operations on Marines and
their families.

Force Structure Review.—The Marine Corps—recognizing the need to continue
transformation and the rebalancing of forces to meet the needs of the 21st century
and the long-term Global War on Terror—completed a review of our total force
structure, active and reserve, last year. We are implementing the recommended
force structure initiatives with the majority achieving initial operational capability
in fiscal year 2006 and full operational capability by fiscal year 2008. These initia-
tives are end strength and structure neutral—offsets to balance these increases in
capabilities are internal to the Marine Corps and come from military to civilian con-
versions and the disestablishment and reorganization of less critical capabilities.
Implementation of these initiatives will require additional equipment, facilities, and
operations and maintenance resources. The Marine Corps will continue to evaluate
our force structure to ensure that it provides the needed capabilities in a timely
manner to support our national security requirements.

Major structure changes in the active component include the establishment of two
additional infantry battalions, three light armored reconnaissance companies, three
reconnaissance companies, two force reconnaissance platoons, and an additional Air-
Naval Gunfire Liaison Company (ANGLICO). We will also augment our existing ex-
plosive ordnance disposal, intelligence, aviation support, civil affairs, command and
control, and psychological operations assets.

In the reserve component these structure initiatives will increase the capability
of Marine Forces Reserve Command to better respond to the Global War on Terror.
We will establish an intelligence support battalion, a security/anti-terrorism bat-
talion, and two additional light armored reconnaissance companies. We will also
augment existing capabilities in the areas of civil affairs and command and control,
and we are restructuring some reserve units to convert them into Individual Mobili-
zation Augmentee (IMA) Detachments—allowing more timely access to these Marine
reservists to support contingency operations.

Military to Civilian Conversions.—The Marine Corps continues to pursue sensible
military to civilian conversions in order to increase the number of Marines in the
operating force. In fiscal year 2004, the Marine Corps converted 664 billets. We plan
to continue our program for conversions, and we are on course to achieve 2,397 con-
versions through September 2006.

Retention.—The primary concern with increased personnel and operational tempo
is its long-term impact on the career force, especially the officers and the staff non-
commissioned officers who have between 8 and 12 years of service. The end-strength
increase, implementation of our force structure initiatives, and Military-Civilian
conversions are expected to partially mitigate the negative effects of this high tempo
on the individual Marine and the force. Strong retention is a complex function of
leadership opportunities, sense of purpose, compensation, quality of life, and edu-
cational opportunities.

Enlisted Retention. We are a young force. Maintaining a continuous flow of qual-
ity new accessions is of fundamental importance to well-balanced readiness. Over
26,000 of our active duty enlisted Marines are still teenagers, and 104,000 are serv-
ing on their first enlistment. In fiscal year 2004, the Marine Corps achieved 100
percent of our goals for both first term and career (second reenlistment and beyond)
active duty reenlistments. Selected Reserve enlisted retention for fiscal year 2004
was slightly above our historical norm. In fiscal year 2005, we are again off to a
strong start in all categories. We will continue to monitor this area closely. Although
the Selective Reenlistment Bonus represents just one-half of one percent of our mili-
tary personnel budget, it remains a powerful retention tool, and we take pride in
our prudent stewardship of this resource. This year it will play an even more impor-
tant role in retaining our best Marines as we maintain an end strength of 178,000.
These reenlisted Noncommissioned and Staff Noncommissioned Officers will form
the core of our new units.

Officer Retention. Overall, we continue to achieve our goals for officer retention.
We are retaining experienced and high quality officers. Our aggregate officer reten-
tion rate was 91 percent for fiscal year 2004, at our historical average. Reserve offi-
cer retention of 75 percent is slightly below the historical norm of 77 percent. It is
important to note that high retention in the active component reduces the number
of officers transitioning (accessions) into the Selected Marine Corps Reserve.

Recruiting.—A successful retention effort is but one part of ensuring there is a
properly trained Marine in the right place at the right time. Successful recruiting
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is essential to replenishing the force and maintaining a high state of readiness. In
fiscal year 2004, the Marine Corps recruited 100 percent of its active component
goal of 30,608 Marines, with 97.7 percent being Tier I High School graduates. The
Marine Corps Reserve also achieved 100 percent of its recruiting goals with the ac-
cession of 6,165 Non-Prior Service Marines and 2,083 prior-service Marines. Officer
accessions, in both the active and reserve components, achieved their goals, but re-
serve officer numbers remain challenging because our primary accession source is
officers leaving active duty. We are currently exploring new options in this area and
believe that the authority for a Selected Reserve Officer Affiliation Bonus in the Fis-
cal Year 2005 National Defense Authorization Act may contribute significantly to
these efforts. For fiscal year 2005, both active and reserve recruiting are chal-
lenging, but we are currently on track to meet our goals.

We believe the recruiting and retention “marketplace” is going to become more
challenging. Your continued support for a strong reenlistment bonus and advertising
programs will be essential to meet this challenge.

Marine Corps Reserve.—The morale and patriotic spirit of the Marine Reserves,
their families, and their employers remains extraordinarily high. As demonstrated
over this past year, the Marine Corps Reserve continues to be fully ready and capa-
ble of rapid activation and deployment to augment and reinforce the active compo-
nent of the Marine Corps as required. This capability has helped us to avoid un-
timely deployment extensions, maximize force management of our reserves, main-
tain unit integrity, sustain the reserve force, and lessen the burden on Marines and
their families. To date almost 30,000 Reserve Marines have served on active duty
in the Global War On Terror. Currently, over 13,000 reserve Marines are on active
duty with over 11,500 in cohesive reserve ground, aviation and combat support units
and almost 1,600 serving as individual augments in both Marine and Joint com-
mands. As of January 2005, the Marine Corps Reserve began activating 3,000 Se-
lected Marine Corps Reserve Marines in support of operations in Iraq and 500 for
Afghanistan.

Despite the high tempo of operations, the Marine Corps Reserve continues to meet
its goals for recruiting and retaining quality men and women willing to manage
commitments to their families, their communities, their civilian careers, and the
Corps. The Marine Corps is closely monitoring post-mobilization retention in order
to assess any potential long-term negative impact from recent activations. As we
build on the lessons of the recent past and begin to implement adjustments to the
structure of our reserve forces, we will ensure that these changes are made with
full recognition that the Marine Corps Reserve is a community-based force.

Marine For Life—Initiated in fiscal year 2002, the Marine For Life program con-
tinues to provide support for 27,000 Marines transitioning from active service back
to civilian life each year. Built on the philosophy, “Once a Marine, Always a Ma-
rine,” Reserve Marines in over 80 cities help transitioning Marines and their fami-
lies to get settled in their new communities. Sponsorship includes assistance with
employment, education, housing, childcare, veterans’ benefits, and other support
services needed to make a smooth transition. To provide this support, the Marine
For Life program taps into a network of former Marines and Marine-friendly busi-
nesses, organizations, and individuals willing to lend a hand to a Marine who has
served honorably. Approximately 2,000 Marines are logging onto the web-based elec-
tronic network for assistance each month. Assistance from career retention special-
ists and transitional recruiters helps transitioning Marines tremendously by getting
the word out about the program.

Marine For Life—Injured Support.—Leveraging the organizational network and
strengths of the Marine for Life program, we are currently implementing an Injured
Support program to assist injured Marines, Sailors serving with Marines, and their
families. The goal is to bridge the gap between military medical care and the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs—providing continuity of support through transition
and assistance for several years afterwards. Planned features of the program in-
clude: advocacy for Marines, Sailors and their families within the Marine Corps and
with external agencies; pre and post-Service separation case management; assist-
ance in working with physical evaluation boards; an interactive web site for dis-
ability/benefit information; an enhanced Marine Corps Community Services (MCCS)
“One Source” capability for 24/7/365 information; facilitation assistance with federal
hiring preferences; coordination with veterans, public, and private organizations
providing support to our seriously injured; improved Department of Veterans Affairs
handling of Marine cases; and development of any required proposals for legislative
changes to better support our Marines and Sailors. This program began limited op-
erations in early January 2005.
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Civilian Marines

Marine Corps Civilian Workforce Campaign Plan.—Marines, more than ever be-
fore, recognize the importance of our civilian teammates and the invaluable service
they provide to our Corps as an integral component of the Total Force. To that end
we continue to mature and execute our Civilian Workforce Campaign Plan, a stra-
tegic road map to achieve a civilian workforce capable of meeting the challenges of
the future. We are committed to building leadership skills at all levels, providing
interesting and challenging training and career opportunities, and improving the
quality of work life for all appropriated and non-appropriated Civilian Marines. As
part of our effort to meet our goal of accessing and retaining a select group of civil-
1ans imbued with our Core Values, we have developed a program to provide our Ci-
vilian Marines an opportunity to learn about the Marine Corps’ ethos, history, and
Core Values—to properly acculturate them to this special institution. All this sup-
ports our value proposition, why a civilian chooses to pursue a job with the Marine
Corps: to “Support Our Marines. Be Part of the Team.”

National Security Personnel System.—The Marine Corps is actively participating
with the Department of Defense in the development and implementation of the new
personnel system. Following an intensive training program for supervisors, man-
agers, human resources specialists, employees, commanders and senior manage-
ment, we will join with the Department in the first phase of implementation, ten-
tatively scheduled for July of 2005. In the Marine Corps, we will lead from the top
and have our Headquarters Marine Corps civilian personnel included in the first
phase of implementation, known as “Spiral One.”

Information Technology.—We remain committed to transforming our manpower
processes by leveraging the unique capabilities resident in the Marine Corps Total
Force System (MCTF'S), our fully integrated personnel, pay, and manpower system
that serves active, reserve and retired members. The integrated nature of MCTFS
allows us to develop our Total Force Administration System (TFAS); a web based
and virtually paperless administration system that provides Marines and com-
manders 24-hour access to administrative processes via Marine OnLine. Our TFAS
allows administrative personnel to refocus their efforts from routine tasks to more
complex analytical duties, and ultimately will enable greater efficiencies. Addition-
ally, MCTFS facilitates our single source of manpower data, directly feeding our
Operational Data Store Enterprise and Total Force Data Warehouse. This distinc-
tive capability allows us to accurately forecast manpower trends and fuels our Man-
power Performance Indicators, which provide near real time graphical representa-
tion of the Corps’ manpower status such as our deployment tempo. Properly man-
aging our manpower requirements and processes requires continued investment in
modern technologies and we are committed to these prudent investments.

Quality of Life

Marine Corps Community Services.—Taking care of Marines and their families is
essential to the operational readiness of the Corps. The relevance of this mission
is particularly evident when leaders at all levels assess preparedness of their com-
mand and unit functioning before, during, and after forward deployments. As an ex-
peditionary force we are accustomed to frequent deployments, yet the current envi-
ronment contains elements of personal danger and family risk that must be ad-
dressed with appropriate and timely support. To date in Operations IRAQI FREE-
DOM and ENDURING FREEDOM, we have been careful to closely monitor our pro-
grams and adjust support to ensure our Marines and their families receive the nec-
essary care to sustain them throughout the deployment cycle. In this regard, our
Marine Corps Community Services (MCCS) organizations’ combined structure of
Family Services, Morale, Welfare and Recreation Programs, Voluntary Off Duty
Education, and Exchange operations has positioned us to efficiently and effectively
leverage and direct community services assets to help Marines and their families
meet the challenges associated with our lifestyle and current operational tempo.

Deployment Support.—During pre-deployment, Marines and families attend to
wills, powers of attorney, and family care plans; and spouses establish a vital con-
nection through the commander’s Key Volunteer Network that is organized to pro-
vide accurate and timely information on the status of the deployment. We have de-
veloped a series of pre-deployment, in-theater, return and reunion, and post deploy-
ment awareness and support services to mitigate problems created by traumatic
combat experiences and their associated stress. We fully understand that Marines
and their families are not immune from social risks such as suicide, domestic vio-
lence, or sexual assault. We also understand that risk factors can be exacerbated
by the current operational tempo, and we have a variety of proactive counseling
services to address individual and unit readiness concerns. We are ever watchful for
symptoms and risks of untreated combat stress and its signs and advise Marines
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of the resources available for treatment. Combat stress is also addressed with coun-
seling provided by the Navy’s Operational Stress Control and Readiness Program
(OSCAR), which embeds mental health professionals within the Marine Division
and has resulted in a marked decrease in medical evacuations for mental health
reasons. Prior to departing a combat zone, we also plan for a decompression period
in which military chaplains provide a Warrior Transition Brief focused on better
preparing our Marines to reintegrate with family and community. We offer similar
return and reunion programs for families awaiting the homecoming of a deployed
Marine. A wide array of services is available at our installations through chaplains,
medical treatment facilities, and MCCS to support the Marine and family members
in the post deployment phase. For those Marines and families in need who are re-
siding a distance from our installations, face-to-face counseling services are avail-
able through MCCS/Military One Source. MCCS/Military One Source offers 24/7/365
information and referral services via toll-free telephone and Internet access. MCCS/
Military One Source has also proven to be an especially valuable resource to assist
Reserve Marines and their families who often experience special challenges when
trying to acclimate to requirements, procedures, and support associated with various
military programs and benefits.

We recognize that family readiness is integral to unit readiness. To help our fami-
lies through the separation and stress of deployment, respite and extended childcare
services have been made possible by Congress in supplemental appropriations. In-
formation and referral services are offered via different access points such as unit/
command websites, hotlines and MCCS/Military One Source. While forward de-
ployed, Marines have access to tactical field exchanges; a variety of fitness, recre-
ation, and leisure facilities; and telecommunication services. We are utilizing our
postal Marines to expedite mail delivery. We also conducted a successful voter
awareness campaign that ensured our Marines had the opportunity to exercise their
right and civic responsibility to vote, even from austere, forward deployed locations.

Casualty Assistance.—The Marine Corps, and most importantly Marine families,
appreciate recent legislative actions, including the expanded authorizations for par-
ents of our deceased to attend funerals when they are not the primary next-of-kin,
and also the enhanced travel to bedside benefits that are so important to the morale
of those Marines subject to extended hospital stays. We have built internal support
services, including an extensive network of Casualty Assistance Calls Officers
(CACOs) throughout the country who serve as the primary point of contact for the
families of deceased and severely injured Marines regarding all military benefits,
entitlements, or offers from benevolent organizations. CACO support is managed
through our Headquarters Casualty Affairs section and has been enhanced by the
development and implementation of an Office of the Secretary of Defense-funded In-
jured/I1l Patient Tracking website in March of 2004. Commanders at all levels now
have visibility of their Marines at all stages in the medical and convalescence proc-
ess.
I would like to thank Congress for your continued support of the programs and
services so critical to the readiness of our Corps, to include provisions of supple-
mental appropriations; all of which directly contribute to quality of life enhance-
ments. Also, your kind and caring visits with our wounded Marines, Sailors, and
their families are greatly appreciated.

TRAINING AND EDUCATION

The Marine Corps’ Training and Education Command continues to incorporate
lessons learned from the Global War on Terror, ensuring that Marines are fully
trained and prepared to meet the challenges of the demanding operational environ-
ments in Afghanistan, Iraq, and around the world. In many respects, the hard won
lessons from these most recent battlefields have served to validate our training poli-
cies and programs. The training at the recruit depots continues to deliver basic
trained Marines, imbued with the core values and warrior ethos necessary to ensure
their rapid integration into operational units. In particular, our fundamental tenet,
“Every Marine a Rifleman,” has proven its worth time and again. Marines in almost
every occupational field have executed the tasks of provisional riflemen, from estab-
lishing security to patrolling their areas of responsibility. In a conflict where nearly
every convoy is a combat patrol, the fact that all Marines are taught basic combat
and infantry skills at the Schools of Infantry has helped ensure their survival and
mission accomplishment in an environment where traditional lines between the
front and the rear are virtually indistinct.

Adapting to a Thinking Foe.—Where needed, we have adjusted the curricula at
formal schools to ensure that Marines are trained using the latest lessons learned.
Our enemies are constantly adapting, and we must ensure that our training reflects
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the modifications to tactics, techniques, and procedures that are necessary to
counter these changes. Our schools maintain close communication with the oper-
ating forces through the review of after-action reports, lessons-learned data, sur-
veys, and personal interviews with returning Marines. For example, classes in Im-
provised Explosive Device awareness, reaction to vehicle ambush, and combat lead-
ership discussions with returning combat veterans have been integrated into appro-
priate programs of instruction. In addition, new infantry lieutenants receive en-
hanced training in urban patrolling, and their 96-hour final field exercise encom-
passes both conventional operations and stability and support operations. Military
Occupational Specialty schools are also adjusting their curricula to ensure that we
adapt our focus from fighting a conventional force to dealing with the challenges
posed by irregular forces. For example, at our intelligence schools, counter-insur-
gency training has been added to the curriculum, illustrating changes in the collec-
tion procedures necessary for greater effectiveness in an insurgency environment.
We are weaving cultural training throughout the training continuum to reinforce
the understanding of the operational importance of culture and to help Marines
more effectively interact with civilian populations.

Focused Pre-Deployment Training.—To focus training efforts, all deploying Marine
units rotate through a standardized training package. Building on home station
training in basic urban skills, ground units deploy to the Marine Air Ground Task
Force Training Center at Twentynine Palms, California, for in-depth training in con-
voy operations, fire support, and small-unit coordinated assaults against defended
positions. Following that, the units move to March Air Reserve Base at Riverside,
California, for a graduate-level training exercise in urban operations, including sta-
bility and support operations. In addition, ground units scheduled to deploy to Af-
ghanistan train at the Marine Corps Mountain Warfare Training Center at Bridge-
port, California. Here they focus on gaining the skills necessary to operate in de-
manding high-altitude environments like they will experience in Afghanistan. Ma-
rine Corps aviation units participate in a standardized training package, Desert
Talon, in Yuma, Arizona. All of these training events are solidly grounded on les-
sons learned from the operating forces.

Initiatives for Future Challenges.—While we adjust to the current operational en-
vironment, we also keep our eye on the future. We are currently undertaking initia-
tives that will further strengthen the training and education that Marines receive
in years to come. One key initiative is the development of Military Occupational
Specialty Roadmaps to help individual Marines and leaders map out career paths.
Complementing this effort, we are conducting a complete reevaluation of our entire
professional military education program to ensure that it seamlessly reinforces our
Military Occupational Specialty training as well as ensuring, at the appropriate lev-
els, a strong bond with joint professional military education. In the joint arena, we
are also heavily engaged in supporting the Department of Defense efforts to create
a flexible and dynamic Joint National Training Capability. In this respect, and
thanks to the generous support of Congress, we are making large infrastructure in-
vestments at our Combat Training Center at Twentynine Palms, California. We are
in the process of building a number of urban warfare training facilities on this base
that will allow us to conduct battalion and company-sized urban warfare training,
further enhancing the combat ability of Marine units. All these efforts will ensure
the continued ability of the Marine Corps to respond whenever and wherever the
Nation calls.

EQUIPMENT AND MATERIEL READINESS

Our readiness priority is the support and sustainment of our forward deployed
forces. Currently, the Marine Corps has 26 percent of our active operating forces
deployed in support of the Global War on Terror utilizing 30 percent of our ground
equipment and 25 percent of our aviation assets.

Demand on Equipment.—The Global War on Terror equipment usage rates aver-
age 8:1 over normal peacetime usage due to continuous combat operations. This
high usage rate in a harsh operating environment, coupled with the added weight
of armor and unavoidable delays of scheduled maintenance due to combat, is de-
grading our equipment at an accelerated rate. More than 1,800 principal end items
valued at $94.3 million have been destroyed. Repairs on 2,300 damaged end items
will require additional depot maintenance.

Readiness Rates.—The equipment readiness (mission capable) rates of our de-
ployed forces average 95 percent for ground equipment and 72 percent for aviation
units. Our pre-positioned stocks, within both the Marine Corps Preposition Pro-
gram—Norway and Maritime Prepositioned Shipping—have ensured the sustained
readiness of our deployed ground units. In order to improve our readiness rate in
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theater, we are creating a limited aircraft depot maintenance capability, coordi-
nating with the Army to leverage their ground depot maintenance capability, and
establishing a pool of ground equipment to expedite the replacement of damaged
major end items. The corresponding equipment readiness (mission capable) rates for
units remaining in garrison are 81 percent for ground equipment and 69 percent
for aviation units. We currently are rebalancing the ground equipment assets of our
non-deployed units to maximize equipment availability for unit training. We antici-
pate a reduction in the size of our force deployed to Iraq in the Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM 04-06 rotation and plan to return the associated equipment to the non-
deployed operating forces. Due to the extensive wear and tear on our assets, we be-
lieve that at some point in the future we will need to replace equipment because
restoring it to like-new condition may not be cost effective. We will need your contin-
ued support in order to recapitalize and reconstitute our prepositioned stocks and
to replace our combat losses. We have requested $250 million via the fiscal year
2005 Supplemental to begin replacing our prepositioned equipment.

Meeting Urgent Operational Requirements.—A critical factor for both Operations
ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM in ensuring our Marines were as
adequately equipped as possible is the Urgent Universal Needs Statement (UUNS)
process that we initiated in 2002. This process has provided a way for the leaders
and members of our operating forces to identify and forward new requirements for
weapons and gear up the chain of command for quick review and approval —most
in under 90 days. Upon approval by the Marine Corps Requirements Oversight
Council, the Marine Corps and the Department of the Navy have realigned funds
as necessary within permitted reprogramming thresholds. When required by re-
programming authority rules, we have forwarded requests that exceed the estab-
lished reprogramming thresholds to the Congress for approval. The sources for these
reprogramming actions have been our investment account assets. In many cases, the
funding was made available by our decision to accept risk and defer the full execu-
tion of otherwise approved programs in order to address immediate warfighting
needs. Through this process we have acquired more than 200,000 pieces of essential
warfighting equipment that have been provided to the operational commanders.
Some examples are:

—Vehicle hardening: Purchased factory produced and field expedient armor for
nearly 4,000 vehicles; fielded 37 export model M1114 up-armored High Mobility
Multi-purpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWYV); will procure and field 498 M1114s
up-armored HMMWVs; and producing the Marine Armor Kit (MAK) for
HMMWVs and the Marine Armor System (MAS) for the Medium Tactical Vehi-
cle Replacement (installation for both systems will be operationally driven and
is planned to begin between February and May 2005).

—Numerous types of weapons sights: Advanced Combat Optic Gunsights (ACOG);
and thermal Weapons Sights

—Family of Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) equipment including unmanned
robotics and blast suits

—Counter Improvised Explosive Device (IED) Jammers

—Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV)—Dragon Eye and Scan Eagle

—Hardened Engineer Vehicles—Cougar and Buffalo systems being acquired from
the U.S. Army

—Radios: Personal Role Radios, PRC-148, PRC-117F, and Tropo Satellite Sup-
port Radios

—Unit Operations Centers

—Night Vision Devices

—Dust abatement chemicals and sprayer systems

—Individual body armor

—Backscatter X-Ray machines

—Blue Force Tracker.

The Marine Corps, with superb assistance from the Department of the Navy, re-
aligned funds and received supplemental funding to fund these acquisitions. The im-
pact of the reprogramming was deferred deliveries or delays in the execution of
other approved procurement programs. Affected Marine Corps programs include
personal gear and weaponry, vehicles, command and control systems, communica-
tions, and tactical computers at a cost to the Marine Corps of over $300 million.
Similarly, Marine Corps initiatives within the Navy budget affected by reprogram-
ming included ships, naval weapons systems and aircraft replacements/modifica-
tions that Marines man or that directly support us. The funding required to buy
back some of these critical capabilities is included in the fiscal year 2005 supple-
mental request.

Replacements and Depot Maintenance.—Our equipment replacement strategies
support our long-term commitment and considerations for new item modernization
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or transformation opportunities whenever possible. Use of the Marine Corps depot
maintenance capability has been optimized using our organic depots, other service
depots, and commercial sources—in that order. For our depots, we have requested
$319 million in fiscal year 2005, which includes the baseline programmed appropria-
tion of $114 million, an approved Congressional increase of $43 million, and our re-
quest for an additional $162 million in supplemental funding.

FUTURE READINESS

While the primary focus of the Marine Corps is supporting the Global War on Ter-
ror, we also have a responsibility to prepare for future conflicts and contingencies.
Our continued transformation recognizes that an array of non-traditional threats
will increasingly influence our development of tomorrow’s Corps. Our challenge is
to determine the right balance of capabilities that the Marine Corps must provide
to the Nation in order to help defeat a broad range of adversaries. The review of
our force structure, referred to earlier, is an example of how we are adapting to bet-
ter prosecute the Global War on Terror and meet future national security require-
ments.

Logistics Modernization.—Logistics Modernization is the most comprehensive ap-
proach ever to improving tactical and operational level logistics. It is a Marine
Corps-wide, multi-year, people-focused program designed to improve processes and
technology supporting Marine Air Ground Task Force operations. Logistics Mod-
ernization consists of seven initiatives that—when fully implemented—will; mod-
ernize our people through logistics chain-oriented education and effective change
management and communications; will modernize processes through moving to a lo-
gistics chain management approach that integrates supply, maintenance and dis-
tribution; and will modernize technology through acquisition and fielding of Global
Combat Support System Marine Corps (GCSS-MC). Logistics Modernization initia-
tives will address Operation Iraqi Freedom lessons through their laser focus on the
deployed environment and the last tactical mile and increase Marine Air Ground
Task Force lethality by providing increased accuracy, reliability, and responsiveness
of logistics information to Marines deployed on the battlefield.

Power Projection and Sustainable Forcible Entry Capability—Whatever the fu-
ture brings, we believe that the Nation will continue to require the capability to
project and sustain joint power from the sea, despite adversaries’ attempts to deny
us access. The Navy-Marine Corps team—with the immediate capabilities of our for-
ward deployed forces, the rapid deployment of medium weight forces, and the full
spectrum capability for major combat operations—provides our joint force com-
manders with flexible options to meet a wide range of potential circumstances. As
we look into the future, the requirements for naval forces to maintain presence, en-
gage allies and potential coalition partners, build understanding and operational re-
lationships for the future, relentlessly pursue terrorist organizations, and project
sustainable forces ashore for a wide variety of operations will only increase. We
must continue to improve our ability to use the sea and our maritime superiority
in order to gain access, to reinforce and defend allies, aid victims of catastrophic dis-
aster, or defeat aggressors.

As an element of our joint power projection capability, forcible entry is a core com-
petency that the Navy-Marine Corps team provides to joint force commanders. Our
ability to use the sea as maneuver space, to provide us with overwhelming strategic
mobility, and to protect us from the majority of challengers must remain one of our
asymmetric advantages. It ensures that any adversary must devote considerable re-
sources and time in attempting to deal with our unique ability to hold the length
and depth of his coastline at risk, while he considers his military—even political—
options. As we increase our investment in non-traditional capabilities, we will con-
tinue to transform the means by which the Nation projects offensive, defensive,
sustainment, and command and control capabilities from the freedom of the high
seas.

Amphibious and Maritime Preposition Force Capability.—To this end, amphibious
and maritime prepositioned force capabilities remain the critical factors necessary
to fully realize this essential warfighting capability for the Nation. Naval forces
must maintain the ability to rapidly close, effectively employ, and sustain a per-
sistent military force from the sea, thereby willfully projecting power ashore. The
Marine Corps warfighting requirement for forcible entry amphibious shipping re-
mains the ability to lift the assault echelon of three Marine Expeditionary Brigades,
fiscally constrained to 2.5. In addition, our proven maritime prepositioned ships—
capable of supporting the rapid deployment of three Marine Expeditionary Brigades
are an important complement to our amphibious capability. Combined, these capa-
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bilities enable the Marine Corps to rapidly react to a crisis in a number of potential
theaters and the flexibility to employ forces across the battlespace.

Seabasing Concept.—Seabasing is our overarching operating concept for using the
sea as maneuver space. This transformational concept breaks down the traditional
sea-land barrier. It will enable us to project naval, joint, and combined forces any-
where in the world. Recognized as a key future joint military capability, Seabasing
assures joint access by leveraging the operational maneuver of forces on the sea and
by reducing dependence upon fixed and vulnerable land bases. This concept will pro-
vide our Combatant Commanders with unprecedented versatility in operations
spanning from cooperative security to major combat. A Department of the Navy re-
quirements study planned for this year will identify the necessary naval capabilities
and requirements for Seabasing—particularly with regard to amphibious and pre-
positioned shipping, connectors, fires, and other necessary support. We are also
leading the development of a Seabasing Joint Integrating Concept to better consider
opportunities and options for each of the Services to exploit our command of the sea.

Programs

The following is a summary of programs to achieve these concepts, requirements
and capabilities:

Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future) (MPF(F)).—The MPF(F) will be a key en-
abler for sea-based operations. It will allow us to better exploit the sea as maneuver
space to conduct joint operations at a time and place of our choosing. MPF(F) will
enable four new capabilities: (1) at-sea arrival and assembly; (2) direct support of
the assault echelon of the amphibious task force; (3) long-term, sea-based
sustainment; and (4) at-sea reconstitution and redeployment. These capabilities will
be invaluable in supporting forward engagement, presence, and relationship build-
ing operations with allies and potential coalition partners by our forward deployed
forces as well as through support to disaster relief and humanitarian operations.
During the combat phases of a joint campaign, these platforms as element of the
seabase will deliver and support the rapid reinforcement by a single Marine Expedi-
tionary Brigade as well as key support to the Marine Expedition Force and elements
of the joint force from the sea. Additionally, these flexible assets can remain in sup-
port of post-conflict activities and forces from a relatively secure location at sea. The
specific ship mix and number of Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future) ships are
yet to be determined, but the final mix will be capable of prepositioning critical
equipment and 20 days of supplies for our future Marine Expeditionary Brigades
in each Maritime Prepositioning Squadron.

Landing Platform Dock (LPD).—The LPD 17 San Antonio class of amphibious
ships represents the Department of the Navy’s commitment to a modern expedi-
tionary power projection fleet. The lead ship was successfully launched in July 2003
and production efforts are focused on meeting test milestones for a summer 2005
delivery. The LPD 17 class replaces four classes of older ships—the LKA, LST, LSD
36, and the LPD 4—and is being built with a 40-year expected service life. The LPD
17 class ships will play a key role in supporting the ongoing Global War on Terror
by forward deploying Marines and their equipment to rapidly respond to crises
abroad. Its unique design will facilitate expanded force coverage and decreased reac-
tion times of forward deployed Marine Expeditionary Units. In forcible entry oper-
ations, the LPD 17 will help maintain a robust surface assault and rapid off-load
capability for the Marine Air Ground Task Force far into the future.

Landing Helicopter Assault (Replacement) (LHA (R)).—Our Tarawa-class amphib-
ious assault ships reach the end of their service life during the next decade (2011—
2015). An eighth Wasp-class amphibious assault ship is under construction and will
replace one Tarawa-class ship during fiscal year 2007. In order to meet future
warfighting requirements and fully capitalize on the Navy’s investment in aviation,
ships with enhanced aviation capabilities will replace the remaining LHAs. The
LHA(R) will support requirements in the larger context of Joint Seabasing, power
projection, and the Global War On Terror. The first ship, LHA(R) Flight Zero, is a
transitional ship to the succeeding ships in the class that will be transformational
in capability and design—interoperable with future sea-basing ships and platforms
that will better support and take advantage of our investment in the MV-22 and
Joint Strike Fighter. This lead ship is currently in the capabilities development
stage of the acquisition process with advanced procurement funds provided in the
fiscal year 2005 budget.

High Speed Connectors.—The Joint High Speed Vessel will address Combatant
Commanders’ requirements for a forward deployed rapid force closure capability.
Army, Marine Corps and Navy programs were recently merged into a Navy-led pro-
gram office with an acquisition strategy intended to leverage current commercial
fast ferry technology. We are pursuing an aggressive research and development ef-
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fort to enhance our capability to conduct ship-to-ship transfers of personnel and
equipment. Capitalizing on lessons learned in recent operations, United States Eu-
ropean Command’s Exercise AFRICAN LION 05 is being planned to explore the ca-
pability of high speed connectors to facilitate reception, staging, onward movement
and integration of forces. To meet the Combatant Commanders’ high-speed intra
theater lift requirements, we are investigating ways to continue leases of foreign-
built vessels until U.S.-built ships are available. HSC-2 Swift and Westpac Express
enabled the Third Marine Expeditionary Force to expand training and engagement
in the western Pacific while increasing training time. They are currently being used
in support of tsunami relief operations in the Indian Ocean. HSC-2 Swift provides
a research and development test bed and serves as an operational platform in sup-
port of contingency response requirements. Contract awards for new vessels are ex-
pected in fiscal year 2008 with delivery in 2010.

MV-22 Osprey.—The MV-22 remains the Marine Corps’ number one aviation ac-
quisition priority. The Osprey’s increased range, speed, payload, and survivability
will generate transformational tactical and operational capabilities. The superior
mobility of the MV-22 allows the sea-based force to bypass enemy strengths and
anti-access measures, attack vulnerabilities, and contribute substantially to the
operational agility necessary to establish advantages of dominant maneuver. Os-
preys will replace our aging fleets of CH-46E Sea Knight and CH-53D Sea Stallion
helicopters beginning in fiscal year 2007 and provide both strategic and tactical
flexibility to meet emerging threats in the Global War on Terror. Utilization rates
far above peacetime rates and the physical demands of continuous operations in the
harsh conditions of Iraq and Afghanistan are accelerating the deterioration of air-
craft and increasing operating costs. The combination of these factors makes a time-
ly fielding of the MV—-22 necessary.

Short Take Off Vertical Landing Joint Strike Fighter (STOVL JSF).—The STOVL
JSF will be a single engine, stealthy, supersonic, strike-fighter capable of short take-
offs and vertical landings. The aircraft was designed to replace the current F/A-18
and AV-8B with an affordable platform that optimizes Marine Corps Tactical Air-
craft (TacAir) missions through improved survivability, lethal precision engagement
capability, and supportable expeditionary operations. The STOVL aircraft is capable
of operating from amphibious ships, aircraft carriers, and austere sites. It is de-
signed to survive in the future battlespace because of a reduced radio frequency and
infrared signature, on-board sensing and countermeasures, and agile combat ma-
neuverability. Able to perform offensive air support, destruction of enemy air de-
fense, armed reconnaissance, and control of aircraft and missiles missions, the Joint
Strike Fighter will counter existing and emerging threat systems at extended ranges
providing a highly effective, flexible, responsive capability.

