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THURSDAY, MARCH 19, 2009.

AFRICOM

WITNESSES

GENERAL WILLIAM E. WARD, USA COMMANDER, UNITED STATES AF-
RICA COMMAND

MARY PLEFFNER, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

JERRY LANIER, DEPARTMENT OF STATE

OPENING STATEMENT

Mr. BisHOP. The subcommittee will come to order.

Good morning. This morning the committee will hold a hearing
regarding the United States Africa Command, AFRICOM. We are
pleased to welcome General William Ward, AFRICOM’s com-
mander.

General, thank you for your service, and thank you for being
here this morning. You have had a long and distinguished career.
I will just say to the committee that I was extremely proud to be
able to witness the excitement when you received your four stars.
So it is a very special privilege to have you here and to welcome
you to the subcommittee.

With AFRICOM fully functional for 6 months, this hearing offers
a timely opportunity for the subcommittee to get an update on how
the stand-up of this new command is progressing and on the chal-
lenges and opportunities it is confronting in Africa.

For too long, the United States has paid Africa very little atten-
tion, focusing on the continent only long enough to respond to cri-
ses. Within the Department of Defense, the responsibility for Africa
has heretofore been divided among three separate commands: Eu-
ropean Command, Central Command and Pacific Command. With
everyone responsible for Africa, no one was responsible for Africa.
U.S. attention to the continent has been uneven, inconsistent and
poorly organized to adequately anticipate, prevent, or respond to
the crises on the continent.

Africa occupies about 3%2 times the size of the land area of the
Continental United States. It is home to nearly 900 million people
and 53 nations. It is rich in human and natural resources, and Af-
rica’s strategic importance has never been more obvious than it is
today, a fact that the United States has been somewhat late in rec-
ognizing.

Over the last decade, China, Iran and al Qaeda have all made
significant and growing investments in Africa. It is in this context

o))
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that AFRICOM was conceived to create one unified command, to
maintain a consistent focus, and to coordinate DOD policy toward
the vast and increasingly important continent. But AFRICOM, the
debut of the Africa Command, has not gone smoothly.

First, in the context of the U.S. invasion of Iraq, a lack of out-
reach to African leaders allowed suspicion to grow with potential
African partners who feared that AFRICOM was the first step to-
ward the establishment of a large, permanent U.S. troop presence
on the continent. Not surprisingly, only one African nation, Liberia,
publicly expressed its willingness to host AFRICOM’s head-
quarters, which are still located in Stuttgart, Germany. No govern-
ment agreed to host any one of the five regional integration
teams—the small, lightly staffed mini-headquarters that would
have allowed AFRICOM to maintain closer, more consistent contact
with African leadership.

Second, unfortunately, the Rumsfeld Pentagon declared that
AFRICOM would be taking the lead on all U.S. policy toward Afri-
ca. That was a stance that was not only untrue, but it was also
unhelpful in persuading the Department of State and the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID) to share with
AFRICOM the advice and expertise that AFRICOM has sought
from those interagency partners.

Finally, AFRICOM’s purpose, mission and organization were not
adequately explained to this body to assuage the concerns that the
new combatant command was not just one more in a long line of
instances where the Department of Defense was taking over the re-
sponsibilities that rightly belonged to the State Department.

Questions from members of the committee will very likely ad-
dress these issues and many others, and I think that we can look
forward to a very interesting and useful question-and-answer ses-
sion.

General, before we hear your testimony, I would like to call on
the Ranking Member, my good friend and mentor, Mr. Bill Young,
for any comments that he would like to make.

REMARKS OF MR. YOUNG

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I want to welcome General Ward here.

This is a very important issue. Africa is a very important part
of the world, and our presence there is extremely important. I
know the General knows that at one point, there were those in the
Congress who thought that the Africa Command should be dis-
banded and eliminated. We resisted that because we think it is im-
portant. The work you do is very, very important, and is good for
the United States and for our relationship with the African commu-
nities.

So, General, thank you for being here today, and we appreciate
the good work that you are doing.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you, Mr. Young.

General Ward, please proceed with your summarized statement.
Your entire statement, of course, will be placed in the record.
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SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL WARD

General WARD. Well, Congressman Bishop, thank you very much,
sir, and it does seem like almost 3 years ago when I pinned on the
fourth star. It was only yesterday, but in other respects, it seems
an eternity ago. Three years, in fact, has not gone by quickly.

Mr. Young and distinguished members of the committee, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to provide this overview of the United States
Africa Command. With me today are Ms. Mary Pleffner from our
Department of Commerce as well as Mr. Jerry Lanier from our De-
partment of State.

Today Africa Command is executing our mission of conducting
sustained security engagement through military-to-military pro-
grams and military-sponsored activities to promote a stable and se-
cure African environment. We work in concert with other U.S. Gov-
ernment agencies as well as with international partners to ensure
that our activities are harmonized. Our strategy is based on mili-
tary-to-military efforts to enhance the security capability and the
capacity of our African partners.

In many engagements with African leaders during my time as
commander of U.S. Africa Command and previously as deputy com-
mander for the United States European Command, the consistent
message that they gave me is their intent for African nations to
provide for their own security. Most welcome our assistance in
reaching their goals for security forces that are legitimate and pro-
fessional, that have the will and means to dissuade, deter and de-
feat transnational threats, to perform with integrity, and that are
increasingly able to support international peace efforts.

We work as a part of the overall United States Government ef-
fort. We work closely with the Department of State, with the Chiefs
of Mission and country teams, with the United States Agency for
International Development, with the Departments of Treasury,
Commerce, Homeland Security, Agriculture, and other agencies
that do work on the continent. Like Secretary Gates and Admiral
Mullen, I fully support enhancements to the capabilities of our
interagency teammates.

Similarly, we reach out to international partners, including Euro-
peans, international organizations, nongovernmental organizations,
private organizations, and academia. Their perspectives on the sit-
uation in Africa are valuable. The United States Africa Command
is involved in military training, education, sustainment, and logis-
tic support among other activities that occur throughout our area
of responsibility.

The Combined Joint Task Force—Horn of Africa, headquartered
in Djibouti, conducts training, education and civil military assist-
ance that helps prevent conflict and promote regional cooperation
among nations of eastern Africa.

Operation Enduring Freedom, Trans-Sahara, is the military com-
ponent of the Department of State’s counterterrorism partnership
with North and West Africa nations.

Africa Endeavor is an annual communications and interoper-
ability exercise that this year will include 23 African nations. We
support the State Department’s African Contingency Operations
Training and Assistance, (ACOTA) that trains, roughly, 20 battal-
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ions of peacekeepers a year. The peacekeepers have deployed to
United Nations and African Union missions across the continent.
Recently, we have helped deploy Rwandans and some of their cargo
to the United Nations’ mission in Darfur. Continuing deployments
of the Africa Partnership Station provide training to the navies and
coast guards of maritime nations in the Gulf of Guinea and the
East Coast of Africa, helping them better secure their own terri-
torial waters.

Given the lack of infrastructure within Africa and the island na-
tions, our sustainment infrastructure, forward operating sites and
en route infrastructure are vital. I endorse upgrades to these activi-
ties and in keeping these key infrastructure nodes in service. The
enduring presence at Camp Lemonier in Djibouti makes possible
our engagement in East Africa and in other parts of the continent
as \{\(Ifll as supports our U.S. strategic goals in that part of the
world.

It is my honor to serve with our uniformed and civilian women
and men of the Department of Defense as well as our interagency
teammates who are making a difference on the continent every
day. Their dedicated efforts are a testament to the spirit and deter-
mination of the American people and our commitment to contrib-
uting to the well-being and security of our Nation and the people
of Africa.

Again, thank you for your support, and I look forward to further
participation in this important hearing. Thank you, sir.

[The statement of General Ward follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

It is my privilege as Commander of United States Africa Command to
present to Congress our Posture Statement for 2009. The men and women of U.S.
Africa Command have ensured the successful, rapid, and on-schedule activation
of our nation’s newest Unified Command-—-the sixth geographic command within
the Department of Defense (DOD). The establishment of U.S. Africa Command
provides a single focus for all DOD activities in Africa, and today we conduct
sustained security cooperation programs in support of U.S. foreign and
national security policy on the African continent and its island states.

Unified Command Status (UCS) on 1 October 2008 was possible due to the
extraordinary efforts of our impressive team. By UCS, a total of 172
missions, activities, programs and exercises were effectively transferred to
U.S. Africa Command from U.S. European Command, U.S. Central Command and U.S.
Pacific Command. I am grateful for the sustained congressional support to
U.S. Africa Command during its formative time, and I thank you for your
continued support as we prepare to meet future challenges.

Development, diplomacy, and defense programs are integrally linked, and
U.S. Africa Command is implementing the National Defense Strategy’s vision of
a new jointness by supporting and improving collaboration with other agencies
and departments across our Government, as well as improving coordination with
international, intergovernmental, and nongovernmental organizations. We
achieve the greatest effect for our nation when we coordinate and harmonize
our collective efforts in support of our common cbjectives.

Africa is on a positive course in reducing conflict, building democratic
institutions, and promoting sustainable livelihoods for its people, but in
each of these areas, the hard-won gains are fragile. Strengthening African
security, both in individual nations and regionally, is necessary for its
communities to flourish. I am convinced that building African security
capability and capacity is the best path to assisting the people of Africa to
achieve long-term stability and security.

In the months since UCS, U.S. Africa Command has been serving the
interests of our nation, while also addressing the security and stability
challenges confronting our African partners. In this report, I provide a
brief overview of the strategic environment in Africa, explain our strategy,
and underscore how our coordinated security assistance efforts are promoting
stability in Africa in support of U.S. foreign policy objectives.

STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT
The U.S. Africa Command’s area of responsibility (AOR) presents

difficult security challenges that should be viewed along with the
opportunities available to the people of Africa. These challenges are

juxtaposed against abundant natural resources that, if properly managed by
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African states and institutions, can provide great economic and social
benefits to all Africans. Our task is to assist our African partners so that
they can provide for their own security in ways that permit realization of
their capacity and potential.

Africa is a complex environment requiring a new and different approach.
Its unique challenges demand a long-term rather than a near-term focus. For
example, two of the most demanding challenges for African coastal nations are
the security of their territorial waters and the regulation of their fishing
industries. Today, the waters off Africa’s west coast are being over-fished
at an alarming rate by a variety of entities aware of Africa’s inability to
monitor and regulate this activity in their economic zone. If this continues,
some forecasters predict that the ecological system that supports the fish
population, the primary source of protein for many African states, could fail
by 2045. Without the ability to secure their maritime spaces and regulate
fishing, the nations of Africa will lose this important source of food and
revenue for their people. The United States must adopt a long-term view
towards creating programs that will help solve such problems. Failing to do

so today means our activities will only produce short-term effects.

Political Geography

The greatest security threats facing Africa include enduring conflicts,
illicit trafficking, territorial disputes, rebel insurgencies, violent
extremists, piracy, and illegal immigration. While rich in both human capital
and natural resources, many African states remain fragile due to corruption,
endemic and pandemic health problems, historical ethnic animosities, natural
disasters, and widespread poverty. Compounding these challenges, difficulties
imposed by geography, climate, and a lack of infrastructure are hindering
states’ efforts to develop in an ever-glcbalizing internatiocnal environment.

Despite these difficulties, a holistic picture of Africa taken over time
shows some progress and significant promise. Six major wars have ended in the
past seven years (Liberia, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Angola, Burundi,
Sierra Leone, and the North-South conflict in Sudan). Democracy is growing in
Africa, with more than 60 elections in the past six years. Almost three-
quarters of Sub-Saharan nations are now classified by Freedom House as “Free”
or “Partly Free”’--up from less than half in 1890. Though the global economy
is enduring a down-turn, previous economic growth on the African continent was
at an eight year high, and 20 countries have registered positive growth for
each of the past five years. Growth in real per capita income was over 3
percent in 2008--a marked change from the declines in growth across the
continent in the 1980s and 1990s. Still, the amount of human suffering
directly attributable to conflict on the African continent is unacceptably
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high, and the 2009 Freedom House report on Sub-Saharan Africa notes that,
“{Olverall, Africa has seen notable increases in freedom over the past
generation, but has experiences some troubling setbacks in recent years.”

In addition, African states are working hard to develop their own
ability to deal with security challenges. Today Africans are sharing the
burden of international peace and security by supplying 32 percent of United
Nations (UN) peacekeeping forces worldwide. As of March 2009 there are more
than 33,000 African peacekeepers deployed in support of UN and African Union
{AU) peacekeeping missions. Five African countries--Nigeria, Rwanda, Ghana,
Ethiopia, and South Africa--rank amongst the top 15 UN troop contributing
nations.

Although Africa is on a positive trajectory, progress remains fragile

and easily reversible.

Demographic Trends

Africa has the world’s highest birth rates and the largest percentage of
projected population growth. The continent’s population of over 900 million
is growing by approximately 2.4 percent annually and is projected to double by
2050. Today, 43 percent of Sub-Saharan Africa’s population is below the age
of 15. Rapid population growth and this “youth bulge” exceed most
governments’ ability to provide basic services and the capacity of their
growing economies to provide jobs. This pool of undereducated and unemployed
youth present a potential source of social and political instability.

Africa has experienced large migration flows in recent decades, often in
regponse to economic problems, civil unrest, or natural disasters. Africa
generates 49 percent of the world’'s internally displaced persons (IDPs). Many
migrants settle in urban slums, further straining government services and
contributing to the spread of infectious disease. Rapid urbanization also

increases competition for limited jobs, housing, food, and water.

Transnational Threats and Crime

The United States and many of our African partners face a number of
transnational threats in Africa. Violent extremism, piracy, and illicit
trafficking are enabled by or directly contribute to instability. Somalia,
Sudan, and vast open areas of countries across the Sahel region provide
sanctuary for violent extremists. Al-Qaeda increased its influence
dramatically across north and east Africa over the past three years with the
growth of East Africa Al-Qaeda, al Shabaab, and Al-Qaeda in the Lands of the
Islamic Maghreb (AQIM). At the same time, the general level of support for

violent extremism among most Muslims in Africa remains very low.
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Other trends pose serious challenges to U.8. interests. Foreign fighter
recruitment and support networks are present across northern and eastern
Africa, assisting extremists fighting coalition and government forces in Iraq,
Afghanistan, and Pakistan. Vast coastal areas provide havens for smuggling,
human and drug trafficking, illegal immigration, piracy, oil bunkering, and
poaching of fisheries. For example, large-scale oil theft by disparate
groupings of armed militants in the Niger Delta is a significant problem.
Observers estimate that Nigeria’s oil exports have been reduced by 20 percent
due to banditry fostered by lingering societal and political grievances.

Theft of oil within the country costs the state untold revenues that could be
used to improve services for the peopulation.

Africa is a piracy flashpoint, with incidents occurring in Somali
waters, the Gulf of Aden, and the Gulf of Guinea. In the first nine months of
2008 alone, paid ransoms may have exceeded $30 million. Maritime security
will remain a challenge, particularly along the Horn of Africa, Swahili Coast,
Mozambique Channel, and, to a lesser extent, in the Gulf of Guinea, where
littoral nations continue to lack the ability to patrol and protect their
waters.