H-1 (AH-1Z/UH-1Y).—The current fleet of AH-1W attack helicopters and UH-
1IN utility helicopters continue to perform superbly in the Global War on Terror.
High demand for their capabilities in a harsh environment is highlighting known
deficiencies of these aging helicopters—particularly with regard to crew and pas-
senger survivability, payload lift, power availability, endurance, range, airspeed,
maneuverability, and supportability. The Department of the Navy determined that
the H-1 Upgrade Program is the most cost-effective alternative for the Marine
Corps’ attack and utility helicopter requirements. The H-1 Upgrade Program is a
key modernization effort designed to resolve existing safety deficiencies, enhance
operational effectiveness of both the AH-1W and the UH-1N, and extend the serv-
ice life of both aircraft. Additionally, the commonality gained between the AH-1Z
and UH-1Y (84 percent) will significantly reduce life-cycle costs and logistical foot-
print, while increasing the maintainability and deployability of both aircraft. In Oc-
tober 2003, the program entered initial low-rate production. A follow-on low-rate
production commenced in February 2005, and Operational and Evaluation testing
is planned to begin in July 2005. Due to aircraft attrition in operations supporting
the Global War on Terror, we are pursuing funding for a “build-new” strategy for
additional AH-1Z and UH-1Y aircraft, in order to prevent inventory shortfalls that
would be unacceptable in light of current and expected operational commitments.
We appreciate the subcommittee’s support by approving our request to reprogram
non-recurring engineering funding of the UH-1Y Build-new program.

Heavy Lift Replacement (HLR).—The HLR will replace our aging fleet of CH-53E
Super Stallion helicopters to fulfill the Marine Corps’ vertical heavy lift require-
ment. The aircraft will provide required capabilities, not resident in any other plat-
form, to insert and sustain a credible sea-based force. The HRL will transport
27,000 pounds to distances of 110 nautical miles under most environmental condi-
tions. Its payloads will include armored combat vehicles or two armored High Mobil-
ity Multi Wheeled Vehicles per sortie. To sustain the force, the HLR will transport
three independent loads tailored to individual receiving unit requirements and pro-
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vide the critical logistics air connector to facilitate sea-based power projection oper-
ations. This reliable, cost-effective heavy lift capability will address critical chal-
lenges in maintainability, reliability, and affordability found in present-day oper-
ations supporting the Global War on Terror.

Vertical Unmanned Air Vehicles (VUAV).—Unmanned Air Vehicles (UAV) have
played a critical role in recent operations, and they are also a key element of our
transformation. We are pursing the replacement of our almost 20-year old Pioneer
UAV systems—which are currently flying at almost ten times the normal peacetime
rate—with the Eagle Eye tilt-rotor VUAV beginning in fiscal year 2009. The Eagle
Eye platform is being developed by the Coast Guard, and spiral development of the
program will achieve the speed, range, payload, survivability, reliability, interoper-
ability, and supportability required by our Marines well into the future. Our in-
tended procurement of a common Air Force, Army, and Marine Corps UAV ground
control station will enhance cost efficiency and interoperability of the system.

Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle—The Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle (EFV), our
priority ground program, will provide Marine surface assault elements the oper-
ational and tactical mobility to exploit fleeting opportunities in the fluid operational
environment of the future. Designed to launch from amphibious ships from over the
horizon, the EFV will be capable of carrying a reinforced Marine rifle squad at
speeds in excess of 20 nautical miles per hour in a significant wave height of three
feet. This capability will reduce the vulnerability of our naval forces to enemy
threats by keeping them well out to sea while providing our surface assault forces
mounted in EFVs the mobility to react to and exploit gaps in enemy defenses
ashore. Once ashore, EFVs will provide Marine maneuver units with an armored
personnel carrier designed to meet the threats of the future. With its high-speed
land and water maneuverability, highly lethal day/night fighting ability, enhanced
communications capability, advanced armor and nuclear, biological, and chemical
collective protection, the EFV will significantly enhance the lethality and surviv-
ability of Marine maneuver units and provide the Marine Air Ground Task Force
and Expeditionary Strike Group with increased operational tempo across the spec-
trum of operations. Beginning in fiscal year 2010, the EFV will replace the aging
Assault Amphibious Vehicle (AAV) that has been in service since 1972.

Ground Indirect Fires.—As events in Iraq and Afghanistan have demonstrated—
and suggest for the future—the increased range and speed of expeditionary forces
and the depth of their influence landward has increased and will continue to do so.
In addition, the complementary capabilities of surface- and air-delivered fires con-
tinue to be highlighted in ongoing combat operations in Operation ENDURING
FREEDOM and Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. The importance of both precision and
volume fires is critical to the lethality and survivability of Marine forces. Precision
fires assist in reducing both collateral damage and the demands on tactical logistics.
Marine combat forces continue to validate the requirement for volume fires in sup-
port of maneuver warfare tactics. These fires allow maneuver forces to take advan-
tage of maneuver warfare opportunities before precision intelligence can be devel-
oped and precision fires can be employed against fleeting targets or rapidly devel-
oping enemy defensive postures. The Marine Corps will address the need for com-
plementary fire support capabilities through procurement of a triad of ground-based
indirect fire support systems, and support for acquisition of Naval aviation and sur-
face fire support capabilities.

The new M777A1 lightweight howitzer completed operational testing in November
2004. It will replace M198 howitzers in the Marine Corps, as well as the M198s in
Army Airborne, Light Units, and Stryker Brigade Combat Teams. The howitzer can
be lifted by the MV-22 and CH-53E helicopters and is paired with the Medium Tac-
tical Vehicle Replacement truck in the Marine Corps for improved cross-country mo-
bility. The M777A1, through design innovation, navigation and positioning aides,
and digital fire control offers significant improvements in lethality, survivability,
mobility, and durability over the M198 howitzer. Delivery to the Marine Corps of
low rate initial production howitzers began in December 2004. A full rate production
decision is expected in February 2005, and full operational capability in the Marine
Corps is planned for fiscal year 2009.

The High Mobility Artillery Rocket System (HIMARS) fulfills a critical range and
volume gap in Marine Corps fire support assets by providing 24-hour, all weather,
ground-based, General Support, General Support-Reinforcing, and Reinforcing indi-
rect precision and volume fires throughout all phases of combat operations ashore.
HIMARS will be fielded to one artillery battalion of the active component and one
battalion of the Reserve component. An interim capability of one battery is planned
during fiscal years 2005—-2006. An initial operational capability is planned for fiscal
year 2007 with a full capability expected during fiscal year 2008.
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The Expeditionary Fire Support System (EFSS) is the third element of the triad
of indirect fire support systems. It will be the principal indirect fire support system
for the vertical assault element of a Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations
Capable). The EFSS is a towed 120 mm mortar paired with an Internally Trans-
ported Vehicle, which permits the entire mortar/vehicle combination to be internally
transported aboard MV-22 and CH-53E aircraft. EFSS-equipped units will provide
the ground component of a vertical assault element with immediately responsive, or-
ganic indirect fires at ranges beyond current infantry battalion mortars. Initial oper-
ational capability is planned for fiscal year 2006 and full operational capability is
planned for fiscal year 2008.

DD(X) Land Attack Destroyer—The DD(X) Land Attack Destroyer will provide
both precision and volume fires to supported ground forces ashore. The planned 155
millimeter Advanced Gun System (2 per ship) will provide increased firepower range
and lethality over currently available naval guns through its associated Long Range
Land Attack Projectile. This combination of gun and projectile will enable target en-
gagement up to 83 nautical miles from the ship with precision accuracy. Each ship
will be designed to carry 600 long range land attack projectiles. Additionally, long-
range strike options are provided through use of Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles
from the ship’s Peripheral Vertical Launch Systems. The DD(X) will provide Marine
and joint force commanders with an immediately responsive, sustainable, lethal fire
support capability at ranges in support of current and future operating concepts.
Initial operational capability is planned for fiscal year 2013.

Initiatives

The following key initiatives will increase our flexibility and required warfighting
capabilities:

USMC/US Special Operations Command Initiatives.—Ongoing operations in sup-
port of the Global War on Terror highlight the interdependence in the battlespace
between Marine Corps operating forces and Special Operation Forces. Initiatives di-
rected at improving the manner in which the Marine Corps and U.S. Special Oper-
ations Command (USSOCOM) operate together fall into three broad categories: peo-
ple, equipment, and training. The Marine Corps and USSOCOM continue to assess
current and future personnel exchanges to enhance respective warfighting capabili-
ties. Recently, the Marine Corps initiated formation of three Foreign Military Train-
ing Units to assist USSOCOM with this critical military cooperation mission. Com-
patibility of equipment is another key ingredient to our successful relationship. A
number of collaborative efforts, from the Internally Transportable Vehicle to the
MV-22, demonstrate the commitment to compatibility and efficiencies gained
through joint acquisition. Lastly, we continue to improve our relationship through
pre-deployment training, which materially contributes to battlefield success. Despite
current operations tempo, our forces are making great strides.

Tactical Air Integration Initiative—Naval Tactical Aircraft (TacAir) Integration is
a program that allows all Naval Strike-Fighter aircraft to meet both Services’
warfighting and training requirements. Marine Fighter-Attack squadrons are de-
ploying with carrier air wings aboard aircraft carriers, and Navy Strike-Fighter
squadrons are being assigned to the Marine Corps’ Unit Deployment Program for
land-based deployments. Force structure reductions associated with this plan and
the fielding of the Joint Strike Fighter should result in a total cost savings and cost
avoidance of over $30 billion.

TacAir Integration retains our warfighting potential and brings the Naval Serv-
ices a step closer to the flexible sea based force satisfying all Global War on Terror,
Global Naval Force Presence Posture, and Operation Plan requirements. A leaner,
more efficient Naval fighter/attack force is possible through “Global Sourcing”—the
ability to task any Department of the Navy squadron to either Service’s mission.
This concept is enabled by maintaining a “Level Readiness” posture through align-
ment of resources to operational and training requirements.

Experimentation.—Rigorous experimentation, assessment, and analysis are the
primary mechanism for fostering innovation. Experimentation is vital to provide val-
uable information that determines the extent that concepts and force development
strategies need revision. The Marine Corps works closely with our sister Services
and the Joint Forces Command in fostering the creation of new concepts, refining
them in the experimentation crucible, and aligning the efforts of Combatant Com-
manders, Services, interagency, multi-national, and industry partners. We believe
experimentation is the foundation for all new joint concept recommendations.

The Marine Corps Combat Development Command has realigned its experimen-
tation program around the Sea Viking Campaign. The insights gathered from Sea
Viking are essential in determining potential joint force capabilities required for the
conduct of forcible entry operations from a sea base. Our experimentation efforts
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will continue as we explore new and emerging technologies to address the interface
challenges of transferring personnel and equipment utilizing sea base connectors
and maritime prepositioned ships. In addition, the Marine Corps continues to con-
duct vital experimentation with non-lethal weapons due to the nature of conflict and
its proximity to non-combatants. Although lethal force is necessary to wage success-
ful war, we have learned that it is not always appropriate for winning the peace.
As we field these important new tools for operating in adverse environments where
combatants and non-combatants are often intermingled, we are also assessing new
options that will assist us in accomplishing our mission while minimizing unneces-
sary loss of life, injury, and damage to property. Research and vital experimentation
continue as we evaluate new technologies to refine our capability needs.

Sea Swap.—Sea Swap is a concept for gaining efficiencies in forward deployed
naval forces. The concept extends ship deployment to 12 to 24 months, while rotat-
ing crews and embarked personnel on shorter periods, generally 6 months. Deployed
forces increase on-station forward presence by reducing steaming time from home-
port to fleet operating areas. The Marine Corps is committed to developing and test-
ing the Sea Swap concept. While current operational tempo precludes us from dedi-
cating a Marine Expeditionary Unit to Sea Swap experimentation in the near fu-
ture, we are continuing analytical work in conjunction with the Navy to thoroughly
examine the concept to identify benefits and risks. As our operational tempo normal-
izes, we anticipate developing a phased training approach that will experiment with
elements of the concept that apply to a Marine Expeditionary Unit.

Expeditionary Strike Groups.—The Navy-Marine Corps team has completed de-
ployments of several Expeditionary Strike Groups (ESG) to the U.S. Central Com-
mand area of responsibility. The ESG combines the capabilities of surface combat-
ants, a submarine, and a tethered maritime patrol aircraft with those of an Amphib-
ious Ready Group and Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) to
provide greater combat capabilities to regional combatant commanders. Current op-
erations have precluded us from conducting further testing to make key decisions
about doctrine, organization, training, and leadership. Future proof of concept de-
ployments will assist us in determining the way ahead for the ESG.

INFRASTRUCTURE

The Marine Corps continues to make wise use of constrained resources in oper-
ating and maintaining its infrastructure. This is being accomplished by balancing
new construction with demolition of inadequate or unsafe facilities, use of
sustainment metrics in maintaining the structures we have, reduction in energy
consumption, and use of better business practices. Long term planning is also being
used to ensure our installations evolve and transition in step with our operating
forces. The end state of these on-going efforts is support of combat ready Marines
and their families.

Corps Better Business Practices

Marine Corps Business Enterprise—The Business Enterprise Office is charged
with the mission of improving the Corps’ business practices. The recently approved
Business Enterprise Strategic Plan is designed to guide end-to-end assessment and
improvement of Marine Corps business processes through fiscal year 2012. It incor-
porates regionalization, competition, divestiture, elimination of low-value activities
and services, continuous process improvement, and investment in training our Civil-
ian Marine workforce to facilitate transforming the Marine Corps into a perform-
ance based organization in support of the warfighter. The plan establishes a savings
goal for the Program Objective Memorandum 2008 period that culminates in $200
million annual savings across all business processes and frees 1,700 Marines for re-
assignment to warfighting requirements.

Regionalization of Bases and Stations.—The Marine Corps is transforming its
bases from singularly managed and resourced entities to ones strategically managed
in geographic regions. OQur goal is to position our installations to be more effective
and consistent providers of support to the warfighter and will use the Marine Corps
Business Enterprise and other initiatives to do so. Our regions will reach initial
operational capability during fiscal year 2005 and full operational capability during
fiscal year 2006.

Public Private Venture.—Efforts to improve housing for Marines and their families
continue. Thanks to Congressional action last year that eliminated the budgetary
authority cap on Public Private Venture investments in military family housing, the
Marine Corps remains on track to meet the Strategic Planning Guidance goal to
eliminate inadequate housing by 2007.

Force Structure Review Initiative Facility Requirements.—Implementation of the
approved force structure review initiatives includes facilities construction require-
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ments to support rapid and significant force structure changes. New force structure
that must be supported includes infantry, reconnaissance and intelligence units in
the active component, and reconnaissance, anti-terrorism, and an intelligence unit
in the reserves. Your support for the acquisition of facilities needed to support the
standup of these units is appreciated.

Encroachment.—The Marine Corps has been successful in using the land-space
buffering tool Congress provided the armed services in 2003 to protect areas in prox-
imity to military lands from incompatible development. We are participating in con-
servation forums with land conservators, city and county planners, and open land
advocates in communities where our training ranges are located. One of the goals
is to preserve open space and endangered species habitat in those areas as well as
deter potential incompatible development near our installations. These projects are
ongoing at most of our installations.

Last year’s Defense Authorization Act also amended the Endangered Species Act
to allow the Secretary of the Interior to accept Integrated Natural Resources Man-
agement Plans as suitable substitutes for critical habitat designation. The Marine
Corps is using this legislation to protect and enhance populations of these species
while continuing to conduct essential training.

SAFETY

Effective safety programs are vital to force protection and operational readiness.
Marine leaders understand the importance of leadership, education, and account-
ability in the effort to reduce mishaps and accidents. As a result of actions taken
and programs implemented, fiscal year 2004 mishap fatalities were driven down-
ward from the previous fiscal year. Operational mishap fatalities during the same
period were also significantly reduced. Although Aviation mishaps trended upward
during fiscal year 2004, Marine Aviation is working myriad initiatives to improve
our aviation safety performance this fiscal year. Additionally, we saw a reduction
in mishap fatalities (fatalities not resulting from enemy action) in Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM 1II from Operation IRAQI FREEDOM I. Our leadership is energized at
every level. From the Executive Safety Board’s leadership initiatives, to the intro-
duction of mentorship programs at the unit level and driver’s improvement in re-
cruit training, we are actively involved in the effort to safeguard our most precious
assets—our Marines and Sailors.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, let me emphasize that your Marines, as shown in recent battles like
Fallujah, are courageous and fully dedicated to whatever sacrifice is required to pro-
tect this Nation. Their bravery, sacrifice, and commitment to warfighting excellence
have added new chapters to our Corps’ rich legacy. Your Marines recognize they
have an essential mission. They know that they are well equipped, well led, well
trained, and have the solid backing of the American people. The Marine Corps fully
understands that our greatest contribution to the Nation is our high-level of readi-
ness—across the spectrum of conflict. With your continued support, we will ensure
that your Marines, their equipment, their training, and our organization are ready
for any potential contingency. Marines and their families greatly appreciate the un-
wavering support of Congress in achieving our high level of success.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much, General, Admiral, Mr.
Secretary.

We've heard some interesting testimony so far this year. I'll not
forget the photograph we had of the young Army person, who had
parachuted into Iraq, carrying, on his back, more than I weigh.
And we think we’re dealing with just an enormously capable gen-
eration of volunteers, who are just doing this magnificent job, that
they certainly will go down in history as being the most—really,
the greatest generation. There’s only five of us left in this Senate
from World War II days. None of us could have carried that load.
Days are different now, and we congratulate you very much for
what you’re doing, all of you, with the military.
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SHIPBUILDING

Admiral Clark, as I indicated, at least I, and I'm sure my co-
chairman, feel that we’re sort of in a box now with shipping. Some
of our colleagues want to have a process called advanced appropria-
tions, and increase advanced appropriations, but then tie that
down only for shipping for the future. It’s sort of like preplanning
the budget. I understand what you say about needing some assist-
ance to develop a new concept. I wish we could have war bonds and
have people buy them and understand they’re putting up money to
refurbish the military, and let us pay them off over a period of
years. That might work. But these advanced appropriations worry
me. Is this a—is this something that you have suggested, Admiral?

Admiral CLARK. Mr. Chairman, in the 5 years that I've been
here, I've brought several different proposals forward to try to
move ahead in this area, but the common—of all the features—and
I believe that we have to look at a combination of features—of all
the features that I believe will be beneficial is a level-funding ap-
proach. I do not believe that advanced appropriations, viewed as
some sort of a short-term windfall, is the answer to our problem.
In fact, because, when we fully fund a ship today, we spend just
a very small percentage of that money in the first year of the pro-
gram—between 6 and 10 percent we might spend in the first
year—some people have viewed advanced appropriations as a wind-
fall. But that will not work.

It is going to take a combination of features. And that’s why I
talked, in my opening testimony, about multi-year contracts and
aggressive use of R&D. I believe advanced appropriations could
play a role, but that alone will not solve the problem.

SHIP FORCE STRUCTURE

Senator STEVENS. As you look at the force now, how many ships
do you have, compared to how many you had when you became
CNO?

Admiral CLARK. I have, this morning, 290 ships, and I had about
310—I'd have to validate the number, but about 310 when I got
here. And, by the way, Mr. Chairman, you can count me guilty for
accelerating the decommissioning of some of the older ships that,
in my view, were no longer providing the kind of capability that we
needed, and that we need to redirect those resources to the future.
I recommended that to the Secretary. He bought my proposal. And
let me tell you how painful that is. Next week, I'm going to go
down and decommission the class leader of the Spruance class—
and I commanded it. You know, this is personal.

But my view was that it no longer did the kind of things we need
for our ships to do. And so, I took out the whole class, 31 of them,
early, with the whole idea to redirect those resources.

And I would like just to be on record that this Department has
worked aggressively to try to run this Department in the most ef-
fective and efficient way. My Secretary taught me to say “effective
first, and efficiencies would follow.” There are over $50 billion
worth of cost avoidance and savings in this FYDP that has been
submitted by the Navy Department.
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We're doing everything we can to redirect, but, when it shows
you the spiraling, accelerating costs in programs—as numbers fall
down, we're not keeping up. And so, now, today, when I buy an air-
craft carrier, and I have to pay for it all in 1 year or 2 years, it
takes an incredible divot out of the rest of my structure, and it’s
having an extraordinarily negative impact on our financial posture.

U.S.S. JOHN F. KENNEDY

Senator STEVENS. Well, Mr. Secretary, what’s it going to take to
change this around? Let me first ask, Are you going to be terribly
disturbed if we tell you to keep the Kennedy where it is?

Secretary ENGLAND. Yes, sir, we would be terribly disturbed to
keep the Kennedy where it is. First of all, the money is out for the
Kennedy; it’s not in our budget. So if we have to keep the Kennedy,
then something else has to go. So we don’t have the money in the
budget for the Kennedy. It’s gone. It’s $1.2 billion. The Kennedy is,
by the time it comes—it’s in an overhaul right now. It’ll be 40 years
old. And it’'s an old 40 years old; it’s never been through a major
upgrade. It was a reserve carrier. So we’ve always had expense and
issues keeping the Kennedy properly maintained, frankly. So it’s
expensive for us, and it’s of marginal capability.

As the CNO said, our carriers today are at least four times more
capable than they were during Desert Storm. We're about to double
this capability by 2010. Frankly, it’s probably even more than that.
At a minimum, I would say, that’s the capability. As we bring on
new airplanes, more precision weapons, and our new carriers,
which have even more sortie rates when the CVN-21 and that
class comes along—frankly, we do not need this carrier. And we
have talked in past years about how many carriers did we need.
We've actually thought, prior to this year, about taking out a car-
rier.

So we fully support taking out the Kennedy. And, Mr. Chairman,
if we're required to keep the Kennedy, then we’re going to have to
take money out of someplace else, because we do not have the
money to keep the Kennedy.

Senator STEVENS. Well, I don’t want to say this wrong. Once I
said on the floor that I was half Scots and—one of my friends in
the House said, “That Senator just went out and admitted he was
half full of Scotch.” I am half Scots. So you’ve just paid for this
overhaul. If I did that to my car, at least I'd keep it for awhile.

Secretary ENGLAND. No, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Why did we have an overhaul on this and then
want to pull it out of service when it comes out of overhaul?

Admiral CLARK. No, I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman, we have not—it is
scheduled for an overhaul. That is, it is scheduled now to be down
until late 2007. We are not going to do that overhaul. And the fact
is, this week we plan to redirect that money to other ships that
need maintenance in the Department of the Navy.

Senator STEVENS. I beg your pardon. I was informed it was in
overhaul. It’s not in overhaul now?

Secretary ENGLAND. No, sir, it’s not. It is scheduled to go into
overhaul. So we will not do that.

Senator STEVENS. How much useful life does it still have?
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Secretary ENGLAND. Well, typically we keep our carriers about 50
years. When it comes out of overhaul, it’ll be 40 years old, so it’ll
have about 10 years of life when—if we were to go into overhaul
and keep the Kennedy, by the time it came out of overhaul it would
have about 10 years of useful life.

Admiral CLARK. Can I piggyback on that, Mr. Chairman?

Senator STEVENS. One more answer. Just tell me this. We’re both
from the Pacific. Aren’t we losing our carrier for the Pacific when
you have the rest of them over there involved in the war against
terrorism?

Secretary ENGLAND. No, sir. When we look at the war plans, and
when we look at what we anticipate in the Quadrennial Defense
Review (QDR) with 11 carriers, we can meet the Combatant Com-
mander (COCOM) requirements. And, frankly, it looks like we can
do that as long as, you know, we can project into the future. That’s
the maximum size force we need.

I will tell you, it’s not evident to me that it’ll always stay at 11.
As this capability increases, it’s quite possible, frankly, the number
of carriers could go down, because we will go to other type ships
that utilize our short takeoff and vertical landing (STOVL) aircraft
capability, smaller decks—Amphibious Assault Ship Replacement
(LHA(R)), for example; it will carry a lot of STOVL airplanes,
which also give us striking power. So I think, in the future, you’re
going to see a different mix of capability, and you’re probably talk-
ing the top side of our carrier force at 11.

Senator STEVENS. I cut you off, Admiral. Did you have something
to say?

Admiral CLARK. Just to say that we are designing our nuclear
carriers to live for 50 years, but they have an entirely different
maintenance structure than we had when we put the JFK in com-
mission. And we did not do a midlife Service Life Extension Pro-
gram on the Kennedy. So 50 years would be a great stretch for that
platform. It was not designed to be 50 years when we built it. And
so, 40 years would be—and what we have already, 37 years of utili-
zation out of this platform, is in the ballpark for what we envi-
sioned we would get when we built the ship. Today, our standards
are higher, and we’re seeking to get more utility out of the invest-
ment.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you. I'll come back again.

Senator Inouye?

BATTLESHIPS

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, I don’t suppose you anticipated
this question. Four battleships were built after World War II. They
served in Korea and Vietnam. And beginning in 1981, they were
reconditioned and refurbished. They carried cruise missiles and
electronic equipment. Some of my colleagues suggest that these
ships should continue to be utilized. On the other hand, we have
naval experts who suggest that they have exceeded their useful
service life.

With that thought in mind, we’ve heard some suggest that per-
haps we need to bring them out of mothball to provide gunfire sup-
port for our forces going ashore. Do you have any views on that?
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Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, I will tell you that that is abso-
lutely not the plan of the Department of the Navy. And I would
think that would be a huge mistake, to bring those ships out of
mothballs. They would be hugely expensive, difficult to maintain,
to train crews in both the maintenance and the operation. It would
take a long time and, frankly, have very, very little utility. I think,
just the opposite, we’re trying to move into a new future, and not
to hold onto the past from World War II. So I would tell you, in
the strongest possible terms, that that would be a great mistake.
And, by the way, those funds would be diverted from other ships
we need to build and airplanes we need to build and marines we
need to deploy.

So, Senator, I would definitely not support that. I would think
that would be harmful to the Department of the Navy. And I'd like
to have the CNO comment, also.

Admiral CLARK. Senator, please don’t let anybody do that.

There is legislation that requires me to keep those battleships in
a standby status. I support taking them out of that status.

Here’s what we know about the battleship. Extraordinarily costly
to operate. A gun system that shoots a big round, but doesn’t have
the accuracy to even come close to dealing with the kind of preci-
sion warfare that we’re talking about today. One Next Generation
Destroyer (DD(X)) will put all of those battleships—would put ’em
in the dust. And the reason is exactly the same kind of logic with
using the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) in airplanes today.
We know that we sent airplanes after a single bridge in Vietnam
for months and months and months, and they never got it. And one
JDAM would take it out, just like that.

Today’s world is so different with the precision effects that I do
not need those battleships. They have cost a fortune, and they will
not produce the kind of warfighting effect.

Senator INOUYE. I've heard your message.

When you testified just a few moments ago, you said that the ca-
p}r;lbi‘l?ity of our carriers has increased four times. Can you describe
that?

Admiral CLARK. Well, we’re talking now about precision and the
weapons that we carry and the effects. And so, 10 years ago, when
we were conducting operations in Desert Storm, the world, for the
first time, saw precision elements going down smokestacks and so
forth. And the Navy had a little bit of that capability, but now we
are totally a precision force. And the force multiplication effect of
that has increased our warfighting capability and combat effects by
four times in the striking force. And what I’'m saying is, we’re going
to double it again in the next 4 to 5 years. That’s how rapidly we
are moving toward the kind of improvements that change the face
of warfare.

Senator INOUYE. Thank you.

MARINE CORPS RECRUITING

General Hagee, for the first time in nearly 10 years, the Marine
Corps has missed its recruiting target. I believe you missed it for
the last 2 months. What initiatives are underway to get recruiting
back on track?
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General HAGEE. Senator, thank you for that question. We did
miss our contracting monthly goal for December and January. We
continue to ship—actually, we’re ahead of schedule on shipping in-
dividuals to boot camp. And we're just about on the annual goal to
make mission for this fiscal year.

So, I'm a golfer. Not a very good golfer, but a golfer. And in De-
cember and January, we shot a bogey—two bogeys. But we shot
several birdies before that. So we’re just about at par right now,
as far as our annual goal is concerned.

But, as I said in my opening remarks, it is a tough environment
out there. And it’'s—as I have testified before, it’s primarily because
parents are asking more questions now, and our recruiters are
spending more time with the parents answering their questions be-
fore they’re willing to advise their son or daughter to come in the
Armed Forces. So we are putting more recruiters out on the street,
and we are spending more time with the parents.

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Chairman, I have a few more questions, but
I believe I have to go to the floor now.

Senator STEVENS. Yes, Senator. I do appreciate the fact that you
have duty there. And I hope you’ll come back when you’re finished.

Senator INOUYE. I'll be back.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Mikulski, you’re recognized for 7 min-
utes.

Senator MIKULSKI. Gentlemen, thank you very much for your
testimony and these very candid answers to the questions.

BLOODSWORTH ISLAND

I would like to begin with, first, a local question directed to Sec-
retary England, and then perhaps Admiral Clark would like to an-
swer it, and then go on to some questions about protecting our
troops, our service people.

Early in March, out of the blue, the Navy, at Pax River, an-
nounced that they were going to start doing military exercises on
Bloodsworth Island, an island in the Chesapeake Bay. And they
talked about flying, using bombs, using live ammunition, amphib-
ious landings. And there was a sense that it was going to be like
a Guadalcanal operation. The community is very concerned.

All of you have been in Maryland—you’ve gone to school in Mary-
land, you know our resources, and you know were Navy sup-
porters. On the Chesapeake Bay, we have commercial shipping
lanes, our famous watermen, and recreational boating. The commu-
nity is really concerned, not about supporting the need for robust
training, but the concern about safety with live ammunition, the
disruption to lives, and the threat to livelihoods in the famous and
fabulous Chesapeake Bay.

Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, first of all, my apologies. Obviously,
there are a lot of misconceptions, and we obviously didn’t handle
that very well. And TI'll ask the CNO to give you the detail. But
we're not going to do any of those things on Bloodsworth Island.
So I think that just got out of hand. I apologize. And TI'll let the
CNO, who had a lot of detail discussions last night, give you the
specifics on that. But we’re not going to have amphibious assaults
and drop bombs and all those things on Bloodsworth Island. So I'll
let the CNO give you more detail.
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Admiral CLARK. It’s a real privilege to be able to pass along this
answer to you, Senator. First of all, the event is fundamentally a
nonevent. Here’s what happened. It turns out that Bloodsworth
wasn’t under the control of Naval Air Systems Command
(NAVAIR) when they did its rounds of compliance and environ-
mental assessments that were required under law in the late
1990s. And so, it came to their attention that in order to comply
with the law, we have to go back and do an environmental assess-
ment on property that we own.

Senator MIKULSKI. That’s right, and Senator Sarbanes has called
for an environmental impact statement.

Admiral CLARK. Okay. And so, that’s what this is. And in the
context of conducting this assessment, they put, in the list of things
to assess, all of the activity that had ever happened in the past.

Now, let me make it real clear. There are no plans for any kind
of increased operations on Bloodsworth.

Senator MIKULSKI. So you don’t intend to bomb it?

Admiral CLARK. No. That’s correct.

Senator MIKULSKI. You don’t intend to land on it with live am-
munition?

Admiral CLARK. There are no plans, and there will be no changes
in the operational status of Bloodsworth.

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, that’s going to be great news to the
community.

Admiral CLARK. Is that clear?

Senator MIKULSKI. Admiral, I think that’s very clear. I know that
the Navy has scheduled a variety of public hearings or public infor-
mation sessions. At the first public information hearing, they had
a lot of little tables, as if they were going to give counseling serv-
ices. I'm not being sarcastic here. Again, we appreciate this con-
versation. I really think that, for the other sessions that are sched-
uled around Dorchester County—remember, they fought off the
British; they don’t want to get into it with you—that there should
really be a true public information hearing about what’s called for.
Because from accounts in the newspaper that I'm sure your very
able staff has brought to your attention, it really sounded over the
top for an exercise in the Bay.

Admiral CLARK. We were exercising in accordance with the rules
that we have to do to conduct an electronic attack (EA). What we
have been doing there is conducting non-ground impact operations,
radar evaluations, those kinds of things.

Senator MIKULSKI. No, no, we know that you've got to use it, and
we want you to use it.

Admiral CLARK. I have no plans to change that.

Senator MIKULSKI. But, Admiral, I would like to bring to your at-
tention the Sun paper articles, so you know what the people are
hearing, so then they can go back and do a better job of commu-
nicating.

Admiral CLARK. Understood.

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you.

Secretary ENGLAND. Our apologies, Senator. We didn’t want—
you know, obviously we didn’t want that to get that far out of the
line, and sorry we got to that point. But, hopefully, just this hear-
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ing will clarify that, and hopefully the press will report that there
is no change at Bloodsworth Island.

PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT FOR MARINES

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, this, then, comes back to the fact that
we do need to have training for our military. And, of course, we
need to protect our military so they can protect us. In your testi-
mony—this, then, goes to what both the marines and the Navy
need to protect the sailors, protect the marines—in your testi-
monies, you outlined a variety of techniques that you're using to
protect them, from Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), these ro-
bots—could you share with me, number one, what you think are
working, are there new things you would like to try, and do you
have enough money to buy the equipment that you need to protect
them—from technology to tourniquets—while they’re carrying out
the missions that we ask them, to perform?

General HAGEE. Senator, it’s a very complex battlefield, both in
Iraq and Afghanistan. And there’s not one technology, there’s not
one tactic or one procedure that will guarantee success. It’s really
the combination of all of those.

First off, on the money, I can tell you, thanks to the Secretary
of the Navy, money has not been an issue. He has told us that, “If
you need the money, you've got it. If you find something that will
work, either technologically or there’s a tactic or a procedure, and
it requires funding, don’t worry about funding.” So over the past
2 years, we have not. And we have not put a marine vehicle out
in harm’s way that did not have some armor on it. And over the
past 12 years we have continually improved the armor. In fact,
right now we are putting on what we call a marine armor Kkit, a
MAK. In many ways, it’s actually better than the 1114, which is
the factory-built up-armored Humvee. By this summer, we will
have all of our Humvees armored in that way. We have designed,
and are putting on, a similar set of armor on our 7-ton trucks.