According to a recent U.S. Department of State (DOS) xeport, trafficking
in perseons is a significant and widespread problem throughout Africa.
Especially prevalent are trafficking in children (including child military
conscription), women for commercial sexual exploitation, and males for forced
labor. As of 2008, there was only one African country in compliance with the
U.S8. Trafficking Victim’s Protection Act of 2000.

Illicit trafficking of narcotics poses a significant threat to regional
stability. According to the DOS International Narcotics Control Strategy
Report 2008, and the UN Office on Drugs and Crime, Western Africa has emerged
as a critical trans-shipment point for South American cocaine destined
primarily for European markets. The presence of drug trafficking
organizations in West Africa as well as local drug use create serious security
and health challenges. The strong Euro currency, increased European cocaine
demand, and successful interdiction in the Americas contribute to West
Africa’s place in the narcotics trade. The UN estimates that 27 percent of
all cocaine annually consumed in Burope transits West Africa, with trends
rising significantly. In addition to the health and medical problems
resulting from the distribution and spread of narcotics along the trafficking
routes, the presence and influence of traffickers in the West African region
has had a profoundly corrosive effect on the rule of law in many West African
states. It must be noted that the narcotics trafficking from Southwest Asia
through the islands into East and Scuthern Africa also remains a'significant a

concern. Although there is a degree of political will within many African
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states, efforts to combat narcotics trafficking are hampered by resource
shortfalls, law enforcement and judicial capacity, and corruption.

Other Nations and Organizations Operating Within the AOR

As Africa’s importance is recognized, more non-African countries and
international governmental organizations seek to develop, maintain, and expand
relations with African states. China, India, Brazil, Turkey, Japan, Russia,
European states, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the
European Union (EU} have all focused increasingly on Africa’s potential and
its strategic significance.

European leaders remain committed to working with their African
counterparts onr a broad range of developmental issues. Specifically, in the
peace and security arena, the EU has mounted several security sector reform
operations in Africa, including in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC),
Guinea Bissau, Chad, and the Central African Republic. NATO airlifted African
Union (AU) peacekeepers into Darfur and Somalia and NATO supports development
of AU peacekeeping capability with U.S. and other NATO officers embedded into
AU Peace Support Operations Division. Recently, both NATO and the EU
initiated Horn of Africa counter-piracy operations and they coordinate their
counter-piracy efforts with U.S Central Command’s Combined Task Force-151.

Other European nations without historic ties with Africa, such as
Switzerland, Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden, have increased their
support for UN operations, and have bilateral assistance efforts that
contribute to capacity building. U.S. Africa Command continues to build
cooperation with European partners to coordinate programs and contribute to a
focused, collaborative approach to capacity building.

Additionally, it is important to note China and India’s ongoing efforts
in Africa. Over the last ten years, China’s interests in Africa have
increased significantly. China is the world's leading consumer of copper,
steel, cobalt and aluminum, and is second only to the United States as an
importer of African oil. India, as of April 2008, pledged to invest $500
million over the next five years in development projects in Africa, and also
pledged to double financial credit to African countries from $2 billion
dollars during the past five years to $5.4 billion over the next five years.
The actions and contributions of both of these nations demonstrate the active

role they play in Africa today.

U.S. AFRICA COMMAND STRATEGY

U.8. Africa Command’s strategy of sustained security engagement focuses

our military-to-military (mil-to-mil) programs on conflict and crisis
prevention rather than reaction. The Command, in accordance with U.S. foreign
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policy and national securiﬁy objectives, creates, sustains, and supports
opportunities to assist our African partners in their efforts to build
enduring security capacity to prevent or mitigate the catastrophic effects and
costs associated with instability, conflict, transnational threats, and

humanitarian disasters.

Interests, Endstates, and Objectives
The National Defense Strategy objectives of defending the homeland,
promoting security, deterring conflict, and winning our nation’s wars define
U.S security interests in Africa. U.S. Africa Command, in developing its
command strategy, identified the following as our theater strategic interests:
* Prevent attacks against Americans by transnational threats emanating
from Africa;
s Prevent acquisition, transfer, or transit of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) material or expertise;
e Maintain our freedom of movement into and through the AOR;
¢ Foster the prevention, mitigation, or containment of conflict;
¢ Foster sustained stability;
e Mitigate the effects of significant humanitarian crises or natural
disasters;

® Deter and contain pandemic influenza in the AOR.

The DOD Guidance for Employment of the Force specifically directs three
strategic endstates as guidance for U.S. Africa Command’s activities. These

are:

Endstate 1: African countries and organizations are able to provide for
their own security and contribute to security on the continent.

Endstate 2: African governments and regiomal security establishments have
the capability to mitigate the threat from organizations
committed to violent extremism.

Endstate 3: African countries and organizations maintain professional
militaries that respond to civilian authorities, respect the
rule of law, and abide by intermational human rights norms.

U.S. Africa Command's primary effort is building African security
capacity so our partners can prevent future conflict and address current or
emerging security and stability challenges. This approach reinforces African

states’ gains in improving governance, and enables the United States to help
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improve the effectiveness of current African supported UN and AU peacekeeping
missions.

The Command-developed theater strategic objectives are designed to: 1)
support the achievement of the theater strategic endstates, 2) protect or
advance U.S. interests in Africa, and 3) provide focus for the Command’s
engagement activities. The primary mechanism for meeting the following
objectives is building African security capacity.

U.8. Africa Command theater strategic objectives are:

¢ Defeat the Al-Qaeda terrorist organization and its associated networks;

s Ensure peace operation capacity exists to respond to emerging crises,
and continental peace support operations are effectively fulfilling
mission regquirements.

s (Cooperate with identified African states in the creation of an
environment inhospitable to the unsanctioned possession and
proliferation of WMD capabilities and expertise;

e Improve security sector governance and increased stability through
military support to comprehensive, holistic, and enduring USG efforts in
designated states;

¢ Protect populations from deadly contagions.

U.S. Africa Command’s strategy of security capacity building will
support long-term African stability, while alsc fostering the development of
African forces that can address contemporary and future conflicts. Our
strategy allows the Command to provide support to efforts led by other U.S.
Government (USG) agencies responsible for development and diplomacy. Most
importantly, this strategy allows U.S. Africa Command to defend the Homeland

and secure U.S. interests abroad.

Continent Wide Programs, Activities, and Plans
To meet our theater strategic objectives, U.S. Africa Command implements
and supports programs that span the whole of Africa, as well as programs

specific to regions and countries.

Support to the Fight Against Violent Extremism

Combating violent extremism requires long-term, innovative approaches,
and an orchestration of national and international power. By strengthening
our partners’ security capacity, we will deny terrorists freedom of action and
access to resources, while diminishing the conditions that foster violent

extremism.
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Operation ENDURING FREEDOM-TRANS-SAHARA (OEF-TS) is the DOD contribution
to the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Partnership (TSCTP). This partnership
uses the capabilities of U.S. Government (USG) agencies to counter terrorism
in North and West Africa. The OEF-TS component of TSCTP is designed to assist
participating African nationg as they improve control of their territories and
thus deny safe havens to terrorist groups. Cooperation strengthens regional
counter terrorism (CT) capabilities and reduces the illegal flow of arms,
goods, and people through the region. The military train and equip component
of TSCTP is primarily funded with DOS Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) funds.

PKO funds for TSCTP are a critical component of the long-term strategy for
OEF-TS and TSCTP.

Our partners’ enthusiasm and support for these efforts was evident
during Exercise FLINTLOCK in November 2008, when nine African and four
European partners came together to conduct a CT exercise spanning an area
larger than the continental United States. The principal purpose of the
FLINTLOCK exercises is to improve military interoperability, and strengthen

regional relationships.

COMBINED JOINT TASK FORCE - HORN OF AFRICA (CJTF-HOA) is the second
named operation ongoing in Africa. Discussed in greater detail in the
Component and Subordinate Command Section, CJTF-HOA employs an indirect
approach to counter extremism. Through a strategy of Cooperative Conflict
Prevention, the task force builds security capacity, promotes regional

cooperation, and protects coalition interests.

OPERATION OBJECTIVE VOICE (OCV}, known previously as OPERATION ASSURED
VOICE ~ AFRICA (OAV-A), is an operation that strikes at the heart of violent
extremist efforts--ideology. OOV is a preoactive effort where multiple
agencies partner with African governments to broadcast messages to counter
extremist propaganda. Military Information Support Teams, in conjunction with
DOS public diplomacy, have demonstrated success in several countries including
Nigeria, Mali, and Kenya. We continue to work with participating nations,

Embassy Country Teams, and DOS to enhance this program.

Security Assistance

Theater Security Cooperation (TSC) programs remain the cornerstone of
our persistent, sustained engagement. These programs build lasting
relationships, promote common interests, and enhance partner capabilities to
provide safe and secure environments. Our mil-to-mil programs assist our
allies and partners in maturing their capabilities to conduct operations with

well-trained, disciplined forces that respect human rights and the rule of

10



15

law. Our cooperative security efforts provide essential peacetime and
contingency access and infrastructure, improve information sharing, and are
vital to U.8. Africa Command’s support of U.§. foreign policy and national
security objectives.

International Military Education and Training (IMET) programs provide
education and training te forelgn military and civilian personnel. IMET is a
critical form of security cooperation in theater. A robust IMET program is a
long-term investment in the future and directly supports U.S. interests.

The target audience of IMET 1s future military and civilian leaders.
IMET provides education and training for both military and civilian personnel
to help militaries understand their role in a democracy. IMET exposes
countries to our democratic principles, but achieving long-term results is
impeded if these programs are not sustained over a long period. If we are
perceived as unreliable, African states may pursue training with countries
that do not share our values, including our commitment to respect for human
rights, good governance, and transparency, and this could impact our
relationship with a state’s security forces--a relationship that might not
recover for a generation. The long-term benefit of IMET cannot be overstated.
Forty-six of fifty-two African states and one organization (Economic Community
of West African States (ECOWAS)) are expected to have IMET programs in Fiscal
Year (FY)} 2009,

Foreign Military Financing (FMF) provides critical U.S. military
equipment and services to partner countries. U.S8. Africa Command seeks to
align FPMF programs to enhance security capacity building by including FMF as
part of our long-term strategy to procure compatible systems that increase
interoperability, effectiveness, and efficiency of training. FY 2008 FMF
numbers were approximately $18.7 million for 53 countries, with most of this
going Tunisia and Morocce. If we are to achieve ocur endstates and aveid
undesirable strategic consegquences, we must continue to closely wmonitor our
strategic use of FMF and cocoperatively work together to ensure its
distribution contributes directly to our long-term goals.

IMET and FMF are critical to accomplishing the United State’s mission in
Africa and constitute long-term investments in critical relationships. Both
programs are fundamental to our strategy of preventative rather than reactive
response.

Foreign Military Sales (FMS}. Goods bought through FMS have improved
interoperability with countries that benefit from the program. Vehicles,
watercraft, aircraft, and equipment purchased through the program are often
the same materials currently being used by U.S8. forces. Countries that are
eligible to receive FMS are eligible to receive Excess Defense Articles (EDA)
as well., Trucks supplied to the Senegalese military through the EDA program

11
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will be instrumental during the deployment of Senegalese Battalions in support
of their peacekeeping operations in Darfur.

Continental peace support operations and military-to-military programs

The Global Peace Operations Initiative (GPOI) is a U.S. State
Department-led initiative to enhance global capabilities to conduct peace
support operations, with a particular emphasis on building African capacity.
This program is expected to train 75,000 peacekeeping troops worldwide by
2010, develop a transportation and logistics architecture to facilitate
peacekeeping deployments, and establish an international training center for
the training of formed police unit trainers. In Africa, GPOI funds are
primarily used to support and expand the pre-existing Africa Contingency
Operations Training and Assistance (ACOTA) program. Since FY2005, ACOTA has
directly trained more than 68,000 African soldiers, including approximately
3,500 military trainers. U.S. Africa Command supports the ACOTA program by
providing military mentor teams. The U.S. military has provided approximately
350 mentors over the life of the ACOTA program, and we are actively seeking
ways to provide additional support.

In 2009, the GPOI program is expected to support and expand our
communication initiatives on the continent. 1In West Africa, specifically,
GPOI will expand the ECOWAS Regional Information Exchange System (ERIES)
satellite network enabling its 15 partner countries to communicate and
exchange information.

GPOI programs such as ACOTA and ERIES are critical to our efforts to
develop and improve our African partners’ security capacity.

The Mil-to-Mil Contact program is a pillar of U.S. Africa Command’s
security cooperation activities in African countries. Since 2003, over 400
mil-to-mil events have helped host nations address such fundamental topics as
integration of women in the military, civilian control of the military,
establishment of military legal codes, and programs to develop professional
officer, noncommissioned officer (NCO), and chaplain corps. Funding for mil-
to-mil operations uses Traditional Combatant Commander Activities (TCA) funds.
In FY 2008, $3.3 million of TCA monies were spent on Africa mil-to-mil
activities. We plan to expand this critical program, with $6.1 million in TCA
budgeted for FY 2009.

The National Guard State Partnership Program (SPP) remains a superb,
effective TSC program. Linking U.S. states and territories with African
countries, the SPP helps build long-term relationships, promotes access,
enhances African military professionalism and capabilities, interoperability,
and promotes healthy civil-military relations. U.S. Africa Command currently
has seven state partnerships: Tunisia-Wyoming; Morocco-Utah; Ghana-North

12



17

Dakota; South Africa-New York; Nigeria-California; Senegal-Vermont, and
Botswana-North Carolina. The unique civil-military nature of the National
Guard enables it to interact consistently, over time, with all security
forces, and, when appropriate, African civilian officials. We are seeking

support from Adjutant Generals to expand this valuable program.

Human Immunodeficiency Virus/Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome (HIV/AIDS)

Programs and Humanitarian Assistance (HA)
U.S. Africa Command’s Partner Military HIV/AIDS Program is a successful

program focused on a scurce of suffering and a hindrance to sustained
development and stability in Africa--the HIV/AIDS pandemic. HIV/AIDS is a
military force generation and sustainment problem for African forces and is a
risk to African security and stability. The Command addresses HIV/AIDS in the
military context through technical program assistance and implementation from
the Department of Defense Executive Agent (DOD HIV/AIDS Prevention Program
Office) and the Office of the U.S. Global AIDS Coordinator using three funding
sources: the DOD HIV/AIDS Prevention Program Office using a congressional
supplemental provided via the Office of the Secretary of Defense Health
Affairs Defense Health Program; the DOS Office of the U.S. Global AIDS
Coordinator using the U.S. President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
(PEPFAR); and the DOS, using the HIV/AIDS Military Health Affairs FMF program.
The Command’s Partner Military HIV/AIDS Program implemented and executed by
the DOD HIV/AIDS Prevention Program Office in collaboration with PEPFAR,
provides strategic direction and oversight for designated countries to further
U.S. Africa Command strategic objectives.

DOD activities supporting African Military's fight against HIV/AIDS have
been very successful and now reach 39 countries in Africa. When DOD’'s program
began in 2001, few African militaries had yet tested their forces for HIV
infection, and only a small number had programs or policies addressing
HIV/AIDS. Today, as a result of past joint efforts between DHAPP, PEPFAR and
U.S8. Africa Command, many militaries in Africa now test their forces for HIV
and have active programs for HIV/AIDS prevention, care, and treatment. In the
past year, U.S. Africa Command’s programs have reached 497,000 African troops
and family members with prevention messages, and provided testing and
counseling and testing services for 102,000 service members and their
families. In addition, 800 senior military leaders have been trained on
HIV/AIDS policies in their countries, and 7,000 peer educators and 5,000
health care workers received training. About 19,000 individuals are on
antiretroviral treatment as a result of these collaborative efforts. These
programs and voluntary counseling and testing are helping to affect behavioral

change by reducing the stigma often associated with HIV/AIDS in Africa.
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Humanitarian Assistance Programs. Interagency coordination multiplies
the effectiveness of Humanitarian Assistance (HA) programs. U.S. Africa
Command coordinates its humanitarian efforts with those of the U.S. Agency for
International Development (USAID) and DOS to ensure its HA efforts on the
continent complement and support USAID’s lead on development initiatives in a
country. U.S. Africa Command Humanitarian and Civic Assistance (HCA) events
are undertaken when they support the security and foreign policy interests of
the United States, the security interests of the country in which the activity
is performed, and promote the specific operational readiness skills of the
U.S. forces that participate. Humanitarian Assistance-Other (HA-O) programs
are another means for the Command to complete projects that benefit the
civilian population of a host nation and support overall development
priorities. The command’s FY 2008 projects included providing veterinary and
medical care, building and furnishing schools and clinics, digging wells,
providing clean water in rural and austere locations, and help in delivering
disaster relief. Such activities have proven successful in the Horn of
Africa.

A variety of innovative HA activities support our long-term interests by
building partnerships with African nations and establishing good working
relations with international and non-governmental organization {NGO) partners.
In Tunisia for instance, the HA program funded architectural and engineering
services and partial construction of a new educational facility for
marginalized autistic children, while French partners supported construction
and training by an international NGO for special educators. In Burkina Faso,
from August to October 2008, both the Humanitarian Civic Assistance (HCA) and
Excess Property Programs were used in combination to conduct a three-phased
Medical Civic Action Program (MEDCAP) to combat eye disease. The Burkina Faso
Ministry of Health and Ministry of Defense, with support of the U.S. Embassy,
and the Burkina Faso Ministry of Defense, worked jointly to achieve this
mission. In ancother program, fully adjustable, self-prescribing glasses—-fine
tuned by U.S. military personnel--have been distributed during U.S. military
medical outreach projects. In Botswana, HA funds doubled the size of a
facility used by an international NGO to provide after-school services for
orphaned children. All of these activities contribute significantly to well-
being while complementing development efforts that serve the interests of our
nation and U.8. Africa Command.

Over the next year, U.S. Africa Command will work closely with Country
Teams to ensure HA resources are used to complement other USG funding and
achieve overall USG foreign policy objectives while continuing to further

American and African security objectives. HA resources are a flexible tool to
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complement larger humanitarian and development programs implemented by USAID,
PEPFAR, and Millennium Challenge Corporation.

Pandemic Response Programs

In light of the important role national militaries are likely to play in
pandemic response globally, Congress provided FY 2008 funds to enable USAID
and the U.S. Africa and Pacific Commands to partner to develop host nation
militaries’ pandemic response capacity. Our Pandemic Response Program will
help develop and exercise African military pandemic response plans that
compliment civilian activities during a pandemic. Our assessment teams are
beginning to work in East and West Africa to develop naticnal and regional
activities that focus the military role on maintaining security and
communications, providing logistic support for provision of food, meqicine,
and other commodities, as well as providing augmented medical care. This
program will build local capacity to respond to other disasters as well.

Interagency Cooperation and Partnership
U.8. Africa Command‘s interagency efforts are of critical importance to

the Command’s success. The Command has three senior Foreign Service Officers
in key positions as well as numerous personnel from other USG agencies serving
in leadership, management, and staff positions throughout our headquarters.
From piracy off the coast of Somalia to supporting the UN Africa Union Mission
in Darfur, embedded interagency personnel are involved in the earliest stages
of U.S. Africa Command’s planning. These invaluable experts help the Command
ensure its plans and activities complement those of other USG agencies.

The Command’s development of its Theater Strategy and supporting
campaign plan is another example of its extensive interagency cooperation.
Through collaboration among departments and federal agencies, we strive to
ensure that our collective activities are integrated and synchronized in
pursuit of common goals. In developing the U.S. Africa Command Theater
Campaign Plan (TCP), a plan that accounts for peacetime activities over the
next five years, the Command has involved interagency experts from the very
beginning of the planning process. In the summer of 2008, U.S. Africa Command
planners met in Virginia with representatives from 16 agencies in a series of
workshops designed to gain interagency input on Africa Command’'s Theater
Strategy and TCP. Representatives from other agencies have also participated
in Theater Strategy and TCP discussions and most remain involved in a planning
effort designed to complete the TCP by the spring of 2009.

The growth and development of our interagency team depends on the human
resources of our partner agencies. USG agencies and departments have been

supportive of our requests to fill our interagency billets, and we remain
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flexible in defining the role and participation of these agencies as we
continue to grow and evolve. Today, all senior executive interagency
positions at U.S. Africa Command have been filled, and we continue to work
with the interagency to £ill additional positions. A total of 27 interagency
personnel are assigned to Africa Command from the Department of State,
Department of Commerce, Department of Homeland Security, Department of the
Treasury, USAID, Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Open Source Center.
The Department of Energy and Department of Justice both have pending
assignments. Other agencies, such as U.8. Geological Survey and the
Department of Agriculture, have sent represeﬁtatives to U.S. Africa Command to
examine the possibility of placing people at the command permanently.

U.S. Africa Command is aggressively pursuing new, innovative processes
and relationships to improve DOD collaboration with other USG agencies in

order to maximize the effectiveness of all U.$. activities in Africa.

Regicnal African Programs, Activities, and Plans

Many of the programs we are currently implementing were transferred from
the commands previously responsible for portions of U.S. Africa Command’s ACR.
As we move forward, we will synchronize this collection of programs across the
five regions of Africa so that, together, they enable us to implement the
coherent approach outlined in U.S. Africa Command’s Theater Strategy. The
command’s definition of the five regions of Africa mirrors that of the African
Union. The regions are: North Africa, West Africa, Central Africa, East

Africa, and Southern Africa.

North Africa

While Egypt remains within U.S. Central Command’s AOR, we recognize the
importance of Egypt’'s influence throughout the continent. Egypt’'s
partnerships with other African nations contribute to their stability and the
professionalization of their militaries, and Egypt has expressed a desire for
a close relationship with U.8. Africa Command. As a result, we participated
in the U.S.-Egypt defense talks in 2008, and we have concluded a memorandum of
understanding (MOU) with U.S Central Command that ensures synchronization and
coordination between commands whenever U.S. Africa Command missions require
engagement with Egypt.

Regarding Libya, the lifting of Section 507 sanctions and the recent
signing of a MOU on defense contacts and cooperation provide a solid
foundation upon which we can build our bilateral military relationship. My
staff is diligently preparing a proposal for engagement activities with the

Libyans. In February of 2009, we conducted a site visit to determine ways to
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assist Libya's Coast Guard, advise them on the procurement of English Language
labs in preparation for attendance in our professional schooling, and to
conclude a foreign military sales contract enabling Libya’s purchase of border
patrol vehicles. We approach this new relationship carefully, deliberately,
and with the intention to improve military relations consistent with U.S.
foreign policy guidance and national security objectives.

U.8. Africa Command will seek opportunities in this region for increased
collaboration in the areas of counterterrorism, border, and maritime security.
The U.S. SIXTH Fleet, along with several European and North African navies
{(Malta, Turkey, Greece, Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Mauritania, France, Italy,
Spain, and Portugal), conducted PHOENIX EXPRESS 2008, a multilateral naval
exercise. PHOENIX EXPRESS concentrates on operations that directly contribute
to safety and security in the maritime domain, focusing on maritime
interdiction, communications, and information sharing. U.S. Africa Command’s
naval component, U.S. Naval Forces, Africa (NAVAF) will expand PHOENIX EXPRESS
2009 to include navies from Algeria, France, Greece, Italy, Malta, Morocco,
Portugal, Spain, Tunisia, Turkey, Senegal, and possibly others.

In June 2008, the Marines that have since become U.S. Marine Corps
Forces, Africa (MARFORAF) conducted exercise AFRICAN LION in Morocco. This
annual bi-lateral exercise focuses on small-unit infantry tactics, staff
training, and humanitarian assistance. In 2009, U.S Africa Command’s Army
component, U.S. Army Africa (USARAF), will support the joint exercise, AFRICAN
LION, in Morocco.

U.8. Africa Command’s air component, Air Forces, Africa (AFAFRICA), is
responsible for four exercise related construction projects in Morocco
totaling over $1.2 million. These projects will improve runway capability and
construct exercise reception facilities to support current and future Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff exercises in Africa. Additionally, AFAFRICA HCA
programs in Morocco have awarded contracts for veterinarian clinic supplies,
water wells and school censtruction.

An excellent model for future USG whole-of-government cooperation can be
found in North Africa. In October 2008, one of Africa Command’s senior USAID
representatives traveled to Morocco to help integrate DOD HA activities into
the U.S. Embassy’s Country Assistance Strategy (CAS). Working closing with
the Embassy team, a MOU between U.8. Africa Command’'s Office of Security
Cooperation (0SC) and USAID’'s Mission Director was completed. This MOU is
designed to align and focus programs and activities to provide for a
coordinated, consistent USG response in pursuit of shared policy goals. As
strategic partners, U.S Africa Command and USAID are implementing a program
that targets the number-one goal of the U.S.-Embassy’s CAS--“"Mitigating the
factors of youth disaffection and marginalization.” This coordinated
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interagency approach facilitates a whole-of-government, preventative approach
to the problem of disaffected youths, with each agency working closely
together, within their mandated areas of responsibility, to achieve a greater
effect than had they acted alone.

This project serves as an interagency model for other U.S. Embassies
while reemphasizing that, while U.S. Africa Command does not have the lead in
the development sphere, it plays an important supporting role to U.S. Mission

Strategic Plans.

West Africa

As with much of Africa, West African states are confronted with porous
maritime and territorial borders contributing to illegal trafficking in
narcotics, persons, and counterfeit goods, illegal fishing and extraction of
resources, and other criminal activities. There is also ethnic, religious,
and social strife, and a lack of adequate infrastructure to support
populations and foster economic development. Often, a ¢risis in one country
affects surrounding countries; likewise, a threat to one country often
emanates from or rapidly proliferates to neighboring countries. This requires
a multilateral approach to improve security, stability, and development.
Despite the success achieved by ECOWAS and the ECOWAS Standby Force, various
threats continue to inhibit the sustainment of security and prosperity in West
Africa. U.S. Africa Command is working with bilateral partners, ECOWAS, USG
agencies, and non-African nations active in the region to address these
threats for the mutual benefit of West Africé, the United States, and the
international community.

U.8. Africa Command has partnered with several countries in West Africa
to develop plans to counter regional threats. In Mali, Niger, Senegal, and
Nigeria, the TSCTP and its military element, OEF-TS, are the U.S. lead
programs in countering violent extremism in the Sahel. U.S. Africa Command
cooperates with the British in their efforts to develop the Republic of Sierra
Leone Armed Forces, and, through MARFORAF, also supports the Security Sector
Reform program to mentor and develop the new Armed Forces of Liberia.

We have seen significant progress in Liberia during its transition to
peace and stability following a l4-year civil war. The Armed Forces of
Liberia are completing basic training of their new 2,000 soldier army, but the
work here is far from finished. We must continue to provide adeguate IMET for
officer and non-commissioned officer development, and we must provide
additional FMF and Peacekeeping Operations (PKO} funding if we are to sustain
the SSR program, mil-to-mil engagements, and develop the Liberian Coast Guard.
Additionally, the other security sector elements, police and judiciary, will
need significant assistance if they are to successfully replace the departing
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UN Police Units and improve their legal system. In recognition of the pending
UN withdrawal, Liberia was our number one Security and Stabilization
Assistance request for West Africa in FY 2008. DOS requested funds to support
the restructuring of the Liberian National Police. Security Sector Reform,
supported by IMET and FMF along with persistent and sustained engagement are
essential if we are to secure the gains made in establishing peace and
security~-the essential foundation for national reconstruction and economic
development.

In Ghana, the professionalism of its armed forces demonstrated during
the December 2008 presidential and parliamentary elections is to be noted.

The planning, coordination, and exercises conducted with the Ghana Police and
other security forces during the run up to the election were critical to its
success. While there were a few instances of election related vioclence, the
security forces quickly and professionally restored order. While domestic
security is a police task in Ghana, the military is tasked to provide support
when requested, and their recent performance was a positive example of what we
intend to support when we work with a partner as they seek to professionalize
their military forces. Ghana provides a clear example of an African military
force respecting and supporting civil authority.

NAVAFP's focus on security cooperaticn activities in this and the Central
Region has been through its key initiative, Africa Partnership Station (APS).
In recognition of this important effort, both the Senegalese Minister of
Defense and the U.S Ambassador attended the opening meeting of the APS-hosted
0il Spill Prevention Workshop in Senegal. 1In Liberia, fifteen U.S. Marines
along with five soldiers from USARAF and a U.S. Navy corpsman are working with
the new, U.S.-trained Armed Forces of Liberia (AFL). They are training 350
AFL members on basic officer and non-commissioned officer leadership,
logistics and vehicle safety, martial arts, and non-lethal weapons and riot
control procedures. Other U.S. Marines, along with their Spanish and
Portuguese counterparts, are in Ghana providing similar training there. Our
African partners see APS as a successful maritime initiative and are eager to
participate and improve this valuable program.

Also in the maritime domain, joint Law Enforcement Detachment operations
were conducted to enforce maritime law within the Cape Verde waters in 2008.
This was done with support of the host nation, our State Department, the
French Navy and the U.S. Coast Guard. 1In 2009, we hope to continue to build
these capabilities with other interested countries, such as Senegal.

Additionally, MARFORAF conducted the bilateral exercise SHARED ACCORD in
Ghana in June 2008. This annual U.S. and West African exercise focuses on
small-unit infantry tactics, staff training, and HA. In July 2008, exercise

AFRICA ENDEAVOR 08 in Nigeria improved communications and information systems
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interoperability between U.S. and African partner nation militaries. Exercise
MEDFLAG 08, a joint medical exercise with the Malian Armed Forces that
included HA to the Malian pecple, was conducted during July in Mali.

Throughout 2008, MARFORAF African Logistics Initiative events provided
Senegal, Ghana, and Liberia with an array of logistics training. In May 08,
MARFORAF Intelligence conducted the Military Intelligence Basic Officers
Course for Africa. MARFORAF also provided military mentors in support of the
ACOTA program and expanded mil-to-mil programs in Senegal and Ghana

One of AFAFRICA's key programs for all of West Africa is the Air Domain
Safety and Security program. The Air Domain Safety and Security program is a
long-term, steady-state, general purpose Air Force Program of Record.
Utilizing general purpose air forces, AFAFRICA is working together with
interagency and host nation representatives to enhance the safety and security
capacity of civil and military air domains comprising four mutually supporting
elements of infrastructure, personnel, situational awareness, and response.