Every marine, obviously, is wearing the Small Arms Protective
Inserts (SAPI) plates and the flak vests. They are also wearing the
new helmets. They're wearing eye-protective goggles. They have
hearing devices that we have improved. The protection of our indi-
vidual serviceman and our individual servicewoman is the highest
priority that we have.

Senator MIKULSKI. But I also presume youre doing R&D. This
must weigh a lot. A ton weighs more than a ton if youre putting
it on a Humvee or you’re carrying it on your back.

General HAGEE. Yes, ma’am. We are doing R&D. And, as two of
the members have mentioned, the weight is significant. We're
doing a great deal of research with the United States Army on how
to bring that weight down and provide at least as good, if not bet-
ter, protection.

Secretary ENGLAND. Pardon me. Senator, also

Senator STEVENS. The Senator’s time has expired.

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

Senator MIKULSKI. Well, we’d like to hear more about that.

Thank you very much.

Secretary ENGLAND. We'll get back with you, Senator.
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Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, the Navy and Marine Corps
provide essential pillars of our national security today, and I com-
mend the outstanding job being done every day by our sailors and
marines. The Marine Corps, particularly, has taken on some of the
toughest tasks in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the results have been
very impressive. So, I'm glad to be here today to thank you for your
leadership of the Navy/Marine Corps team.

SHIPBUILDING

As we look at the budget request for shipbuilding, in particular,
there are some things that stand out to me, and that is that it’s
going to be very difficult for our shipbuilding industry to continue
to maintain its capabilities and an expertise that we’ve come to de-
pend upon, and probably take for granted. But to continue to main-
tain the capabilities of our shipbuilding facilities, we’re going to
have to provide a shipbuilding budget that permits these yards to
carry on.

Some of us think that we need to have a competitive environ-
ment, that yards in Maine and Mississippi right now are building
the larger ships for the Navy and Marine Corps, and forgetting
about the aircraft carriers for the time being, but talking about
surface combatants. We hope to be able to continue to see that
level of competition maintained. And there’s some concern about
that.

My colleague, this morning, Senator Lott, is introducing legisla-
tion which would express the sense of Congress that we continue
to maintain shipyards that can compete for these contracts. And
that’s a big challenge.

I wonder if, this morning, you could give us any insight into how
you see that capability being sustained with the shipbuilding budg-
et request that’s contained in the budget that you're here to defend
this morning.

Mr. Secretary?

Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, thanks for the opportunity to dis-
cuss this, because this is a critical question for the Navy and for
our industrial base.

First, I need to comment that, frankly, we have very little com-
petition in the shipbuilding industry. I mean, we basically allocate
our ships. We have certain yards, and they do certain ships, and
that’s where we are. And so, we do not have competition today,
frankly. We allocate our ships, and most of our yards do one kind
of ship. The only case where that’s not the case is in Maine and
down in Mississippi. Mississippi does a variety of ships. Maine does
one type of ship, which is the destroyer.

Our budget is down this year. I mean, last year we had a $9 bil-
lion shipbuilding budget. This year, it’s down to about $6.5 billion.
It goes back to $9 billion next year, and then continues to grow.
And that’s more than it was throughout the whole 1990s. And we
have 40 ships, 38 under contract and 2 more about to be under con-
tract, in the backlog. So there is a healthy backlog in the industrial
base right now. And this year, as I said, was a planned down year,
as we move into new capability.
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DD(X)

I believe there’s only one real issue in the industrial base, and
that issue involves the DD(X). The DD(X) is the replacement for
the DDG. We've been building Guided Missile Destroyers (DDGs)
in large numbers, but we will be building DD(X) in small numbers,
8 to 12 total, and we will be building at 1 a year.

So the dilemma we have is that, at one a year, it is not efficient
to build those in two yards. If we do, our analysis says each ship
will cost us $300 million more to build them in two yards. And, by
the way, we just had the discussion on the Kennedy. When we take
the Kennedy out, we save $300 million a year. And now we would
basically spend it—if we had two yards, we’d just spend that $300
million a year to keep another yard building this ship. So having
two yards is very costly to the Department of the Navy.

Frankly, if we allocate ships, we don’t get competition. The only
way we can get competition is, frankly, to compete the DD(X) on
the front end. That does give us competition, and that competition
could, indeed, have long-term benefits to the Department of the
Navy, because those companies would each have to respond to that
competitive environment and, hopefully, be very innovative in their
response to our solicitation.

So this is an issue of affordability and allocation, versus competi-
tion. But it is a critical question, I understand, for the shipbuilders
and for the Navy—but we are in the dilemma of either spending
$300 million more a ship or competing those ships, and we have
elected to compete, because, frankly, we don’t have an extra $300
million a ship. If we keep paying more for our ships, then we buy
less ships. If we buy less ships that cost more, then, frankly, we're
in a death spiral. So, that’s where we are, Senator.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

LHA(R)

Admiral Clark, I understand that if additional funding is made
available for shipbuilding, that the top item on the Navy’s list is
$417 million to accelerate the delivery of the LHA replacement am-
phibious ship. Could you share with the subcommittee your
thoughts on this? Is this an accurate statement about what the
l\{)alvg’s intentions would be if additional money were made avail-
able?

Admiral CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I put that list together, and I put
that in the place I did on the list to emphasize how important I
think it is to get going and get started with one of the huge trans-
formations in the Navy/Marine Corps team.

Joint Strike Fighter is going to deliver for the Marine Corps.
When it does, they need a ship that’s going to be designed, from
the ground up, to be more air capable, to reap the harvest of the
multi-billion dollar investment we’re going to take with Joint
Strike Fighter. So, I was, frankly, disappointed last year that we
were not able to move along at a faster pace. So that’s the reason
I put that in its place.

Equal to it, I would say, although it doesn’t show it by the list,
is moving forward as rapidly as we can with the Littoral combat
ship. And I believe that we need to move forward rapidly in the
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maritime pre-positioning force of the future. And, in fact, we’re
looking at ways that we can get involved in some experimentation.
The three of us have held meetings to try to see how we could ac-
celerate that process. We believe this produces the kind of force in
the future that our Nation is going to need.

So, that representation is an indicator of how important I think
that move is.

Senator COCHRAN. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Domenici, you’re recognized for 7 min-
utes.

Senator DoMENICI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, I want to say it’s a privilege to be here with all of you.

I want to say to you, Admiral, I understand that you may be re-
tiring this summer. I wish it wasn’t so, but I guess that’s the way
it is. We owe you a real debt of gratitude for your great service;
in particular, this last part of your life, when you’ve undertaken
this tremendous job of transforming the Navy. I believe, whatever
the complaints are, and whatever the parochial interests are, the
parochial interests are legitimate, people are concerned, in terms
of changes—but I think there has to be change. If you look at what
we're doing now, we cannot continue to both modernize and keep
everything we've got. It’s going to be tough to pay for the defense
we need over next 10 or 15 years, with the deficits we have. If we
don’t have a strong economy, you don’t have a Navy, or you don’t
have a Marine Corps—so that’s very important.

I also want to say to you, General Hagee, I was privileged, just
recently, to have a young man in my office from the Marine Corps.
His last name is Valles—that’s V-a-l-l-e-s; that’s a Spanish name—
and he and his wife Sandra were there because he’s recuperating,
getting well, here at Walter Reed. I want to say, he is a terrific
young man. He’s someone to be proud of.

I will share with you—if you find a moment that we might talk
on the phone that the care in all of the hospitals to which these
young men go is not equal. In Washington, Bethesda and Walter
Reed are held up by everybody that we run into, but there are
some others about which there are some concerns. I want to share
them with you, because I think you would be concerned about some
of them also if we shared them with you. We need the best for
them, right? There’s no doubt about it. When they get to
recuperating, we can’t have any doctors or second-rate service
around, because they deserve far better than that.

Enough said. Let me say to both the Secretary of the Navy and
you, Admiral, I have read, and been briefed on, the changes you
are making, and hope to make over time, to make the fleet modern.
Certainly that means far more technologically modern. I can do
nothing but commend you. I hope that you have the fortitude and
the courage to stick with it.

I say that to you, also, Mr. Secretary. We are beginning to under-
stand that you are a very superb Secretary. I'm sure the men in
uniform are glad to have you at their side. I mean that literally.
And so, I hope——

Secretary ENGLAND. Thank you.

Senator DOMENICI [continuing]. That we do that right.
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IRAQI ARMED FORCES

With reference to the Iraq war, I have two questions, and you
can answer them as you wish. I think the most important thing
that we have to accomplish is that we have to change this war into
an Iraqi war. I think you’ll agree with that. I want to know, for
the record, what you think about the progress on that front. Gen-
eral, I know this means that your men and women have to rely
upon Iraqi soldiers and Iraqi military police. We're counting on
them taking over, here, pretty soon. I know it’s not easy to talk in
public about these things, but, for a minute or so, would you tell
us what you think about this and how you think it’s working?

My last question has to do with the technology that we have that
could make a real dent in these explosives that are along the high-
ways that seem to go without detection. It seems almost impossible
that our technology would not be able to do a lot better than just
have them explode. You are testifying here that, “We’ve got the
best armaments, so the explosions will do the minimum damage.”
We have to be making some progress to get rid of them before they
explode. I know we have scientists that eventually will do that. I
need information that we’re doing the best we can, and that we
might succeed in that regard sooner, rather than later.

Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, if I can take your second question,
I'd like, first, though, to have the Commandant to address your
first question. Then I'll address your second question.

Senator DOMENICI. Fine.

General HAGEE. Sir, as far as the performance of the Iraqi sol-
diers

Senator DOMENICI. No, that was my first question. You’re going
to take the second one?

General HAGEE. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. All right, General.

General HAGEE. As I mentioned in my opening remarks, during
the battle of Fallujah, we had five Iraqi battalions operating with
us. And I can report to you, sir, that they did extremely well. More
importantly, after the vote on January 30, we have noticed, in the
Al Anbar province—and that’s where the marines are located—a
respect by the Iraqi people toward their armed forces, and a new
motivation by the Iraqi armed forces. We have several Iraqi battal-
ions that are working with the marines and the soldiers in the Al
Anbar province, and they get better every day.

Over the past couple of weeks, we have had a couple of Iraqi bat-
talions that have planned and executed operations—cordon and
search operations, going after weapons caches—on their own. So,
they are definitely improving. We are able to draw back some of
our forces and let them take over the security inside of the cities,
like Fallujah and Ramadi. So I'm optimistic that they are going to
be able to take this job.

Now, are they ever going to be a United States marine or a U.S.
soldier? No, sir. But they don’t need to be, to do the job over there.

Senator DOMENICI. Okay.

Mr. Secretary?
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IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE (IED) RESEARCH

Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, regarding IEDs, we have $1 billion
allocated to the defeat of IEDs in the Department of Defense, and
we have all the services and scientists and industry working on
that problem. We have fielded a lot of equipment. We continue to
field equipment. I will tell you, however, that the foe is very smart
and very adaptable. And so, they keep adjusting as we find ways
to defeat them, as you would expect. So, this will be an ongoing
problem for America for a long time.

Recognizing that, the Department of the Navy has taken 10 per-
cent of our research Science and Technology (S&T) dollars at the
Office of Naval Research, and we are starting what I call the “seed
corn” for research; not application, which is the billion dollars, but
fundamental research. We've had the head of the National Acad-
emy of Science, we’'ve had Dr. Marburger, we’ve had the National
Academies of Engineering all coming together, and we are about to
initiate, literally, a nationwide research effort for long-term re-
search, because this problem will be with us a long time.

So, I just want to reassure you that this gets our daily attention.
I mean, this is something that’s the very highest on our list of
things to go solve, but it is a very difficult and an ongoing issue.

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Chairman, I have three New Mexico
issues that I want to submit to you. They’re kind of peripheral to
this discussion, desalinization and some other things. I won’t take
the time, but I'll submit them to you for your attention, and I
thank you for your testimony.

Secretary ENGLAND. And we’ll get back with you, Senator. Thank
you very much, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. General, when you get a moment, we'll talk
on the phone about my Lieutenant, who has some concerns.

General HAGEE. Yes, sir. I'll look forward to it, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Dorgan.

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

Mr. Secretary, welcome, and General and Admiral.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (BRAC)

I'd like to ask a bit about base closings. We don’t, obviously, have
a Navy base in North Dakota, but we have been very supportive
of the Navy, and we've sent a great many admirals to the Navy
from our State, including recently Admiral Owens, Vice Chair of
the Joint Chiefs. But let me ask about base closing.

On May 16, Secretary Rumsfeld will announce to the country the
bases that he would like closed or realigned. This time things have
changed. In the past, the military service’s have picked the bases
that were put on the BRAC list. In this circumstance, the Secretary
of Defense is responsible for the list on May 16. Can you describe
for me the activities that you have had that will involve themselves
in the Secretary of Defense’s decision on May 167

Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, I have a person who reports di-
rectly to me out of our installation and environment, and they have
a team across the Department of the Navy. And I believe I can say
this is the case for the three military services. And then we do all
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the analysis of all of our bases within the Department of the Navy.
And then there are internal recommendations made to the three of
us regarding all of the facilities within the Department of the
Navy.

There’s another group within the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, and we have people on those teams, and they look across the
services, in terms of jointness, because that is a hallmark and a
tenet—that is, they get better jointness out of this—and also how
we may jointly have higher efficiency and effectiveness. So there’s
another team that works that.

All three of these teams report to the Secretary of Defense. And
there’s a board at the Secretary of Defense level, of which the three
of us are part of that review board.

So we participate at the Navy level, we participate at the joint
level, and we participate at the Secretary of Defense level. And on
that latter meeting—there’s a number of those scheduled, obvi-
ously, between now and May 16 when the final list is put to-
gether—but we have full involvement, and we have full visibility
into all the analysis and everything that goes into that decision-
making process, and we are part of that decision-making process.

Senator DORGAN. So

Senator STEVENS. Would the Senator yield for just one moment?

Gentlemen, I must go to the floor. Our subcommittee will recon-
vene in closed session on Thursday, March 17, to discuss classified
programs in the fiscal year 2005 supplemental. Our next open ses-
sion will be Wednesday, April 6, at 10 a.m., when we’ll hear from
the Air Force.

I thank you all very much, and wish you the best, Admiral. I
apologize for the interruption.

Secretary ENGLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Secretary, then the speculation—by some,
at least—that the Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) has taken this
process into the SECDEF office and will make these judgments, is
not entirely accurate. You're saying that services are full partners,
and you’re not going to be surprised on May 16 by what is an-
nounced. Is that correct?

Secretary ENGLAND. That’s correct. I won’t be surprised, Senator.
I mean, we have been a full partner. Ultimately, it’s the decision
of the Secretary of Defense. I mean, ultimately, he will make the
final decision. We may disagree on some of those decisions. We're
not at that point yet. But we have a full input into that system,
and we debate those with the Secretary, you know, in open meet-
ings with him. So each one of these is discussed, debated, and our
recommendations are made. So I would say it is a total involve-
ment of everyone in the Department. Everyone in the service de-
partments certainly has an input into that system.

Senator DORGAN. And based on your knowledge, the same re-
sponse would come from the Air Force and the Army?

S}elzcretary ENGLAND. Yes, sir, because they’re all in the meetings
with us.

Senator DORGAN. Okay, well, that’s helpful, because I think
there’s a lot of speculation about how this list is developed and—
so that’s a very helpful answer, and I appreciate getting that infor-
mation.
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MARINE CORPS RECRUITING

General Hagee, tell me what you expect with respect to future
recruiting. I heard the question from my colleague about the last
2 months. I was driving to work the other day, and I heard that
we are paying $150,000 bonuses for special operations folks who re-
enlist. And so, we have a series of bonuses, I assume, to enhance
recruitment. But as you look down the road a ways, what’s your
impression? You indicate that parents are more involved, you've got
more people out recruiting. Do you anticipate that—for the balance
of this year and next year, to be able to meet the recruiting goals?

General HAGEE. As far as recruiting is concerned, I believe that
the environment will remain challenging for the next couple of
years. In fact, as long as there are major operations going on in
Iraq and Afghanistan, I believe that the environment will remain
challenging.

I do remain optimistic that we’re going to be able to get the right
numbers of young Americans with the right skills, the right qual-
ity, into the Marine Corps.

I can tell you, on the retention side—and these are individuals
that had either finished their first enlistment or their subsequent
enlistment, and deciding on whether they’re going to stay in the
Marine Corps and make it a full career—we are actually doing bet-
ter this year than we have in the past couple of years. Our reten-
tion right now for first-term re-enlistees for this fiscal year is about
85 percent of our annual goal, and we’re getting the occupational
skills that we need. So I'm very optimistic on retention.

Senator DORGAN. Well, General Hagee, I think all of the mem-
bers of this panel would tell you how proud they are of your troops,
and I've met a number of them over at Walter Reed, and they're
quite a remarkable bunch, an inspiring bunch of Americans who
serve this country.

SHIP FORCE STRUCTURE

Secretary England, how many ships do we have—active ships—
at this point?
Secretary ENGLAND. 290.

SHIP NAMING

Senator DORGAN. And let me ask you a parochial question, if I
might. The last ship that was named for North Dakota was named
in 1907, and you and I have had a discussion about that. We have
a lot of North Dakotans very proud of their service in the Navy and
the marines. As I said, the Vice Chair of the Joint Chiefs, Admiral
Bill Owens, has written a letter, and we've got a lot of folks out
there that have written letter after letter after letter to the Navy
to say, “You know, think about a ship that might commemorate the
service of those in North Dakota who have joined the Navy and
joined the marines.” Some States have had as many as six ships
named after them. And that’s perfectly appropriate. But would you
take a look at this, on behalf of those many North Dakotans who
have served in the Navy and marines and who would like to see
one of those 290 ships—at least you've got a couple that you're
going to name in the future—would like to see consideration given
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to a landlocked State that still contributes a lot to the Navy and
the Marines?

Secretary ENGLAND. No, I understand, and I appreciate your
input to me. I appreciate your comments today. And we are defi-
nitely working it. I'll get back with you, Senator.

So it is, quote, “in the hopper,” and we will work that.

Senator DORGAN. In the context of warfighting and dealing with
terrorism and all those issues, Mr. Chairman, I understand the
naming of ships ranks well below many of the other decisions, and
yet it also is an honor that is bestowed upon the men and women
who volunteer from all across this country to serve.

Secretary ENGLAND. No, absolutely.

Senator DORGAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

Senator COCHRAN [presiding]. Thank you very much, Senator.

AMPHIBIOUS TRANSPORT DOCK (LPD—17)

General Hagee, the budget terminates the LPD-17 program after
the ninth ship, which is to be purchased in 2007. One concern that
some of us have with this change is that it is a budget-driven deci-
sion. I recall last year’s shipbuilding program included 12 of these
ships. And I've been informed that as many as 15 LPD-17s are re-
quired to support the Marine Corps’ requirement to lift three ma-
rine expeditionary brigades. So it seems that the program was al-
ready budget constrained before this year’s budget was submitted
containing an even lower number. So what are the Marine Corps’
global lift requirements? That’s my question. And what is the re-
quired number of LPD-17s to support those requirements?

General HAGEE. Sir, thank you for that question.

To simply answer how many LPDs one needs for lift is a very
complicated question, because obviously there are more platforms
than just LPDs, and how they combine. Right now, our war plans
require that we have 29 amphibious ships, and we have 35 amphib-
ious ships right now. And we have 11 LPDs right now. As you
know, the program of record is 12. The war plan requires an abso-
lute minimum of nine LPDs. The current war plans require a min-
imum of nine LPDs. That assumes that they’re all available. My
professional opinion is that, with nine, we take a risk. I would feel
much more comfortable with 10 LPDs. I think that would reduce
the risk. But, you're right, it is an affordability question, as both
the Secretary and the CNO have testified to.

If we had more money, I'm not sure that I would put the next
dollar into an LPD. I am quite concerned about getting on with
LHA(R). I am concerned about getting on with maritime pre-posi-
tioning force future, and buying the Littoral combat ship and the
other platforms that are going to give us the ability to put those
marines ashore.

But to go right to your question, nine is the minimum. I think
there is risk associated with that. And if we had sufficient funding,
ten would make me much more comfortable.

LHAR)

Senator COCHRAN. Okay. I understand the proposed design for
LHA(R) lacks a well deck. Given the proposed reduction in the
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number of LPD-17s, how will this aspect of the LHA(R) design af-
fect Marine Corps operations?

General HAGEE. I think when you’re talking about major combat
operations, and youre talking about putting a marine expedi-
tionary brigade ashore, you're talking about more than LHA(R) and
LPD-17, youre also talking about the maritime pre-positioning
force future that is going to bring a lot of that square and cube that
we need. So when you're talking about putting a force ashore, it’s
really a system of systems and how all of these platforms support
one another.

Just as important, you’re also talking about the highspeed con-
nectors, those smaller ships that are going to allow you to quickly
offload and project that force 20, 25 miles from sea onto the shore.

SEA SWAP CONCEPT ON AMPHIBIOUS SHIPS

Senator COCHRAN. General Hagee, we've had some experience in
observing the Sea Swap concept. There have been two demonstra-
tions to date, as I understand it. But, also, these demonstrations
have not involved amphibious ships. What unique risk may come
into play if you attempt to apply Sea Swap to amphibious ships?

General HAGEE. Unfortunately, we haven’t had the opportunity
to experiment with Sea Swap on amphibious ships, primarily be-
cause as soon as the expeditionary strike group, or the Amphibious
Ready Groups (ARGs), arrive in theater, the marines are taken off
and put ashore either in Iraq or in Afghanistan. And I don’t know
whether we’re going to have, anytime in the near future, a real op-
portunity to do some real-world testing on that.

Having said that, some of the challenges with amphibs, of course,
you have a greater number of both marines and sailors on those
amphibious ships. In addition, you have flight operations and you
have the safety of flight operations that need to be considered.

I think that Sea Swap can work. But, right now, we plain do not
know, because we haven’t had the opportunity to do it on larger-
deck ships.

Senator COCHRAN. Senator Inouye. Senator Stevens had to go to
the floor to make statements, and you’re in charge now, with the
seniority you have and the experience you have.

Senator INOUYE. Are we recessing?

Senator COCHRAN. No, sir. I was just going to yield to you for any
further questions you have. Or, Senator Domenici

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you, Senator Inouye.

I also know why you left the hearing for a few minutes. I wasn’t
there to hear your comments, but I want to thank you for them,
because I know what you said. I thank you very much.

POST COLD WAR CHANGES

I want to ask a general question. You can take a couple of min-
utes to respond, Mr. Secretary and Admiral. You know, it seems to
me that a lot of our preparations and military buildup was pre-
pared and planned based upon the cold war. I think it took us
quite a while to understand that the end of the cold war meant a
really different world. Could you, for the record, talk about how
much of the changes we're making really are because we don’t have
a Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (U.S.S.R.) in the world. If
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we're not changing because of that, why not? If that is true, it
would seem to me that many things would be different. We’re not
going to be engaged in the kind of confrontation that we expected,
except we have a nuclear power, and that doesn’t have a lot to do
with the budgets we'’re talking about. That means the nuclear de-
terrent and some kind of control over nuclear weapons in the
hands of the wrong people. I wonder if I am thinking right and if
this has anything to do with what we’re preparing for.

Secretary ENGLAND. Senator, if I can just make a general com-
ment, and then I’ll turn it over to my colleagues.

I will tell you, that is what we are about. In my opening state-
ment, I said we had not fully transitioned from the cold war, but
we are trying to transition to this global war on terror, because we
believe we'll be at this for a long time, while, at the same time, de-
terring any future threat to America, and, if necessary, defeating
a future threat. So we are moving to a new Navy, and this is the
pivotal year to do that.

And we talked about LHA(R), the new deck for the Marine Corps
to have more air power. We are looking to be able to deploy ma-
rines twice as fast, with twice the capability, with our new Navy.
So that is specifically in response to this new kind of threat. And
we are moving away from the Deep Blue. I mean, that’s why the
DD(X), frankly, is a much smaller number.

We are changing the Navy from what we had structured in the
cold war, to the Navy for the future. And that is causing, frankly,
some angst and some stress in Washington and around the coun-
try, but it’s a change we absolutely have to make; otherwise, we
will be ill-prepared in the future.

I understand it’s a difficult year for a lot of people, but we need
to make this change. And I'll let the CNO and Commandant say
a little more about this.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT

Senator DOMENICI. Well, let me ask about airplanes. It seems to
me we continue to keep on the books and keep planning for air-
planes, when there’s nobody in the world going to have airplanes
to compete with the ones we’ve got, much less the newer versions.
That’s just an aside. Maybe you could talk about it, generally, Ad-
miral, in just a few comments. I'm taking too much time, but

Admiral CLARK. Well, the Secretary would jump right on this
one, since he built airplanes for much of his life. He’s taught us a
lot about that end of the business.

But let me tell you, the Commandant and I are in total agree-
ment with you. There’s no way for you to know the specifics of this,
but the Marine Corps and the Navy went together and decided we
were going to integrate our tactical air. That move changed the re-
quirement for the taxpayers of the United States of America by the
tune of $30 to $35 billion. We decided that we could do a lot better
for the country if we figured out how to make this asset work in
both the Marine Corps and the Navy. So right now, as we spealk,
I've got a Navy squadron operating in Japan in support of his de-
ployed forces. This year, he’s got a marine that is the deputy com-
mander of the air group on a U.S. aircraft carrier, and he will rise
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up to be the commander of the air group. Now, this hasn’t hap-
pened in a long time.

This is all about a different view of the world. And our view was
this. The day of long-range Soviet naval air coming at us over the
horizon is not what this is about. By the way, the Navy doesn’t
even believe in Combat Air Patrol (CAP) stations anymore because
we believe in persistent combat power. And our persistence comes
from the Aegis system that—we don’t have to worry about if we've
got the CAP station 20 degrees off axis, and then it’s not going to
do any good, and blowing dollar bills out of the tailpipe of airplanes
orbiting on station. And so, our approach—there are a lot of things
that have changed in the last 3 or 4 years.

And the Secretary’s comment about, “How many big ships are we
going to have?”—we’ve got a 50-year supply of aircraft carriers, and
we cannot be the Navy that this Nation needs without aircraft car-
riers. The question of the future, and we have put forth—is, we
must be more than just an aircraft-carrier-centric force. And so, 3
years ago, we brought up a proposal up here that said this. No
longer will we look at the amphibious ready groups of old, and that
if they ever have to do anything serious, well, the carrier’s going
to have to go there with them. And we decided we're going to start
putting other assets with them so they can go take on issues them-
selves and distribute this force globally to deal with today’s world.
And that’s a fourth-generation warfare world that’s focused on non-
nation states and asymmetric warfare. And the kind of things that
we see, where the marines are going to have to be able to go where
you can’t get a foothold—somebody doesn’t give you a permission
slip to bring your people ashore, we’re going to be able to go, using
the maritime domain, and make quiet little visits to people that
they didn’t expect us to come, with smaller and smaller force sets.
All of this is about DD(X) and the kind of precision that enables
them to not have to take such a big footprint ashore, because we
can support them with precision from a long-range, in the sea and
from the air, with Joint Strike Fighter in the future.

So, that’s a very, very short answer to a long question that de-
serves better. But this is also a key issue in the QDR and the
things that we need to be focusing on in the days ahead.

FOURTH GENERATION WARFARE

Senator DOMENICI. Mr. Chairman, I know that the General
wants to answer. I must go to preside at a meeting to report out
a couple of nominees. I don’t want him to think I'm not here. If you
can handle it, however, he can either not answer or he can answer
for you and—even though it’s my question, whichever you’d prefer.

Senator INOUYE [presiding]. Please proceed, sir.

General HAGEE. Thank you very much for that question, sir. I
think that’s really a very, very important question.

I won’t talk about platforms. I could talk about platforms for
some time, and what they’re doing on today’s battlefield. But Admi-
ral Clark talked about fourth-generation warfare, and one of the
things about fourth——

Senator DOMENICI. General, before I leave, after you were fin-
ished, I would have asked, How come it took so long? You know,
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the cold war has been over a long time. But, anyway, I'm glad
we're doing transforming the military in a large way.

Thank you.

General HAGEE. One of the things about fourth-generation war-
fare is that the individual squad leader and the platoon com-
mander are going to have to make more and more of those strategic
type of decisions. And in order to properly prepare him or her to
make those decisions, we are significantly changing how we edu-
cate and how we train marines, especially on the enlisted side. And
it’s just not combat skills. We've always had those skills, and we're
going to continue to have those skills. But, for example, over the
past year, we have sent 4,000 marines to foreign-language school,
most of them in Arabic, but in some of the other languages in that
particular region. We have contracted professors from the Naval
Post-Graduate School to give us classes on the Islamic religion, on
the Arabic culture, so that they have a sensitivity, a situational un-
derstanding of the environment in which they are going to operate
so that they can make better decisions. These types of educational
initiatives are going to become part of our professional military
education so that that young marine is better able to make deci-
sions on the fourth-generation battlefield.

SAILORS DEPLOYED TO IRAQ

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, if I may ask a question. I notice
that you're deploying 5,000 more sailors to Iraq and Afghanistan.
Are they receiving any special training? Because, after all, they're
seagoing men.

Secretary ENGLAND. Mr. Chairman, the CNO is probably more
attuned to the specific people, but, frankly, I believe most of the
people we have in Iraq now are corpsmen deployed with our ma-
rines and our Sea-Air-Land Naval Special Warfare Forces (SEALSs).
As the CNO says, our SEALs haven’t seen the water for a long
time. But we have, basically, our special forces SEALs and our
corpsmen, and that’s the bulk of the people, along with our Sea-
bees. So the people we have there are very attuned to that environ-
ment. Our Seabees, they spend a lot of time there, obviously, in the
reconstruction. They’re very valuable. So I think it’'s—the people I
meet there, the Seabees, it’s the corpsmen and the SEALSs, and
they’re obviously well equipped for everything that takes place in
Iraq and Afghanistan.

Senator INOUYE. So it’s not unusual.

Secretary ENGLAND. It’s not unusual. And we also have force pro-
tection people there. As a matter of fact, we are augmenting the
Army in various places now by putting in some of our force protec-
tion people. No, I would say they’re right at home, in terms of their
training and capability. That’s where they should be for the nation
at this time.

Admiral CLARK. Those individuals are the normal ones that we
would send in there. In the last cycle, we started sending some
Navy people in to work hand in hand with the Army, because they
were short of combat service and combat service support people. So
we now have individuals that are literally in Army billets, and
those are increasing. Those people are receiving special training,
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and we send them through a course hosted by the Army before we
send them in country.

MISSILE DEFENSE

Senator INOUYE. I'd like to congratulate all of you for another
successful missile intercept in the Aegis Missile Defense Program.
Five out of six strikes, you did very well. This program is run by
the Missile Defense Agency. Is the Navy thinking of taking it over?

Secretary ENGLAND. No, sir, we're not thinking of taking it over.
We are part of this total missile defense; but, as you comment, it
is a very, very successful part of the program.

Senator INOUYE. And you’ve been running it.

Secretary ENGLAND. Yes, sir, we have been running it. It is with-
in the Department of the Navy, for the Missile Defense Agency.
But it is an inherent Navy capability. We have been modifying our
Aegis fire control systems. I believe we have two more launches
this year still scheduled. So we continue to develop and improve
this capability; and our judgment is, this will be a very valuable
capability for America. It’s already been demonstrated to be very
valuable, but I think Missile Defense Agency will, you know, obvi-
ously increase their efforts in this area. But it is their program,
and we do support them.

FUTURE OF THE NAVY STUDIES

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary, as you know, many studies have
been published on the future of our Navy. Recently, your Office of
Force Transformation issued a report calling for more ships, dis-
persed over broader areas, smaller, faster, increased capability and
flexibility. Is that within your vision? Do you approve this? Or, is
this just talk?

Secretary ENGLAND. Well, there are a lot of studies, but I would
tell you, that is very attuned. And I think attuned to what you've
heard today; in particular, the Littoral combat ship. Also, we have
these highspeed connectors. We have X-Craft. We have a number
of experimental craft right now which all fit that description. But
our vision is Littoral combat ship will have a very, very large role
in the future Department of the Navy, and that’s why it is so im-
portant that we continue to pursue that program with rigor. We
would like to build those as fast as we can.

We've used new design approaches, new acquisition approaches.
We are trying to get that fielded. It will be utilized in a large num-
ber of areas. It will be just literally moving our marines and their
equipment, very, very highspeed. As you know, we have two con-
tractors working. We will decide, at some future date, if we want
to down-select or continue with each design. That decision has not
been made.

This is a very valuable part of our future force. It will augment
almost everything we do in the Department of the Navy. And so,
I would say that a report like that, that says, “larger, faster, more
adaptable’—“smaller”—pardon me—“smaller, faster, more adapt-
able, quick roll-on and roll-off of our equipment, in terms of chang-
ing the capability of those Littoral Combat Ship (LCSs),” that is
the future, Senator. That is where we’re going. And it’s important
we get there as soon as we can.
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CNO?

Senator INOUYE. Does this budget bring you toward that future?

Secretary ENGLAND. Yes and no. We would like, this year, to
have one more LCS, Mr. Chairman. We did have one in the budget,
and we were directed, last year, to take it out of this year’s budget,
so we did. But we would like to have one more in the budget this
year. That is one area that would be very helpful to us, would be
to add an LCS, because we now have a gap year, and we would
like to fill that gap. So that would be very helpful this year, if we
could add that LCS back into the budget.

And the CNO, if you

Senator INOUYE. I can assure you that has been noted.

Secretary ENGLAND. Good. Thank you very much, Senator.

Admiral CLARK. I would say, Admiral Cebrowski’s study, out of
the Office of Transformation, you know, had near term and far
term very extreme kinds of recommendations. His extreme rec-
ommendation was this. And he told me personally, he said, “Vern,
when you finish LCS and prove that it functions well at that size
with the roll-on/roll-off modules and all this, which is a revolution,
in concept—when you finish that, you need to build one-half the
size of LCS, and then you need to build one-half that size, because
the smaller—the more force you have, and more lethality, in small-
er packages, the more he’s going to like it.”

Well, I would say, we agree with that concept completely. Now,
all of his study was all done with nonparametric analysis, which
means that you've got to do it on the parametric side before you
really know you can do this. And so, we have to prove that we can
do this, and you can’t do it overnight.