Additionally, AFAFRICA supports an exercise program that included SHARED
ACCORD 08 in Ghana and Liberia. One of the highlights of SHARED ACCORD 08 was
the treatment of 2,323 pediatric, 961 optometry, 558 dental care and 2,686
adult care patients. AFAFRICA alsc participated in MEDCAP, DENTCAP, and Civil
Affairs outreach projects in Ghana in Feb 2008. Over 758 dental screenings
with 361 patients receiving treatments and 666 child preventative dentistry

screenings were conducted.

Central Africa

The Central Region is rich in natural resources. However, resource
wealth has brought corruption and the misuse of govermment funds, which in
turn can lead to weakened government institutions, and thereby hinder growth
and prosperity.

Active rebel movements persist in the DRC, Burundi, Chad, and the
Central African Republic. Despite years of efforts for a negotiated
settlement in Northern Uganda, the Lord’s Resistance Army, operating out of
Eastern DRC, threatens the sub-region. Additional areas of concern include
movement of transnational terrorist organizations and drugs, as well as the
flow of refugees, IDPs, and arms from conflict zones.

The DRC, due to its immense size and strategic location, is a focus of
effort because instability there has wider regional implications. An OSC was
opened in DRC in the fall of 2008 to manage and coordinate growing theater
security cooperation activities. One of our security cooperation focus areas
is the Defense Institute of International Legal Studies, which works to
develop a viable and transparent military judicial system., We have a great
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deal of work ahead of us in DRC, and we are taking steps to address the
security issues of this important region.

Regarding other U.S. Africa Command efforts in the Central Region,
MARFORAF is expanding mil-to-mil programs in Cameroon. Likewise, AFAFRICA has
been instrumental during the initial planning for Exercise AFRICA ENDEAVOR
2009, which will bring together 37 countries and 2 international organizations
in Cameroon, Gabon, and Senegal.

In 2008, APS featured the successful deployments of USS FORT MCHENRY and
HSV-2 SWIFT with an international staff comprised of representatives from 10
countries (United States, United Kingdom, France, Spain, Portugal, Germany,
Equatorial Guinea, Ghana, Gabon and Camercon) that engaged 14 West and Central
Africa countries, conducted 35 port visits, and engaged more than 1700 African
maritime professionals in courses custom-tailored to each nation’s maritime
governance needs. In 2009, the centerpiece of APS engagement is the
deployment of USS NASHVILLE. France, United Kingdom, Gexmany, Portugal,
Spain, the Netherlands, Cameroon, Gabon, Senegal, Nigeria and Ghana are
providing staff members and training teams, complemented by participation or
support from the U.S. Coast Guard, embarked Department of State Political
Advisors (POLADS), and other governmental and non-governmental organizations.

MARFORAF also supported the 2008 APS deployment aboard the USS FORT
MCHENRY. Throughout the APS deployment, U.S. and Spanish Marines conducted
non-commissioned officer leadership training with African military personnel
from Liberia, Senegal, Ghana, Nigeria Cameroon, Equatorial Guinea, Gabon, and
Sac Tome and Principe.

The Regional Maritime Awareness Capability (RMAC) Project serves as
another excellent example of interagency coordination. RMAC provides
awareness of maritime threats to the Coast Guard of Sao Tome and Principe.
This project has become the catalyst for other assistance, including U.S. Navy
Seabee construction of a pier next to the RMAC facility, U.S. Navy mapping of
the port, Defense Institute of International Legal Studies assistance in
developing maritime laws, and U.S. Treasury Department and Customs assistance

in developing laws against money laundering.

East Africa

gast Africa includes the Horn of Africa and the Great Lakes region,
portions of both the Swahili Coast and Mozambique Channel, and regional island
nations. Kenya is returning to stability and economic growth following the
aftermath of the post-election turmoil of December 2007. Ethiopia, host of
the AU and a key USG CT partner, faces an unresolved border dispute with
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Eritrea and continues to conduct counter insurgency campaigns in the Ogaden.
Situations in Sudan and Somalia destabilize the entire region. The government
of Sudan has been implicated in genocide in Darfur and continues to pose a
threat to the Government of Scutherm Sudan despite the conclusion of the
Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) following 20 years of civil war. Somalia,
a weakly governed state, provides a haven for extremists and a base for piracy
operations. However, we are fortunate amongst the problems of this area, to
have a solid and reliable partnership with Djibouti. With accepted presence
and mature relationships, Djibouti is invaluable as we conduct our Theater
Security Cooperation (TSC) activities with our African partners. A stable
friend in a fragile region, Djibouti provides the only enduring U.S. military
infrastructure in Africa.

In recent years, incidents of piracy on the high seas off the coast of
Somalia have received global attention. In 2008, over 120 attacks occurred
off Somalia, which has a long and sparsely populated coast that poses
challenges to international counter-piracy operations. Approximately 10
percent of the world’s shipping passes through the Gulf of Aden or into and
out of the Red Sea. While most of the incidents here have occurred in the
eastern Gulf, pirates have struck as far as 450 nautical miles off the Horn of
Africa. Crew abductions are common, and ransoms are generally paid within a
month of capture. The average ransom has tripled since 2007--as has the
number of ships seized.

To address regional instability, the USG, with U.8. Africa Command’s
support, is leading an international community effort to conduct an effective
Security Sector Reform program for Southern Sudan. The goal of U.S. Africa
Command’s support to the Sudanese People’s Liberation Movement/Army {SPLM/A)
is to professionalize their army and increase their defensive capabilities.
These improvements are intended to help facilitate implementation of the
requirements of the 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement. Also, our Aixr Force
component continues to provide transport support to peacekeeping forces
destined for Darfur.

Despite the security and humanitarian challenges facing East Africa,
our military-to-military professionalization efforts, bilaterally and through
our support to ACOTA, have enabled Ethiopia, Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda, and soon
Tanzania to contribute to peacekeeping missions in Somalia, Sudan, and
elsewhere. Also, USARAF will conduct a multilateral, regional, disaster
relief exercise with Rwanda, Burundi, Uganda, Kenya, and Tanzania (NATURAL
FIRE) in 2009. Increasing the capabilities of our partner nations allows them
to address instability and the enabling effects it has on piracy and violent

extremism.
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Additionally in East Africa, and as part of our overall
professionalization efforts, U.S8. Africa Command works with partners to
promote stability and security through support to professional schools. Five
U.S. military instructors currently teach and assist in curriculum development
for Ethiopian senior officers at the Ethiopian Defense Command and Staff
College. In Kenya, we are supporting Kenyan efforts to develop a professional
NCO corps. In Uganda, CJTF-HOA provides twelve instructors for their NCO
Academy, as well as guest lecturers at the Command and Staff College in Jinja.

CJTF-HOA conducts security cooperation programs throughout the Horn of
Africa, East Africa, and the regional islands. The CJTF focuses its
operations on building regional and bilateral security capacity to combat
terrorism, deny safe havens and material assistance support to terrorist
activity, and prepare for other challenges such as natural and manmade
disasters. The effect of CJTF-HOA is maximized by close coordination with our
08Cs, coalition members, partner countries, other USG agencies, and NGOs
operating in the region.

Mil-to-mil engagement is the foundation of building security capacity in
the East African Region. CJTF-HOA mil-to-mil activities includes Staff
officer and NCO mentoring, ACOTA mentors, counter-terrorism training, Peace
Support Operations, Maritime Engagement Team activities, disaster response,
and Standard Operating Procedures development. CJTF-HOA invests in regional
institutions to ensure Africans are on the leading edge of solving their own
challenges.

Civil-military activity and development are also pathways to security
capacity building for CJTF-HOA. The presence of Civil Affairs (CA) teams in
the region help partner nations improve their civil-military relations with
local communities. These teams provide CITF-HOA the ability to access high
risk areas, thereby helping advance USG and host nation development
priorities. 1In coordination with USAID and DOS, civil affairs activities help
mitigate the stresses that contribute to regional instability.

QITF-HOA is a model for multinational and interagency collaboration, and
its presence in the region is critical to accomplishing U.S. Africa Command’'s

mission.

Southern Africa

With the exception of Zimbabwe, the southern African countries are
relatively stable but face significant challenges in improving living
standards, reducing government corruption, and developing strong democratic
systems. The political and humanitarian crisis in Zimbabwe has had spillover
effects on the region, with refugees and disease moving across borders. While
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HIV/AIDS afflict the entire continent, Southern Africa has the highest
infection rates in the world. Security forces across this region are
compromised by the disease, which reduces their ability to conduct operations.

Additionally, with the exception of South Africa, coastal countries here
lack the ability to monitor and control their territorial waters. As a
result, the region is vulnerable to illicit trafficking and continues to lose
important economic resources through illegal fishing.

Despite these regional challenges, South Africa remains the economic
powerhouse of Sub-Saharan Africa, producing over 40 percent of the sub-
continent’s gross domestic product and exporting strategic minerals throughout
the world. South Africa’s contributions to Africa’s stability are not only
economic; its professional and capable military provides over 3,000 soldiers
to UN and AU missions. U.S. Africa Command is developing a growing and
improving relationship with the South African National Defense Force (SANDF).
We had a productive pre-planning meeting with SANDF in November of 2008 as we
worked together to prepare for the upcoming U.S.-South Africa Defense
Committee meetings scheduled for this summer. We look forward to co-chairing
the military relations working group with SANDF during these bilateral Defense
Committee meetings. In addition, NAVAF completed staff talks in February
2009, and we have a MEDFLAG scheduled by USARAF in Swaziland for this year.

Botswana is also one of Africa’s success stories, rising from one of the
world's poorest countries at independence to middle income status, and it
recently celebrated 40 years of uninterrupted democratic governance.
Botswana’s military is professional and capable, but remains focused on
potential regional instability that may arise from the collapse of the
zimbabwe government. Namibia and Malawi also contribute to UN peacekeeping
missions in Africa and states such as Mozambigue and Swaziland have also
expressed an interest in contributing forces to UN peacekeeping operations.

At the request of the Chief of Staff of the Botswana Defense Force
(BDF), Colonel Martha McSally, my Joint Operations Center Chief, has been
assisting the BDF for 18 months as they integrated the first female officers
into their force. She has led seminars for senior BDF leaders on good order,
discipline, and professionalism in a male-female integrated military, and has
also conducted seminars in Swaziland and Lesotho.

Advancing the U.S.-South Africa relationship and expanding military
cooperation to focus on regional and continental security challenges is
extremely important. NAVAF, expanding its maritime safety and security
program, deployed the U.S. aircraft carrier USS THECDORE ROOSEVELT to South
Africa this past year in an historic visit--the first U.S carrier visit since

the end of apartheid.
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U.8 Africa Command Component and Subordinate Commands

U.S. Africa Command is comprised of four component commands, one sub-
unified command, and the Combined Joint Task Force-Horn of Africa. The
service components currently have no assigned forces and rely on forces
provided through the Global Force Management and Request for Forces system.

U.S8. Army Africa (USARAF)

In January of 2009, U.S. Africa Command gained operational control of
U.S Army Southern European Task Force (SETAF), which now, as U.S. Army Africa
(USARAF), serves as U.S. Africa Command’s Army component. USARAF, in concert
with national and international partners, conducts sustained security
engagement with African land forces to promote peace, stability, and security
in Africa. As directed, USARAF deploys as a contingency headquarters in
support of crisis response. USARAF is currently manned at 67 percent of its
approved personnel strength for military and civilian positions, with 244 of
its 318 military positions and 44 of 110 civilian positions filled. USARAF
capabilities center on planning, directing, and providing oversight of
security cooperation activities and stability operations.

Recognizing the Army's important contribution to U.S. Africa Command’s
Theater Strategy, USARAF continues to execute engagement and exercise programs
on a bi-lateral, multi-lateral, and regional basis. These programs are
designed to help our African partners develop capable security forces that
respect the rule of law, abide by human rights norms, are accountable to
legitimate civilian authorities, and contribute to intermal security and

external peace operations.

U.8. Naval Forces, Africa (NAVAF)

NWAVAF‘s primary mission is to improve the maritime safety and security
{MSS) capability and capacity of our African partners. Beyond APS, law
enforcement operations, and TSC activities mentioned earlier, NAVAF is working
to enhance MSS by focusing on the development of maritime domain awareness,
trained professionals, maritime infrastructure, and response capabilities.

A critical aspect of MSS is awareness of activities occurring in the
maritime environment. Maritime domain awareness (MDA) provides participating
states the capability to network maritime detection and identification
information with appropriate national defense and law enforcement agencies. A
widely accepted first step in achieving MDA is installation of the Automatic
Identification System (AIS). AIS is similar to the U.S. Federal Aviation
Association system for aircraft identification. Although AIS is used around
the globe, the data has not been widely shared to date. In response to NAVAF
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initiatives, 18 nations in Africa now share unclassified AIS data through the
Maritime Safety and Security Information System (MSSIS).

Partnering with our reserve components, NAVAF is assigning Maritime
Assistance Officers (MAOs) to U.S. embassies. MAOsg assist country teams in
planning for maritime security cooperation activities. They provide insight
into maritime culture, attitudes, and capacity--all of which are necessary for
understanding where we can best assist each country in building MSS.

U.S. Air Forces, Africa (AFAFRICA)

AFAFRICA is the Air Force component to U.S. Africa Command. Its mission
is to command and control air forces to conduct sustained security engagement
and operations to promote air safety, security, and development.

AFAFRICA was activated at Ramstein Air Bage, Germany on 1 October 2008.
AFAFRICA is administratively assigned to the United States Air Forces Europe
for organize, train, and equip (Title 10) support. However, AFAFRICA reports
directly to U.S. Africa Command for operational taskings and support, and will
be organized into an Air Force Forces staff and the 617" Air and Space
Operations Center.

AFAFRICA’s current command and control center was established on 1
October 2008 to provide a continuous command and control capability for all
theater security cooperation exercise and engagement activities as well as on-
going crisis response contingencies such as foreign HA, non-combatant
evacuation operations, and humanitarian relief operations. Ultimately, this
capability will evolve into a tailored air operation center, the 617%" Air and
Space Operations Center. Scheduled to reach full capability in October 2009,
the 617" will be the lead command and control organization for air and space
operations and will provide a common operating picture of all air missions
within the ACR.

AFAFRICA’s total force partnership coupled with an increased reliance on
technologies and reach-back assets from Headguarters Air Force and lead major

commands will ensure AFAFRICA is prepared for the challenges ahead.

U.S. Marine Corps Forces, Africa (MARFORAF)

U.S. Marine Corps Forces, Africa (MARFORAF) was established on 1 October
2008. MARFORAF is currently co-located with U.S. Marine Corps Forces, Europe
(MARFOREUR) , in Stuttgart, Germany. One dual-hatted Marine Corps general
officer commands both organizations. The two Marine staffs, in addition to
sharing facilities, also share common administrative support elements.

MARFORAF has assumed duties for the conduct of operations, exercises,
training, and security cooperation activities in the U.S. Africa Command ACR.
The preponderance of the Marine Corps’ recent activity has been in West Africa
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and the Gulf of Guinea. With the establishment of U.S. Africa Command,
MARFORAF is planning to expand its activities into other regions of Africa and
execute more than sixty engagement events in FY 2009.