He then goes on to talk about miniature aircraft carriers and
pieces like that, that will capitalize on the Joint Strike Fighter
STOVL concept. Well, that’s exactly what we have been saying for
the last 3 years, that we're going to invest billions of dollars in that
capability; we want platforms that can carry it around. And that’s
why LHA(R) is where it is on my unfunded priority list. I want to
get going.

Now, he would then want to go half the size again, and so forth.
My view is, for a long term—his study is a concept, and we are in
support of that concept. Now we have to make it reality, and we’re
moving toward that as rapidly as we can.

STEALTH ON VESSELS

Senator INOUYE. Are you keeping up with the Air Force on main-
taining stealth on your vessels?

Admiral CLARK. It’s a different environment to maintain stealth,
but when Joint Strike Fighter delivers, we will have the same kind
of challenges the Air Force has, in a different environment. By the
way, the Joint Strike Fighter is going to be a phenomenal airplane.
And the carrier version of this is going to have combat reach that
we have never had. No other strike—no other attack air platform
will come close to it. And it’s going to have—I guess, be careful
here in an open forum, but it’s going to have—let me just say, it’s
going to have terrific stealth properties.

On the ship-borne side, remember, we're doing all this—DD(X),
for example, a 14,000-ton ship, is going to look, to the enemy, like
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a fishing boat. It’s a pretty stealthy platform, and I have said, in
the public domain, that it’s quieter than a 688 submarine. It’s
going to be a tough platform for enemies to deal with.

And so, this whole array of what the Secretary talked about—
this is a critical year. Everything in our program on the ship-
building side—the world has not seen it delivered yet, except the
very first Virginia-class submarine, which delivered a few weeks
ago. Everything else is out in front of us. And so, we’re turning the
corner toward a new future.

Senator INOUYE. Senator Cochran.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

U.S.S. SAN FRANCISCO

Mr. Secretary, on January 8, we had a bad accident on the U.S.S.
San Francisco, a collision with an undersea structure—“mountain,”
it was called by some. And I wonder if this illustrates the fact that
our Navy needs to upgrade the charts and capabilities of detecting
undersea obstructions so that we won’t see this kind of accident in
the future. And, if so, what is in this budget that would address
that issue? Or, if there is no specific request for additional oceanog-
raphy activity, or a ship for oceanography activity that may be
needed, or upgrading plans for mapping the ocean areas where
we're operating now and will likely operate in the future, should
we include that in the supplemental?

Secretary ENGLAND. Mr. Chairman, from all the briefings I've
had, I believe it would be premature, because the analysis is still
in process, in terms of what happened with U.S.S. San Francisco.
So there’s still an accident investigation ongoing, there is not a
final report. I think there are some tentative conclusions, but the
last report I saw—I mean, I would not make any final conclusion
until that accident investigation is complete. So I would defer that.

CNO may have a different view, but I believe we still need to
wait until we have a final analysis, final findings of that accident.

Senator COCHRAN. Admiral Clark, what’s your reaction?

Admiral CLARK. My reaction is, Mr. Chairman, that we don’t
have perfect knowledge of the underwater world. And we won’t in
our lifetime. That does not mean we’re not investing in it. And we
have been investing in it for years. And so, there are resources in-
vested to improve our understanding of that. But the key here,
from the analysis of this accident, will be, are we prioritized cor-
rectly in where we are expending our research resources to improve
our knowledge and understanding? And is it at a rate that is going
to be correct? It has been correct up until now, with the under-
standing that nobody will ever have perfect knowledge.

Now, then, that does suggest that there will be parts of the world
that we know more than others, and commanders have to know
how to operate with that as an understanding. So, that’s where I
would go, based upon what I know today.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I have some other
questions, but I will submit them for the record.

And T join you, Mr. Chairman and other members, in expressing
our appreciation for the tremendous leadership this panel is pro-
viding for our Navy and Marine Corps team. It’s truly outstanding.
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We'’re proud of you, and you make us proud of our Navy and Ma-
rine Corps.
Secretary ENGLAND. Thank you, sir.

MEDAL OF HONOR

Senator INOUYE. I have just one more question, if I may ask the
Commandant. I believe I followed the press reports coming out of
Iraq and Afghanistan as closely as any American. I have yet to see
any marine, or, for that matter, any sailor, soldier, or airman,
being cited or awarded the Medal of Honor. Am I wrong?

General HAGEE. No, sir. There has not been a Medal of Honor
awarded from this particular conflict.

Senator INOUYE. Is that unusual?

General HAGEE. Sir, one thing I am not allowed to comment on,
by policy, is whether or not there are any that have been rec-
ommended. I can just report that there have been none awarded.

Senator INOUYE. Well, we have read accounts of individual her-
oism, and I’'m just wondering if we are recognizing the service that
our men and women provide us.

General HAGEE. Sir, I would be very surprised if there were not
some recommendations for the Congressional Medal of Honor work-
ing their way up the chain of command. As you know, for that par-
ticular medal, that can take some time for it to get all the way to
Washington.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Senator INOUYE. Well, I join Senator Cochran in thanking all of
you for your service to our Nation, and the men and women who
serve under your command. It’s been extraordinary. I used to think
that my generation was the super-generation, but I've changed my
mind; it’s your generation.

[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 GORDON R. ENGLAND

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
JOINT HIGH SPEED VESSEL

Question. Secretary England, I understand the Navy has been designated the lead
Service for the procurement of the Joint High Speed Vessel program to meet Army
and Navy theater transport needs. I understand the Army was pleased with the cat-
amaran design they leased from Australia, and I have been informed the Navy and
Marine Corps have also leased similar vessels over the past several years. I am sure
there are several companies in the United States that can produce an equivalent
vessel to support intra-theater transport, alleviating the need for costly, long-term
leases.

Can you provide the committee with the status of the Navy’s efforts on this joint
program?

Answer. The Navy is in the process of initiating an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA).
A detailed AoA is expected to be available this November.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO ADMIRAL VERN CLARK

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
SEA-BASED MISSILE DEFENSE

Question. Admiral Clark, I am aware of the Navy’s conversion of Aegis cruisers
to perform missile defense functions, including a ship-based defense against short
and medium range missiles. I applaud the accomplishments to date, including an-
other successful test last month (February 24, 2005) of this capability.

What role do you envision for the Navy in the future of missile defense? Addition-
ally, you have estimated the future fleet size at between 243 and 375 ships, and
my understanding is the Navy’s role in missile defense will have a significant influ-
ence on this number. What specific missile defense missions would most affect the
size of the fleet?

Answer. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA) is funding and developing the Aegis
Ballistic Missile Defense Program (Aegis BMD) and collaborating closely with Navy
to fully leverage existing systems to their fullest capability. MDA’s record of success
since 2002 with Aegis BMD is five successes out of six efforts, a strong level of per-
formance for any missile development, but particularly for one of this complexity.
The ability to project defense against ballistic missiles from the sea is critical to re-
ducing the operational risk posed during forcible entry operations and prior to the
establishment of tactical BMD forces ashore. Developing this capability on existing
ships is an important operational advantage and prudent expenditure of taxpayer
resources. By integrating the BMD mission on existing platforms, Navy anticipates
meeting the BMD mission requirements within the force structure I outlined in my
testimony (260-325 ships). Upgrading existing Aegis platforms and a firm commit-
ment to the development of CG(X) is, however, absolutely required to meet ballistic
missile threats. CG(X), our future maritime dominance ship, will be the first ship
designed from the keel up to both command and actively participate in the missile
defense battle.

AIRCRAFT CARRIER PROPELLERS

Question. Admiral Clark, I have been informed that our older Aircraft Carriers
have a high wear-out rate on their propellers, which are based on a 30 year old de-
sign. As I understand it, the choice is to either replace the propellers with refur-
bished ones or to replace propellers with a newer design that we put on Aircraft
Carriers currently being built and which do not wear-out like the older design.

Admiral, in order to help maintain a more ready Fleet, would you agree that it
is in the Navy’s and the Nation’s best interest to limit unnecessary downtime to Air-
craft Carriers for things such as repeated propeller replacements, especially when
the Carrier Fleet may be reduced from 12 to 117

Answer. The Fleet Response Plan and careful scheduling of maintenance periods
has significantly increased the operational availability of the carrier force. Replace-
ment of carrier propeller blades is currently accomplished during regularly sched-
uled maintenance periods. NIMITZ-class aircraft carriers were originally built with
propellers designed for a much smaller carrier (CV 59) and, as a result, propellers
wear faster with replacement accommodated within the scheduled maintenance
availabilities. Specifically, outboard propeller refurbishment is required every three
years and inboard propeller refurbishment required every six years. Propeller wear
isd tracked through routine underwater hull inspections between maintenance peri-
ods.

To increase efficiency and reduce overall life-cycle costs, a new propeller design
was completed in June 2000 and three ship sets are under contract with delivery
lasting until November 2007. A contract for two additional ship sets is being nego-
tiated with delivery at a rate of one every three months beginning in February 2008
and ending in November 2009. The new propellers are initially targeted for CVN
(73’{, CVN 70 RCOH and CVN 21, with a back-fit planned for the entire NIMITZ

ass.

LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP (LCS) FIRE SCOUT EMPLOYMENT

Question. Admiral Clark, I noticed in reviewing your unfunded programs list that
you require an additional 6 Fire Scout Unmanned Aerial Vehicles. I believe most
of us have heard commanders in Afghanistan and Iraq attest to the vital capabili-
ties Unmanned Aerial Vehicles provide. Can you explain how these additional Fire
Scout Unmanned Aerial Vehicles would expand the capabilities you envision for the
Littoral Combat Ship?
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Answer. The additional six Fire Scouts would triple the operational availability
of Fire Scouts, provide additional flexibility in employment and speed development
of concepts of operations at the tactical level. Operating as an extension of the ship,
Fire Scout greatly expands the LCS’ area of control. Initial Fire Scouts will be
equipped with proven surveillance systems—electro-optical, infrared, and laser des-
ignator—for maritime surveillance and targeting.

Leveraging the ability to configure the Fire Scout’s payload at sea, planning is un-
derway for block upgrades including the Coastal Battlefield Reconnaissance and
Analysis (COBRA), the Airborne Communication Package (ACP), and future
weaponization. COBRA will detect mines in the beach and surf zone; ACP will relay
communications over the horizon, netting dispersed units; and air-to-surface weap-
ons will assist in countering small boat threats. Future spiral development efforts
being considered include anti-submarine warfare sensors and a very lightweight tor-
pedo for engaging submarines. The Fire Scout Vertical Takeoff Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle (VTUAV) will extend LCS’ span of control by providing a complementary ca-
pability to manned helicopters and other strike group or joint assets.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
HIGH ENERGY LASER LETHALITY EXPERIMENT (HELSTF)

Question. Admiral Clark, it is my understanding that the Navy has been con-
ducting a series of experiments at the High Energy Laser Systems Test Facility
(HELSTF) in New Mexico. These experiments have looked at the very difficult prob-
lem of defending against targets such as cruise missiles that approach a target
“head on”. As part of the solution, the Navy has looked at using directed energy sys-
tems to overcome the technical difficulties of tracking and targeting low flying tar-
gets.

Would you care to comment, in general, about the Navy’s progress in developing
high energy laser weapons? Can you comment specifically on the status of the high
energy laser program (known as HEL-LLAT) to target and track low flying targets?
What progress has the Navy made on the program?

Answer. The Navy high energy laser weapon development is focused on two laser
technologies, Free Electron Laser (FEL) and the Solid State Laser (SSL). The Free
Electron Laser (FEL) program’s goal is development of megawatt class devices that
could be effective against current and future threats and suitable for new construc-
tion ships with Integrated Power Systems. Currently, a 10 kW FEL has been devel-
oped at the Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facility and additional studies
are being conducted to determine the best approach for reaching the 100 kW power
levels, the next developmental milestone.

Solid State Lasers (SSL) are being developed by all Services and the Joint Tech-
nology Office for use on vehicles, aircraft and ships. These systems are smaller than
free electron lasers but operate at lower power levels. SSL research is focused on
increasing power and efficiency while decreasing size and weight. It is projected that
a 100 kW Solid State Laser will be available in the next three to four years with
systems engineering and development leading to a deployable system within the
next ten years.

For tracking and beam control, the Navy has unique requirements. This is due
primarily to the large range of potential threats from unmanned air vehicles, small
boats and anti-ship cruise missiles; the most stressing threat is the inbound, super-
sonic, highly maneuverable missile. The High Energy Laser-Low Aspect Target
Tracking (HEL-LATT) program was created to determine requirements and develop
tools to support laser tracking using existing systems and off the shelf technology.
To date, new optical systems have been integrated, sensitive cameras are being de-
livered, and the tracking algorithm effectively acquires and tracks inbound targets
through high gravity maneuvers. This year, Navy is funding the integration and
evaluation of the new hardware to assess its potential against future threats.

NAVY DESALINATION PROGRAM (EUWP)

Question. Admiral Clark, as you may know, the Navy is set to deliver the Expedi-
tionary Unit Water Purification (EUWP) system to Alamogordo, NM at the begin-
ning of April for field testing. This unit will be capable of supplying 100,000 gallons
of portable water per day from contaminated sources and will eventually support
Marine Corps expeditionary operations and homeland security needs. As the chief
sponsor of this program in Congress, I want to thank you and the Office of Naval
Research for the good work you have done on this program and I look forward to
seeing the unity firsthand in Alamogordo.
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Given that the Navy has taken on a civilian partner (the Bureau of Reclamation)
to jointly manage this desalination research program, do you believe this arrange-
ment will facilitate a smooth transfer of technology to the civilian desalination mar-
ket? Can you provide (for the record if necessary) an update on the phase-two of
the EUWP program? What are the milestones that have been set for the 500,000
gallon unit?

Answer. The Expeditionary Unit Water Purification (EUWP) program has bene-
fited from the expertise of many organizations, including other DOD Services, Fed-
eral Agencies, and private contractors. In particular, the Bureau of Reclamation’s
(BOR) participation is expected to assist in the transfer of beneficial desalination
technology to the civilian market in its role as the principal conduit of desalination
systems to both consumers and suppliers. The EUWP Generation I (GEN I), a
100,000 gallon per day (gpd) technology demonstrator, completed fabrication and is
undergoing extensive testing to exercise the full range of performance specifications.

Current efforts to increase the output of water purification facilities are on sched-
ule. Existing plans are to integrate and evaluate promising technology into a
300,000 gpd engineering prototype model, designated GEN II (there are no efforts
to develop a 500,000 gpd system). The preliminary design of GEN II—suitable for
use on a large aircraft carrier—is complete. The two GEN II milestones currently
underway are (1) component development and (2) analysis of alternative contracting
options for managing the integration, assembly, and evaluation of the large capacity
technology demonstrator.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GENERAL MICHAEL W. HAGEE

QUESTION SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
FISCAL YEAR 2005 SUPPLEMENTAL

Question. General Hagee, the Marines continue to perform well in Iraq and
around the world. In Iraq, your Marines are operating in one of the toughest areas
where insurgents and Sunni extremists still wish to disrupt stability. I understand
that the supplemental request contains approximately $5 billion for the Marine
Corps. What I would like to know is if the request contains all the resources nec-
essary to ensure the Marines on the ground have the equipment necessary to suc-
cessfully accomplish their mission? What additional resources does the Congress
?eed t‘;) provide to ensure continued success in Iraq as well as to prepare for the
uture?

Answer. The fiscal year 2005 Supplemental fully supports the Marines deployed
in support of the Global War on Terrorism, including those deployed in support of
Operation Iraqi Freedom. Additionally, the fiscal year 2005 Supplemental begins to
address our future requirements. Included in the fiscal year 2005 Supplemental are
requirements in support of our Force Structure Rebalancing effort, our long-term
plans in Djibouti, and shortfalls in Prepositioning and Home Station equipment that
are currently being used in Operation Iraqi Freedom. The Marine Corps preliminary
estimate to “set the force” is approximately $10 billion, but we continue to refine
this to ensure accuracy in reporting future needs for continued success.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR PETE V. DOMENICI
ROCKET, ARTILLERY, MORTAR DEFENSE

Question. General Hagee, as you know, one of the difficult problems our Marines
and soldiers face in Iraq is the threat of rockets, artillery and mortars. My state
is at the forefront of directed energy research and testing, and I have long supported
DE as a transformational capability that can provide solutions to problems like
RAM defense. You hear from your commanders on the ground and from Marines
who face these threats on a daily basis.

What is the current Marine Corps approach for protecting Marines against rock-
ets, artillery and mortars?

Answer. Protecting our Marines is one of our primary concerns and is essential
to mission accomplishment. To specifically address mortars, I MEF has had success
with two Lightweight Counter-Mortar Radar (LCMR) loaned from the Army. The
LCMR detects incoming mortar rounds, enabling units to take appropriate counter-
measures. Success in theater has prompted the Marine Corps Warfighting Lab to
purchase one additional LCMR for testing and evaluation with our operational
forces. In a parallel effort, we are requesting supplemental funding to procure
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ground counter fire sensor systems to quickly locate incoming fires, including mor-
tars with low trajectories. Marine Corps Systems Command is evaluating two pas-
sive sensors systems to complement the currently fielded Q-46 counter-battery ra-
dars in providing 24/7 and 360-degree force protection.

Directed Energy (DE) weapons remain an area of interest for protecting our Ma-
rines as well. The Marine Corps, in coordination with the Joint Non-Lethal Weapons
Directorate, is participating in several different DE weapons developmental efforts
lead by the other services. Only one of the on-going DE developmental programs,
the Airborne Tactical Laser program lead by SOCOM, appears to have the potential
to defeat artillery and mortar equipment.

Question. Are you aware of the capabilities of the Mobile Tactical High Energy
Laser (at HELSTF) and the success it has had in testing against artillery?

Answer. The Marine Corps is aware of the capabilities of the Mobile Tactical High
Energy Laser (MTHEL) and its successful tests in late 2004 against dynamic targets
such as mortar rounds. The Marine Corps will continue to monitor the progress of
the US Army’s MTHEL program for applicability to its Counter Rocket Artillery
Mortar (C-RAM) defense.

Question. Do you believe it would be worth accelerating the fielding of directed
energy systems to protect our men and women in the field from RAM threats?

Answer. Directed energy is one of many technologies that may ultimately be uti-
lized in Rocket, Artillery, Mortar (RAM) defense. The U.S. Army is managing the
development of Counter RAM technologies that do not include Directed Energy and
are currently deployed in Iraq in an initial capability status. At this point in time,
directed energy may be too immature as a technology to be a candidate for acceler-
ated fielding.

SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator INOUYE. Thank you very much. The hearing is recessed.
[Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., Wednesday, March 16, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, April 6.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Good morning, Mr. Secretary and General
Jumper. It’s good to see you before our subcommittee at this time.

It’s great—a matter of great importance. I'm sorry to say that
there are problems about votes and schedules that have been
changed due to the joint session of Congress. We do thank you each
for your dedicated service to our Nation and to the people that
serve with you in the Air Force. We remain committed to do as
much as we can to assist you in your jobs, and we know you're con-
fronted with a very difficult task in modernizing the Air Force and
meeting the challenges that we have in Afghanistan and Iraq.

We have begun our review of the 2006 Defense budget. And from
your budget request and from your posture statement, we under-
stand the Air Force is placing priority on modernization through
the continued investments in the F/A-22, the C-17, and the F-35.
We also note a significant commitment to the next generation of
space platforms, and look forward to hearing your statements and
priorities today.

Senator Inouye will be along momentarily. He’s asked us to pro-
ceed. Your full statements are already part of the record. We ap-
preciate your having provided them, according to our rules, and
would like to have you make your remarks at this time.

Mr. Secretary.

(193)
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Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and distinguished
members of the subcommittee.

I'm honored to appear before you today representing our United
States Air Force. I'm especially honored to be here with General
John Jumper, the Air Force Chief of Staff. Together, we direct a
fantastic group of military and civilian airmen at work every day
defending this country.

I thank this subcommittee and the entire Congress for your sup-
port to our airmen. We will need your continued support as we face
demanding challenges in the months and years ahead.

As Acting Secretary, I have five major priorities for the coming
months. They are, first, recapitalizing our force; second, weathering
the 2005 fiscal storm; third, re-balancing and shaping our force;
fourth, continuing transformation; and, finally, restoring your trust
and confidence in the Air Force and its leadership.

RECAPITALIZING AGING SYSTEMS

The Air Force’s number one challenge is recapitalizing our aging
systems. We need to find the right balance between acquiring new
systems and keeping our legacy systems flying. Addressing this
long-term recapitalization problem is made all the more demanding
by the huge shortfalls we face this year in our personnel and oper-
ations accounts. General Jumper and I recently directed the Air
Force to cut back on peacetime readiness and training operations
to conserve funds. But cutting back, alone, can’t close the $3 billion
gap in our operation and maintenance (O&M) account. We are also
short some $700 million in our military personnel account. And
there, too, cutting back will not close the gap. We’ll need your help,
by acting quickly on the President’s supplemental budget request
and by considering favorably the painful reprogramming actions we
will undoubtedly forward to you in the coming months.

FORCE SHAPING

In force shaping, we face the challenge of our own success. In the
current fiscal year, we temporarily slowed recruiting so that the
Active Force will be at or below our congressionally authorized end
strength by October 1. Fiscal year 2006 will return us to a normal
recruiting year, and we’ll need your support in the fiscal year 2006
appropriation for robust recruiting and accession programs. Our
goal is a properly sized and shaped force, with the right end
strength, the right skill mix, and the right balance between active
duty, Guard, Reserve, and civilians.

CONTINUING TRANSFORMATION

My fourth priority is to sustain our momentum in transforming
the way we manage our part of the Department of Defense enter-
prise. From the national security personnel system to our capabili-
ties review and risk assessment, base requirements determination
process, to improved information-technology domain management,
we are ensuring that our Air Force remains efficient, agile, and
adaptable to meet the emerging threats of this century.
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RESTORING TRUST AND CONFIDENCE

Finally, I'm concerned that events of the last few years have
eroded your trust and confidence in your Air Force and its leaders.
Restoring that trust and confidence is a solemn obligation I take
very seriously.

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the subcommittee,
thank you again for your consistent support. The United States Air
Force remains committed to protecting and defending our country’s
interests at home and abroad by enabling freedom of maneuver for
joint and coalition forces and applying combat power, when di-
rected. We are meeting today’s threats, and, with your continued
support, we will be prepared to meet tomorrow’s threats, as well.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today. I look forward
to your questions.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HONORABLE MICHAEL L. DOMINGUEZ AND GENERAL JOHN
P. JUMPER

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, the Air Force has a
boundless future. The Service continues its transformation to meet the emerging
challenges of a dynamic world, and to ensure the nation’s security by dominating
the global commons of air, space, and cyberspace. The fiscal year 2006 budget takes
a significant step toward that future.

During the last decade the United States Air Force transformed to a modular ex-
peditionary force of ten Air Expeditionary Force packages providing agile air and
space power that has proven so successful across the spectrum of operations from
No-Fly Zone operations to the Global War on Terrorism. We will continue trans-
forming to meet the challenges of a dynamic world by rebalancing the force and re-
aligning our structure into a Future Total Force that meets increased demands for
persistent intelligence, rapid mobility, and precision strike capabilities. These re-
quirements-based capabilities, derived from our Concepts of Operation, are the nec-
essary capabilities for joint and combined force operations; and represent the trades
available between and among service components to deliver the right effects to com-
batant commanders.

We are rebalancing the force by prudently changing our accession goals and re-
aligning manpower to overstressed career fields to better balance our Airmen skill
sets to get us to our authorized end strength. We will take advantage of our Total
Force expertise by more closely aligning our Active Duty, Air National Guard, and
Air Force Reserve units into associate units to enhance our overall capability. We
will transform our command and control structure by establishing new Warfighting
Headquarters, positioned globally, to provide Combatant Commanders the most ef-
fective means to command and control air and space forces. The efficiencies realized
will help ensure the air dominance required for U.S. global operational access. But
reorganization is just one effort used to adapt and enhance our force.

Recapitalization and modernization of our aging weapon systems and wise invest-
ments in science and technology are crucial if we are to realize improvements in
close air support, long-range strike, and operationally responsive space. Likewise,
changes in the traditional methods of deterrence will require new capabilities to
transform the current Triad of intercontinental and sea-launched ballistic missiles,
and bomber aircraft into a New Triad—a diverse portfolio of non-nuclear and nu-
clear “strike capabilities” and active and passive defenses. While we remain engaged
in contingency operations and homeland defense missions, we look to the future
where completely networked, horizontally integrated operations will lead to com-
plete domination of the global commons of air, space, and cyberspace.

Our 2005 Posture Statement reflects our good stewardship to manage, maintain,
and develop an irreplaceable defense resource—America’s Air Force. It is our vision
for the future—a future in which the world’s finest Airmen, together with our sister
Services, will remain effectively decisive in combat to attain victory.
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INTRODUCTION

Today’s security environment is characterized by change and ambiguity. The fu-
ture will include a variety of challenges, including the risk of catastrophic attacks
on the homeland, and the possibility of disruptive technological breakthroughs by
our adversaries. The number and character of potential U.S. adversaries is growing
and changing, as states and non-state actors acquire advanced technology and even
weapons of mass destruction. We can foresee the near-term threats posed by bal-
listic and cruise missiles; chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear weapons; ad-
vanced double-digit surface-to-air missiles; and sophisticated combat aircraft. We
should also anticipate computer network attacks and attacks on other critical infra-
structure, including space networks. Not only must we be prepared to confront these
known threats, but we also must be ready for unexpected, disruptive breakthroughs
in technology that may undercut traditional U.S. advantages. Maintaining a strong
defense able to overcome and defeat these threats remains an imperative for our na-
tion. Currently, the Air Force can command the global commons of air and space,
and significantly influence the global commons of sea and cyberspace; however, we
cannot maintain this advantage using yesterday’s technology in the systems and air
and space vehicles of our current force structure. Recapitalizing our aging systems
is our number one challenge.

We are steadfastly meeting these challenges head on. With capabilities-based
planning; investments in modernization, science and technology; Airmen develop-
ment; and a focus on integration, we will transform into a more lethal force.

We are working with equal intensity to increase the integration and effectiveness
of the joint and interagency team. The Air Force is responsible for several missions
essential to the successful prosecution of any joint expeditionary operation: we pro-
vide the persistent intelligence and communications networks that deliver decision-
quality information to the joint force commander; we provide global mobility in the
airlift and tanker forces that move people and equipment anywhere on the planet;
and we provide rapid strike by employing an umbrella of kinetic and non-kinetic
strike capabilities to deliver precise, tailored effects.

For America to hold its military advantage, the Air Force must continue to im-
prove its vital national capabilities. This means anticipating the battlespace effects
required in the future; we must begin today to create the force we will need tomor-
row. The Air Force must adapt for the future without degrading its ability to con-
duct operations now and in the near term. At the same time, we must recognize
fiscal constraints and remain a responsible custodian of the taxpayers’ dollar. We
have developed a long-range plan to allocate resources, balance risks, and shape the
force to protect our nation—a comprehensive Future Total Force (FTF).

Within FTF, we are restructuring our organizations for the decades ahead. The
organizational concept within FTF leverages the strengths of all three components
(Active Duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard), as well as anticipated
advances in technology, to create the effects needed in tomorrow’s battlespace. FTF
encompasses all domains: space, air, ground, and information. Most importantly, it
capitalizes on our most potent, flexible resource: our Airmen.

Our Airmen are a vital national resource. A key element in their development is
continuing to adapt the force structure to support expeditionary operations. We face
the paradox of suffering shortfalls in certain high-demand career fields while ex-
ceeding our overall congressionally authorized end strength. Therefore, we have en-
acted several programs to reduce the total number of Air Force personnel while re-
invigorating career fields experiencing shortfalls.

As this century unfolds, technological innovation is accelerating at an unprece-
dented pace. Our challenge is to quickly convert laboratory ideas into battlefield ef-
fects. This entails more than creating new weapon systems; it means adopting a de-
velopmental culture that is inherently agile and responsive, enabling state-of-the-
art technologies to reach the battlefield in real time. Such institutional agility will
allow us to aggressively divest our legacy systems, field the capabilities needed to
meet new strategic challenges, and integrate operations with those of the other
Services and our coalition partners.

Air and space power is an essential component of a joint warfighting team and
a critical force multiplier for our Soldiers, Sailors, and Marines. Our paramount re-
sponsibility is to provide air and space dominance over the battlefield to enable the
freedom of maneuver necessary for the success of joint and coalition operations.

Whether strengthening the capabilities of Airmen on the battlefield; enabling joint
service net-centric operations; furnishing more airlift and aerial refueling capability;
or establishing an Air Component Coordination Element with ground force com-
manders, the Air Force is committed to increasing support to the joint warfighter.
The United States Air Force makes the whole team better.
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AIR AND SPACE POWER TODAY

Even as the Air Force moves forward with the Future Total Force, we are engaged
around the globe. Across many continents and missions in air and space, the Air
Force is a complete partner with our sister Services, inter-agency partners, and
friends and allies.

Global War on Terrorism

Since the shockwaves of September 11, 2001, the Air Force has been integral to
conducting and enabling joint and coalition operations in the Global War on Ter-
rorism (GWOT). Across three campaigns, Operation NOBLE EAGLE (ONE), Oper-
ation ENDURING FREEDOM (OEF) and Operation IRAQI FREEDOM (OIF), the
Air Force capabilities of rapid strike; global mobility; and persistent command, con-
trol, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(C4ISR) helped defend the air sovereignty of North America; break Taliban control
of Afghanistan; identify, target, and destroy al Qaeda terrorist nests in Afghanistan;
overthrow Saddam Hussein’s regime; and conduct reconstruction and counter-insur-
gency operations in Iraq. Although the threat of terrorist attacks against the United
States remains, the joint team—strengthened by the Air Force—has made substan-
tial progress in putting terrorists on the defensive and developing the new security
partnerships essential for a sustained GWOT.

Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and ENDURING FREEDOM

The Air Force continues joint operations against Taliban remnants and Iraqi in-
surgents. At the close of 2004, we maintained nearly 31,000 Airmen in the region—
including 5,000 Air National Guardsmen and 2,500 Air Force Reservists—and we
were flying 225 sorties a day over Iraq and Afghanistan. Having already flown more
than 250,000 sorties, the Total Force team of Active, Guard, and Reserve Airmen
continues to perform aeromedical evacuation, persistent C4ISR from air and space,
close air support, aerial refueling, and intertheater and intratheater airlift, while
successfully adapting to the dynamic environment of asymmetric warfare.

While certainly prominent in Major Combat Operations, rapid strike has contin-
ued to enhance joint warfighting during reconstruction and stability operations.
Strikes against Taliban forces and Iraqi insurgents show the enduring need for
strike capabilities and the capability of the Air Force to strike time-sensitive targets
with minimal collateral damage. The Air Force is bolstering this capability with the
deployment of 500-pound Joint Direct Attack Munitions now in theater, develop-
ment of the Small Diameter Bomb, and development of directed energy weapons ca-
pable of delivering precise and tailored effects in adverse environments.

Not only are Airmen directly overhead in Iraq and Afghanistan, but Airmen from
as far away as Nevada are controlling remotely piloted aircraft critical to persistent
C4ISR and rapid strike missions. For instance, Predator aircraft are able to trans-
mit their live video pictures to ground-based targeting teams that are equipped with
the prototype Remote Operations Video Enhanced Receiver (ROVER) system. Link-
ing rapid strike and persistent C4ISR to forces on the ground, ROVER has been
used repeatedly to detect, target, and destroy improvised explosive devices (IEDs),
mortars, rockets, and other insurgent activities across the region. Bolstering these
capabilities are Tactical Airborne Reconnaissance System (TARS) equipped F-16s
flown by deployed Air National Guard units. The digital cameras on the TARS pod
allow the pilot to conduct reconnaissance while simultaneously providing close air
support. Integrating these two missions is the essence of responsive reconnaissance
and integral to Air Force support to ground forces.

To help defeat IEDs, the Air Force has fielded Specialized Explosive Detection
Dogs and upgraded three flying platforms that specifically focus on detecting and
defeating IEDs. In the future, we will deploy IED Defeat Field Teams to further
study where Air Force-unique systems can make an impact.

To ensure uninterrupted sustainment of our deployed forces and unhindered glob-
al mobility, several initiatives are being implemented to enhance aircraft protection
capabilities, including upgrades to existing aircraft defensive systems, accelerated
installation of new systems, and improvements in software and flare dispensing pat-
terns. These improvements will increase the capability to detect and defeat shoul-
der-fired missiles being used against our mobility aircraft.

Recently, these mobility assets have been used to reduce the need for ground con-
voys on supply routes in Iraq. Flying above the IEDs and ambushes that challenge
convoys, the use of Air Force airlifters like the C-130 and C-17 has reduced the
number of trucks in convoys by nearly 350 trucks per day.

Operations in Iraq and Afghanistan also highlight the importance of space-based
C4ISR capabilities to U.S. and coalition forces. These capabilities have become inte-
gral to effective warfighting operations and include precision position, navigation
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and timing; secure communications; global weather; launch and support operations;
persistent worldwide missile warning; and intelligence gathering. OIF and OEF re-
lied on the all-weather precise position, navigation, and timing capability provided
by the Air Force’s Global Positioning System (GPS) constellation, satellite commu-
nications (SATCOM), and timely observations of weather and enemy activity. Car-
rying out time-sensitive targeting of Iraqi leadership and other critical targets dur-
ing major combat operations, nearly 40 percent of all munitions used in OIF were
GPS-guided and unaffected by the driving sand storms and inclement weather.
Holding the ultimate high ground, Air Force space professionals keep a constant
vigil over a global battlespace—planning, acquiring, maintaining and operating the
systems that sustain America’s decisive advantage in space.

Operation NOBLE EAGLE and Homeland Defense

The Air Force’s principal Homeland Defense mission is Air Defense and pre-
serving the air sovereignty of the United States and its territories. Since 9/11, more
than 37,000 fighter, aerial refueling, and airborne early warning sorties have been
flown in defense of the United States, while more than 1,800 air patrols have re-
sponded to actual incidents and suspicious flight operations. A mission that
leverages the Air Force Reserve, Air National Guard, and Active Duty components,
the Citizen Airmen of the Air National Guard have primary responsibility for pro-
viding alert aircraft at 17 of 18 sites.