U.S. Special Operations Command, Africa (SOCAFRICA)

On 1 October 2008, SOCAFRICA was established as U.S. Africa Command’s
Theater Special Operations Command--a functional, sub-unified special
operations command for Africa. SOCAFRICA contributes to U.S. Africa Command’s
mission through the application of the full spectrum of special operations
forces capabilities including civil affairs, information operations, TSC,
crisis response, and campaign planning.

In FY 2009, SOCAFRICA plans to conduct 44 engagement events with 13
countries in Africa. In addition to Joint Combined Exchange Training and bi-
lateral training, SOCAFRICA will supplement its efforts by bringing senior
officers and civil authorities from partner nations together to attend
seminars and courses to promote exchanges about military aspects of good
governance. In FY 2009, SOCAFRICA's information operations and civil affairs
activities will focus on eroding popular support for violent extremist
organizations--particularly in countries located within the Horn of Africa,

Trans-Sahara, and Central Region.

Combined Joint Task Force - Horn of Africa (CJTF-HOA)

Since conception in 2002, CJTF-HOA's mission has migrated to building
security capacity through cooperative conflict prevention. During this time,
the country of Djibouti has become increasingly important in terms of
significance to the U.S. military due to its strategic location. Our enduring
presence at Djibouti helps build relationships which are the strongest
mechanism for furthering U.S. objectives on the continent.

Responding to the expressed desires of African states, CJITF-HOA focuses
its efforts with regional militaries on building state and regional security
capacity. Regional security cooperation is fostered through coalition efforts
with member countries of the East African Standby Force (We do not provide
direct support to the East African Standby Force(EASF); we have bilateral
relationships with EASF participating member countries), International Peace
Support Training Center, and the International Mine Action Training Center--
along with Liaison Officer support for ACOTA training. CJTF-HOA seeks to
improve East Africa Maritime Security and Safety through the expansion of
maritime domain awareness and implementation of an African Partnership Station
East. Working with Partner Countries to develop a professional officer and

NCO corps is a foundational element of CJITF-HOA capacity building.
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Professional Military Education development through engagements at Command and
Sstaff Colleges and various Senior Leader Engagements support
professionalization of militaries, and assist other USG agencies in helping
partner states diminish the underlying conditions that extremists seek to
exploit.

All of these efforts and activities provide collaborative opportunities
for CITF-HOA to better understand cultural dynamics and tailor programming and
projects that support partner militaries while enhancing long-term security

capacity building.

THEATER INVESTMENT NEEDS

Theater Infrastructure and Posture Requirements

U.S. Africa Command infrastructure and posture requirements are in two
major areas: headquarters establishment, and theater operational support. The
command’s posture plan and facilities master plan are built around these two
requirements.

Infrastructure: Headquarters establishment. For the foreseeable future,

our headquarters will remain at Stuttgart. For the next five years,
operational factors will be paramount, and we will benefit from the stability
of staying in one location where we can polish our operational processes,
cement relationships with our partners on and off the continent, and
consolidate our gains.

Posture: Theater operational support. U.S. Africa Command seeks to

posture itself via its Theater Posture Plan in a manner that enhances its
peacetime mission, ensures access throughout the ROR, and facilitates the
conduct of contingency or crisis response operations. The command’'s posture
will support U.S. Africa Command’s efforts to integrate and synchronize its
theater engagement activities with the rest of the USG and key international
partners.

Forward Operating Site {FOS) and Cooperative Security Locations (CSL) in
U.S. Africa Command’s AOR. The command’s two FOSs are Ascension Island
(United Kingdom) and Camp Lemonier (Djibouti). Ascension Island, a major
logistic node for the United Kingdom, is a newly identified node for U.S.
Transportation Command in support of Africa Command.

Camp Lemonier is the enduring primary support location for East Africa,
and is an identified FOS. As U.S. Africa Command matures, Camp Lemonier
remains essential to supporting long-term TSC efforts and establishing strong
and enduring regional relationships. Camp Lemonier and CJTF-HOA operations
have largely been resourced from the Global War on Terror emergency
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supplemental appropriations to establish expeditionary infrastructure and
achieve operational needs. Current and programmed projects are an integral
part of the Camp’s installation master plan. These projects are necessary to
support sustained security engagement activities and their supporting units.
Camp Lemonier is a critical part of supporting and developing regional African
capability and capacity.

Also key to operational support is U.8S Africa Command’'s Adaptive
Logistics Network (ALN} approach to logistics on the continent, Our goal with
ALN is to develop a flexible network of logistics capabilities that has
ability to respond to logistic demands. The heart of the AILN will be
comprehensive, real-time knowledge of available logistic capabilities and
capacities across the continent of Africa. ALN will be the key to integrate
the distributed network of FOS and CSL.

En-Route Infrastructure outside U.S. Africa Command’s AOR. In addition
to the facilities mentioned above inside our AOR, U.S. Africa Command has
identified the main operating bases in Rota (Spain), Sigonella (Italy}, and
the CSL Cairo West as important logistic support facilities. Although these
sites are located in other geographic combatant command areas of
responsibility, they are critical intermediate nodes for logistics coming in
and out of our AOR. Transportation Command requires these facilities to

support U.S. Africa Command.

Quality of Life (QoL) Programs

Africa Command’s QoL investments affirm our commitment to our team
members and their families. Their sacrifices deserve our total dedication.
The foundation for our success will be derived from the strength of our
families. The Command is committed to providing a strong, supportive
environment which fosters growth and excellence, while providing the highest
quality of resources and services to our Africa Command family.

The Command has created a QoL office to manage and oversee QOL
activities both in the headquarters location and on the African continent.
This office will continuously assess the theater-wide environment in order to
identify emerging and unusually senmsitive QoL issues. Additionally, it will
serve as an advocate for the well-being of our team members and families on
the continent. Providing for our service members and their families living on
the continent of Africa and at other Furopean locations remain a high priority
for the Command.

In March 2008, we held our first Africa Command Families on the African
Continent meeting to address issues facing families living in Africa, followed
by a second meeting in February of 2009. This will be an annual forum where

we can address emerging issues and develop our QoL Action Plan. This will be
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particularly important as we incorporate CJITF-HOA and its mission. We must
ensure that the quality of life for service and family members supporting
CJTF-HOA meets their needs as U.S. Africa Command continues to develop. Our
goal working with Department of Defense Education Activity and the Department
of Defense Dependent Schools - Europe (DobDs-E) is to provide every student
with an opportunity for a gquality education.

To assist our team members and their families in solving problems
resulting from deployment, reunions, and other family changes, U.S. Africa
Command is implementing the Military and Family Life Consultant Program to
support both the Command headquarters and the African continent. The program
has obtained funding for FY 2009 which will provide licensed social workers
and psychologists to the embassies, ensuring services are available as needed.

We must ensure that quality of life for our serving members---wherever

they are posted—-remains a priority and is funded properly.

U.8. Africa Command Interagency Initiatives

We multiply effects and achieve greater results when we work closely
with our USG interagency partners. Having interagency personnel imbedded in
our Command enhances our planning and coordination, and the MOU signed between
U.S. Africa Command and USAID in Morocco is a model we hope to replicate
throughout our ACR. Also, the flexibility provided through partner capacity
building programs enabled us to react quickly to provide security enhancing
activities and support to U.S. Embassy plans and operations.

Building Partner Capacity

Partner capacity building programs have provided important tools for
addressing emerging threats. We were able to put these funds to good use in
assisting our partners in Africa in FY 2008, and sought greater funding--in
one case twice the previous years amount--for FY 2009.

Our previously mentioned contribution to a U.8. Embassy’s program for
“Mitigating the factors of youth disaffecticn and marginalization” is a wise
use of capacity building funds in an interagency fashion that best meets U.S.
strategic, security, and foreign policy cbjectives. This program will reduce
disaffected youths’ exposure to extremist ideologies as well as the recruiters
often found in prisons and elsewhere.

Likewise, use of partner capacity building funds in Liberia is intended
to develop police force capabilities to maintain security and stability
following the pending departure of UN police units. Support to USG security
sector reform and rule of law activities is particularly important across the

continent since personal security and stability provides the foundation for
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constructive economic development, and this development serves the interests

of all the peoples of Africa.

Support for Regional Programs

Many of the security and stability challenges on the continent are
transnational in nature and reguire regional, rather than national responses.
For example, seasonal droughts and floods usually affect multiple countries
and require regionally-based responses. Programs such as the USAID’s Famine
Early Warning System (FEWS) provide valuable data enabling improved preventive
and response activities on the part of both civilian agencies and the U.S.
military. FEWS and other regional programs, including various conflict early
warning initiatives led by other USG agencies, demonstrate the advantages of a
holistic approach to the problems of Africa.

Foreign language skill, cultural awareness, and regional proficiency are
core competencies for U.S. Africa Command. The many bilateral and
multilateral relationships that U.S. Africa Command maintains as we work with
our partners depend on the language skills, advanced cultural awareness, and
regional expertise of our forces. Effective interaction with regional
partner’s governments, militaries, and populations demands a robust ability to
communicate on a face-to-face level. Growing and enhancing these language and

cultural capabilities is vital for U.8. Africa Command.

CONCLUSION

Today United States Africa Command is serving effectively in support of
U.S. national security and foreign policy objectives in Africa. As the newest
unified command and the DOD’s single focal point for activities in this
important region, we are implementing the visionary concept of an integrated
command, with key interagency personnel included in our organizational
structure, to advance collaboration between DOD and other USG agencies to
build greater security with our African partners.

Qur priority remains the delivery of effective and sustained security
cooperation programs designed te build African security capacity. Long-term
security and stability in Africa is dependent on our partners’ ability to
address their own challenges, so that they can take action not cnly against
security threats, but also to conduct regional humanitarian operations.

In this effort, the importance of our interagency partners canncot be
overstated. Diplomacy, development, and defense all require time, funding,
and people if we are to meet our obligations successfully. Your support to
U.S. Africa Command, as well as to our interagency partners, is critical to

our collective ability to meet our national objectives.

31



36

It is my honor to serve with the uniformed men and women, our DOD
civilian employees, as well as our interagency partners who have made U.S.
Africa Command a functioning reality in a very short time. Your sustained

support will allow their good work to continue in service of our country.
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THREE D STRATEGY

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much, General.

This is a very, very significant and important command that has
been stood up. Certainly, I think it can and will play a very, very
vital role in our national security.

The Appropriations Committee noted in a report that accom-
panied the 2009 Defense Appropriations bill that traditional U.S.
military operations are not an appropriate response to many of the
challenges that are facing Africa, including poverty, famine, armed
conflicts, political corruption, and the spread of HIV/AIDS.

Of course, AFRICOM has responded to this concern by saying
that your programs are driven by the Three D strategy—Diplo-
macy, Development and Defense—which aims to balance the full
spectrum of our national security resources to meet the challenges
that Africa faces today.

Would you state for the record for us what the Three D strategy
is and how it is being used by AFRICOM, and why it is important
to incorporate the diplomatic and development efforts in planning
operations of the combatant command and, where there is a con-
flict, who the final arbiter is when DOD, State or USAID disagree
about a course of action and who pays for it?

General WARD. Thank you, sir.

First, as you pointed out, we clearly understand that when you
look at the Three D—Defense, Diplomacy, Development—those ac-
tivities work, in my mind’s eye, in a very harmonious way. Mr.
Bishop, I will tell you that it did not just occur to me in this assign-
ment how critical those linkages are.

Beginning with my time on the continent almost 20 years ago,
going through my time in the Balkans as I commanded the sta-
bilization force for NATO, my time in the Middle East and working
activities there, what is very apparent to me is that in order to
produce stability in an area, security has to take hold so that devel-
opment and diplomacy—those actions and attitudes of elected rep-
resentatives who do things in support of their people—occur to-
gether.

So the Three D strategy recognizes the importance of a coherent
approach to what we do that causes elements of security to be
closely supportive of those things that need to go on in the field of
development as well as diplomacy, institutions of government, that
take care of its people so that they are, in fact, working as effec-
tively as they can work.

Our role in that is not to do development, not to do diplomacy
but to assure ourselves, as best we can, that those activities that
we perform in the defense arena are as supportive of those other
two legs of the triad as possible. Everyone who would be involved
in that would, in fact, pay for their part of it. The activities that
we do are obviously paid for by our defense budget as a part of our
role in accomplishing that Three D strategy.

I think I would say that, when you look at what we do compared
to the totality of what is being done on the continent, our portion
of that budget is very small. I cannot cite the numbers, but I can
cite an example.
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If you look at a program, just one, the PEPFAR—the initiative
for the prevention of HIV/AIDS—that program is well in excess of
$6 million on the continent. Our total program of activities on the
continent are much, much, much less. So we do not have numbers
in our defense activities that in any way compare to what is going
on in those other activities—development and diplomacy. In our ef-
forts, we work very closely with the Department of State and with
USAID so that our activities are, in fact, complementary to what
is being done by the other elements of our government.

Most significantly, the Ambassadors and the country teams have
a very heavy say in what we do, to the degree—if an Ambassador
or a country team recommends against doing some particular mili-
tary or security activity, we do not do it, because our activities fully
support or align with our foreign policy objectives. We look to our
Ambassadors. We look to our work that we do in the relationship
we have with the Department of State and also inside the U.S.
Agency for International Development, to ensure that our work
complements theirs and does not contradict theirs.

Mr. BisHOP. I have to agree with you. I think the fiscal year 2009
budget was $400 million, and USAID spent $6 billion.

General WARD. I meant billion. Yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. This was just on the HIV/AIDS programs.

When there is disagreement, though, who is the arbiter? Do you
defer always to the Ambassador?

General WARD. Quite candidly, we get to resolution prior to get-
ting to the conflict, and I will tell you how I try to do this.

As we developed our campaign strategy, our theater plans—and
we did this now beginning almost a year ago at the onset of plan-
ning right here in Washington, D.C.—we met with the Department
of State and with USAID. As we developed our strategy and as we
are now developing our campaign plans, those agencies are a part
of our planning process so that as we move ahead, we are not com-
ing up with programs and projects that are outside the parameters
of what they would see as important activities for us to accomplish
in support of the development and diplomacy.

We carry it a step further when it comes to the execution of those
plans and programs and in working very closely with the Ambas-
sador and with the country teams. Then ultimately, if we go
through all of that process and it comes to the execution on the
ground, for timing reasons and for the atmospherics of a particular
situation, if the Ambassador says, “I do not think we should be
doing that just yet,” then I would say we would not do it.

So who resolves the conflict? Typically, we do not have conflicts,
but if something were to occur that would say that doing a par-
ticular military activity at this point in time is not wise and that
comes from our diplomatic community, I would defer to that rec-
ommendation.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you, General.

Mr. Young.

PIRACY

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.
General, a lot of things are going on in Africa that are trouble-
some to the United States, that are troublesome to the world and
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that are troublesome to anyone who is civilized. I am talking about
Somalia, and I am talking about the piracy off the coast—the
kidnappings, the holdings for ransom, the taking over of ships with
oil and arms and things like this. Do you play a role in any of these
issues?

General WARD. Thank you, Representative Young.

Yes, sir, we do. The at-sea portion of our counter-piracy effort is
conducted by the U.S. Central Command. So we are fully aware of
those activities. We are fully involved in what they are doing, the
work of that combined task force at sea. That coalition of inter-
national forces from various nations will come together to conduct
naval patrolling at sea.

When it comes to the suspected pirates who may be apprehended
as a result of those counter-piracy actions, we play a role, as those
pirates are then brought ashore on the continent. We work with
the governments of East Africa for their taking those suspected pi-
rates into custody and in further adjudication of the particular
case.

We also are involved in the work that we do—and you talked
about East Africa, the nations of East Africa—in helping them to
increase their capacity to provide better control over their terri-
torial waters, which, in fact, is a counter-piracy measure as those
nations have better control over their sovereign force. We do that.

We know that for Somalia, in particular, the lack of an effective
government is clearly the root of why we have these pirate activi-
ties to the degree that they occur. Clearly, they could occur any-
where. Piracy is not a new phenomenon in this world, but to the
degree that they occur, the lack of an effective government in So-
malia is a part of that.

To that degree, we clearly support, again, our stated foreign pol-
icy objectives of support to this Transitional Federal Government
and what is done there to help them be more effective in governing
their territory. Should our policy dictate otherwise, we then would
be involved, as so stated, by our foreign policy. So we see the lack
of effective governance as one of the root causes of the piracy ef-
forts.

We support those counter-piracy efforts as they go on, as we
work with our friends and neighbors, both our fellow agencies, in-
cluding Central Command, as well as working with the nations in
the East of Africa to adjudicate suspected pirates once they have
been apprehended.

Mr. YOUNG. General, the Navy, of course, has the primary re-
sponsibility in dealing with the pirates. But in the Somalia area,
are you called on to provide any direct or indirect military support
of any of the activities in or around Somalia?

General WARD. My command is not, sir.

Mr. YOUNG. Say that again, please.

General WARD. My command is not.

Mr. YOUNG. It is not.

General WARD. It is not.

Mr. YOUNG. As for your military presence, actually as far as per-
sonnel under your control, you have a very small command, actu-
ally, don’t you?
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General WARD. A very small command. We do not have a mili-
tary presence in Somalia, my command.

IMPROVEMENTS TO HEADQUARTERS

Mr. YOUNG. Well, you have a military presence in Stuttgart, Ger-
many. Several of our staff members paid a visit to your head-
quarters last year, and what they found was a headquarters that
was relatively inefficient, with wires strewn across the floor, trying
to keep all of the electronics together.

Do we have anything in a budget request to improve or to make
more effective your headquarters in Stuttgart?

General WARD. I think we do. That is a work in progress, Mr.
Young, what was seen a bit ago. Every day, improvements are
made. I count it as a victory when I can pick up the phone or can
send an e-mail and it goes to the same address. And we are getting
more and more of that in that way.

I think as to the renovations to our IT infrastructure and to our
force protection requirements, we have seen steady progress now
over the year and a half that we have begun to renovate our facili-
ties. We have a bit more to go, and some of that additional work
is, in fact, in the budget submission that we have sent forward.

Mr. YOUNG. I am aware that there is no real consideration of
moving your headquarters to Africa, but is there any consideration
of moving it to another location other than Stuttgart?

General WARD. Not at this time, sir. I would say that the work
that we are doing there in Stuttgart is work that—because Stutt-
gart is one of our enduring communities overseas, that work—re-
gardless of my command being there for another 3, 5 or 10 years,
whatever the case may be, I have—or permanently, I just do not
know—there is no consideration. But regardless, those enhance-
ments to that infrastructure would be used by whatever U.S. Gov-
ernment activity that would fall in on it, because it is one of our
overseas enduring locations.

Mr. YOUNG. Okay. General, thanks for what you do. We appre-
ciate the importance of what it is that you do and what your com-
mand does, and thank you very much for being here today.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General WARD. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. Ms. Kilpatrick.

LOCATION OF AFRICOM HEADQUARTERS

Ms. KIiLPATRICK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General, good morning.

General WARD. Good morning, ma’am.

Ms. KILPATRICK. I am most proud of you.

General WARD. Thank you.

Ms. KiLPATRICK. I have watched this since the announcement
last February 2007 when the former administration announced a
new command. I know that you were fully operational in October
of 2008, just recently, a year and a half, as you say, just under a
year and a half. I have watched your career. I am most proud of
what you have done for our country as well as for your new com-
mand assignment.
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I was going to ask the Germany question on Stuttgart, and you
have explained it. It has been one of our best partners over the
years, probably since World War II and beyond. Yet I did not un-
derstand why we were not moving it, and I understand it takes
time to get up. You have said 3, 5, 10 years from now.

Do you foresee our having the command on the continent ever?
Is it necessary?

General WARD. Thank you for that, Ms. Kilpatrick.

Two things. There is clearly a potential that the headquarters
could be somewhere located on the continent of Africa—or some
portion of the headquarters. In today’s environment, it is not essen-
tial. It is not something that is important for now and what we are
doing. From my perspective, our work that we do is the important
thing. Our program is the important thing. Our staff headquarters
with the planning that it does, quite frankly, could be done from
anywhere, that planning function.

Right now, Africans see us as partners and allies, not as part of
their problem. So, for many reasons, being on the continent today
is not something that is either necessary or has been sought after,
because it is not the central part of doing what we need to do to
bring value added to our program on the continent.

Our presence on the continent, as leaders of Africa have told me
and as our Ambassadors and country teams have told me, is better
realized through our offices of security cooperation—those pro-
grams that we implement, the support that we provide; not the
headquarters function, the planning function——

MILITARY TO MILITARY (MIL TO MIL)

Ms. KiLPATRICK. Okay. Hold it. I appreciate that.

So when I was reading military to military—mil-to-mil, I guess,
as you call it—what exactly is that as it relates to my former ques-
tion? Is it mil-to-mil toward governments of the world? I know
throughout this, you have called them “states” and not “countries,”
and there must be a reason for that. We call them “countries.” You
call them “states.” Is there a reason for that?

General WARD. They are countries. They are nations.

Ms. KiLPATRICK. And they have their own hierarchy and what-
ever. What is the mil-to-mil? What does that really mean in the ca-
pacity that our command in Africa serves? What does that mean?

General WARD. It refers to the work that we do with the mili-
taries of the nations of Africa as they attempt to increase their ca-
pacity to be more professional, to be able to conduct themselves as
legitimate military with integrity.

So it is the work that we do, from training, to providing the sorts
of orientation, to how militaries perform in legitimate societies. It
is young soldiers, sailors, airmen, Marines, and sometimes civilians
who are working with the militaries of these nations to increase
their capacity to be more effective in providing security for them-
selves. It is helping them understand proper techniques for board-
ing if they see something in their territorial waters that ought not
be there.

How do you board a vessel that has not been transmitting its in-
tent to ensure that your personnel are as safe as they can be as
well as protecting those with whom you are about to interact? It
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is our program called the Africa Deployment Assistance Phase
Training, where nations of Africa in their quest to provide for their
own security have said, we will volunteer and we will support
peacekeeping efforts in places like Darfur, Somalia, but we need
some help to get there.

So it is training assistance that we provide when they pack an
airplane or they load a train to conduct a rail movement. It is the
training to determine how you properly secure cargo, how you prop-
erly pack the back of an airplane so that what is being loaded is
loaded in a way that does not cause some unintended explosion, be-
cause you do not pack flammables with foodstuffs or ammunition
or things like that.

It is that sort of military professionalization enhancement activi-
ties that this military-to military work that we do is about. That
is the focus of the military exercises—interoperability—so they can
work better as neighbors.

Ms. KILPATRICK. And bring the confidence and the exactness they
need as well.

General WARD. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. KiLpATRICK. Finally, when we started out—I think the
Chairman alluded to that—we did not have any communities that
would want that cooperation.

Have we moved in our diplomatic relationships with them to
have a better understanding and relationship whereby that might
now be possible?

General WARD. That is a great question, ma’am.

Ironically, even at the outset when we had this debate about
whether or not they wanted the command on the continent, they
had never said they did not want that level of cooperation. That
level of cooperation has always been desired, and that was the
point about it because they never said, “We do not want to cooper-
ate with America.” They have never said that.

As for the programs that were in existence prior to the creation
of the United States Africa Command, being conducted as Mr.
Bishop indicated, heretofore through three different commands, our
message was we will not see any degradation of those programs be-
cause that was a fear that they had had. So that is why the focus
on adding value to the programs was my focus as opposed to a
focus about where we might station our headquarters that created
the misperceptions about what our intentions were. So therefore
that whole argument was not helpful to promoting our national se-
curity interests or in supporting the interests of the Africans in in-
creasing their capacity to provide for their own security.

Ms. KiLPATRICK. I like that. I think that is exactly the way to
proceed. Thank you, General, for your service.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BisHOP. Mr. Frelinghuysen.

NO-FLY ZONES

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, thank you for your service.

Apropos of your discussion with my colleague as to the issues of
expectation with a new administration and not pointing fingers at
the last administration, there is an expectation that we will be con-
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centrating more of our efforts, not only through military but a lot
on the people behind you, in looking at the needs of the African
Continent and in understanding that there are many sovereign na-
tions and that there are also expectations on the African Continent
that we will be more involved in critical issues. Some of the great-
est crimes against humanity have occurred in Africa. Periodically,
we hear calls for intervention when humanitarian crises reach the
extremes that some of these cases have.

I just wonder, are you prepared in that regard? I mean there has
been talk of no-fly zones. This is more than transporting members
of the African Union and troops, but are you ready? Do you, per-
hap%, anticipate that we may be doing more there than we are
now?

General WARD. Thank you for that, sir.

Two things. The forces that we use to do our engagement, which
is the preponderance of our activities—our theater security co-
operation, our military-to-military engagement, our forces that
could range from individuals up to small sizes of groups, squads,
platoons, ranging 10, 15

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What I am talking about is we see, obvi-
ously, cases of incredible horrors and deprivation, of unbelievable
starvation, and people are saying here at home, why aren’t we
doing something about it? In some ways, you can use AID and you
could use the State Department, but in reality, you often need the
power and might and mobility of the military to get the job done.
I just wondered how you are putting that into your overall calcula-
tions as a possibility.

General WARD. What we do, sir, is our development of plans, ad-
dressing contingencies, be they disaster assistance relief, humani-
tarian assistance, but our planning then identifies the resources
that would be required to execute that plan. I do not have forces
assigned to do those missions. I would be required to submit a re-
quest for forces that would then be received by Joint Staff and
acted upon by the Secretary of Defense, because it would require
the allocation of forces to conduct the military work that would be
reqlll)irgd to do in order to satisfy a situation that you have de-
scribed.

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Okay. Weapons of mass destruction. There
is a feeling that some of those who have been operating in the Mid-
dle East will find fertile ground in certain countries. Have you
found evidence of that? I know you work pretty closely with the
Intel Community and a variety of others—the DEA, the Drug En-
forcement Agency.

What have you found? How are you dealing with it since many
countries do not have the ability, quite honestly, to stop that type
of trafficking or to stop the development of this type of an activity,
or who do not have the military or, perhaps, the political will to
do anything about it?

General WARD. Well, first, I would say here that I have no direct
knowledge or evidence of that occurring.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, one of the reasons the command was
set up, though, was for the possible proliferation or advancement
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of weapons of mass destruction finding their way to the African
Continent in those countries that might be somewhat conducive to
that type of activity. Correct me if I am wrong.

General WARD. No. No. That is clearly a part of our mission set.
The work that we do in working with the host nations and their
security structure and apparatus are specifically designed to ad-
dress their capacity to, in fact, deal with that should it arise.

As I was saying, I see no evidence of that at the current time,
but our ongoing effort and our persistent engagement is, in fact,
designed to help them increase their capacity to prevent that from
occurring.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So, just for the record, you see no evidence
of that type of activity?

General WARD. Correct.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. All right.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BisHOP. Mr. Visclosky.

General WARD. But, sir, if I may, the threat is clearly there and
the potential is there. So therefore the work that we do with these
nations is to address that threat and to hopefully prevent it from
occurring.

Mr. BisHOP. Mr. Moran.

SUDAN

Mr. MORAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

General Ward, thanks for testifying. More importantly, thank
you for your service on one of the few continents that, despite con-
ditions, seems to look up to the United States for leadership.

The budget for AFRICOM took a big hit last year in this com-
mittee, largely I think because there was insufficient coordination,
explanation, et cetera of what you were planning. So the committee
wiped out most of the budget from $300—plus million down to about
$80 million that was restored in conference with just a $40 million
cut, as I recall. But I think this is something that we need to get
a better understanding of as to what you are doing. Frankly, if we
are going to adopt the so-called “smart power” premise that it is
more effective, then this is the kind of activity that we need to in-
vest in.

I know China is doing it particularly in Africa but also in South
America and on any number of continents, and they are making
progress in establishing relationships. We had a very substantial
study done by the Congressional Research Service (CRS). If any-
body is interested in it, we can share it, but this is a clear strategy
with a substantial investment on China’s part.

One of the problematic things about China’s involvement is that
it is amoral. I am not saying immoral. They just have no moral
compass with which they make these decisions, and that becomes
abundantly clear in their relationship with President al-Bashir of
Sudan. One of the reasons Khartoum is as prosperous as it is is
because of China’s investment, frankly, so our sanctions would
have very little effect.

I was just at a conference on Sudan, and the situation is getting
much grimmer because the International Criminal Court has in-
dicted Bashir. He has chosen to take it out on the Darfurian people
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by withdrawing all of the aid agencies—the nonprofits, the NGOs.
So it will continue the policy of genocide, perhaps in a less direct
but equally effective way. It will be a genocide of starvation, of un-
clean water—unsanitary water—which will spread disease; and of
course, it will be the lack of health care.

One outbreak, whether it be meningitis or whatever in those
camps, spreads to everybody. We know about the dramatic in-
stances of genocidal activity sanctioned by the Khartoum regime
and of the gang rapes of every woman regardless of age, from the
very youngest to the oldest.

Something has to be done. We now have a presence on the con-
tinent but, really, no intervention in what Bashir has accomplished
with regard to the genocide of the Darfurian people. Three hundred
thousand have been killed, all told, about 2.5 million in that coun-
try. It looks as though, if there is not some intervention, as many
as another 1.5 million are vulnerable to the same fate.

I have gone on for a few minutes to give you an opportunity to
compose your thoughts.

How do you think we as a Nation should address this outrage
against humanity occurring in Sudan?

General WARD. Sir, thank you for that.

Like all of us, I think it is absolutely terrible these crimes—the
rapes, the killings—that are committed against any human being,
and it is something that we abhor as any person would, the abso-
lutely disdainful and horrible treatment of a human being.

I think from the standpoint of how we approach it, it is some-
thing that, as you point out, is the role of the world community in
addressing those sorts of things. I think it certainly requires that
type of a consensus because, otherwise, the gaps that might exist
in whatever may occur could be filled by someone else who would
not have the same sentiment. So I think, from that regard, it does
imply a consensus approach to solving a very complex and terrible
situation.