The Air Force has also worked extensively with joint, interagency, and combined
organizations to improve the effectiveness of Homeland Defense activities. Exercises
like DETERMINED PROMISE-04 and UNIFIED DEFENSE-04 illustrated how
rapid strike, persistent C4ISR, and global mobility can be seamlessly integrated
with other agencies, and prove critical to supporting U.S. Northern Command and
the Department of Homeland Security.

The Civil Air Patrol provides additional capability to Northern Command, federal
agencies, and state and local governments in the Global War on Terrorism. Located
throughout all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, the Civil Air
Patrol leverages the skills and vigilance of 64,000 non-paid volunteers in more than
1,700 units to bolster the Nation’s defense.

Other Contingency Operations

In addition to operations at home and Southwest Asia, the Air Force supported
multiple other operations around the globe in 2004. Complementing our permanent
presence in Northeast Asia, we bolstered the deterrence of North Korea with the
continuous deployment of six B-52 bomber aircraft to the American territory of
Guam. The 8,400 Airmen stationed in South Korea alongside Soldiers, Sailors, Ma-
rines and our South Korean allies are critical to regional stability, and have main-
tained the United Nations armistice on the Korean peninsula for over 51 years.

In the Balkans, Airmen have flown more than 27,000 sorties in support of Oper-
ations JOINT FORGE and JOINT GUARDIAN. These NATO-led operations com-
bine 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 2004, approximately 475 Airmen were supporting NATO’s goal of achieving a se-
cure and stable environment.

Since December 1989 and throughout 2004, Airmen have been a critical part of
the interagency fight against illegal drug and narcotics trafficking. Deployed along
the southern United States, in the Caribbean, and Central and South America,
eight aerostats and five ground-based radars provide around-the-clock monitoring of
airspace. Operating these C4ISR installations, Airmen detected, monitored, and pro-
vided intercepts on hundreds of targets attempting to infiltrate U.S. airspace with-
out proper clearance. Along with our joint and interagency partners, these oper-
ations resulted in hundreds of arrests and stopped thousands of pounds of contra-
band from being smuggled into the United States.

Additionally, the Air Force is heavily involved in providing humanitarian relief to
people in need around the globe. Most recently the Air Force deployed aircraft and
Airmen to assist in relief efforts for the Southeast Asian countries struck by
tsunamis. In the initial days, C-130s and KC-135s, flying 21 missions, delivered
over 120 tons of food, water, medical supplies, vehicles, and personnel to assess re-
lief assistance. In another region of the world, the Air Force provided airlift and
logistical support to the deployment of African Union peacekeepers to the war torn
area of Darfur in Sudan. Also, during recent elections in Afghanistan, we airdropped
water and food to remote areas to help ensure a secure and smooth voting process.

Supporting all of these world-wide operations is a robust training program that
allows our Airmen to train like they fight. Competition for scarce air, land, and
water resources threatens to further encroach onto our installations, ranges, and
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airspace—vital national assets for developing and testing new weapons, training
forces, and conducting joint exercises. The Air Force supports legislative, regulatory,
and management initiatives that protect Air Force operational capability while sus-
taining, restoring, and modernizing our natural infrastructure.

Air and Space Expeditionary Force

The Air and Space Expeditionary Force (AEF) is how the Air Force organizes,
trains, equips, and sustains forces to meet defense strategy requirements outlined
in the National Military Strategy and Strategic Planning Guidance. Including the
Active Duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard, the Air Force is divided
into ten AEFs and an enabler force to support and sustain global expeditionary op-
erations. Each AEF provides a portfolio of effects-based capabilities for the Combat-
ant Commander. These capabilities are immediately available in two AEFs contin-
ually postured for rapid deployment. The remaining eight AEFs are in various
stages of redeployment, rest, training, or deployment preparation but could rapidly
deploy to a combat area if needed. When necessary, the full capability of the Total
Force can be realized by surging the remaining AEFs.

During 2004, worldwide requirements of OIF, OEF and GWOT placed high de-
mands on our Expedltlonary Combat Support (ECS) forces long-range bombers, se-
curity forces, and other units. Due to this increased tempo, selected Air Force forces
are still deployed at nearly twice the numbers that AEF policy defines as “sustain-
able.” To adapt to this new set of circumstances, we changed our AEF deployment
length from 90 days to 120 days, and the AEF cycle from fifteen months to twenty
months. The greater deployment length allows greater continuity for expeditionary
commanders in the field.

New Triad

The National Military Strategy impacts our strategic forces as well. The Depart-
ment of Defense’s new defense strategy of employing a capabilities- vs. threat-based
approach to planning led to the ongoing transformation of the existing triad of U.S.
strategic nuclear forces (intercontinental and sea-launched ballistic missiles and
bomber aircraft) into a New Triad composed of a diverse portfolio of systems. The
elements of the New Triad will contain non-nuclear and nuclear “strike capabili-
ties;” active and passive defenses; and research and development and industrial in-
frastructure for developing, building, and maintaining offensive forces and defensive
systems.

Worldwide Force Protection Challenges

The United States faces an array of asymmetric threats from terrorists and rogue
states necessitating a new Force Protection concept of Integrated Base Defense. The
new concept draws from recent lessons learned and defines a Force Protection role
for every Airman as a defender of bases and critical assets. We are also developing
a wide range of offensive and defensive capabilities to include new ground sensors,
unmanned aerospace sensors, a common operating picture, and a command and con-
trol suite that links these sensors to remotely-operated weapons and robotic sys-
tems. Non-lethal weapon systems have the potential for bringing a revolutionary set
of capabilities to commanders.

Countering and defending against chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, and
high-yield explosive (CBRNE) weapons is another element of Force Protection and
Integrated Base Defense. To prevent adversary acquisition or development of these
weapons, neutralize their capabilities, and restore essential operations and services
after an attack, we are implementing a Counter-CBRNE Master Plan. This will im-
prove our ability to meet operational needs, while maximizing joint cooperation and
leveraging existing institutions and capabilities.

AIR AND SPACE POWER, TOMORROW THROUGH THE FYDP

Base Realignment and Closure 2005

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 is the primary means by which the
Air Force will optimize current infrastructure to enhance both warfighting capa-
bility and efficiency for the future. Taking a comprehensive, 20-year view, BRAC
2005 will allow the Air Force to realign the posture of our forces to better address
the new challenges we face. Through creation of innovative organizational and bas-
ing solutions, the Air Force will facilitate joint and multi-component missions, re-
duce inefficiencies, and free up valuable resources to recruit quality people, mod-
ernize equipment and infrastructure, and develop the capabilities needed to meet
21st Century threats.

While doing this we will remain focused on our three core competencies, which
enable us to create the effects required on the battlefield of the future: Developing
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Airmen, Technology to Warfighting, and Integrating Operations. By focusing on
these areas the Air Force has created a program through the Future Years Defense
Program, which optimizes the return on our resources.

Developing Airmen

To adapt to dramatic changes in force structure and the security environment, we
established a set of strategic goals to focus our personnel mission.

Force Shaping

We are on track to bring active duty end strength to the congressionally-author-
ized level of 359,700 by the end of fiscal 2005. This planned reduction shapes the
future force without jeopardizing career field health.

The Force Shaping plan has two phases: (1) increase voluntary separations and
retirements, and (2) further increase voluntary separations while simultaneously re-
ducing programmed accessions. Phase 1, implemented in February 2004, was used
to judge retention behavior and ensure a measured approach to reducing end
strength. Phase 2, begun in May 2004, allowed more service members an oppor-
tunity to leave active duty. Additionally, we significantly reduced the Selective Re-
enlistment Bonus (SRB) program from 146 to 62 enlisted skills, resulting in a sig-
nificant decrease in first-term reenlistment rates, and we continue to review further
reduction of SRB skills.

Other Force Shaping initiatives include the PALACE CHASE program—early sep-
aration from Active Duty to serve with the Air National Guard or Air Force Re-
serve—waiving of active duty service commitments, and resurrection of the Career
Job Reservation Program to correct skill imbalances and re-train first-term Airmen
into needed skills. Additionally, we took advantage of the statutory authority that
allows 2 percent of colonels and lieutenant colonels with two years time-in-grade to
retire in grade instead of waiting the normal three years; and some Air Force Re-
serve Officer Training Corps graduates may now go directly into the Air National
Guard or Air Force Reserve.

In fiscal 2004, we lowered accession goals by approximately 3,000. In fiscal 2005,
we continued to lower our accession goals and have temporarily limited enlisted ac-
cessions to only the 58 most critical combat and combat support skills.

The results of our Force Shaping efforts are positive, facilitating the migration of
personnel into critical shortage specialties while reducing manpower to ensure we
meet authorized end strength requirements by the end of fiscal 2005.

Rebalancing the Force

As we return to our authorized end strength, relief is flowing to “overstressed”
career fields. This is a multi-step process, but our guiding principle is simple—we
will properly size and shape the force to meet the needs of the AEF. We are drawing
down prudently, designating specialties and specific year groups within those spe-
cialties where we have more people than we need. At the same time, we are cor-
recting our skill imbalances by realigning manpower and expanding training pipe-
lines.

We are also taking a hard look at where our people serve. We have Airmen serv-
ing outside the Air Force who don’t deploy as part of an Air Expeditionary Force.
They serve in joint and defense agency positions, some of which require uniformed
people; however, others do not. Through military-to-civilian conversions and Com-
petitive Sourcing initiatives, we are returning these Airmen “to the fold.”

The Guard and Reserve play a critical role in this endeavor. Today, 25 percent
of the air expeditionary packages are composed of Air National Guard and Air Force
Reserve volunteers. As we take steps to ensure the long-term health of our Active
Duty forces, we must do the same for our Citizen Airmen.

Recruiting | Retention

While reducing accessions is a tool currently being used to bring the force down
to authorized levels, it is imperative that we continue to renew and replenish the
ranks with targeted recruiting. For fiscal 2005, we plan to access nearly 19,000 en-
listed members and just over 5,000 officers—a 44 percent reduction from normal en-
listed recruiting levels and a slightly lower level of officers compared to fiscal 2004.

As outlined under Force Shaping, a significant one-year reduction in our recruit-
ing goal is part of a deliberate effort to reduce force size without jeopardizing long-
term health. A one-year reduction will create a temporary decrease offset by the
number of personnel accessed in preceding and subsequent years. We are committed
to returning to normal recruiting targets as quickly as possible. Continued congres-
sional support of our recruiting and marketing programs will greatly enhance the
Air Force’s competitiveness in a dynamic job market.
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A critical element for success is the ability to offer bonuses and incentives where
we have traditionally experienced shortfalls. To protect this valuable resource we
ensure active senior leadership management, including semi-annual reviews of
which career specialties, and which year groups within those specialties, are eligible
for bonuses. Congressional support for these programs, along with increases in pay
and benefits and quality-of-life initiatives, has greatly helped us retain Airmen and
their families.

Personnel Service Delivery Transformation

To achieve the Secretary of Defense’s objective of shifting resources “from bu-
reaucracy to battlefield,” personnel services are being overhauled. Our Personnel
Service Delivery Transformation dramatically modernizes the processes, organiza-
tions, and technology by which we support Airmen and their commanders. Routine
personnel transactions, for instance, may now be done “on-line.”

As a result, we deliver higher-quality personnel services with greater access,
speed, accuracy, reliability, and efficiency. We programmed the resulting manpower
savings to other compelling Air Force needs over the next six years. This initiative
enhances our ability to acquire, train, educate, and deliver Airmen with the needed
skills, knowledge, and experience to accomplish Air Force missions.

National Security Personnel System

Our civilian workforce will go through a significant transformation as well with
implementation of the Department of Defense National Security Personnel System
(NSPS). NSPS is a simplified and more flexible civilian personnel system that will
improve the way we hire, assign, compensate, and reward our valuable civilian em-
ployees. This modern, agile human resource system will be responsive to the na-
tional security environment, while preserving employee protections and benefits, as
well as the core values of the civil service. Implementation will begin as early as
July 2005.

NSPS design and development has been a broad-based, participative process in-
cluding employees, supervisors and managers, unions, employee advocacy groups,
and various public interest groups. Employees slated for conversion to the new sys-
tem will be included in groupings called Spirals. Spiral One will include approxi-
mately 85,400 General Schedule and Acquisition Demonstration Project, U.S.-based
Air Force civilian employees and will be rolled out in three phases over an 18-month
period. The labor relations provisions of NSPS will be implemented across the De-
partment this summer as well. NSPS is the most comprehensive new Federal per-
sonnel system in more than 50 years and a key component in the Department’s
achievement of a total force structure.

Culture of Airmen

We completed an Air Force-wide assessment of our sexual assault prevention and
response capabilities, knowing we were not where we needed to be in addressing
this societal problem that has serious readiness implications. A Campaign Plan was
approved, and we are implementing specific initiatives to better understand the
problem of sexual assault, do everything within our ability to prevent it, and pre-
pare ourselves to provide consistent and continuing care for victims when it occurs.

In response to an increased suicide rate among Airmen, we reemphasized, and
continue to stress, the need for Airmen to look after one another. Commanders and
co-workers are rethinking the way Airmen interact with one another, calling atten-
tion to behavioral indicators and risk factors associated with suicide. Safety and risk
management are also being emphasized to reduce the number of accident-related fa-
talities. We are weaving this mindset into the very fabric of our culture.

All Airmen have a responsibility to get involved, pay attention and ensure the
health and well-being of their wingman. It’s not a program, it’s a mindset; a cultural
shift designed to take better care of our most valuable resource—our people.

Air Reserve Component (Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard)

Recruiting and retaining quality service members are top priorities for the Air
Force Reserve. Despite the strains mobilization places on the personal and profes-
sional lives of Reserve members, volunteerism remains high. In fiscal 2004, and for
the last four years, the Air Force Reserve exceeded its recruiting goal. Despite the
long-term effects of high operations and personnel tempo, Air Force Reserve end-
strength was within 0.7 percent of fiscal 2004 congressionally-mandated require-
ments.

Reduced success in attracting military Air Force members who are separating
from Active Duty has steered the Air Force Reserve toward recruitment and acces-
sion of non-prior service members. To meet the resulting increased training demand,
4,000 training slots per year are now allocated and funded for the Air Force Re-
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serve. In addition, the Air Force Reserve is taking advantage of the previously men-
tioned PALACE CHASE program, which allows Active Duty members the oppor-
tunity to move to the Air Force Reserve or Air National Guard. These experienced
members are then placed into critical career skills.

Complementing the Air Force Reserve, the Air National Guard plays a vital role
in support of the Homeland Defense mission and force transformation. The ability
of the Air National Guard to achieve recruiting and retention goals through fiscal
2006 will help determine how well the Air Force assumes new missions and sup-
ports Homeland Defense.

As the Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard continue to surge to meet oper-
ational requirements, we are examining existing law and policy that govern enlisted
incentives and related compensation with an eye toward identifying changes that
will encourage volunteerism. The reserve enlisted bonus program is a major contrib-
utor to attracting and retaining both unit and individual mobilization augmentee
members in critical career fields. To enhance retention, we are ensuring relevant
compensation statutes reflect the growing reliance on the Air Force Reserve and Air
National Guard to accomplish Air Force missions. We continue to explore enhanced
bongs authorities, which will provide the flexibility to target our most pressing
needs.

In addition, the Aviation Continuation Pay, the Career Enlisted Flyers Incentive
Pay, and Aircrew Incentive Pay continue to be offered to retain our rated officer and
enlisted personnel. We expanded the Air Force Reserve Special Duty Assignment
Pay (SDAP) program by including an additional six career fields to enhance recruit-
ing and retention, improve program alignment, and provide parity to Air Force Re-
serve members. The expansion authorizes the payment of SDAP to a reservist quali-
fying in the same skill and location as their Active Duty counterpart.

The Air Force has made great strides in increasing education benefits for our Air
Force Reserve and Air National Guard members, offering 100 percent tuition assist-
ance for individuals pursuing an undergraduate degree and continuing to pay 75
percent for graduate degrees. In addition, we appreciate the President proposing
and Congress enacting enhanced Montgomery GI Bill benefits for reserve and Guard
members who have served lengthy deployments.

The fiscal 2005 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) made permanent sev-
eral authorities providing enhanced Health Care/TRICARE benefits for Air Force
Reserve and Air National Guard members. For members with delayed-effective-date
orders to serve on active duty in support of a contingency operation for more than
30 days, the new legislation permanently authorizes TRICARE eligibility for up to
90 days prior to the member’s activation date for eligible members and their fami-
lies. Additionally, the NDAA extended the Transitional Assistance Management
Program benefit period from 60 and 120 days to 180 days for eligible members and
their families.

Training

Distributed Mission Operations (DMO) is the cornerstone for Air Force training
transformation. It is a readiness initiative to train warfighters as they expect to
fight using simulation and high-fidelity architecture to link training at dispersed lo-
cations. DMO will reduce travel costs and operations tempo while providing mission
rehearsal in an operationally realistic environment to maintain combat readiness
and provide support to operations. It will prepare and assess Air and Space Expedi-
tionary Forces and prepare AOC weapon systems, including Joint Force Air Compo-
nent Commanders, for real-world missions. As an integration effort, DMO will lever-
age existing and emerging programs and technologies to fill gaps in total team
training, rehearsal, and operations support.

Due to the continuing high operations tempo, the Air Force is filling over 2,500
positions in 20 different combat support skills for the U.S. Army in deployed loca-
tions—one of those skills is combat convoy operations. As a result, we established
the Basic Combat Convoy Course to supplement Army training. This comprehensive,
self-contained course emphasizes small unit leadership, teamwork, weapons train-
ing, and tactical convoy operations, greatly improving convoy operations and per-
sonnel survivability. It also reduced total training time in Kuwait from approxi-
mately six weeks to one.

Housing and Military Construction
Through military construction and housing privatization, we are providing quality
homes faster than ever. Over the next two years, we will renovate or replace nearly
36,000 homes through privatization, and an additional 11,000 homes through mili-
tary construction.
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Still, Airmen primarily live in communities near our installations. Basic Allow-
ance for Housing increases have reduced their average out-of-pocket costs over the
past few years, and will eliminate out-of-pocket costs altogether in 2005, allowing
greater flexibility for Airmen who reside off base.

Investment in dormitories continues to accelerate in order to provide superior
housing to our unaccompanied members—evidenced by nearly 4,400 dormitory
rooms programmed for funding over the next four years. Approximately 75 percent
of these will address existing inadequate dormitory conditions. Our new “Dorms-4-
Airmen” standard is designed to increase camaraderie, social interaction, and ac-
countability by providing four single-occupancy bedrooms/bathrooms with a common
kitchen and living area in each module. The combination of the new standard and
the Air Force’s unit integrity assignment policy provides an excellent platform to in-
crease interaction within the same unit. Finally, the remaining dormitory program
jumpstarts a buy-out of inadequate “pipeline” dormitories—those dorms that house
young enlisted students during their initial technical training. Pipeline dormitory
standards provide a large living area for two students, two walk-in closets, a bath-
room, and a separate vanity for each occupant. All substandard dorms will be re-
placed by 2009. Knowing the Air Force provides for a family’s housing needs allows
every Airman to focus on the mission.

Airmen’s performance and morale is directly influenced by quality work centers
as well. Therefore, we've placed significant emphasis on recapitalizing and improv-
ing work facilities. We've focused investment in training facilities to ensure a qual-
ity technical and mission-oriented learning environment. Similarly, we’ve imple-
mented a plan to ensure all fitness centers meet current Air Force standards by
2011. Finally, we’ve continued our focus on providing quality childcare facilities.

Battlefield Airmen

Airmen are engaged beyond the air base; bringing technology to warfighting on
the ground using advanced systems to designate targets, control aircraft, rescue per-
sonnel, and gather vital meteorological data. The Air Force is optimizing this family
of specialties, known as Battlefield Airmen. So far, we have identified program man-
agement, acquisition, and sustainment synergies across the Combat Rescue, Combat
Control, Terminal Attack Control, and Special Operations Weather functional areas.
Because Air Force personnel are an integral part of the battlespace, we are also
identifying common training requirements for these Airmen.

We need to organize Battlefield Airmen for maximum effectiveness in the modern
battlespace. In addition, we must train Battlefield Airmen in the skills required to
maximize airpower, and standardize that training across those specialties with dif-
ferent Battlefield Airmen skills. Finally, we want to equip our Battlefield Airmen
with improved and standardized equipment for missions in the forward and deep
battlespace.

This will expand commanders’ abilities to employ battlefield airpower experts who
can introduce unequaled accuracy, responsiveness, flexibility, and persistence into
designated air operations.

Joint Terminal Attack Controllers (JTACs), a subset of Battlefield Airmen, direct
the action of combat aircraft engaged in close air support and other offensive air
operations from a forward position. For the first time, JTACs will be recognized
across the Department of Defense as capable and authorized to perform terminal
attack control in accordance with a joint standard. The Joint Close Air Support Ex-
ecutive Steering Committee directed the drafting of a Memorandum of Agreement
defining the qualifications, certifications, and currencies these JTACs must possess
and maintain.

In addition to night-vision equipment, JTACs carry a hardened laptop computer
and multi-channel radio. We've significantly reduced the weight these Battlefield
Airmen must carry while simultaneously providing them with the ability to do such
things as designate targets several kilometers away. We must further decrease the
weight of their gear while increasing the capabilities and interoperability of their
equipment with other air, space, and ground assets. This combination of technology
facilitates the direct transfer of information to combat aircraft, minimizing errors
in data transfer. To that end, the Integrated Air-Ground Imaging Initiative enables
the A-10 to send digital targeting information instead of lengthy voice briefings;
provides a LITENING or Sniper Targeting Pod video down link to the JTAC; and
equips our JTACs with a multi-channel video receiver. This equipment will increase
situational awareness, assist in combat identification, maximize first-attack success,
shorten the kill-chain, and ultimately provide better support to ground forces.
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Technology-to-Warfighting

Capabilities-based Concepts of Operation

The Air Force has established a capabilities-based approach to both war planning
and force development, allowing focused investments on those capabilities needed to
achieve the battlespace effects required by the joint warfighter. Our capabilities-
based approach frees us from platform-centric force planning, leading to new ways
of thinking and innovative combinations of systems.

The Air Force has developed seven concepts of operation (CONOPS)—six oper-
ational and one supporting foundational concept—for capabilities-based planning.
The CONOPS define the effects we can produce across the span of joint tasks we
may be tasked to perform, and help us identify those capabilities an expeditionary
air force will need to achieve the desired battlespace effects. They also provide an
operational context for determining how good our capability levels need to be and
assessing how close we are to that objective.

—Homeland Security CONOPS leverages Air Force capabilities with joint and
interagency efforts to prevent, protect, and respond to threats against our home-
land.

—Space and Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) CONOPS encompasses the integration of
manned, unmanned, and space systems to provide persistent situational aware-
ness, space control, and decision-quality information.

—Global Mobility CONOPS provides the planning, command and control, and op-
erations capabilities to enable timely and effective projection, employment, and
sustainment of U.S. power in support of U.S. global interests.

—Global Strike CONOPS employs joint power projection capabilities to engage
anti-access and high-value targets, gain access to denied battlespace, and main-
tain that operational 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 via the Global
Strike CONOPS, there will be a need for persistent and sustained air, space,
and information operations.

—Nuclear Response CONOPS provides the deterrent “umbrella” under which con-
ventional forces operate and, should deterrence fail, provides options for a scal-
able response.

—The Agile Combat Support CONOPS details the capability to create, protect,
and sustain Air and Space Forces across the full spectrum of military oper-
ations. It is the foundational, crosscutting, and distinctive capability that en-
ables Air Force Operational Concepts.

The CONOPS approach articulates operational capabilities that will prevail in
combat and avert technological surprises. Through capabilities-based planning, we
will continue to invest in our core competency of bringing technology to the
warfighter, which will maintain our technical advantage and keep our air and space
capabilities up-to-date.

Capabilities Review and Risk Assessment

The Capabilities Review and Risk Assessment (CRRA) process is the starting
point for Air Force force planning and capabilities development. It replaced an out-
dated threat-based review process that focused on platforms instead of warfighting
effects and the capabilities needed to achieve them. The CRRA requires a focus on
capabilities and fosters development of innovative solution sets. The CRRA uses our
six operational concepts and the foundational Agile Combat Support concept to ex-
amine and assess our Air Force capabilities now and in the future.

During the CRRA cycle, Risk Assessment Teams, composed of experts drawn from
all specialties in the Air Force and supported by models, simulations, and other ana-
lytical tools, consider the requirements of the CONOPS. They review existing and
planned programs, Science and Technology activities, and non-materiel factors. They
determine the Air Force’s ability to deal with an adverse event and the impact on
achieving the joint warfighting effects if the Service fails to provide the capability.
Any shortfalls are screened against documented Lessons Learned and Combatant
Commander Integrated Priority Lists.

The CRRA provides senior Air Force leaders an operational-, capabilities-, and
risk-based focus for investment decision-making. It uses operational warfighting ef-
fects as the drivers for Air Force resource allocation, while also protecting public
health and natural resources.



205

Recapitalization | Modernization

The number one challenge for the Air Force is the need to recapitalize our aging
systems. For example, our aircraft fleet now averages 23 years old. To determine
the viability of these aging fleets, we chartered the Air Force Fleet Viability Board
(AF FVB) in 2004 to establish a continuous, repeatable process for conducting fleet
assessments. The AF FVB completed its first assessment, of the C-5A, in July 2004,
and is currently studying the 43-year-old KC-135 fleet.

The principles we applied this year during the CRRA process ensured sufficient
readiness to support the Global War on Terrorism while transforming the force and
maintaining an acceptable level of risk. We have proposed recapitalization and mod-
ernization project funding necessary to extend today’s legacy forces while bridging
to required future systems.

Our primary modernization program is the F/A-22 Raptor. The F/A-22’s revolu-
tionary low observable technology, supercruise (Mach 1.5 without afterburner), inte-
grated avionics, and exceptional maneuverability will guarantee America’s air domi-
nance and joint force freedom of operation. The F/A-22 program is transitioning
from development to full rate production and fielding, where the aircraft will join
an integrated air and space force capable of responsive and decisive global engage-
ment.

The program entered Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E) in April
2004 to evaluate its operational effectiveness and suitability. Air-to-air capabilities
were successfully demonstrated and initial air-to-ground capabilities were dem-
onstrated with successful testing of the Joint Direct Attack Munition. In parallel
with IOT&E, F/A-22 aircraft deliveries continue at Tyndall Air Force Base, Florida,
where the first cadre of operational F/A-22 pilots is training. The 27th Fighter
Squadron at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, is on track to establish Initial Oper-
ational Capability for the F/A-22 in December 2005.

Complementing the tremendous capabilities of the F/A-22 is the F-35 Joint
Strike Fighter, an important element of the Joint Warfighter’s Tactical Aircraft
Modernization plan. For the Air Force, it will recapitalize today’s F-16 and A-10
combat capabilities. Specifically, it will provide affordable and survivable precision
engagement and global persistent attack capabilities. Optimized for all-weather per-
formance, the F-35 will destroy an enemy’s ability to attack or defend. In 2004, the
F-35 program successfully addressed early design maturity challenges. The Service
Acquisition Executive responsibility also switched from the Navy to the Air Force.
In this capacity, we will continue to develop the three basic aircraft variants and
coordinate the interests of the Navy and Marines, along with our numerous inter-
national partners.

Remotely Piloted Aircraft have demonstrated their combat value in the Global
War on Terrorism. The RQ-1/MQ-1 Predator continues to transform warfighting;
providing persistent intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; target acquisi-
tion; and strike capabilities against time sensitive targets. Used in every Air Force
operation since 1995, Predator has amassed over 100,000 flying hours. Today, with
U.S.-based flight and mission control, Predator is truly providing a revolutionary
leap in how we provide military capability. Equipped with an electro-optical, infra-
red, and laser designator sensor, and armed with Hellfire missiles, Predator not
only shortened the sensor-to-shooter timeline—the sensor is now the shooter.

We are developing the ability to operate multiple aircraft from a single ground
station—in effect, multiplying our overall combat effectiveness over the battlefield.
We are also developing and deploying a larger, more capable, and more lethal vari-
ant—the MQ-9 Predator B. The MQ-9 Predator B will employ robust sensors to
automatically find, fix, track, and target critical emerging time sensitive targets.

By contrast, Global Hawk is a high altitude, long endurance, remotely piloted air-
craft that provides robust surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. Through the
innovative use of synthetic aperture radar and electro-optical and infrared sensors,
Global Hawk provides the warfighter unrelenting observation of intelligence targets
in night, day, and adverse weather. Since its first flight in 1998, Global Hawk has
flown over 5,000 hours—over half of that time in combat.

Global Hawk provides superior intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance data
while deployed in support of the Global War on Terrorism. While cruising at ex-
tremely high altitudes, Global Hawk can collect information on spot targets and sur-
vey large geographic areas, providing military decision-makers the most current in-
formation about enemy location, resources, and personnel.

Dissemination and ground support exploitation systems consistently deliver time-
ly intelligence to bring immediate advantage to combat operations. Despite its devel-
opmental status, Global Hawk is in constant demand by Combatant Commanders.

The C-17 production program continues to be a success story for the joint
warfighting community. We are on schedule to receive the 180th of these force mul-
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tipliers in 2008. In concert with C—5 modernization programs, C-17 acquisition is
the critical enabler for meeting established airlift requirements in support of the
current force-planning construct. Currently, the Joint Staff, Office of the Secretary
of Defense, and Air Mobility Command are reviewing mobility requirements in light
of the new National Military Strategy and the Global War on Terrorism. This Mobil-
ity Capabilities Study will provide a basis for determining future wartime airlift re-
quirements. In the meantime, the C—17 has been the airlifter of choice in contin-
gency operations. During Operation ENDURING FREEDOM, C-17s airdropped over
two million humanitarian rations. In Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, the C-17 per-
formed the largest troop airdrop since Operation JUST CAUSE in Panama, opening
the Northern Front during initial operations.

Tomorrow’s enabling capabilities will be hosted on a variety of systems to include
the E-10A aircraft. The E-10A is being developed to identify and track enemy,
friendly, and neutral forces, as well as non-combatants. It will provide persistent in-
telligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, and environmental data, and fuse multi-
source information into a common operating picture. In addition, it will find, fix,
track, and target low-flying cruise missiles and moving surface targets. The E-10A
program and its Multi-Platform Radar Technology Insertion Program, in conjunction
with other weapon system platforms, will give the Combatant Commander a seam-
less picture of the battlespace and an integrated defense against the cruise missile
threat. This capability allows friendly forces to respond to time-sensitive opportuni-
ties with decisive force.

The Air Force has also emphasized the Persistent Ground Attack mission for the
next-generation Joint Unmanned Combat Air System capability demonstration pro-
Eg‘ram. This system will undergo an operational assessment in the 2007 to 2010 time-
rame.

We must also recapitalize our aging tanker aircraft fleet. Based on the completion
of the KC-135 Recapitalization Analysis of Alternatives, the air refueling portion of
the Mobility Capabilities Study, and the results of the Air Force Fleet Viability
Board study, the Air Force anticipates Department of Defense direction to execute
the KC-135 recapitalization program of record. This program will support both the
2005 National Defense Authorization Act, which authorized purchase of up to 100
tanker aircraft through a multi-year contract, and the 2004 Defense Appropriations
Act that established a $100 million tanker replacement transfer fund.

Capabilities-driven modernization and recapitalization efforts continue on space
systems as well; as we modernize our critical constellations and capabilities across
the spectrum of navigation, weather, communication, missile warning, launch, sur-
veillance, and ground systems.

The Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV) fields two launch designs to pro-
vide assured access to space for government systems. The Transformational Com-
munications Satellite will employ Internet Protocol networks and high-bandwidth
lasers in space to dramatically increase warfighter communications connectivity.
Modernization of Global Positioning System (GPS) and development of the next-gen-
eration GPS III will enhance navigation capability and improve resistance to jam-
ming. In partnership with NASA and the Department of Commerce, the Air Force
is developing the National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite Sys-
tem, which offers next-generation meteorological capability. We are well on the way
to deployment of the Space-Based Infrared System, a transformational leap in capa-
bility over our aging Defense Support Program satellites. The Space Radar effort
has been refocused on developing a system that meets the needs of both military
and intelligence community users. Each of these systems support critical C4ISR ca-
pabilities that give the Joint Force Commander increased technological and asym-
metric advantages.

Space superiority efforts are enabled by comprehensive space situation awareness
(SSA) and defensive and offensive counterspace capabilities. Enhanced ground-based
and new space-based SSA assets will provide the necessary information to gain and
maintain space superiority. With respect to defensive counterspace, we maintain a
diversified ground-based command and control network and are developing in-
creased protection for our satellites and space-based services to ensure the capabili-
ties are there in time of battle. We also recently fielded the counter-communications
system to deny these same services to our adversaries. A well-balanced architecture
will enable execution of an effective space superiority strategy.

Our Depot Maintenance Strategy and Master Plan calls for major transformation
in financial and infrastructure capitalization. To support this plan, the Air Force in-
creased funding in fiscal 2004-2009 for depot facilities and equipment moderniza-
tion. We also began a significant push to require weapon system managers to estab-
lish their product support and depot maintenance programs early in the acquisition
cycle, and to plan and program the necessary investment dollars required for capac-
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ity and capability. Additionally, we are partnering with private industry to adopt
technologies to meet capability requirements. The result—enhanced warfighter sup-
port.

Finally, improvements to our air and space systems will require improvements in
our foundational support systems. Deteriorating airfields, hangars, waterlines, elec-
trical networks, and air traffic control approach and landing systems are just some
of the infrastructure elements needing immediate attention. Our investment strat-
egy focuses on three simultaneous steps: disposing of excess facilities, sustaining our
facilities and infrastructure, and establishing a sustainable investment program for
future modernization.

Expectation Management /Spiral Development /Systems Engineering

To improve effectiveness in providing technology to the warfighter, we’ve enacted
several new acquisition policies. Expectation management, spiral development, and
renewed emphasis on systems engineering will eliminate technological surprises and
reduce weapon system delivery cycle times.