Obviously, I do not sit in those circles, sir, so as our policy formu-
lations are determined, you are aware there are military aspects to
that then. Because of where that country sits, in my area of re-
sponsibility, then I will clearly be charged with taking the appro-
priate action to deal with the military aspects of whatever policy
that might be determined.

It is something that the world community, I am sure, is paying
attention to. I know we are paying attention to it. As that discus-
sion continues for determining what those activities will be, I think
it makes good sense for us to be prepared and to be ready to do
whatever part we are asked to do in support of that policy decision.

Mr. MoORAN. Could I ask one follow-up?

Mr. BisHOP. The gentleman’s time has expired, but go ahead, Mr.
Moran.

Mr. MoORAN. I thank the indulgence of the Chairman.

That is a perfect answer. It could have been just as well given
by any diplomat with the State Department. It is exactly what you
are supposed to say.

We have sent somebody over—a nice guy. We have told him to
go jaw-bone, which will have zero result. As you know, you are very
well-informed and you are experienced. From what I can gather,
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you are pretty much a caring person as well, so you must have
come up with some ideas in your mind. I mean, if you do not want
to share them publicly, I would like to hear them.

For example, if the President were to pull you aside and say,
“General, what do you think we should be doing with regard to
Darfur?” that is what I would like to hear. Now, you may want to
be discreet and tell me afterwards, but that is what I am trying
to get your perspective on, because it is tough to just stand by and
see it happen with our hands in our pockets.

General WARD. Yes, sir. The thing I would say—and I would be
happy to share some of that with you, sir.

The thing that I would say is it is no one thing. It is a combina-
tion of things that are required here. The military piece of it would
be only a single piece. There are many things that would need to
occur, and I think we ought to be approaching it in that very holis-
tic way, sir; because to address it in only a single line, without con-
sidering those other lines would only achieve, if at all, very short-
term results.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you, sir.

Mr. BisHop. Mr. Tiahrt.

CHINESE ECONOMIC PRESENCE IN AFRICA

Mr. T1AHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, General Ward, for serving the country. I know you
could do a lot of things, but serving the country is what you have
chosen, so I appreciate it very much.

Recently, 1 visited the Command and General Staff College at
Fort Leavenworth, and I met a young man who is an officer from
one of the countries in Africa. And I cannot remember the country
off the top of my head, but I hope that you will find those officers
who go through the school and will continue a relationship with
them, because many of them become, eventually, their countries’
leaders and they could become tremendous allies.

I was reading Time magazine. Its latest issue had 10 trends that
they see coming in the future. One of them was the economic ex-
pansion in Africa, and they highlighted a lot of involvement by the
Chinese in purchasing businesses. I was wondering what your per-
spective is of the Chinese presence in Africa. Is it military? Is it
economic?

We know from this recent spy who defected to America from
China that they are conducting a lot of activities in the counter-
intelligence area, but that they are also trying to penetrate our
economy as well as our defenses.

I wonder, military-wise, is their presence in Africa very large? Is
it small? What is your perspective on that?

General WARD. Sir, I thank you.

From what I have determined, the Chinese presence in Africa is
largely geared towards economics—access to resources. I do not see
a great presence militarily. I do see Chinese military personnel on
the continent. A lot of them are involved in infrastructure activi-
ties, engineers, doing engineering sorts of work—roads, building
buildings, et cetera. I think that is being done in response to their
desire for access to resources there on the continent.
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The point that you made to begin with, sir, with respect to the
officer at Fort Leavenworth as a part of our International Military
Education and Training Program, I, too, think that is a very impor-
tant program. I think it is one of the things that, quite candidly,
provides us our best long-term return on investment with respect
to militaries and security structures on the continent of Africa that
perform with integrity because of the exposure of those men and
women who come to our country, who participate in that training
and who carry those experiences back to their countries. So I am
a firm supporter of that.

The point that you made with respect to keeping in touch with
those individuals is an extremely critical one to me as well.

Mr. TIAHRT. One other tool that I think is available to us is, in
a lot of Third World countries, if we develop trade with them, with
their governments, in the form of defense products, sometimes that
is a longtime trade relationship that becomes a political relation-
ship that becomes a good ally. There is some hardware available
like that—it is called the AT6B—that may be a good tool to move
them. It is a light aircraft. It has great ISR capability. It may be
a tool that you want to look into as far as what you use in assist-
ance of that as well, but it certainly could be an open door for a
lot of these governments that need to become good allies in the fu-
ture, and I hope you will take a look at that.

General WARD. Thank you, sir.

Mr. T1AHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BisHOP. Ms. Kaptur.

RELIGIOUS PRACTICES

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Welcome. It is good to have you before us this morning.

From your vast experience, General Ward, just comment about
the changing nature of religious practice across Africa, of the dif-
ferent faith groups—Islam, Christianity and different tribal reli-
gious practices. You can comment country-specific or just overall.
As you look at the sweep of history, what do you see happening
across Africa?

General WARD. Well, I thank you for that, ma’am. I do not know
if I would be an expert on that, though. I would offer a few obser-
vations.

Clearly, the role of the tribes, of the clans, and the historical and
cultural attitudes still are very, very predominant regardless of
what the religion may be—Christianity, Islam or other. I think
that is still, to this day, very, very instrumental in whatever reli-
gious belief that may be being practiced. I think there are clear
groupings, and religion remains a priority; it remains a focus. Most
nations in Africa pay attention to religion in ways that define their
society based on their culture.

One of the things that for our command is very important is this
notion of how we understand cultures, how we understand the soci-
ety, how we understand the people, because of how that influences
who they are. And then, quite candidly, how it should be guiding
our interactions with them so that we approach it from under-
standing who they are as a people.
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Recently, in South Africa, my command participated in a world-
wide chaplain conference, with chaplains from various militaries
from around the world, to include from the Continent of Africa.
They gathered to discuss the role of religion in military societies—
correction—in the military institutions, not so much from the
standpoint of directing or guiding, but does it have a role in the
values, in the morals, et cetera, et cetera, of a religious military in-
stitution.

The fact that the meeting even occurred acknowledged that there
is a role to be played, that there is a place for this in military
units, again, not promoting one religion or another but in drawing
upon those common tenets that might be there from, as I said,
treating people with dignity and respect, the value of a human
being, values in a more broad sense, professionalism, what that
contributes to professional militaries.

So there is an awareness of it. I think there is an ongoing discus-
sion of the role that the militaries could play—correction—that reli-
gions could play in the military.

ROLE OF RELIGION IN POLITICAL INSTABILITY

Ms. KAPTUR. If I could interrupt, General, in a nation like
Kenya, for example, if one looks at some of the political instabilities
there and you tried to peel off the different layers of what might
be contributing to that, the role of religion and of a religious affin-
ity, rising fervor among some groups, I think, would be very, very
important to understand in the work that AFRICOM may be about
here.

I do not think we as a country are very good at understanding
that in other nations, and sometimes we try to contain it in very
inappropriate ways, and we end up shooting ourselves in the foot.

So I think particularly across northern Africa—and I am not an
expert on the nations of Africa—I have noted kind of an inability
to accommodate what is really going on in some of these societies.

What you said about tribes is very interesting. You know, there
is a tribal loyalty first. What draws people? I have often thought
that—for example, from our country, many of the organizations
that I am aware of from our State of Ohio who are working in Afri-
ca are doing much better work—many of them have religious
underpinnings of some sort—than the Government of the United
States in building lasting friendships and in really helping people,
particularly those who are desperate.

So I will just place that on the table, and I am sure that my time
has expired here, but I thank you very much, and I do hope you
pay greater attention to that. Thank you.

General WARD. Thank you.

Mr. BisHOP. I thank the gentlelady.

Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am all set, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. BisHOP. Ms. Kilpatrick.

COMBINED JOINT TASK FORCE—HORN OF AFRICA

Ms. KILPATRICK. Just one thing. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
usually do not have a second time at this.
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The Combined Joint Task Force—Horn of Africa, in Djibouti,
they have a special program that deals with counter-extremism
and a strategy of, as they call it, cooperative conflict prevention.
Talk to us about that. The Horn is a very important part of the
continent.

What about that program? Is it helpful in that the Horn may be
doing other things?

I understand yours is a military command and that what we
need on the continent are all kinds of agencies working together to
rectify some of the things that are wrong in that part of the world
where over 800 million people live, and similarly around the world,
where many other countries are in conflict. We have severe conflict
on the continent. That is why I am glad you are there, that we are
there in a military capacity, not to mention that all the other
things are not needed. We need them, too.

In the Horn specifically and as it relates to the cooperation con-
flict prevention strategy on it—you may call it something else—
what exactly is that?

General WARD. Thank you for that, ma’am.

Two things. First, what we have found is that when we bring to-
gether various nations and their military structures together, we
bring them together sometimes for the first time to work together,
to cooperate, to see a regional issue through a common lens. So, for
us, this notion of cooperative conflict prevention describes the fact
that, together, they can in fact address a common threat, but to ad-
dress that common threat requires some degree of collaboration, of
cooperation, of working together, of building trust and confidence
among themselves, not just in a bilateral way with us.

So this program that exists in the Combined Joint Task Force—
Horn of Africa, where we conduct seminars, training exercises,
brings in nations who are neighbors but who might not otherwise
be exposed to one another. In so doing, something that might arise
as an issue does not, because they are talking, they are interacting,
they are within the command, they are in Djibouti.

We have a robust liaison program whereby the nations that are
a part of the East Africa region, the Horn of Africa, bring their offi-
cers into the command, as well as liaison officers, sharing back and
forth with their home governments what is being done, again, in-
creasing confidence, increasing trust among themselves, increasing
understanding.

In so doing, that cooperative arrangement serves to help prevent
something that might otherwise occur in the form of mistaken per-
ceptions and misunderstandings of intent. It reduces the likelihood
of that when you come together and you work in a cooperative way.
It just takes away some of the potential for some of those conflicts
that may have been unintended.

Ms. KILPATRICK. And your command is the lead in bringing that
together; is that right?

General WARD. Well, we do it. Others do it as well, but we clear-
ly recognize that it is a very important part of our engagement
strategy.

Ms. KiLPATRICK. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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AFRICOM STAFFING

Mr. BisHOP. I thank the gentlelady.

Let me ask you, General, in regards to your interagency support
for AFRICOM, originally you had sought to fill 25 percent of the
staff positions from other than DOD agencies. As of March 1 of this
year, it appears that that objective has been abandoned and that
only 2 percent of the AFRICOM staff has worked for agencies other
than DOD. By the end of March, 29 of the 1,058 filled positions will
be occupied by interagency staff, including 5 from USAID, 5 from
the Department of State, and others from Commerce, Energy, and
Homeland Security.

Why has AFRICOM abandoned the original goal of 25 percent
non-DOD staff? What is the preferred mix of DOD versus non-DOD
staff? Has it been difficult to recruit staff from the other agencies?
How does that shortage of the non-DOD staff affect your ability to
execute the Three D strategy?

General WARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Two things.

I wouldn’t say we have abandoned it. I don’t know if Kip Ward
ever had it as a goal. I think that, as the command was going
through its formulation, as our transition team was considering
how the command might be organized, how it might be formed,
what its dynamic might be, this was—and I will be very candid
with you—this was just, kind of, thrown on the table as a goal. It
may have been rooted more in the ability, some budgetary consid-
erations.

But I will tell you that today, from my perspective, what we are
receiving from our interagency partners is very adequate to our
work and ensuring that the perspectives of what goes on by our
other governmental agencies are represented in our command be-
cause of the way we have matrixed our organization, because of the
way that we are looking at how we integrate those members from
the interagency who are a part of our command into our structure
from the highest levels, including, as you know, one of my deputies,
through echelon, as we work our various groups and committees.

We are working with the interagency, and it is not just those
who are there in a permanent way. There are those who come in
on a continuous basis, in a TDY function to come in and work, to
understand the role that they could play.

Mr. BisHOP. Do you think that the balance is sufficient? Do you
want to increase the non-DOD, or do you think it is good the way
it is? Do we need to help in that regard?

General WARD. It is continually evolving, sir. And I think that
there are additional spaces that we think would be good to have
in the command. But, again, we are learning about that. And, as
we learn about it, then we go out and we request that. And, in
most instances, the agencies are providing the support that we
would seek.

Mr. BisHOP. I raise that question because the concern that was
expressed in the report language and by the Committee in the 2009
bill reflects the fact that we are not completely clear on the role
that the non-DOD agencies are playing, and that they really don’t
want DOD to be assuming functions of State and USAID. And, of
course, if you don’t have the staff to perform the USAID work, it
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would appear as if you would have to do it or it doesn’t get done.
And if it doesn’t get done, then that defeats your mission.

That was the reason I was trying to go there. And if there is
something that we can do to help, just share that with us.

General WARD. Okay, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. Mr. Frelinghuysen?

SOCIO-CULTURAL ANALYSIS

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for another bite
at the apple. I would like to, sort of, follow up where Ms. Kaptur
was going a few minutes ago.

General, in a speech to the United Kingdom Royal United Serv-
ices Institute back in September—we monitor you each and every
day here—you said, and I quote, “A lot of activity goes on in a con-
tinent through our nongovernmental organizations. Academia is in-
volved. I showed you early on this thing about knowledge develop-
ment. When I was in previous assignments, someone came to me,
would talk about, ‘Well, Ward, you need a cultural anthropologist
on your team. You need to have someone to help you understand
the human dimension. You need to have some human terrain anal-
ysis.””

As you know, we do have such groups. Recently, better adver-
tised, perhaps, in ways that are not so positive. But I hear that the
Army’s human terrain system or something like it may be headed
to Africa, and I understand that actually advertisements have al-
ready gone out with help-wanted ads for a new socio-cultural cell
within your command. I, quite honestly, think it is a positive devel-
opment. I think that is great.

Can you tell us what we are doing and why you are doing it? I
think we know why you are doing it. Lessons learned from Iraq
and Afghanistan. But can you put some flesh on the bones?

General WARD. Yes, sir. I thank you.

That is pretty good there, sir. You go back to that RUSI. And I
have not changed——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Just because you are in Stuttgart doesn’t
mean you are out of our line of sight here.

General WARD. Exactly, sir.

I have not changed my impression. We need to have a better un-
derstanding of those with whom we deal if we are to make a dif-
ference that makes sense from their point of view, and unless it
does, it won’t last. Our intent, sir, is to cause our activities to cre-
ate the lasting enhancements to a secure environment. And we
don’t do that if we don’t understand our partners.

This business of socio-cultural awareness, human terrain anal-
ysis—and I probably shouldn’t be using all those buzz words—but
it is about how we understand one another. And it is not lost on
me nor those of my command that when we sit with our partners
and we look at ways of moving ahead, if we don’t see things from
their point of view, then we will miss the mark.

This endeavor, as we look to build within our Intelligence and
Knowledge Development Directorate, not the typical J-coded struc-
tures—dJ1, J2, J3—that you hear in most organizations, but Intel-
ligence and Knowledge Development, as we attempt to build our
base of understanding so that when we deal with our partners in
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our various partner nations, we can see things from their perspec-
tive a little bit better.

It impacts, sometimes, patience. You know, we Americans are
very impatient. I mean, we see things, typically, in hours and days.
For many of our African partners, it is years and decades. Again,
it is a culture—it is an appreciation of the culture.