Expectation management means better collaboration between the warfighting and
acquisition communities during the life cycle of a weapon system. At least yearly,
general officers from the major commands and acquisition community will formally
review the cost, schedule, and performance of acquisition programs. Beginning with
frank discussion about the “art of the possible,” these sessions will subsequently in-
form decision makers about the ramifications of evolving requirements and funding
changes.

With a spiral development acquisition process, we expect to deliver a baseline
combat capability to the warfighter faster than a process which focuses solely on a
“100 percent solution.” This approach increases flexibility to respond to the ever-
changing nature of external threats and resource fluctuations. Building on a solid
systems engineering foundation, we expect to maximize improvements in commu-
nication and development strategy, paying dividends in transitioning technology to
warfighting faster, and at reduced cost.

Systems engineering ensures that contractor-proposed solutions are both con-
sistent with sound engineering principles and are spiral capable. It is the chief
means by which we can hedge against technology risk. We must have the capability
to proceed smoothly from one spiral development effort to the next, capturing as
much capability as current technology and funding can produce. Under the direction
of the Service Acquisition Executive, Milestone Decision Authorities will now review
a program’s proposed approach to systems engineering prior to approving Acquisi-
tion Strategy Plans. Indeed, systems engineering performance is so critical to our
capability to transition technology to the warfighter that it is included among con-
tractor incentives. Many of the above approaches are already in use.

In our space system acquisition, we will continue to emphasize the transition from
“cost as the primary driver” to “mission success as the primary driver.” We will also
continue to stress the importance of budgeting to the most probable cost—with real-
istic reserves—and the value of independent cost assessments, independent tech-
nical assessments, program assessments, and reviews. Maintaining sufficient re-
serves is essential to effectively executing these challenging National Security Space
Programs.

Transforming Business Process

By leveraging the availability of global information, we are achieving significant
operational advantages. All Air Force CONOPs rely heavily on critical information
resources that are available “on the network” and delivered through a net-centric
operating environment that is robust, secure, and available. To maintain informa-
tion superiority, the Air Force must target a common infrastructure and fully lever-
age enterprise services and shared capabilities. To ensure the most efficient infra-
structure, we are identifying enterprise-wide information resource solutions. These
solutions are designed to deliver and implement efficiencies, which allow us to accel-
erate horizontal information integration, reduce information exchange barriers, re-
duce the total cost of information delivery, and shift resources to support warfighter
operations and weapon system modernization.

For example, we reduced operating costs over the last two years by consolidating
our networks and servers that provide Information Technology (IT) services. More
importantly, networks are more stable with increased uptime and lower failure
rates. We have improved our security with a better computer defense posture and
are able to deploy patches and updates to the field quickly, resulting in fewer suc-
cessful intrusions and denial of service incidents. In addition, the stand up of the
Air Force Network Operations and Security Center will advance our consolidation
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efforts and real-time monitoring of performance, configuration control, and security
posture.

The GeoBase program provides standardized installation mapping and visualiza-
tion support to Airmen through deployment of integrated aerial photography and
geospatial data layers. These IT products support the joint warfighter common oper-
ating picture, minimize wasteful and potentially dangerous redundant data collec-
tion efforts, and enable cross-service situational awareness and decision-making ca-
pabilities.

IT Portfolio Management ensures IT investments align with Air Force priorities
and produce measurable results. Annual Air Force-wide portfolio assessment en-
sures scarce resources are managed through the Capital Planning Investment Con-
trol processes: select, control, and evaluate. Senior leadership support of Portfolio
Management enables the Air Force to gain greater visibility into resources from an
IT enterprise perspective.

Likewise, we are transforming financial management by procuring and imple-
menting a modern commercial-off-the-shelf accounting system that will produce ac-
curate, reliable, and timely information. We are also streamlining and centralizing
our customer service organizations and processes to invest more resources towards
value-added demands while reducing the cost of transaction-oriented tasks. The re-
sult will be a smaller, but more efficient organization with enhanced financial man-
agement skills that can partner with stakeholders to make informed financial deci-
sions based upon real-time information.

Department of Defense Teleport Program

The DOD Teleport program is the expansion of Defense Satellite Communications
System’s Standardized Tactical Entry Point (STEP) program. Teleport builds on the
existing STEP program concept and was approved for initial development in 1998.
Seven STEP sites have been selected to be upgraded to six Teleports: Defense Infor-
mation Systems Network Northwest, Virginia; Fort Buckner, Japan; Wahiawa, Ha-
waii; Camp Roberts, California; Lago di Patria, Italy; and Ramstein Air Base/
Landstuhl, Germany (combined Teleport site). Teleport extends services to the de-
ployed user, providing secure and non-secure telephone service; secure and non-se-
cure Internet Protocol routing; and video teleconferencing through worldwide sat-
ellite coverage between 65 degrees North and 65 degrees South latitudes. DOD
Teleport provides these services through a variety of satellite communication sys-
tems, including the use of commercial satellites.

Air and Space Operations Center Weapon System (AOC WS)

The AOC WS is the focal point where command and control of all air and space
power is harnessed to deliver combat effects to the warfighter. To make this center
more effective, we made it a weapon system—and we man it and train like it’s a
weapon system: certified and standardized. We’ve injected the technology to increase
machine-to-machine connectivity by developing the software and procedures to en-
able information fusion and accelerate the decider-to-shooter loop. We expect to have
all five of our AOC weapon systems (known as Falconers) fully operational by fiscal
2006.

Integrating Operations

The Air Force provides a global presence and response capability for the National
Military Strategy that gives warfighters timely and reliable access to all human,
materiel and information resources. With our expeditionary approach to
warfighting, we are relying more heavily on global operational support processes
and extensive reachback—the ability to support overseas operations from stateside
locations. We are modernizing these processes and related systems.

Key to this modernization is the establishment of common and interoperable capa-
bilities such as a single Air Force Portal and data repository within the classified
and unclassified domains. Over the past 18 months, we have designed and imple-
mented the Global Combat Support System-Air Force program—a set of capabilities
that support our vision and objectives. Using these capabilities, we have rapidly in-
tegrated legacy and newly developed applications and services, drawn information
from global sources to provide a composite view of information, and eliminated the
costly requirement for each program to purchase and support unique hardware and
system software.

Operational Support Modernization Program
The Air Force’s Operational Support (OS) transformation is a seven- to ten-year
journey. By focusing on effectiveness and contribution to warfighting effects, we can
identify the early steps in this transformation journey, and accelerate the delivery
of changes that contribute to the core mission of the Air Force.
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In May 2004, a Commanders’ Integrated Product Team (CIPT) issued the Oper-
ational Support Modernization Program (OSMP) Flight Plan. The plan identified
four OS critical processes—Deployment Management, Operational Response, Agile
Sustainment, and Focused OS Command and Control. The plan identified three
enablers of OS transformation—providing Shared Authoritative Data, executing an
Integrated Workflow, and providing a Common Operational Support Picture.

Money has been set aside from fiscal 2005 to fiscal 2009 to fund modernization
and transformation efforts under the Operational Support Modernization Initiatives
(OSMI). This venture capital funding provides seed money for innovative ideas, al-
lowing organizations to accelerate delivery of capabilities to the warfighter to im-
prove effectiveness.

In 2004, the CIPT established organizations that have captured a significant por-
tion of the operational support enterprise architecture; coordinated the OSMI-04
analysis and decision process; developed a draft version of the OS Concept of Oper-
ations for Business Modernization; and initiated a “Lean” reengineering process
within the OS community while establishing the foundation for the cooperation and
coordination of Business Modernization efforts among the Air Force Domains and
major commands. The present Lean efforts focus on three OS critical processes: AEF
Deployment Management, OS Command & Control, and Full Spectrum Threat Re-
sponse, and are aimed at the needs of the warfighter.

In 2005, the CIPT expects to realize the initial benefits of the OSMP Flight Plan,
including managing the OS processes and portfolio, fielding initial capabilities, be-
ginning horizontal integration, increasing breadth of efforts, and engineering addi-
tional critical processes. Over the long term, CIPT hopes to institutionalize capabili-
ties-based operational support.

OS modernization promotes Air Force-wide transformation efforts, ensuring a
cross-functional, cross-major command, enterprise approach with the goal of a fast
flexible, agile, horizontally integrated OS process and system infrastructure.

Likewise, warfighters and decision-makers are dependent on information gen-
erated and shared across networks worldwide. Successful provision of warfighting
integration requires an enterprise approach of total information cycle activities in-
cluding people, processes, and technology. To best leverage current and emerging
technologies with warfighting operational and legal requirements, we are estab-
lishing a new organization in 2005, Networks & Warfighting Integration-Chief In-
formation Officer (SAF/NWI-CIO). This new organization will absorb and consoli-
date the Deputy Chief of Staff for Warfighting Integration, Chief Information Offi-
cer, and Communications Directorate within the Secretariat. The organization will
be led by an active duty lieutenant general.

Our logistics transformation provides a recent example of these transformation ef-
forts. While current logistics operations are effective, sustainment costs are rising.
In fiscal 2003, the Air Force spent over $27.5 billion in operations and sustainment
of weapon systems and support equipment. The costs will continue to escalate un-
less current logistics processes and associated information systems are improved.

The Expeditionary Logistics for the 21st Century (eLog21) Campaign is the Air
Force’s logistics transformation plan, and it is essential to our overall Air Force
Transformation program. The eLog2l goals are straightforward: a 20 percent in-
crease in equipment availability by 2009 and a 10 percent reduction of annual oper-
ations and support costs by fiscal 2011. The savings gained through eLog21 will pro-
vide the resources to support our warfighters by getting the right equipment to the
right place, at the right time, and at the right price.

At the core of this effort is a comprehensive examination of the core processes
used to support warfighters. A few years ago, Air Force Materiel Command began
a comprehensive process improvement effort called “Lean” within our three Air Lo-
gistics Centers. “Lean” produced, and will continue to produce, substantial results.
For example, Robins Air Force Base, Georgia, freed up 20,000 square feet of valu-
able industrial floor space to support expanded activities. We seek to expand this
transformational approach to base level maintenance, installation support, and
training activities.

There are many other facets of eLog21 that will leverage these improvements: ex-
panding the regional repair concept we have employed in many deployed areas;
streamlining the supply chain through better collaboration with vendors; using com-
modity councils that are responsible for managing the purchasing of weapon system
components; and leveraging the power of information technology through enterprise
resource planning, known as the Expeditionary Combat Support System.

Ultimately, eLog21 is about our people. The most important factor will be our
ability to tap into the ideas and energy of the thousands of logisticians who keep
our Air Force operating every day. It is not just a staff project or a new information
technology. It is a team of Airmen developing new concepts in global mobility.
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SHAPING TOMORROW’S ATR AND SPACE POWER

Future Total Force

As we move into the 21st century, the Air Force faces increasing modernization
and recapitalization challenges, increasingly hard to define adversaries, and con-
strained budget realities. While we possess weapon systems to meet today’s chal-
lenges and are investing in cutting edge technology and highly capable, highly
trained personnel, we must make transformational changes to maximize the capa-
bility these advances provide. To accomplish this, the Air Force has developed a
modified force structure and new organizational construct—the Future Total Force
(FTF).

FTF provides the Air Force the capability and organizational flexibility to address
the near-term challenges of aging systems and emerging missions. Furthermore,
FTF will increase the Air Force’s ability to deploy in support of combat while main-
taining a credible force to continue necessary stateside training missions and Home-
land Defense.

In the future, the Air Force will shift investment from “traditional” combat forces
with single mission capabilities to multi-role forces, and aggressively divest itself of
legacy systems. The result is a force structure with expanded capability to combat
irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive threats, while maintaining the capability to
combat “traditional” threats.

This smaller but more capable force will provide for modernization and recapital-
ization of selected weapon systems, allowing us to commit more resources to
networked and integrated joint enablers. Overall, this modified force structure in-
creases support to the joint warfighter. With more airlift and aerial refueling capa-
bility, more capable space constellations, persistent air-breathing ISR, and new
ways to think about close air support, the future Air Force will provide more of the
capabilities demanded by the joint force.

As part of this overall effort, the Air Force has developed an organizational con-
struct that capitalizes on the inherent strengths of the Air Force’s three compo-
nents: the Active Duty, Air Force Reserve, and Air National Guard. In order to cap-
italize on these strengths, we based the FTF organizational construct on the suc-
cessful associate model. Associate units are comprised of two or more components
that are operationally integrated but whose chains of command remain separate.

Toward this vision, new organizational constructs will integrate Air Force Reserve
and Air National Guard personnel with their Active Duty counterparts in virtually
every facet of Air Force operations.

One of the key strengths of the Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard is high-
er personnel experience levels relative to Active Duty personnel. Increased integra-
tion will allow us to “rebalance” these experience levels, seasoning our Active Duty
personnel through exposure to senior Reserve and Guard members. This also allows
our Active Duty pilots to gain experience flying operational sorties while capitalizing
on Reserve and Guard experience in an instructor capacity.

In addition to enhancing our efforts on the battlefield, Air Force Reserve and Air
National Guard members give us unsurpassed tools to conduct Homeland Defense
missions. While still involved in expeditionary operations, FTF will increase the role
of the Reserve and Guard in emerging stateside missions—a perfect fit for our Cit-
izen Airmen. These changes will not only improve our operational effectiveness, but
will reduce reliance on involuntary mobilization, providing more stability for Citizen
Airmen and their civilian employers.

The FTF, a modified force structure and new organizational construct, will give
us the needed capabilities to meet future strategic challenges. Along with FTF, the
Air Force has instituted initiatives in several key areas for the future.

Science and Technology

The Air Force is committed to providing the nation with the advanced air and
space technologies required to protect our national security interests and ensure we
remain on the cutting edge of system performance, flexibility, and affordability. Air
Force Science and Technology (S&T) investments are focused on achieving the
warfighting effects and capabilities required by the Air Force Concepts of Oper-
ations.

By focusing on the technologies we believe we will need in the next 10 to 25 years,
we have made great strides in the information technology, battlefield air operations,
space operations, directed energy, and sensors areas. We are pursuing key tech-
nologies, for example, sensors to identify concealed targets; automated information
management systems essential to net-centric warfare; and countermeasures for
Man-Portable Air Defense Systems.
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One example, under development, is an integrated Surface Moving Target Indi-
cator (SMTI) network composed of manned and unmanned air and space assets that
will enable the Combatant Commander to remotely find, fix, track, target, and en-
gage moving targets. Lessons learned from Operations DESERT STORM, ENDUR-
ING FREEDOM, and IRAQI FREEDOM reflect the growing importance of SMTI.
This proven capability shortens the kill chain by providing the warfighter the ability
to “put a cursor on the target.” By linking future SMTI capability to find, fix, and
track a moving target to the F/A-22 and F-35 capability to target and engage that
same target, we achieve a transformational battlefield capability.

Other technologies, such as laser communications to increase data transfer rates
or advanced micro air vehicles to provide persistent intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance, will increase future warfighting capabilities.

Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Re-
connaissance

Our goal is to achieve joint horizontal Command, Control, Communications, Com-
puters, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) integration and
interoperability for the entire joint force. The vision is a seamless and ubiquitous
network where space, air, and terrestrial assets have global machine-to-machine
connectivity; where warfighters are armed with decision dominance, speed, and pre-
cision; and where weapon systems and platforms are “network-enabled.”

The Airborne Network for ConstellationNet

The Air Force provides transportation layer components of the overall Department
of Defense Global Information Grid under an effort we call ConstellationNet. The
ConstellationNet is the information transport network (space, air, and ground) that
allows a free flow of information rapidly accessible and presented to warfighters at
the right time and right place to create the Combatant Commander’s desired effects.
The key to achieving information superiority is developing a robust space and air
network that provides connectivity to network enabled platforms, fused intelligence,
and real-time command and control. We are building the architecture and infra-
structure that connects these platforms, creating a network in the sky.

The space and air network will leverage evolving technologies and bring about the
network-centric operations capabilities of Internet Protocol-based networks to over-
come the current challenge of making the information exchange between platforms
completely interoperable without degrading performance. These new technology
standards and protocols will be incorporated through programs like the Joint Tac-
tical Radio System, the Transformational Communications Satellite System, and the
Global Information Grid-Bandwidth Expansion.

The Ground Network for ConstellationNet

The Combat Information Transport System (CITS) provides the Air Force ground
segment of the ConstellationNet. CITS is structured into three components. The
first is the communications transport component, which delivers high-speed and
high-capacity network backbone capability for the distribution of voice, video, data,
sensor, and multimedia information inside the base campus, as well as the gateway
off the base to the Defense Information Systems Network and Global Information
Grid Bandwidth Expansion locations. The second component is Net Battle Manage-
ment. This component provides the capability to Air Force Network Operations and
Security Centers (NOSCs) to centrally command and control the Air Force
ConstellationNet across space, air, and ground information transport domains. To
command and control the network, the NOSCs must have the ability to control the
flow, routing, and traffic priorities of information based on mission requirements.
Additionally, they must have the ability to grant and deny access to the network
based on mission need and threat to the Global Information Grid. This leads to the
third component of CITS, Net Defense. The Net Defense component integrates and
fields information assurance capabilities across the ground component, to prevent
unauthorized access to ConstellationNet.

The Air Force envisions machine-to-machine communication between platforms,
manned and unmanned, on the ground, in the air, and in space. To command and
control these interactions, the Air Force has initiated an effort called Warfighting
Headquarters.

Warfighting Headquarters

We are transforming our command and control structure by establishing new
Warfighting Headquarters (WFHQ), positioned globally, and replacing our old Cold
War structures to provide the Joint Force Commander with the most effective
means to command and control air and space forces in support of National Security
objectives. This new standing command structure consists of the Commander of Air
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Force Forces (COMAFFOR), the COMAFFOR’s personal and special staffs, and the
Air Force Forces functional staff. These forces will be organized and resourced to
plan and deliver air and space power in support of U.S. and Unified Combatant
Commander (UCC) strategies at a core capability level on a daily basis, further eas-
ing the transition from peacetime to wartime operations. The WFHQs are also struc-
tured to assume responsibilities immediately as the Combined or Joint Force Air
Component Commander, and with the appropriate augmentation from the UCC,
could assume the role as a Joint Task Force headquarters. The Warfighting Head-
quarters will also leverage the increased capabilities developed through Joint
Warfighting Space.

Joint Warfighting Space

The Air Force is intensifying its focus on operationally responsive space—the abil-
ity to rapidly employ responsive spacelift vehicles and satellites and deliver space-
based capabilities whenever and wherever needed. The first step in achieving a
global Operationally Responsive Space capability is the Joint Warfighting Space
(JWS) concept. JWS will provide dedicated, responsive space capabilities and effects
to the Joint Force Commander in support of national security objectives. The con-
cept seeks immediate and near-term initial operating capabilities to meet pressing
Joint Force Commander needs, and a Full Operational Capability beyond 2010. Ad-
ditionally, the Air Force envisions that JWS system capabilities will evolve as tech-
nology advances and the needs of the theater commander change.

In the near-term, JWS will exploit existing off-the-shelf technologies from each
Service. It will enhance and incorporate space capabilities in joint training and exer-
cises, increase space integration in the AEF, and allow the Joint Force Commander
to take advantage of the many synergies provided by multi-service space profes-
sionals. Lessons learned from JWS in exercises and crisis employment will initiate
changes to space doctrine and help the Air Force, fellow Services, and joint commu-
nity develop innovative space-derived effects.

As technologies mature, JWS will bring the Joint Force Commander enhanced,
dedicated capabilities that eliminate gaps in present-day space operations. The long-
term plan envisions a fully capable expeditionary force, ready and responsive to the-
ater warfighters’ needs at the operational and tactical levels of war.

When fully operational, the JWS capability will deliver responsive near space (i.e.,
the area above the earth from 65,000 to 325,000 feet altitude) and on-orbit capabili-
ties to directly support the Joint Force Commander. If required, JWS squadrons
could deploy from stateside to operate near space assets or integrate JWS capabili-
ties into theater operations.

Improving Close Air Support and Battlefield Airmen

To increase its rapid strike capabilities in the close battlefield, the Air Force is
examining new ways to improve upon its joint close air support (JCAS) mission, as
well as implementing a way to better train personnel for the employment of air and
space power.

By combining the payload, long-loiter, and high-altitude capacity of bombers with
precision munitions, improved command and control, and precise targeting, we have
expanded our ability to conduct CAS. Performing CAS at high altitude with great
precision and persistence is a major advancement in joint operations with land
forces. Using laser and Global Positioning System-guided bombs such as the Joint
Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), and with direct communications with a ground con-
troller, a variety of aircraft are able to drop large numbers of JDAMs very close to
friendly troops, destroying the enemy with massive, yet tailored, firepower. This ca-
pability provides day/night and all-weather support to ground forces.

Today, primarily fighter and bomber aircraft, like the A-10, B-52, and F-16, con-
duct CAS. As these aircraft begin to reach the end of their service lives, F-35A Con-
ventional Takeoff and Landing (CTOL) and F-35B Short Takeoff and Vertical Land-
ing (STOVL) variants will become the Air Force’s workhorses for CAS and other
missions.

The F-35B STOVL variant offers a capability to operate with advancing U.S.
Army, Marine, and Special Operations forces in a non-linear, dynamic battlefield.
In addition, the F—35B will have commonality and interoperability with F-35s oper-
ated by other Services and Allies, facilitating Joint and Coalition operations.

Additionally, Tactical Air Control Party Modernization Program improvements
are transforming close air support control from reliance on voice communications
during day/good weather conditions to digital/video and night/all-weather capability.
The Remote Operations Video Enhanced Receiver kit provides real-time video from
remotely piloted aircraft and other video transmitters. It includes computers, soft-
ware, and data link operations, and can transmit targeting information as well as
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formatted and free-hand messages. Laser range-finders and laser designators pro-
vide the ability to take full advantage of precision and near-precision munitions.
Quickly and accurately identifying and relaying target information not only makes
our forces safer by allowing engagement of enemy forces in minimum time, but also
reduces the risk of engaging the wrong target.

Long-Range Strike

To further refine its rapid strike capabilities, the Air Force is transitioning its
Long-Range Strike strategy to focus on effects instead of platforms. We view long-
range strike as the capability to achieve the desired effects rapidly and/or persist-
ently on any target set in any environment anywhere at anytime. The Air Force is
responsible for conducting long-range strike missions as part of the Global Strike
Concept of Operations. Our forces must be responsive to multiple Combatant Com-
manders simultaneously and able to strike any point on the planet.

Today, we provide deep strike capabilities through a variety of platforms and
weapons. Future capabilities must continue to enhance the effectiveness of the sys-
tem. Responsive capabilities combine speed and stealth with payload to strike hard-
ened, deeply buried, or mobile targets, deep in enemy territory, in adverse weather,
with survivable persistence in the battlespace.

Special Operations Forces

We are emphasizing the unique effect produced by the synergy of Special Oper-
ations Forces (SOF) and rapid strike, and evolving requirements for SOF in the
Global War on Terrorism. As part of meeting these new mission sets, we will con-
tinue to work in an increasingly joint environment with our sister service SOF
units, and in concert with U.S. Special Operations Command. Our SOF units will
enhance Army operations concepts resulting in a wider dispersion of ground forces
across the battlefield.

New mobility platforms such as the CV-22 Osprey and the Advanced Air Force
Special Operations Forces Mobility Platform will add a new dimension in the ability
to conduct SOF operations. Additionally, the F/A-22 will be a key enabler of forward
operational access for joint forces. The Raptor will use its stealth and supercruise
capabilities to support SOF and other maneuver elements deep in enemy territory,
in what would otherwise be denied airspace.

Closely related is the need to rapidly recover and extract personnel. We have
begun the Personnel Recovery Vehicle Program, seeking to achieve initial oper-
ational capability in fiscal 2013 and replace the aging HH-60 combat search and
rescue aircraft.

We will continue to leverage our highly trained, highly motivated SOF personnel
and develop technologies to devise a smaller, harder-hitting, faster-reacting, highly
survivable force that maximizes the element of strategic and tactical surprise to de-
feat America’s current and potential adversaries.

SUMMARY—ON COURSE FOR THE FUTURE

The Air Force of the future makes the whole team better. Built around the 2025
Force and its accompanying organizational construct, the Future Total Force, the
Air Force will be a more capable, smaller force. As such, the future Air Force in-
creases the capability and flexibility of the joint force—and, subsequently, increases
options for the Secretary of Defense and the President. These military options will
be crucial to the defense of the nation as the United States continues to wage the
GWOT while transforming and strengthening the joint force for any future contin-
gency.

The Air Force offers an unparalleled set of combat capabilities to directly influ-
ence any joint or interagency operation, as well as the enabling capabilities to im-
prove joint warfighting capabilities on the ground, on or under the sea, and in the
air and space. Recognizing that no Service, or even DOD, can achieve success by
itself, the Air Force has focused on increasing the integration and effectiveness of
the joint force and interagency team.

To achieve new levels of integration and effectiveness, the Air Force will take ad-
vantage of the United States’ long-held command of the global commons—air, sea,
space, and cyberspace. The Air Force intends to extend its current air and space
power advantage. As part of the joint force, the Air Force is positioned to leverage
its persistent C4ISR, global mobility, and rapid strike to help win the GWOT,
strengthen joint warfighting capabilities, and transform the joint force—while mini-
mizing risk.

To accomplish this requires focused investment in our people, science, and tech-
nology, and recapitalization of our aging aircraft and weapon systems.
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As threats change and America’s interests evolve, we will continue to adapt and
remain the world’s premier air and space force. Together with our fellow Services,
we stand resolute, committed to defending the United States and defeating our en-
emies.

Senator STEVENS. General Jumper.

General JUMPER. Mr. Chairman, Senator Inouye, Members, it’s a
pleasure to share this table this morning with Mr. Dominguez, and
I want to second my support for the priorities that Mr. Dominguez
}ﬁas f1aid out this morning. My comments this morning will be very

rief.

RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Today, we have 28,000 airmen deployed, working the issues that
confront us around the world. Six thousand of those are from the
Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve; and 2,000 of that
6,000 are volunteers. We are making our recruiting goals in almost
every category, and our retention goals, also, in almost every cat-
egory. And we enjoy great support from our Air National Guard
and our Air Force Reserve of the missions of the United States Air
Force.

FLYING OPERATIONS

We're flying about 150 sorties a day over Iraq, and about 75 sor-
ties a day over Afghanistan every day. These missions include
close-air support and surveillance missions. We have Predator—
multiple Predator orbits up, doing surveillance for the forces on the
ground; a very significant airlift effort, both the strategic airlift
that comes across the oceans to resupply our forces and the tactical
airlift that flies within the theater every day. A significant tanker
effort, that is required to keep the airplanes from all of the services
in the fight, takes place every day and goes largely unsung as our
mobility force participates in Operation Iraqi Freedom. In the
midst of all of this, we responded to the tsunami with more than
18 million pounds of relief supplies that were delivered in the tsu-
nami effort in and around Indonesia to relieve the beleaguered peo-
ple there. Overall, over 300,000 sorties this past year in our efforts
around the world.

RECAPITALIZING FORCE STRUCTURE

I share Mr. Dominguez’s grave concern, and put the highest pri-
ority on recapitalizing our force. As an example, our tanker force
and our—portions of our C-130 fleet are over 40 years old, and we
are already seeing about 2,000 of the 6,000 airplanes in the United
States Air Force are under some sort of a flight restriction, mainly
due to aging considerations. We need to put emphasis on this. And,
again, I share Mr. Dominguez’s priority to put emphasis on recapi-
talizing our fleet.

VISITING AIRMEN AROUND THE WORLD

And, finally, Mr. Chairman, you know the great people that are
out there. And let me just tell you how important it is when you
and members of this subcommittee, which you have all done, travel
over to the area of responsibility (AOR) to visit our people. Believe
me, they notice, and they—and I hear about it—and they appre-
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ciate that visible sign of support, when you all come and see them
in action. It lets them know that the people back home do, indeed,
support them. So I thank you for all your personal efforts to go
make yourself visible to the forces that are, indeed, engaged around
the world.

I look forward to your questions, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, sir. And thank you both for your
brief statement.

I'm going to yield to Senator Inouye. We have a vote that’s going
to start at 10 o’clock, and then we have to go join the House for
a joint session, starting at about 10:25, so this hearing will end
about 10 minutes after 10.

I yield to you, my friend and co-chairman.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I have a prepared statement. I ask that it be made part of the
record.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Mr. Chairman, I join you in welcoming our representatives from the Air Force.
General Jumper, Secretary Dominguez we thank you for being here today.

As the President’s request was being formulated this winter, word of many
changes started to crop up in the press, such as terminating the C-130, and can-
celing the F-22.

As we review the actual budget we see that many of these issues are really rec-
ommendations that would occur in future budgets.

For example, this budget includes funding to purchase the F—22, and while it does
not include funding for Air Force C-130’s, it does fund the Marine Corps C-130
tanker.

Nonetheless, the decisions to truncate plans for the F-22 and C-130 are con-
troversial matters that we will need to understand. We would expect that today’s
hearing would provide a forum to address these issues.

Mr. Secretary, the Air Force is to be commended for its support of Operation
Noble Eagle here at home, and Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom
overseas.

We know that the Air Force has provided great support for our ground forces in
theater, using your tremendous airlift, reconnaissance, and fighter aircraft.

In addition, what many people may be surprised to learn is that there are ap-
proximately 2,600 airmen and women in Iraq in direct support of the Army and ma-
rines serving as truck drivers, security guards and combat engineers.

Mr. Secretary, General Jumper, in our hearings with the Army, Navy and ma-
rines I have expressed my concern about recruiting and retention. The other serv-
ices are experiencing difficulties recruiting or retaining personnel. At this moment,
the Air Force has the opposite problem, you have more military personnel than you
can afford. So, I hope you will address this matter today to explain how the Air
Force can be exceeding its personnel goals while the other services are having short-
falls.

Gentlemen, we sincerely appreciate all that you and the men and women in your
service are doing for our Nation. We cannot be more grateful for the sacrifices that
you make every day.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for calling this hearing and I await the testimony of
our witnesses.

Senator INOUYE. I want to point out that most Americans don’t
realize that you have about 2,600 men and women in Iraq, airmen
and airwomen, driving trucks, doing combat engineer work, traffic,
the jobs that other people do, like the Army or the Marines. And
I want to commend you for pitching in to help the other services.
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Second, As you know, General, at this time, all services, with the
exception of one, are having problems on recruiting and retention.
You have a problem of your own. You've got too many of them.

General JUMPER. Yes, sir.

Senator INOUYE. We'd like to get some explanation on how you’re
able to achieve all of that. Naturally, as I've pointed out in the
past, I'm concerned about the plans you have for C—130s and the
F/A-22s. These are—matters, I believe, which are not only of con-
cern for Hawaii and Alaska, but for the whole Nation, and, for that
matter, for the security of this globe.

So I thank you very much for the service that all of you have
rendered in Operation Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom and
Noble Eagle. Great job, sir.

General JUMPER. Thank you very much, sir. I appreciate that
very much.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know time is short.
I just want to welcome General Jumper and Secretary Dominguez
to the subcommittee. I felt fortunate that I've spent a great deal
of time with both of them. I think I even made their staff nervous
because of the amount of time it took in my office with them yes-
terday. I spent the time because of the great respect I have for
General Jumper’s leadership. And, Mr. Secretary, I'm glad you're
here. I've known General Jumper for some time, and I greatly ad-
mire him and his leadership team. I know they face some signifi-
cant shortfalls—$3 billion in operations and maintenance, almost
$750 million in personnel costs. I know we’ve always tried to work
together in a bipartisan way to help them on these budgets, Mr.
Chairman, and I pledge to work with you and Senator Inouye on
that. But I just wanted to compliment them. If we don’t have time
for questions, I'll submit it for the record.

General JUMPER. Thank you, sir.

MILITARY PERSONNEL END STRENGTH MANAGEMENT

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. You both have men-
tioned the fact that you’re, sort of, utilizing attrition to meet your
top line, as far as personnel is concerned. Tell us about that. You
expect to go down to October—is that what you said, Mr. Sec-
retary?—and then start recruiting? Our figures show that you're
pretty much above your end-strength level authorized right now.

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Senator, we're—right now, at the end of March,
we’re about 3,000 airmen over our authorized end strength. That’s
the place we’re supposed to be September 30. So we are in very
comfortable territory. It’s within the margin, now, of the wiggle
room authorized by the Congress, plus or minus 3 percent of our
end strength.

We’ve been working the problem pretty aggressively for a couple
of years. Of course, the biggest gains were the ones that we re-
sisted having to make, and that’s taking a very steep nosedive in
our recruiting in fiscal year 2005, which we have, but we are re-
cruiting. We are recruiting to our most critical shortfall skills. And
we figured we could do that with a 1-year holiday. But we need,
in fiscal year 2006, to return back to a normal recruiting year
about 30,000 active component airmen, and that is the plan.



217

Now, in addition to dealing with accessions to get to our end
strength, we’ve been doing some pretty aggressive things to try and
entice people to leave us when they’re in overage skills. We've im-
plemented career job reservation, where, if youre in an overage
skill, you have to retrain into a shortage skill when you re-enlist.
So these are all difficult kinds of things. We didn’t like doing them,
but we were obligated to do so.

I want to highlight, one thing that we are trying to do is that
we've worked in close partnership with the Army. Anyone in the
Air Force who wants to move into the Army and continue their
service there, we have a program called “Blue to Green” to help fa-
cilitate that movement.

RECRUITING

General JUMPER. We essentially cut our recruiting in half for this
fiscal year, sir. And, essentially, from October to February, we es-
sentially shut down recruiting. We picked it up again in February
and are trying to work our way back into normal recruiting. But
that’s the step, the major step, we took to meet our end strength
problem.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

Let me state, for the members here, we have 20 minutes left of
this hearing. The vote will start at 10 o’clock. Let me yield each
of you 5 minutes, and then we’ll see what happens with the last
5 minutes, whether someone else comes in.

Senator Inouye is recognized for 5 minutes.

Senator INOUYE. Mr. Secretary and General, I'd just like to make
a note and reflect upon history. When the B-2 was planned, we
had planned for, I believe, 132. And, at that time, I believe the B—
2 was going to cost us about $350 million per aircraft. In order to
cut costs, so they were told, we cut it down to 21, and each B-2
cost around $2 billion. I see something like that happening to the
F/A-22. Would something like that happen again, sir?

General JUMPER. Go ahead.

AIRCRAFT ACQUISITION

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Senator, we may be poised on that, and that’s
certainly part of the discussion that we’re going to have with Sec-
retary Rumsfeld and his team through the summer in the Quad-
rennial Defense Review (QDR). But, largely, the up-front invest-
ment costs of building that airplane are sunk. If you—to buy the
airplanes that were taken out of the budget in this latest round—
costs about $10 billion for 100 airplanes. That’s about $100 million
a copy for the product. And legacy airplanes, the F-15E, if you
were going to buy another one of those today, you'd be in the $90
to $100 million range, as well. So the sunk-cost argument is some-
thing we have to be really careful to explain.

QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW

General JUMPER. We've got to make sure, sir, that, as we go into
the Quadrennial Defense Review—I don’t think that there’s an ar-
gument about the capability of the airplane; it’s going to be an ar-
gument—not an argument—it’s going to be a discussion about the
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numbers of airplanes. And that’s a relevant discussion. And the
Secretary of Defense said we would have that discussion. And,
hopefully, we’ll be able to amortize all this investment we’ve had
over the correct number of airplanes when we finish the Quadren-
nial Defense Review.

Senator INOUYE. I wish you the best, sir.

General JUMPER. Thank you, sir.

Senator INOUYE. We'll do whatever we can.

The other matter that concerns me is the C-130J termination
plans. I've been told that it may cost an extra billion dollars. Is
there any truth to that?

C—130J PROGRAM

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Sir, what is accurate today is that the costs es-
timated for termination of the C—130J multiyear that are in the
President’s budget were underestimated. We know that, absolutely.
The Secretary of Defense has acknowledged that. And his Office of
Program Analysis and Evaluation is, right now, re-looking at that,
trying to get a handle on what—the more accurate figure of the
costs of terminating the multiyear. The Secretary has committed to
providing that information to the Congress, if not by the end of this
month, certainly in the early part of May, before you’re deep into
your markup of the 2006 budget.

General JUMPER. And we also think, Senator, that, as the mobil-
ity requirements study is completed by the end of this month, that
the mobility capabilities study will help inform the Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) and the Secretary of Defense on the
proper steps to take for the C—130J multiyear contract.

Senator INOUYE. And I think the study will show that the C—
130dJ is needed. Am I correct?

General JUMPER. Sir, I haven’t seen the study, but if I look at
the world out there that we live in today, certainly there’s great de-
mand for the C-130. And, as you well know, the C—-130s in the Air
Force that we have today, many of them are facing groundings be-
cause of wing cracks. So that requirement, I see—personally, as I
see it, is growing.

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

Senator STEVENS. Senator Domenici is recognized for 5 minutes.

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

FUTURE AIRSPACE AND TRAINING RANGES

General, I want to talk a little bit about airspace for the future.
It’s my understanding the Air Combat Command has 10 training
ranges across the United States. These ranges support different
types of aircraft and targets, and allow for live-ordnance delivery.
These ranges and the airspace are critical, as I understand it, to
the training of our Nation’s premier aircraft. I believe it’s less like-
ly that new sources of airspace will be available for the Depart-
ment of Defense in the future. In addition, recapitalizing tactical
air assets with the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) and with the F-22
will place greater demands on the need, as I understand it, for
quality ranges. Is that correct?

General JUMPER. Sir, that’s absolutely correct.
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Senator DOMENICI. Do you share my view that airspace for the
Air Force will be at a premium in the future?

General JUMPER. I do, indeed, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. All right. Why is it important that the Air
Force of the future control large training ranges and the associated
airspace?

General JUMPER. Well, sir, the very speed of the airplanes and
the standoff distances of our weapons dictate ever-increasing de-
mands for airspace in an environment where that airspace is de-
creasing. So, if you take, for instance, an F/A-22 that can super-
cruise at 1.5 Mach, or a small-diameter bomb that, when released,
can glide out 65 miles to its target, those parameters are much dif-
ferent than anything we've seen with legacy airplanes in the past.

Senator DOMENICI. And we hear a lot about training without
having to do actual missions and actual in-the-field training, but
do you believe that live, realistic training aircraft, like the JSF,
will be critical to the combat success of those kind of airplanes?

General JUMPER. We’'ll never be able to substitute for all of live
training. There’s no doubt about it. Certainly, distributed mission
training and distributed mission operations will allow us to have
our aircrews train with certain types of platforms that are hard to
get into the training environment, especially surveillance plat-
forms. And we’ll do that in a distributed way.

There will be some training with next-generation munitions that
we'll do in a simulator environment. But, in the end, you can never
substitute—and, as a matter of fact, the great leverage that our
airmen have is training, and the great leverage that we have over
other air forces in the world is our ability to go out and do this live
training, as you described.

Senator DOMENICI. Well, I would assume, with all that, that it
will be difficult to go out and obtain new facilities, new airspace,
new ranges to do this. Is that correct, General?

General JUMPER. Absolutely, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. I look out in the West, and I don’t see where
you’ll get them.

General JUMPER. Yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Is that a——

General JUMPER. It’s going to be

Senator DOMENICI [continuing]. Fair statement?

General JUMPER [continuing]. It’s going to be very difficult to get
more than we have, yes, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. And will not the JSF, which is a higher-per-
formance aircraft as compared with the F—16—will it not need su-
personic ranges for it—to complete its overland training?

General JUMPER. Sir, to a lesser extent than the F/A-22, but,
yes, similar to the F-16. But, still, that makes that supersonic air-
space very precious.

Senator DOMENICI. And why is it important that they be able to
train at supersonic?

General JUMPER. Well, sir, you can’t—in the modern airplane,
quite frankly, and you’re in the middle of a fight, you don’t know
when you’ve gone supersonic. So, if you're having to pay attention
to your airspeed indicator all the time to make sure that you don’t
create that sonic boom and disturb the people on the ground, whose
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support we need, then you’re paying attention to artificialities that
you don’t want to be—have in your habit patterns.

Senator DOMENICI. So the same thing would be true as you train.

General JUMPER. Precisely, sir.

Senator DOMENICI. Thank you very much.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you.

Senator Leahy.

Senator LEAHY. Thank you. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

COMMUNITY BASING INITIATIVE

General Jumper, we discussed this somewhat yesterday, but the
Air Force has currently launched an important community basing
initiative with the 158th Fighter Wing in the National Guard. I'm
well aware of it, because the 158th is in my home State of
Vermont. You're going to station active duty personnel at Guard
bases to work alongside their counterparts. I think it’s an excellent
idea. It’s going to allow the regular Air Force to draw on the
Guard’s knowledge and expertise, and vice versa. The F-16 pilots
that are maintained at the Vermont Guard have an incredible
amount of experience. They are, of course, the ones who flew cover
over New York City after 9/11 around the clock for some consider-
able period of time.

My understanding is that 12 Air Force personnel will be coming
to Vermont. We could accommodate an active duty associate unit
of at least 200 pilots and maintenance personnel. I know a lot of
other Guard units, very good Guard units around—across the coun-
try could do that. Where do you see this going? I know this is some-
thing you’re looking at not just for today, but where we are 3 years
and 5 years down the road. Where do you see it going?

General JUMPER. Sir, Mr. Dominguez has been in the personnel
business in our Air Force before he became the Acting Secretary,
and he and the rest of us have been very involved in making sure
that the Air National Guard participates in the missions that are
in demand of our Air Force, as the active duty also transforms
itself—so, missions such as, not only the flying mission, but space,
information warfare, unmanned air vehicles, et cetera. We want
the Air National Guard and the Air Force Reserve to participate
in all of those.

We also want to make sure that, wherever we can, we have the
active and the Air National Guard working together. And this is
the case in the community basing idea, which we are looking very
much forward to testing, beginning this summer when all of our
people arrive.

I've told you that the Chief Master Sergeant of the Air Force has
been up to visit that unit, and his report was absolutely out-
standing. I have every confidence that this experiment will be a
success, and we'll look for other similar opportunities to either
grow this capability or put it elsewhere. And I have a feeling that
this model will be in demand in several other places. So, it’s a very
good model, sir.

FUTURE TOTAL FORCE

Senator LEAHY. I have sort of a corollary question. I see, in the
Air Force’s future total force, a disproportionate number of tactical
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airplanes in the Guard being retired. And I'm just wondering if
we’re, on the one hand, working with the Guard, but, on the other
hand, cutting back their ability to carry out this integral part. And
I'm not just singling out the Air Force; I think everybody through-
out the military command are going to hear this question, whether
it’s the Army or the Navy or whatever, because of the huge con-
tribution the Guard’s been making in the last 3 years in all these
branches.

General JUMPER. Sir, our full intention is to bring the Guard
along with us. And, as you know, we have an associate Guard rela-
tionship at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, which will be the first
F/A—22 unit with the Air National Guard unit in Richmond, Vir-
ginia. So, our intention is to, as I said before, bring the Air Na-
tional Guard into the main mission stream, continue them into the
main mission stream, as they have been.

In the plans that we have, there is absolutely no intention to
bring down the end strength of the Air National Guard. So, if there
fs‘tre cuts in personnel, those cuts will come out of the active duty

orce.

With regard to the aircraft, we are simply trying to align the
hardware in the Air Force where the demands for the missions
exist. And we are doing that in full collaboration with the National
Guard. We have National Guard members on the team that are
working these issues. They are in the Pentagon with us every sin-
gle day working these issues.

So, I think it’s with full visibility, sir, that we’re trying to do the
right thing as our missions transform in the Air Force.

Senator LEAHY. Well, General, if you, and, Mr. Secretary, if you,
as this goes on, can you periodically give briefings to my staff. I
would really appreciate it. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Dorgan is recognized for 5 minutes.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Secretary and General, thank you very
much.

General, I understand this may well be the last time you will ap-
pear before the Appropriations Committee as Chief.

General JUMPER. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. And let me just tell you that, from my stand-
point, I think you’ve done an outstanding job. I've appreciate work-
ing with you. I think you've always been straight with this sub-
committee, and we appreciate your service.

General JUMPER. That’s very kind, sir, thank you.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE

Senator DORGAN. Let me ask you about Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC), base closing. What kind of excess capacity have
you indicated to the Secretary of Defense exists in the Air Force?
How much, and what kind of excess capacity?

General JUMPER. Sir, what we did in the BRAC process was lay
out our military requirements. And in the military requirements
that have to do with range space and the necessity to distribute
ourselves properly around the United States to be postured for var-
ious contingencies, either homeland contingencies or deployment
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contingencies, we've laid out those requirements, which then go
into an analytical process.

So, sir, we, quite frankly, have not taken this as a base-by-base
issue. It’s an overall requirements issue. And to keep this process
completely clean, I have absolutely stayed away from any consider-
ation of base-by-base matters.

Senator DORGAN. General, I understand that. That wasn’t
what——

General JUMPER. Yes.

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. I was trying to get at. My question
was, there have been—all of us, on this subcommittee, I think,
have read assessments that there’s 20 percent excess capacity here
or there, or 15 percent or 25 percent, it’s in this area or that area.
And that’s the set of information that gave rise to a BRAC.

General JUMPER. Right.

Senator DORGAN. So I assume, coming from each of the services,
and all of the services, the notion of how much excess capacity they
had was a stimulant for the Department of Defense (DOD) request-
ing a BRAC round. And I guess, I'm trying to evaluate, not with
respect to individual bases

General JUMPER. Right.

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. Or major installations

General JUMPER. Right.

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. What kind of excess capacity do
you think, or did you recommend, exist at this point?

General JUMPER. We weren’t asked the question exactly that
way, but if I give you my estimate, it was about 20 percent. Now,
that’s just for the Air Force. As this goes into consideration, joint
usage comes into the equation, too. So that 20 percent may become
less as joint utilization options also are considered.

Senator DORGAN. Are there categories in which that 20 percent
exists relative to other categories, such as, in some areas they talk
about training, and other areas as having substantial—or depots
having excess capacity?

General JUMPER. Um——

Senator DORGAN. Do you recall

General JUMPER [continuing]. Sir, I don’t want to try—I don’t
want to be overly specific here, because I'm not exactly sure. It’s
not just training; it would be training and education, for instance.

Senator DORGAN. Right.

General JUMPER. So the categories are parsed out, the way I un-
derstand it, and I don’t want to sit here and quote what the cat-
egories are, because I'm not sure I'd get it right. But, if you don’t
mind, I'd take that for the record, if that’s okay with you

Senator DORGAN. That’s fine.

General JUMPER [continuing]. And get that to you.

[The information follows:]

BRAC EXCESS CAPACITY CATEGORIES

The Air Force analyzed infrastructure capacity in terms of installation categories,
more specifically a set of installations identified as “major installations.” A para-
metric analytical technique was used which provided a rough measure of excess ca-
pacity. The results of this methodology provide a credible assessment of aggregate
excess capacity.
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The Air Force identified nine categories of supporting infrastructure needed to
support its current and future force structure. The categories and aggregate excess
capacity numbers are broken down as follows: Administrative: 31 percent; Air Force
Reserve: 36 percent; Air National Guard: 34 percent; Depots: None; Education and
Training: 45 percent (classroom space), 12 percent (ramp & supporting facilities);
Missiles & Large Aircraft: 27 percent; Small Aircraft: 16 percent; Space Operations:
35 percent; and Labs Test Centers etc.: 18 percent.

This and a more detailed description may be found in the Report to Congress on
Base Realignment and Closure 2005, dated March 22, 2004.

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Senator, if I might, the answers to those ques-
tions are in the analysis that General Jumper described and these
are rough-order-of-magnitude estimates, but the details are being
worked now.

Senator DORGAN. Right.

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. And so, the answers are still forthcoming, sir.

Senator DORGAN. Well, there will be no small amount of interest
in all of these issues, in virtually every office here on Capitol Hill.

AGING TANKER FLEET

Let me ask about tankers. In recent years, General, you have
come to us to talk about the aging tanker fleet and the urgency
with which that we deal with that. As you know, we’ve proceeded
with the 767 issue. That’s gotten snarled in a number of different
ways. And so, the question is, Does the urgency still exist? If so,
where do you think we are? And I don’t see—at this point, we don’t
have, I think, a mechanism underway to try to find a way around
this. So give us your assessment of the tanker-fleet situation.

General JUMPER. Sir, I think that we are—we’ll await the out-
come of the analysis of alternatives, which is formally being done
now, and expect to see the results of that in the summertime. As
soon as that analysis of alternatives is complete, then we’ll have a
path ahead to start a formal acquisition program. The urgency of
recapitalizing the tanker fleet, I think, grows every day, and my
concern is if I lose sleep over one thing at night, it’s about the
aging aircraft problem and the corrosion problems we have, and it’s
especially in our tanker fleet. So, I think that we will step out with
all urgency, once we see the analysis of alternatives, to get a for-
mal program underway, with all the provisions of the acquisition
process that have been a concern with the formal proposal.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I will just conclude by saying,
I think of significant interest to all of us, as well, is the issue of
the Air Guard and the

General JUMPER. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN [continuing]. F-16s and all the related issues of
the Air Guard.

General JUMPER. Yes, sir.

Senator DORGAN. And I want you, always, when you go to bed,
to remember the Happy Hooligans, who have—as you know, have
won the William Tell Trophy more than once and are, I think, the
best fighter pilots in the Air Force.

General JUMPER. They’re hard to forget, sir.

Senator DORGAN. Well, again, General, you've done a first-rate
job, and thank you very much for being here.

General JUMPER. Very kind.

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Secretary, thank you.
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Senator STEVENS. Thank you all for your brevity.
F/A—22 PROGRAM

On the F/A-22, it’s got a similar problem now, as I see it. Am
I wrong? We have a proposed reduction in procurement of the F/
A-22, and that’s going to have some change in terms of future in-
vestment and cost. What is the future operational impact of this re-
quest to reduce the investment in the F/A-22 this year?

General JUMPER. Sir, I think that if the number is, indeed, re-
duced, as the proposal exists today, then we will be returning with
a request for something to fill in for those capabilities.

Our proposal right now, if we lay out the Air Force requirement,
I would ask for about 380 F/A-22s that would replace between 800
and 900 legacy airplanes. If we can’t get to that number, or if the
number is significantly less than that, then we’ll have to come back
and ask to fill in some of those blanks with legacy airplanes. And,
as I pointed out earlier, I think those legacy airplanes will cost just
about as much as an F/A-22.

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Senator, if I might, that exact question is a
thing that we’ll be wrestling with through this summer in the
Quadrennial Defense Review, because they're going to be looking at
the air dominance problem and what’s the best way to get to air
dominance and sustain it.

Senator STEVENS. Well, that suggestion—really a request—to re-
duce the investment that is in this budget is not being too well re-
ceived on Capitol Hill—what worries me is that we’re going to be
faced with a demand to maintain the previous level of procurement
of F/A-22 and there have to be adjustments elsewhere in the budg-
et. Have you looked at that, the two of you? Where if we have a
vote that requires us to increase the rate of procurement of the F/
A-22 in 2006, what’s that going to do to the balance of the budget?

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Sir, I don’t believe——

Senator STEVENS. It’s 2008, she tells me. It’s——

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. Yes, sir.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. 2008.

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. This is not a problem for the Congress in the
fiscal year 2006 appropriation. It is something we will wrestle
with—the program was terminated by Program Budget Decision
753 in 2008, so this is a problem we must wrestle with this sum-
mer, and we’ll be communicating with you shortly after that, sir.

Senator STEVENS. These suggestions we're having—we’re receiv-
ing from other members to try to eliminate that impact in 2008,
do you think that’s premature?

Mr. DOMINGUEZ. I don’t—I'm not aware of any decision youre
being asked to make this year, in this President’s budget, that will
prejudice the issue, one way or the other.

General JUMPER. And I think, Senator, considering this in the
Quadrennial Defense Review, as the Secretary of Defense has
promised, is the correct thing to do, and I think we’ll be able to an-
swer these questions in plenty of time to affect a decision that now
doesn’t impact us until 2008.

Senator STEVENS. When’s that due, General?

General JUMPER. Well, it’s due—the whole thing is due out next
February, but I think the major part of the work that’s going to go
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into the Quadrennial Defense Review is going to be done this sum-
mer, and results will be forthcoming from that this summer.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Cochran, we have 9 minutes left on
that vote, I'm told.

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the recognition.

I wanted to just congratulate General Jumper and the leadership
of the Air Force on the fine job they’re doing in helping us protect
the security of our country. You have a lot of competing interests
and demands for equipment, materiels, funding, generally. It’s a
tough year to make choices and to try to assign priorities. But I
look forward to working with them and with you and Senator
Inouye in helping to support the effort to be sure we get it right
and that we fund those activities that are important for our secu-
rity needs.

I just would put my statement in the record, with your permis-
sion. And, under the constraints we have for voting on the floor,
thank you for recognizing me.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to join you in welcoming these two distinguished
leaders of the Department of the Air Force.

I commend the outstanding efforts demonstrated each day by our airmen. The
country has come to expect air dominance in all military conflicts, and our reliance
on space assets is significant and steadily increasing. The total Air Force, the active
duty, Guard, and Reserve, is playing a pivotal role in the Global War on Terror,
and not just in operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. We also appreciate your home-
land defense mission, which includes daily patrols over United States airspace.

I thank you both for your leadership, and for the service of the women and men
you represent. I look forward to your testimony.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for com-
ing by.

General Jumper, you reflect well upon the education received at
the Anchorage High School.

General JUMPER. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. I want to tell you that your many friends wish
you well

General JUMPER. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS [continuing]. As you go through this final year.
And I, personally, look forward to being with you, General.

ADDITIONAL COMMITTEE QUESTIONS

Secretary Dominguez, we're pleased to have you here with us for
the first time.

[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 MICHAEL L. DOMINGUEZ

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
FUTURE TOTAL FORCE

Question. Mr. Secretary, I am advised that as part of the Department of Defense’s
transformation of its military forces, the U.S. Air Force is developing an initiative
known as “Future Total Force (FTF),” which focuses on accelerated reductions of
legacy weapons systems and the procurement of newer weapons systems. Consid-
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ering that many of the legacy weapons systems are found at Air National Guard
and the Air Force Reserve units, would you please describe in detail the impact of
“Future Total Force” on these entities?

Answer. The traditional mix of Air National Guard, Air Force Reserve and Active
component aircraft has served the nation well in the context of legacy platforms and
traditional threats. However, as we move into the 21st century, the Air Force faces
increasing modernization and recapitalization challenges, an adversary increasingly
hard to define, and strained budget realities. While we possess weapon systems to
meet today’s challenges and are investing in cutting edge technology and highly ca-
pable, highly trained personnel, we must make transformational changes to maxi-
mize the capability these advances give us. One way we will do this is through the
Future Total Force (FTF).

The FTF concept will enable the Air Force to meet the challenge of ensuring a
sustainable 20-year strategic vision. Through the use of innovative organizational
constructs such as associate units, we seek to be better able to match the skills of
our highly experienced Air Reserve Component (ARC) personnel with our fewer, but
more capable, cutting edge weapon systems. This fundamentally changes an old par-
adigm of putting Guard and Reserve in “hand-me down” systems and instead puts
them in front line systems with decades of relevancy. This new force structure fo-
cuses on programs, forces and technology, as well as new organizational concepts
that strive to fundamentally improve the effectiveness of our Active Duty, Guard
and Reserve personnel and systems. Ultimately, FTF is designed to provide the
means for the Air Force to improve its overall combat capabilities and continue to
be a primary enabler in joint operations.

In addition, the FTF vision does not mean taking flying missions away from the
Air National Guard without a viable, meaningful mission to replace it. In fact, FTF
will guarantee that both the Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard are full
partners as new weapons systems like the F/A-22 and Joint Strike Fighter come
on line. In addition, our reserve components will be key players as we adopt emerg-
ing technologies to fight the fight of the future, allowing them to be involved in
these exciting new missions, yet taking advantage of the “reachback” these missions
provide, minimizing the need for disruptive mobilizations.

Question. Under “Future Total Force,” what aircraft will be retired and under
what timeframe?

Answer. Future Total Force (FTF) is a fundamental element of Air Force trans-
formation. Comprised of two major components, 2025 Force Structure and innova-
tive organizational constructs, FTF will create efficiencies, retain valuable human
capital, and above all, increase the combat capability across all Air Force compo-
nents. Specifically, this effort will divest the oldest and least capable aircraft in our
inventory, including the A-10, F-16, F-117, and older F-15 models. The drawdown
of some of these aircraft begins in fiscal year 2007 and continues through 2025. A
recapitalized force consisting of F/A-22s, F-35s, and unmanned combat aerial vehi-
cles (UCAVs) will replace legacy fighters, whose average age today is more than 17
years.

Question. What safeguards are in place to ensure that while the Air Force is re-
ducing the current legacy aircraft inventory, it is not also undermining the country’s
ability to protect itself from multiple airborne threats?

Answer. In order to face uncertain threats of the future, the Air Force must pur-
sue aggressive divestiture of aging aircraft that are increasingly expensive to oper-
ate, deliver less capability and experience higher attrition rates. To determine the
best course of action, the Air Force Studies and Analysis Agency (AFSAA) ran a va-
riety of defense planning scenarios (with threats determined externally by the Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, etc.) against 14 force struc-
ture models. AFSAA determined the optimal force structure, called the Future Total
Force, requires retirement of aging aircraft, primarily older model F-16s, C-130s
and KC-135s. From a business case perspective, the savings realized through this
divestiture are critical if we are to move into high-tech emerging missions that will
make the Air Force more relevant to the joint warfighter well into the 21st century.

Because these emerging mission areas will provide an exponential increase in ca-
pability, we will need the additional manpower and capability resident in our Air
National Guard and Air Force Reserve to get the most “bang for our buck.” Using
innovative organizational constructs, members of the Active Duty, Guard and Re-
serve will work side-by-side at unprecedented levels to achieve the crew ratios these
highly capable platforms demand.

Homeland Defense is the most vital mission responsibility of the U.S. Air Force,
and for that reason, the Air Force looked very closely at what capabilities are and
will be required for that mission. Those capabilities requirements were identified
and separated out of the mix so as not to be jeopardized throughout the FTF anal-
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ysis process. In other words, at no time will the capabilities requirements necessary
to provide homeland defense be vulnerable to divestments or reorganization efforts.

It is important to point out that exempting the capabilities required for homeland
defense does not necessarily isolate a particular unit or installation from divest-
ments or reorganization efforts. There are many considerations that will help deter-
mine which units and installations will be selected for FTF implementation, but pri-
mary among these will be the impact on the Air Force’s ability to provide homeland
security.

The FTF is a twenty-year plan. It will evolve over time and will in fact enhance
the Air Force’s ability to protect the homeland.

Question. Does “Future Total Force” seek to reduce Air National Guard personnel
authorization? Could the accelerated pace of retiring Air National Guard aircraft
leave units and personnel without missions?

Answer. The Future Total Force (FTF) Plan does not seek to reduce Air National
Guard (ANG) personnel end strength. In order to face uncertain threats of the fu-
ture, the Air Force must pursue aggressive divestiture of aging aircraft that are in-
creasingly expensive to operate, deliver less capability and experience higher attri-
tion rates. To determine the best course of action, the Air Force Studies and Anal-
ysis Agency (AFSAA) ran a variety of defense planning scenarios (with threats de-
termined externally by the CIA, DIA, etc.) against 14 force structure models.
AFSAA determined the optimal force structure, called the Future Total Force, re-
quires retirement of aging aircraft, primarily older model F-16s, C-130s and KC-
135s. From a business case perspective, the savings realized through this divestiture
are critical if we are to move into high-tech emerging missions that will make the
Air Force more relevant to the joint warfighter well into the 21st century.

Because these emerging mission areas will provide an exponential increase in ca-
pability, we will need the additional manpower and capability resident in our Air
National Guard (ANG) and Air Force Reserve to get the most “bang for our buck.”
And, as I have stated, ANG end strength will remain constant. Using innovative or-
ganizational constructs, members of the Active Duty, Guard and Reserve will work
side-by-side at unprecedented levels to achieve the crew ratios these highly capable
platforms demand.

There is a common misperception that because the predominant number of older
model F-16s reside in Guard units that these units will be left without a mission
until they receive new, emerging missions, or that they will lose their mission alto-
gether. Nothing could be further from the truth. The Air Force needs the experience
and capability that resides in the Guard and Reserve. Without it, we would be un-
able to meet the needs of the Nation. Members of the Guard and Reserve will be
a part of all new weapons systems from their inception. In fact, we are in the proc-
ess of standing up a new associate relationship between the Air National Guard and
the Active Duty at Langley AFB, Virginia flying the F/A-22.

Once basing decisions are made under Base Realignment And Closure (BRAC), we
plan to implement force structure plans through a redistribution of airframes as
well as the stand-up of new and exciting emerging missions. Air National Guard end
strength will be preserved. An ANG unit may lose older model F-16s, but may get
another weapon system, even a newer airframe of the same model. Please be as-
sured that we will work with the National Guard Bureau to make any ANG unit
transition, if deemed necessary, as smooth as possible.

Question. Has the Air Force examined alternatives to modernizing some current
ISYSt?igIS in the event that funding and procurement of new weapons systems are de-
ayed?

Answer. Modernizing and extending the service life of our aging legacy fighter
force will not replace the vital transformational capabilities of the F/A-22 and the
F-35. Tactical aircraft force structure trades and capability mix considerations are
currently being studied in the Department’s ongoing Quadrennial Defense Review
Joint Air Dominance Study Analysis. Results of this study will determine mod-
ernization needs of our legacy fighter fleet.

Question. Has the “Future Total Force” initiative been presented to the Adjutants
General so that the total impact on the Air National Guard (ANG) can be ade-
quately assessed and reasonable alternatives can be developed that allow the Air
Force to modernize while, at the same time, maintain an appropriate balance of Air
Nationa{} Guard assets so the Guard can continue to accomplish its air sovereignty
mission?

Answer. The Future Total Force (FTF) Plan has been communicated to The Adju-
tant Generals (TAGs) through a variety of venues and means. First, both the Sec-
retary and the Vice Chief of Staff have spoken at TAG meetings. Second, the TAGs
have two colonel-level representative’s working in the Air Force FTF office, as well
as a full-time representative from the Guard Bureau. The Air Force convened a
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General Officer Steering Committee to oversee FTF actions; there are three Adju-
tants General who sit on that Committee.

The Air Force Directorate of Plans and Programs recently hosted a classified
meeting with the TAGs to share the entire Force Structure Plan and to answer any
questions the TAGs may have. Furthermore, the ANG’s Future Total Force office
is working in lock step with the HQ USAF FTF office, including attendance at Air
Force/FTF staff meetings. The Air Force will continue to work with both the Air
Force Reserve and the Air National Guard as we make decisions regarding the Air
Force’s future.

Homeland defense, to include air sovereignty, is the most vital mission responsi-
bility of the United States Air Force, and for that reason, the Air Force looked very
closely at what capabilities are and will be required for that mission. Those capabili-
ties requirements were identified and separated out of the mix so as not to be jeop-
ardized throughout the FTF analysis process. In other words, at no time will the
capabilities requirements necessary to provide homeland defense be vulnerable to
divestments or reorganization efforts.

Question. Mr. Secretary, in representing a state where the Army and Air National
Guard Forces represent, by far, the most significant military presence, it is my very
strong hope that transformation can be accomplished without undermining National
Guard personnel and its assets. Please respond for the record what you will do to
make sure that the Guard’s interests are represented in this process.

Answer. The Future Total Force (FTF) Plan has in fact been communicated to The
Adjutant Generals (TAGs) through a variety of venues and means. First, both the
Secretary and the Vice Chief of Staff have spoken at TAG meetings. Second, the
TAGs have two colonel-level representative’s working in the Air Force FTF office,
as well as a full-time representative from the Guard Bureau. The Air Force con-
vened a General Officer Steering Committee to oversee FTF actions; there are three
Adjutants General who sit on that Committee.

The Air Force Directorate of Plans and Programs recently hosted a classified
meeting with the TAGs to share the entire force structure plan and to answer any
questions the TAGs may have. Furthermore, the ANG’s FTF office is working in
lock step with the HQ USAF FTF office, including attendance at Air Force/FTF staff
meetings. The Air Force will continue to work with both the Air Force Reserve and
the Air National Guard as we make decisions regarding the Air Force’s future.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO GENERAL JOHN P. JUMPER

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TED STEVENS
PERSONNEL STRUCTURE

Question. As the Air Force continues to transform to meet the challenges of today
and the future, what is your plan to shape and balance the personnel structure in
the Air Force?

Answer. The Air Force’s ongoing Force Shaping program is still on track to “right
size” the Active Duty end strength to the congressionally mandated level of 359,700
Airmen by the end of fiscal year 2005. We were able to successfully draw down ap-
proximately 22,000 Airmen in excess skills predominantly by waiving service com-
mitments, reducing accessions, and allowing transfers to the “Total Force” (through
PALACE CHASE) and to the Army (“Blue-to-Green”).

As the Air Force returns to authorized end strength, we will continue “right shap-
ing” efforts by providing relief to overstressed career fields through recruiting, re-
tention, and retraining initiatives. We have focused fiscal year 2005 recruiting ef-
forts towards the 58 most critical combat and combat support specialties. Addition-
ally, where we are experiencing shortfalls, we have targeted our bonus programs in
order to retain our Airmen. Finally, we have restarted our Career Job Reservation
program and implemented a robust retraining program migrating excess Airmen to
shortage career fields.

However, as the Air Force corrects our active skill imbalances by realigning man-
power and expanding training pipelines, the Total Force, to include our civilian
workforce and the Air Reserve Component (ARC), will play a critical role in rebal-
ancing the force for the future. We will continue initiatives that produce greater effi-
ciencies through military-to-civilian conversions and competitive sourcing. Addition-
ally, with the Guard and Reserve volunteers providing greater participation in our
air expeditionary packages, we will take appropriate “right shaping” steps to ensure
long-term health of both our Active Duty and ARC forces. As we move forward, we
will constantly review our Active/ARC mix across all of our mission areas.
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

Question. Space is very important for our national security. We seem to be experi-
encing cost growth problems in some of our space programs. What steps is the Air
Force taking to improve program management and to control costs of our important
space programs?

Answer. The Department has reorganized to vest many space responsibilities and
authorities with one individual. We continue to refine the space acquisition decision-
making process. One change is the creation of National Security Space (NSS) Acqui-
sition Policy 03-01. Hallmarks of NSS 03-01 include: OSD-led independent cost es-
timates at each key decision point and build approval, increased attention on tech-
nology maturation, requirements documentation advanced earlier in the program
cycle, acquisition phases aligned with key design reviews, and an emphasis on man-
agement reserve as key to acquisition success.

We find ourselves trying to manage programs in the non-recurring research and
development field where the government program manager has inadequate reserve
to apply to problems as they occur. As a result, problems that occur in the develop-
ment phase of some of our very complex satellite systems take months before help
is on the way in the form of additional resources to solve problems. In those months,
those problems have festered and gotten worse. We can do better as a community
working with Congress to give some flexibility to government program managers
that are developing these complex systems. One of the features is an ability to
maintain a reserve that can be applied to a problem without months of delay.

We still need to make improvements in our program management processes.
While we have confidence in the overall skills and experience in our personnel, we
need to establish processes that will improve our ability to manage our programs
in this environment. Therefore, significant efforts are underway to identify and de-
velop Space Professionals, particularly within the acquisition corps. The System
Program Director (SPD)/Program Manager (PM), as the leader of the Government-
Contractor team for a program, must be accountable and have the authority to ac-
complish the program’s objectives and meet the user’s needs. The Air Force recog-
nizes that improving program management is critical for bringing program costs
under control, and that such effective program management must include both con-
tractor and Government program managers at all levels within their respective or-
ganizations. Further, these managers must be empowered to make not just the rou-
tine but also the controversial decisions based on timely, accurate, and complete in-
formation. We are also addressing continuity by instituting controlled tours for
SPDs/PMs at Space and Missile Systems Center (SMC). Another aspect of growing
our team of space professionals is continuing to improve system engineering train-
ing and discipline. The formation of SMC’s Systems Engineering Center is a positive
first step that we need to continue to cultivate in order to grow our cadre of experi-
enced space systems engineers.

The NSS 03-01 policy documents several principles important to controlling and
managing costs of our space systems. First is using mission success as the primary
driver when assessing risks and trades among cost, schedule and performance. Mis-
sion success drives risk management, test planning, system engineering and funding
profiles. The second principle centers on credibility. The NSS process is meant to
encourage incentives and foster quality decision making for programs that exhibit
necessary maturity to proceed into the next acquisition phase. The third principle,
cost realism, is key in that the cost estimating capability shall be independent and
accomplished in a timely, realistic, and complete manner. Finally, the new Joint Ca-
pabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) process helps program man-
agers address cost growth driven by uncontrolled requirements growth by taking
steps to ensure stability and predictability in identifying requirements for the acqui-
sition community. To ensure warfighter input prior to firming up design concepts,
NSS 03-01 requires a Joint Requirements Oversight Council-approved Initial Capa-
bility Development Document (CDD) prior to entering the concept development
pﬁase. A refined CDD is required prior to commencement of the preliminary design
phase.

Although we have the ability to generate good cost estimates today, we need to
merge this with better schedule estimating to come up with better phasing of near-
year estimates. The nature of our transformational space programs means that
problems that are common to all acquisitions are significantly greater due to their
degree of complexity. We need to ensure that program managers get good data as
early as possible to make informed decisions.

While cost estimating is not an exact science, we’ve put in place a system to en-
sure past experience and solid costing methods are used and will lead to realistic
cost numbers. The Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) is effective in giving the pro-
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gram’s milestone decision authority (MDA) a comprehensive estimate. All elements
of cost are considered when deciding when or if to proceed with a space system. The
ICE is a requirement for each Defense Space Acquisition Board (DSAB) meeting
when the MDA approves the program’s entrance into the next phase of the space
acquisition process. We will continue to apply rigor in budgeting to the ICE, with
the goal of securing additional management reserve to plan for the unforeseen
issues that are certain to arise.

SPACE RADAR

Question. Last year, the Appropriations Conference report expressed concern over
the ability of the Space Radar (formerly the Space Based Radar) program to attain
its goal of “global persistent surveillance” and whether the system is affordable.
What changes has the Air Force implemented to make this a viable and affordable
program?

Answer. We have formulated and revised our fiscal year 2005 funding plan and
redirected our prime contractors to comply with last year’s Congressional language.

We plan to achieve a militarily significant level of global persistent surveillance
through horizontal integration with other Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnais-
sance (ISR) platforms and target characterization technologies. Horizontal integra-
tion allows us to tip and cue targets of interest to air and space ISR platforms pass-
ing “target custody” to the best situated collector to satisfy the mission. In addition,
when other ISR platforms are not available, we can use target characterization to
re-identify targets in subsequent Space Radar (SR) satellite passes over an area of
responsibility. The number of satellites required to support this “custody” Concept
of Operation (CONOP) for persistence is significantly fewer than that required for
a tracking CONOP, consequently reducing overall program costs while delivering
equivalent utility to DOD and intelligence community users.

In addition, in order to improve affordability, we have made major program
changes such as the establishment of SR as a single acquisition program that would
satisfy both the DOD and Intelligence Community needs. This single shared system
would eliminate the need for two programs or funding lines, thereby eliminating du-
plication of costs. Another fundamental change was to increase the focus on devel-
oping the Electronically Steered Array and other advanced technologies as part of
an overall risk reduction framework culminating in an on-orbit demonstration to re-
duce technical and cost uncertainties. An Independent Technology Assessment
Panel was also formed to explore concepts that could dramatically affect the SR
cost-benefit equation. Results of this effort are due summer of fiscal year 2005. We
are also evaluating architecture options concentrating on reuse of existing infra-
structure to minimize SR ground investment costs.

Over the span of five months, we ensured that contract modifications were in
place that would shift the majority of funding to risk reduction efforts. The imple-
mentation of these efforts is intended to address the fiscal year 2005 Congressional
language and their culmination will lead to a more affordable SR architecture.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR THAD COCHRAN
TACTICAL AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL

Question. The Air Force and the Air National Guard have the critical mission of
air traffic control in operational theaters. These airmen perform a difficult mission.
However, the equipment the air traffic controllers use was developed long before
many of them were born. Could you describe the efforts the Air Force is taking to
modernize tactical air traffic control systems for the Air Force and the Air Guard?

Answer. The Air Force is modernizing Air Force and Air National Guard tactical
air traffic control (ATC) systems by acquiring a new mobile air traffic control radar
known as the Mobile Approach Control System (MACS). MACS will replace the Air
Force’s 1970’s vintage TPN-19 and the Air National Guard’s 1960’s vintage MPN—
14K analog radar systems. Due to their advanced age, the TPN-19 and MPN-14K
have many obsolete components. The difficulty in obtaining replacement parts has
made these aging systems difficult and expensive to maintain and has resulted in
operational availability rates of only 70-85 percent, far short of the 98 percent avail-
ability standard. MACS will be easier and less costly to deploy, requiring only three
C-130s to airlift it versus seven for the TPN-19 and MPN-14K. The digital systems
in MACS will allow it to share radar information with other ATC and non-ATC sys-
tems, a capability not provided by the currently fielded systems. This could enhance
oui_l allbility to provide the type of en route ATC we found we needed in Afghanistan
and Iraq.
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Question. The Air Force and the Air National Guard have the critical mission of
air traffic control in operational theaters. These airmen perform a difficult mission.
However, the equipment the air traffic controllers’ use was developed long before
many of them were born. Is the Air Force capable of meeting the combatant com-
manders’ tactical air traffic control needs with the current arcane system?

Answer. Although the Air Force has not lost any missions due to air traffic con-
trol, our maintenance downtime is significant and we have been fortunate to have
relatively good weather when our systems have needed repair. The current Air
Force and Air National Guard systems are operational 70-85 percent of the time,
while the benchmark goal is for them to be available at least 98 percent of the time.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR RICHARD C. SHELBY
UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES (UAVS)

Question. 1 have been advised that the Department of Defense (DOD) is consid-
ering designating the Air Force as the DOD Executive Agent for unmanned aerial
vehicles (UAVs). Why do you believe Executive Agency is necessary? And why is the
Air Force the best candidate to take control of UAVs?

Answer. The United States Air Force (USAF) is not in a position to speak for the
Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the agency with responsibility of deter-
mining the requirement for any Executive Agency’s establishment. The USAF
would, however, welcome the synchronization and harmonization of UAV efforts
across DOD that should result from OSD’s establishment of a UAV Executive Agent.
Of the Services, the USAF is in the unique position of possessing the necessary air-
space, intelligence, and aviation frequency management experience necessary to co-
ordinate and synchronize UAVs across the Joint Force. No other Service has as
much expertise in coordinating the use of airspace and air-developed Intelligence,
Surveillance & Reconnaissance in peacetime and warfare to support the Soldier,
Marine, Sailor, and Airman from foxhole to near space and beyond.

Question. How does the warfighter benefit from this effort to take UAV work
away from one Service and consolidate it with a Service with less experience?

Answer. Should the Office of the Secretary of Defense decide to create a UAV Ex-
ecutive Agent, the warfighter will benefit from the resulting synchronization and in-
tegration of UAV systems and the effects they create on the joint battlefield. Rather
than seen as moving UAV work between Services, Executive Agency is more prop-
erly framed as coordination and synchronization of air assets and the effects they
generate, regardless of type and size, to produce the capabilities required by the
Joint Force today and far into the future. Thus an Executive Agent would aid but
not subsume the work of any Service by coordinating efforts across the DOD in
areas such as airspace management and the collection and distribution of UAV gen-
erated information.

Question. Setting up a single authority for all Service UAVs is the unmanned
equivalent of establishing an Executive Agent for all manned aircraft. How do you
justify this?

Answer. Today, we find ourselves in circumstances similar to the early develop-
ment of manned flight, a debate over aviation-produced effects on the battlefield.
Experience and debate over time has created an imprecise and often overlapping
synchronization of aviation roles and missions across the Services. Currently, we are
in the infancy of UAV development; each Service is rapidly expanding the role UAVs
play in contributing to joint warfighting capabilities. UAVs, like all aircraft, pose
the capability of operating and creating effects at all levels of warfare, often simul-
taneously, regardless of size or Service affiliation. Projected DOD budgets and rap-
idly increasing UAV’s capabilities mean that the coordination of UAV roles and mis-
sions within the DOD will become increasingly necessary in the future. The designa-
tion of one agent to ensure the DOD does not squander its resources by creating
unnecessarily redundant capabilities early in the history of UAVs will head off
much of the debate and duplication of effort which has resulted from the service-
centric development of manned aircraft.

Question. What percent of tactical UAVs are currently being employed by the Air
Force in theater?

Answer. Tactical UAV is defined as anything smaller than a Predator. Currently,
the Air Force has 53 percent of our Air Force Special Operations Command
(AFSOC) and Security Forces small tactical UAVs supporting the Global War on
Terrorism (GWOT). Specifically, AFSOC has 22 of 54 (41 percent) systems and Secu-
rity Forces has 17 of 20 (85 percent) systems in support of the GWOT.
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Question. Your staff provided my office with no statistics on flight hours for Air
Force “small UAVs.” We were told the “Air Force does not keep these types of statis-
tics for its small UAVs.” How can you defend the decision to make the Air Force
Executive Agent over tactical UAVs when you don’t even log the minuscule amount
of flight hours for your own tactical UAVs?

Answer. The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) is currently defining what
a UAV Executive Agent’s role would be in the event one is designated. The designa-
tion of specific UAVs as tactical—operational—or strategic is artificial. In many
cases the designation small and large is also ambiguous, since size may improperly
characterize the impact of the capability the UAV provides. However, the Air Force
does capture flying hour costs associated with tactical UAVs considered Major
Weapons Systems (MWS) such as Predator. Funding for “small” tactical UAVs,
which are not designated as MWS aircraft, are captured at the unit-level due to
their very low operational costs. All Services are moving toward what is envisioned,
as a net-centric form of warfare where information developed from any source is
available to everyone with access to the network. This means that UAVs of every
sort and size will be providing information to the Global Information Grid. The
United States Air Force (USAF) has the preponderance of experience within the
DOD in management of airspace and the collection and distribution of air generated
information. Debate over UAV Executive Agency is more properly framed as coordi-
nation and synchronization of air assets and the effects they generate, regardless
of type and size, to produce the capabilities required by the Joint Force today and
far into the future. The USAF is the Service with the most experience in managing
airspace and the collection and distribution of air generated information. The USAF
stands ready to perform the Executive Agency role if called upon by OSD.

Question. Without flight information, doesn’t this basically mean you don’t even
know how, where, and when your own UAVs are flying?

Answer. The lack of flight information referenced in this question is not well de-
fined. In the past, the management of UAVs was not like that of fixed wing aircraft.
One of the lessons learned from the unexpected proliferation of UAVs is the need
to, in some but not all cases, coordinate UAVs like fixed and rotary wing aircraft.
Operationally, several UAV aircraft fly above the coordination altitude on a battle-
field and all are tracked at the Joint Force Air Component Commander’s Air Oper-
ations Center. They are flown in accordance with the Air Tasking Order, providing
visibility and accountability on how, where, when and why they are flown. Backpack
UAVs, on the other hand, are designed to be launched and controlled by personnel
engaging in a fluid tactical environment, and are de-conflicted in most cases by fly-
ing below the coordination altitude. Taking into account the limited capability of
these smaller UAVs and the nascent stage of net-centric warfare, current airspace
coordination procedures do not require the Services to specifically track how, when,
and where backpack UAVs are flying. Requiring tactical users to integrate their use
on the battlefield below the required airspace coordination altitude would currently
place an undue burden on the Soldiers, Airmen, Marines, and Sailors operating
them. In the future, the proliferation of these UAVs on the battlefield, and their in-
creasing payload capabilities, may require coordination and monitoring within, and
across, all the Services and Agencies engaged in joint warfare.

FUTURE TOTAL FORCE

Question. Future Total Force (FTF), as currently proposed by the Air Force, pre-
sents a significant challenge to our citizen-airmen because it disproportionably im-
pacts the Air National Guard. Currently, the Air National Guard maintains at least
§ne flying unit in every state. This structure is a vital component to homeland de-
ense.

How do you propose securing our homeland or responding to a major disaster
when no units are available to our Governors because FTF has removed them?

Answer. Homeland defense is the most vital mission responsibility of the United
States Air Force, and for that reason, the Air Force looked very closely at what ca-
pabilities are and will be required for that mission. Those capabilities requirements
were identified and separated out of the mix so as not to be jeopardized throughout
the FTF analysis process. In other words, at no time will the capabilities require-
ments necessary to provide homeland defense be vulnerable to divestments or reor-
ganization efforts.

It is important to point out that exempting the capabilities required for homeland
defense does not necessarily isolate a particular unit or installation from divest-
ments or reorganization efforts. There are many considerations that will help deter-
mine which units and installations will be selected for FTF implementation, but pri-
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mary among these will be the impact on the Air Force’s ability to provide homeland
security.

The FTF is a twenty-year plan. It will evolve over time and will in fact enhance
the Air Force’s ability to protect the homeland.

Question. Under the Future Total Force plan, there appears to be a significant
time lapse between when airframes are removed from a unit, and when that same
unit would receive a follow-on mission. What do you propose to do with those air-
men in that timeframe?

Answer. First, a little background on the Air Force’s effort to meet the concurrent
challenges of increasingly complex threats to our national security and budget pres-
sures, two issues with which you are very familiar. Last year, Congress asked the
Secretary of Defense to submit a 20-year Force Structure Plan. Based on two as-
sumptions: (1) the capabilities required for the future and (2) the anticipated levels
of funding for the Department of Defense. After a significant two-year internal Air
Force debate (including full participation from the Air National Guard and Air Force
Reserve at many points along the development process), the Air Force submitted its
proposed plan for the Future Total Force (FTF). This plan recommended divesting
the oldest and least capable aircraft in our inventory. These older and less capable
aircraft are predominately located in Air National Guard units.

It is important to note that simply identifying the oldest platforms for divestment
does not mean there won’t be other platforms that will “roll-down” to replace the
current systems. Discussions to this effect have been ongoing during the Base Re-
alignment and Closure (BRAC) deliberation process. However, these deliberations,
by law, cannot be made public until recommendations are given to the BRAC com-
mittee in May of 2005. The planned divestment of aircraft will happen over a 20-
year timeframe. If we are going to eliminate a particular mission and it is replaced
with another mission, we will time that transition so as to avoid a costly lag period
that would leave a unit without a mission. In short, we will ensure that units have
a meaningful mission to meet the needs of the Nation. In addition, analysis included
the very important requirements of the Homeland Defense missions and other State
roles performed by our Air National Guard units.

Question. Recruitment for the National Guard is down. Would you agree that re-
moving units from states, therefore forcing Guardsmen to travel long distances for
drill weekends, will only hurt recruitment?

Answer. Yes. Recruiting is currently down in the Air National Guard, specifically
nortll-prior service (NPS) recruiting. Currently, only meeting 65 percent of NPS goal
to date.

We do understand that removing units from states will not only affect recruiting,
but retention as well. As we transition through Future Total Force and Base Re-
alignment And Closure, we will be asking our members to move, retrain into an-
other career field, or leave earlier than expected. We do anticipate some unexpected
losses, thus having to recruit to these losses. However, we must move forward with
these transitions to new missions to not only remain relevant, but to also support
the war fighter of the future.

Our plan to combat this potential problem is to use all the personnel force man-
agement tools available, to include incentives, transition authorities, and training
opportunities. Additionally, leadership will undoubtedly play a large role in the
transition to new missions. We will continue to take great care of our members, as
we have in the past. We have always had one of the best retention rates and plan
to keep it that way.

Question. Recruitment for the National Guard is down. Do you have any plan as
to how you will combat this problem?

Answer. Yes. Recruiting is currently down in the Air National Guard, specifically
nor(li-prior service (NPS) recruiting. Currently, only meeting 65 percent of NPS goal
to date.

We do understand that removing units from states will not only affect recruiting,
but retention as well. For example, prior to the move of the 126th Air Refueling
Wing (ARW) from Chicago, Illinois to Scott Air Force Base, Illinois, their unit end
strength was 104.2 percent. After we moved the unit, their end strength dropped
to 83.3 percent. Over 25 percent of the 126th ARW personnel were lost due to the
move. It took five years to return the end strength of the unit to previous levels.

As we transition through Future Total Force and Base Realignment And Closure,
we will be asking our members to move, retrain into another career field, or leave
earlier than expected. We do anticipate some unexpected losses, thus having to re-
cruit to these losses. However, we must move forward with these transitions to new
missions to not only remain relevant, but to also support the war fighter of the fu-
ture.
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Our plan to combat this potential problem is to use all the personnel force man-
agement tools available, to include incentives, transition authorities, storefront re-
cruiters, and training opportunities. Additionally, leadership will undoubtedly play
a large role in the transition to new missions. We will continue to take great care
of our members, as we have in the past. We have always had one of the best reten-
tion rates and plan to keep it that way.

Question. It is my understanding that the Guard will lose 60 percent of their air-
frames due to the newer F-22 and JSF coming on-line. In the past, both the Air
Force and Guard leadership have stated that due to FTF, end strength won’t be re-
duced. However, if there are fewer planes, and therefore less airtime for the same
amount of Guard personnel, what will these Guardsmen be doing?

Answer. First, a little background on the Air Force’s effort to meet the concurrent
challenges of increasingly complex threats to our national security and budget pres-
sures, two issues with which you are very familiar. Last year, Congress asked the
Secretary of Defense to submit a 20-year Force Structure Plan. Based on two as-
sumptions: (1) the capabilities required for the future and (2) the anticipated levels
of funding for the Department of Defense.

After a significant two-year internal Air Force debate (including full participation
from the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve at many points along the devel-
opment process), the Air Force submitted its proposed plan for the Future Total
Force (FTF). This plan recommended divesting the oldest and least capable aircraft
in our inventory. These older and less capable aircraft are predominately located in
Air National Guard units. Again, our Force Structure Plan does not specifically
identify who would have responsibility for the particular equipment under a specific
organizational construct, or where the remaining aircraft will be based. It is impor-
tant to note that simply identifying the oldest platforms for divestment does not
mean there won’t be other platforms that will “roll-down” to replace the current sys-
tems. Discussions to this effect have been ongoing during the Base Realignment And
Closure (BRAC) deliberation process.

The planned divestment of aircraft will happen over a 20-year timeframe. If we
are going to eliminate a particular mission and it is replaced with another mission,
we will time that transition so as to avoid a costly lag period that would leave a
unit without a mission. In short, we will ensure that units have a meaningful mis-
sion to meet the needs of the Nation. In addition, analysis included the very impor-
tant requirements of the Homeland Defense missions and other State roles per-
formed by our Air National Guard units.

Another aspect of the FTF plan is to increase the “association” of all three Compo-
nents—Active, Guard and Reserve, in order to produce the most effective organiza-
tions and preserve the benefits of the highly experienced Guard and Reserve per-
sonnel. One example is the Chief of Staff of the Air Force FTF Test Initiative at
Langley Air Force Base where the Virginia Air National Guard’s 192nd Fighter
Wing will begin to fly the F/A-22 at the same time as the Active Duty in an Asso-
ciate Unit arrangement with the 1st Fighter Wing. This fundamentally changes an
old paradigm of putting Guard and Reserve in “hand-me down” systems and instead
puts them in front line systems with decades of relevancy. In addition to units such
as the association at Langley, an important part of our plan is to increase the num-
ber of “active associate” units. That is, units in which an Active Duty unit is located
at a Guard or Reserve location. The Air Force is highly cognizant of the value our
Air Reserve Component bases bring to their surrounding communities, as well as
the sensitivities to considerations such as recruiting demographics our Reserve and
Guard Components must enjoy in order to be successful. Please know that the FTF
effort is mindful of the different cultures that reside across our three.

Question. Do you really believe a trained pilot or maintainer would happily take
a desk job?

Answer. The Future Total Force (FTF) vision does not simply mean taking flying
missions away from the Air National Guard without a viable, meaningful mission
to replace it. In fact, units of all components of the Air Force face significant change
as we work to shape the optimal force to meet future threats.

The FTF will guarantee that both the Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard
are full partners as new weapons systems like the F/A-22 and Joint Strike Fighter
come on line. In addition, our reserve components will be key players as we adopt
emerging technologies to fight the fight of the future, allowing them to be involved
in these exciting new missions, yet taking advantage of the “reachback” these mis-
sions provide, minimizing the need for disruptive mobilizations.
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SUBCOMMITTEE RECESS

Senator STEVENS. Our next hearing of the Defense Subcommittee
will be a closed session to discuss the 2006 budget request for intel-
ligence. That’s scheduled for April 13. A classified memo will be
available to Senators for review, beginning Monday, April 11. The
memo is located in Dirksen, 119. Arrangements can be made for in-
div}?ual Senators to view that memo elsewhere if they contact the
staff.

We do appreciate both of you for being here with us today, and
your brevity, and wish to thank you, again, for your service, and
thank you for, through you, all the men and women who wear your
uniform so well.

General JUMPER. Thank you, sir.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 10:10 a.m., Wednesday, April 6, the subcom-
mittee was recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR TED STEVENS

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. We are pleased to have
the opportunity to be with you this morning. We have just had the
privilege of meeting them and having a photograph with them, but
let me introduce to all who are here, and will you please stand
when I call your name: First Lieutenant Reginald Brownlee of the
Mississippi Army National Guard; Sergeant First Class Tara Niles,
Illinois Army National Guard; Michelle Nelson, who is the spouse
of Captain Mark Nelson, who is currently deployed with the Third
Battalion of the 116th Infantry in Afghanistan, who is working
with us on family affairs; Staff Sergeant Benjamin Moore of the
Texas Air National Guard; and Staftf Sergeant Charles Post of the
Vermont Air National Guard.

Thank you very much for being with us and thank you for your
service. We all are delighted to have you here this morning. Thank
you very much.

This morning we are going to review the National Guard and Re-
serve programs. We have two panels scheduled. First we will hear
from the National Guard leadership and then from the leaders of
the four Reserve forces. I want to tell you all that we are in session
now and we are going on the supplemental bill. We do not know
when—we know the first hour we will not have amendments, but
right after that we will start amendments and probably voting fair-
ly early this morning.

Our first panel consists of: Lieutenant General Steven Blum,
Chief of the National Guard Bureau; Lieutenant General Roger
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Schultz, Director of the Army National Guard; Lieutenant General
Daniel James, Director of the Air National Guard. We welcome you
all this morning and thank you for what you have done in working
with us.

We want to acknowledge, General Schultz, this is your final ap-
pearance, as we understand it, before the subcommittee. I am told
you are retiring after 42 years of service. I have told others, my
first father-in-law told me: Only in the English language does the
word “retire” mean other than go to bed. So do not retire, General,
just go to another job, okay. We thank you very much for your dedi-
cation and leadership and for your future endeavors.

I have a substantial introduction here, but I think I will yield to
our co-chairman and see if he has remarks.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Senator INOUYE. Well, I would like to join you in welcoming our
witnesses this morning. We have entered a new era in our Nation’s
military history. Your forces are spread around the globe and serv-
ing here at home by the thousands. Never before in our history has
the Nation demanded so much from our Reserve component in a
period where we are not at world war.

By all accounts, your forces have responded magnificently. The
integration of Reserve forces by combatant commanders in Afghani-
stan and Iraq has been seamless and the bravery displayed by your
members has been most impressive. All of you here today, espe-
cially those young men and ladies, should be congratulated for the
jobs you have done in preparing the men and women under your
command for the challenges that they have met and continue to
meet every day.

I believe every Member of the Senate would concur in offering
you and those who serve the utmost thanks.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Mr. Chairman, I have, as you have indicated, a rather lengthy
opening statement, but I just want to say that we are very proud
of the officers and men of the Reserves components.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

Mr. Chairman, I want to join you in welcoming our witnesses today. Gentlemen
we have entered a new era in our Nation’s military history. Your forces are spread
around the globe and serving here at home by the thousands. Never before in our
history has the Nation demanded so much from our Reserve component in a period
where we were not in a world war.

By all accounts your forces have responded magnificently. The integration of Re-
serve forces by combatant commanders in Afghanistan and Iraq has been seamless.
The bravery displayed by your members has been most impressive.

All of you here today are to be congratulated for the jobs you have done in pre-
paring the men and women under your command for the challenges that they have
met and continue to meet every day. I believe every Member of the Senate would
concur in offering you and those who serve with you our utmost thanks.

But as I say this, I know that the challenges facing our Reserve component are
many and growing.

We know that many of you are facing recruiting difficulties.

We are aware of rising concerns that our returning reservists may be hard to re-
tain in your units.
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We know that shortfalls of equipment are likely to exist for those units when they
return from service overseas.

We understand that some Reserve units that have been called to deploy overseas
more than once since 9/11.

We know the stress and strain that our reservists, their families, and employers
are experiencing from this unprecedented level of utilization.

So today gentlemen, we are here to hear your concerns and your proposals to
right some of these problems that we see today and can expect in the future.

This is your opportunity to enlighten us on your challenges and your ideas. I very
much look forward to your testimony today. Mr. Chairman, thank you the oppor-
tunity to hear from these much admired leaders.

Senator STEVENS. Let me recognize the chairman of the full com-
mittee, Senator Cochran.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR THAD COCHRAN

Senator COCHRAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I am
pleased to join you and Senator Inouye this morning in welcoming
our witnesses and thanking them and all who they represent for
their great service to our country in this time of serious need. We
appreciate the service of those who have been deployed to the thea-
ters in Afghanistan and Iraq and elsewhere around the world. They
are achieving great success in helping create a pathway to freedom
and democracy and a world that will be free from terror for genera-
tions to come, and we appreciate that commitment very much.

I am glad to see Lieutenant Brownlee from Mississippi among
the group that you introduced at the beginning of the hearing. We
are proud of him, as we are all of those who are serving from all
of our States.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Dorgan.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BYRON L. DORGAN

Senator DORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I will ask some questions fol-
lowing the statements, but I did want to add to the comments of
the Senator from Mississippi. I think we have called on the Na-
tional Guard and Reserve for an unprecedented commitment re-
cently. They have performed in a spectacular way. I am very proud
of the men and women of the National Guard.

General Schultz, thank you for your service. We wish you well
in your retirement.

Senator STEVENS. Senator Mikulski.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BARBARA A. MIKULSKI

Senator MIKULSKI. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I too
look forward to hearing the testimony of our outstanding witnesses.
Like my colleagues, I just want to express my gratitude for the Na-
tional Guard, truly the citizen soldiers who, serving in Iraq, Af-
ghanistan, have served nobly, but are also right now in my home
State of Maryland ready to do whatever our Governor demands
that they need to do, either in support of national responsibilities
or our State. Of course, with General Blum, he is a Maryland guy.
We have been together for some time and we are so very proud of
his leadership here, and of course General Tuxell of our Maryland
National Guard.
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Senator STEVENS. Senator Leahy.
STATEMENT OF SENATOR PATRICK J. LEAHY

Senator LEAHY. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too am glad
to see they are here. I have worked with General Schultz and Gen-
eral Blum and General James. They know Vermont and the
Vermont Guard. We are very proud of them. I am also glad we
have a Vermonter, Sergeant Post, sitting in the front row.

General Schultz, I am going to miss you, but you can leave your
office with the flags flying proudly for what you have done. I will
continue to work with you.

Mr. Chairman, Senator Bond and I are the co-chairs of the Na-
tional Guard Caucus and we have worked very hard with these
gentlemen. I think all of us on the subcommittee are fortunate.

I know with more than one-third of our Vermont Guard mobi-
lized, I am glad that we have leadership like you. Thank you.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much.

As I met those young people, my mind went back to the time
when Senator Stennis was chairman of this committee and he
asked Senator Hollings and me to go to Europe to find out about
the morale of our people there. That was in the early 70s and we
were at war in Vietnam. We were drafting a great many young
people and an enormous number of them were in Europe, unaccom-
panied tours.

We went over there and found that many of them were married
and their wives had followed them and they were living in third
and fourth floor what we called cold water flats, but the morale
was terrible.

Now we see the great advantage of relying on Americans to vol-
unteer. This force that you all command, totally volunteers. That
makes us doubly proud of them because they have signed up to de-
fend our country. So we are honored to have these young folks with
us this morning.

General Schultz, you are first, I believe, in presentation. May we
call upon you—or was it you, General Blum? Who goes first?

General BLuM. Whichever, Mr. Chairman. We will go in what-
ever order you would like.

Senator STEVENS. No, no. You wear the stars; you tell me which
is going first.

General BLuM. I will go ahead and start.

Senator STEVENS. Thank you very much. General Blum.

General BLuM. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee:
Thank you for inviting us today to speak before you, and we anx-
iously will await questions at the conclusion. We would ask that
our formal statements be entered in the record.

As you all have stated, and I am so glad that you are aware, we
are a Nation at war and your National Guard is in this war shoul-
der to shoulder with the active component. As each and every one
of you know, you have combat brigades from Mississippi, Hawaii,
just off of this committee, and every single member here has sol-
diers that I have just seen since Easter in Iraq, doing magnificently
well, performing in an exemplary manner in a combat zone.

As a matter of fact, over one-half, over one-half, of the Army’s
combat power in Iraq today is Army National Guard, citizen sol-
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diers from eight brigade combat teams. Eight brigade combat
teams are on the ground in Iraq and one of the division head-
quarters from the National Guard, the 42nd Rainbow Division, is
in Iraq today. So they are shouldering over one-half of the load and
they are doing exceedingly well.

The National Guard, as you might imagine, has had to transform
from what used to be a strategic reserve to an operational force
that can deliver these kinds of numbers to the Air Force and the
Army and to the combatant commanders overseas. As Senator Mi-
kulski noted, they are not only in Iraq and Afghanistan; they are
in Kosovo and Bosnia and the Sinai and Guantanamo and, as a
matter of fact, 44 other nations as of this morning.

The National Guard is rebalancing to ensure that the Governors
and the President has the National Guard that either the Governor
needs day to day in the homes, in the States and the territories,
or the President needs to be a Federal reserve of the Army or the
Air Force and provide forces and capabilities to the combatant com-
manders.

The Air Guard continues to be involved in what the Air Force la-
bels as the future total force and trying to determine what the Air
Force of the future will look like in the next 20 years.

Let there be no mistake, our first and primary mission is home-
land defense. You cannot be the National Guard and not be con-
cerned with, not be concerned about defending the homeland. It
has to be mission one for us, but it is not the only thing we do and
it is not the mission that we have to perform at the exclusion of
being able to be a Federal reserve of the Army or the Air Force.

The Guard supports emergency response managers in every
State and territory in this Nation. We have committed to the Gov-
ernors that we will never have less than one-half of the capability
available to the Governor in that State or territory to do the protec-
tion of the citizens of those States and territories, either from ter-
rorist acts or the ravages of Mother Nature that routinely come
through our States and territories.

However, while the Air Force and the Army and the Department
of Defense are keenly interested in ensuring that we have the
equipment for the overseas war fight, we need to also make sure
that they remain as keenly interested in providing us the equip-
ment that we need so that we can retain these soldiers that come
back from Afghanistan and Iraq, the most experienced force we
have ever had, come back and have the equipment to train on for
the next time they are needed, and to have the capability to deliver
to the Governor; if something untoward should occur in a State or
a territory, they would have the right capabilities with the right
equipment.

So I would ask your attention and your assistance in ensuring
that the reset or the reequipping of the Army National Guard and
the Air National Guard after they come out of the combat zone to
replace the equipment that was either asked to be left in theater,
rightfully so, or worn out through fair wear and tear in very harsh
conditions, or battle damaged, is restored so that when they come
home we have more than just people coming home, we have capa-
bilities coming back home to the National Guard that can be called
upon, maybe even this evening if necessary.
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Since October 2003, every single State has established a standing
joint force headquarters, which is absolutely right when you are
talking about how you are going to defend the homeland. This en-
ables each Governor and each adjutant general of every State and
territory the ability to leverage the joint capabilities of its Army
and its Air National Guard, as well as the other Department of De-
fense assets that may be located in that State or territory and, be-
yond the military, it also allows them to have the relationships and
exercise the capabilities with the inter-agencies that exist and the
intergovernmental partners that will be so important in the de-
fense of our homeland.

We have established 12 regional chemical, biological, radiological,
and nuclear high-yield explosive enhanced response force packages
that, when they are pulled together, give this Nation the capability
to have, not one chemical biological incident response force
(CBIRF) capable unit, but 13 CBIRF capable units. They are
trained and equipped by the U.S. Marine Corps CBIRF and the
First and Fifth United States Armies have certified their fitness
and their readiness to respond to weapons of mass destruction ef-
fects or any other things that might require their special skills.

As you all know, recruiting has been a special challenge for the
National Guard. This should not be a surprise to anyone. We were
resourced, we had policies. We are a recruited force. But that was
all set up for a National Guard that was a strategic reserve. So we
have been scrambling along with the Congress in the last year and
a half to make sure that we had the authorities and the resources
we need to actually compete head to head in an environment where
we have to be an operational force.

I want to thank this subcommittee and the other Members of
Congress for the authorities that you have extended us, the reason-
able changes that have been made, and the ample resources that
you have provided us. We are not yet out of the woods, but we are
starting on the road to recovery. We had a very good recruiting
month in the month of March. It looks like we are going to have
another good recruiting month in the month of April.

This would not have been possible if you had not given us those
authorities and not given us the resources that we needed in terms
of enlistment and reenlistment bonuses. There is one bonus float-
ing out there I would ask you to look very hard at, and that is a
bonus that is an affiliation bonus that allows someone from active
duty to transition directly into the National Guard without having
to be discharged and processed from active duty and then re-proc-
essed and spend taxpayers’ money, several thousands of dollars, to
bring them back into the system.

I think if we were to offer a $15,000 bonus we would have some-
thing that provides us the bridge for a seamless transition from ac-
tive duty to the National Guard and it would help us immeas-
urably in recovering our recruiting force from prior service, our
most experienced recruits and the ones that are most valuable to
us, because they are already trained. The training has already been
paid for and they are proven performers.

We have increased our enlistment and reenlistment bonuses. We
have added 1,400 new recruiters. Thank you for allowing that to
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happen, and that is starting to make a significant difference in the
production rates that we are experiencing in our recruiting force.

Our Army National Guard units are not resources for high levels
of readiness that today’s environment demands. We had a full-time
recruiting ramp—I mean a full-time force ramp, that probably w