And so these entities, be they cells or teams, but these entities
are designed to help us, as we sit and do our planning, to have a
clearer understanding of our partner so that we propose activities,
engagements, strategies, it reflects what is meaningful to them, ob-
viously aligned with our objectives and, hopefully, that achieving a
desired and permanent result that leads to peace.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, I am glad you are, you know, moving
ahead with it. And it doesn’t in any way negate the good work of
those team members you have behind you, who, in some ways, do
some pretty serious intelligence and economic and social investiga-
tion and obviously come up with recommendations. But I think
having these teams on the ground is indeed reassuring.

And let me just say parenthetically, because we are sort of con-
tractor-centric around here, that it is not always—there are con-
tractors, and there are contractors. And sometimes pulling together
these people does necessitate some outside help that might not be
innate within a governmental structure. So thank you for what you
are doing in that regard.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BisHOP. Ms. Kaptur.

REMARKS OF Ms. KAPTUR

Ms. KAPTUR. Yes, I would just like to offer an opinion—that is
the good thing about being elected and having some seniority, you
can offer an opinion; no one has to listen to you—but how the
United States approaches its presence in places with high levels of
what we term “poverty,” “economic poverty.” And I don’t think we
are very good.

If one looks at Latin America, some would say today there is a
growing divide between the nations of Latin America and the
United States, despite the investment by our country in billions
and billions and billions of dollars in military assistance and orga-
nizations such as WHINSEC, formerly School of the Americas.

And as I listen to you, General, talk about connections with the
militaries of various nations, my mind goes to the kind of structure
that we have funded for a long time relative to Latin America.
Something hasn’t quite happened there, in that, as you look at elec-
tions of leaders in that part of the world, despite our efforts to try
to stop it, leaders and their followers turn more and more against
the United States.

And I think it is very instructive, as one looks at a new command
and this enormous continent of Africa—which I view, tragically, as
a continent that has been exploited for centuries, whether it is
labor, the export of labor or the internal movement of labor within
the African continent today. If one looks at the—if you look at the
spread of AIDS in Africa, from South Africa up to Kenya, if you
look at the diamond trade and you start understanding a little bit
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about that, you go, “Oh, well, here we go then.” There is an eco-
nomic underpinning to the exploitation.

You mention oil bunkering on page 6 of your testimony, and I
think about Nigeria and the role of the oil trade and what is hap-
pening there. And I mentioned the diamond trade and other re-
sources. There is a lot of extractive exploitation that has gone on
by interests outside of the boundaries of the nations of Africa.

And I look at our country, and I think to myself—and we were
in Pakistan about a year ago, and we have this command over
there, you know, from Egypt all the way to beyond Pakistan. And
we think that somehow we are going to manage all of this.

And you talk to the leaders of those countries, and you find their
understanding of poverty within their own countries is almost
zero—almost zero. And yet, as you embrace Africa, first you em-
brace poverty and the movement of people away from Africa just
seeking a better life because their governments can’t function.

And I say to myself, what is a better model? What is a better
model for us to embrace societies that are very different than ours
that have been historically exploited? And, you know, I don’t think
we have it.

And I think if you go down the path of WHINSEC, you are not
going to succeed. I think you are better off to go back to George
Marshall’s, spend some time down at the George Marshall house
down there at Fort Benning—I think that is in Congressman
Bishop’s district, if I am not mistaken—and just sit there and read
his works. You have probably done a lot of that anyway.

But we are missing the boat. We are missing the boat. We don’t
seem to be able to transfer democratic practices very efficiently.

We had somebody in here the other day from the Army and Ma-
rine Corps, and they were saying that what they are going to do
in Afghanistan now is they are going to take our soldiers who come
from rural areas and they are going to equip them with machine
guns and they are going to teach the people of Afghanistan how to
farm. And I sat here and I listened to that, and I thought, “Good
luck.”

So I think that I would just urge you to be a very harsh judge
of what the Department of Defense has done in the past with very
good intentions. But if one looks politically at what is happening,
the proof is in the pudding that it is not working.

So I thank you very much for listening.

REGIONAL INTEGRATION TEAMS

Mr. BisHOP. I have one other question I wanted to ask General
Ward. And I appreciate the gentlelady’s remarks.

AFRICOM is one of our combatant commands that is designated
“combat command plus.” And I think the “plus” is because of the
development and diplomacy that is really so much a part of it. And
it is really a unique approach. I think only SOUTHCOM has really
utilized that approach in the past.

General Ward, I don’t know if you have any thoughts about it,
but some are thinking that this might be a new model for our mili-
tary engagements as we try to improve our national security
around the world, particularly in places like Africa and the other
commands where we are.
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Let me just ask you one question about your regional integration
teams. In 2008, you cancelled your plans to open five offices to
house the small regional integration teams of five or 10 staff peo-
ple, which would have been dispersed across the continent.

Why did you cancel the plans for those teams? Which nations or
regions did you ask or did you approach to host those regional inte-
gration teams?

And given the expense and the logistics requirements of moving
staff around the continent and how big the continent is, isn’t it im-
portant to have a presence in those regional locations?

And do you have any plans to try to re-establish, to go forward
with the regional integration teams in 20107

General WARD. Thank you, Chairman.

If I might, Representative Kaptur mentioned about this integra-
tion issue. And before I get to the RITs, what I would say is that
we recognize that the long-term viability of a nation rests in, as I
mentioned, the integration of those three elements: security, devel-
opment, and diplomacy.

Our part of that triad is the security part. It needs to be hap-
pening hand in hand with the work being done in the development
arena as well as in the diplomacy arena, with the representative,
some effective governance, taking care of its people.

So we fully recognize that those are integrally linked activities,
only one of which we are responsible for. The diplomacy, the devel-
opment falls with other agencies of our government. And that is
why my point about, you know, I clearly endorse their capabilities
being required as much as ours are needed, because, without that,
then we don’t get the lasting benefit of a stable environment.

With respect to the regional integration teams, kind of like the
notion of how many interagency people do you need. Again, that
initial planning team, with that concept, it was a concept, quite
candidly, one that, as I thought about it more and more, and as I
listened to our on-continent presence, the ambassadors, as well as
the nations with whom we were dealing, that is not what they felt
was most important.

What they felt was most important was, when it came to exe-
cuting programs in their countries, having an element in place that
could provide a day-to-day assistance to them. That wasn’t being
provided by these regional integration teams. That is provided by
our offices of security cooperation.

So, therefore, my priority is to reinforce, to buttress, to build
those teams, because that is what is important in our delivery of
programs on the continent. The planning function, the integration
of our activity function is done at my headquarters, within the
headquarters. This notion of how we look at the various regions of
the continent, we are taking care of that.

And, given the infrastructure on the continent, you know, getting
around is not facilitated, quite candidly, by being on the continent.
Most infrastructure travel to Africa requires movement through
Europe, Frankfurt, Paris. And so it is not facilitated by being there,
from that coordination point of view, outside of the particular coun-
try you are in.
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TRAVEL REQUIREMENTS TO/FROM AOR

Mr. BisHOP. Sir, I am glad you touched upon that. That is a good
segue onto your transportation challenges. Of course, 11.7 million
square miles is a pretty big area to cover. And we appropriated, in
2009, $30 million for operational airlift support. Of that amount,
$17.5 million was provided to your air component, which is the
17th Air Force, for military airlift support. And $12.5 million of
that was for U.S. Transportation Command, TRANSCOM, for the
purposes of contracting for AFRICOM staff travel support.

What are the travel requirements of AFRICOM leadership and
senior staff to and from your area of responsibility? And how much
of your travel requirement is taken care of by military air, and how
much of it is contracted out for commercial services?

General WARD. Right now, sir, my staff travel is required for our
coordination, our exercise planning. We conduct various in-process
reviews as we prepare to conduct major seminars. That is a pretty
robust travel requirement for my staff to move around the con-
tinent.

The funds that you described there include also the funds for
moving military supplies and equipment, as these exercises are
conducted. And so that portion that was provided to my 17th Air
Force takes care of transporting our military equipment, personnel
i?l pursuit of exercises, relief activities, logistics sustainment,
the—

Mr. BisHOP. You haven’t had a lot of that, though, have you?

General WARD. Haven’t had a lot of it. We did Flintlock. We did
Africa Endeavor. And we certainly look to have that increase, be-
cause, again, the point that Ms. Kilpatrick made, our partner coun-
tries are asking us for more.

Mr. BisHOP. Okay.

General WARD. And so this would be very helpful in that mobil-
ity requirement that we have for moving around the continent.

Mr. BisHOP. So that is the military air portion. With the
TRANSCOM portion, are the services that are contracted for your
staff use, is it private air service, or is it commercial air service?
Or what kind of air services are you using with the TRANSCOM
contractor?

General WARD. The TRANSCOM contract is both. We have just
received word of a private contractor, hasn’t started just yet, it will
start at the end of this month, the first of next month, for helping
with my staff’s travel around the continent. And that will start, I
think, the first of April, sir, that TRANSCOM has done that con-
tract for.

Mr. BisHopr. Okay. Finally, with regard to that, do you have any
challenges, do you foresee there being challenges in your having to
utilize commercial transportation for mobility around Africa?

General WARD. Oh, yes, sir, there are challenges. The challenges
are in routing, in scheduling, in frequency of schedules. I had a
case of one of my staff, who missed one of the twice-a-week depar-
tures and had to spend an additional 4 days because of just the in-
frequency. I think there is one carrier that is authorized to travel
from—African carrier—from Africa back to our continent. So there
are challenges in the commercial airline scheduling regime.
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Mr. BisHOP. So is that why you need to rely on the private?

General WARD. That is why we need the dedicated travel in
order to do our coordination for building the relationships, yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. Okay. Thank you, General.

Mr. Rothman, do you——

Mr. RoTHMAN. No, thank you. I am going to be reading the gen-
eral’s testimony. Thank you.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you.

Ms. Kilpatrick, do you have anything else?

Ms. KILPATRICK. I am fine, sir. Thank you.

Mr. BisHOP. Good.

General Ward, thank you for your testimony today.

The Committee is adjourned until it reconvenes this afternoon at
1:30.
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. MURTHA. Let me start the hearing, but let me read some-
thing here to the Committee.

“Captain Harvey C. ‘Barney’ Barnum, Jr.

“Rank and organization: Captain (then Lt.), U.S. Marine Corps,
Company H, 2d Battalion, 9th Marines, 3d Marine Division rein-
force. Place and date: Ky Phu in Quang Tin Province, Republic of
Vietnam, 18 December 1965.

“Entered service at: Cheshire, Connecticut. Born: 21 July 1940,
Cheshire, Connecticut.

“Citation: For conspicuous gallantry and intrepidity at the risk
of his life above and beyond the call of duty. When the company
was suddenly pinned down by a hail of extremely accurate enemy
fire and was quickly separated from the remainder of the battalion
by over 500 meters of open and fire-swept ground, and casualties
mounted rapidly. Lt. Barnum quickly made a hazardous reconnais-
sance of the area, seeking targets for his artillery. Finding the rifle
company commander mortally wounded and radio operator killed,
he, with complete disregard for his safety, gave aid to the dying
commander, then removed the radio from the dead operator and
strapped it to himself. He immediately assumed command of the
rifle company, and moving at once into the midst of the heavy fire,
rallying and giving encouragement to all units, reorganized them
to replace the loss of key personnel and led their attacks on enemy
positions from which deadly fire continued to come. His sound and
swift decisions and his obvious calm served to stabilize the badly
decimated units and his gallant example as he stood exposed re-
peatedly to point out targets served as an inspiration to all. Pro-
vided with two armed helicopters, he moved fearlessly through
enemy fire to control the air attack against the firmly entrenched
enemy while skillfully directing one platoon in a successful counter-
attack on the key enemy positions. Having thus cleared a small
area, he requested and directed the landing of two transport heli-
copters for the evacuation of the dead and wounded. He then as-

(57)



58

sisted in the mopping up and final seizure of the battalion’s objec-
tive. His gallant initiative and heroic conduct reflected great credit
upon himself and were in keeping with the highest traditions of the
Marine Corps and the U.S. Naval Service,” for which he received
the Medal of Honor.

Welcome.

I was on the board reviewing medals of honor and all medals in
Vietnam and the first Marines. Never had one who rose to this
level. We are proud of you.

And with that, we ask you for any testimony you may have.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF MR. BARNUM

Mr. BARNUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and other distinguished
Members of the Subcommittee. It is an honor for me to be with you
today to testify on the Department of the Navy’s manpower and
personnel. My remarks will be brief so we can get on with the
questioning and get into the areas that you want to focus on.

You know, as we sit in this room, this hearing room today in
peace and security, we are at war and it is the young men and
women of the Navy/Marine Corps team that are on the tip of the
spear in Iraq and Afghanistan. Your Navy and Marine Corps have
met all personnel requirements of the combatant commanders that
are prosecuting the overseas contingency operations and our most
precious asset, our Marines and Sailors, have confronted the chal-
lenges of this war head on. They are performing marvelously. They
make us proud. They are truly the linchpin to our success.

I am accompanied today by Lieutenant General Coleman, the
Deputy Commandant for Manpower and Reserve Affairs, and Vice
Admiral Ferguson, the Chief of Navy Personnel. Our mission is to
provide the right people at the right time and at the right place
and at the best value, while ensuring the welfare of our most im-
portant asset: Sailors, Marines, civilian personnel and their fami-
lies; and, together, we look forward to answering your questions as
we prepare to assist you in understanding how we support our
Sailors, our Marines, our civilian personnel, and our families.

Thank you, sir.

No written statement for Mr. Barnum—Committee requested
statement from the Service Chiefs only.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Frelinghuysen, do you have any comments?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Just it is my pleasure to welcome you here
today. I apologize for being late. It is an honor to be in your pres-
ence, Mr. Barnum, as well as the Admiral and the General. Thank
you very much.

Mr. MURTHA. We will ask the Admiral next, although we feel the
Navy is part of the Marine Corps.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL FERGUSON

Admiral FERGUSON. I appreciate that courtesy.

Chairman Murtha and the distinguished Members of the Com-
mittee, thank you for the opportunity to review with you today the
Navy’s recruiting and retention efforts, as well as our end-strength
projections for this fiscal year.
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We remain today a global Navy, with over 40 percent of our
forces underway or deployed. We have increased our operational
availability through the fleet response plan and are engaging in
new mission areas in support of the joint force.

We continue to play a key role in support of joint operations in
Afghanistan, Iraq, and across the globe by providing approximately
14,000 Sailors as individual augmentees. With this high oper-
ational tempo, we remain vigilant concerning stress on our Sailors
and their families. We ensure that Sailors have adequate oppor-
tunity to rest and spend time at home between deployments and
provide them a comprehensive continuum of care.

The tone of the force is positive. Sailors and their families con-
tinue to express satisfaction with the morale and leadership at
their commands, their health care, their benefits and compensa-
tion.

Over the past year, we have been successful in recruiting high-
quality Sailors. In 2008, we achieved our enlisted and officer goals
across both the Active and Reserve components, while exceeding
DOD quality standards in all recruit categories. For the first time
in 5 years, we achieved overall Active and Reserve medical officer
recruiting goals.

To ensure the long-term health of the force, we are transitioning
from a posture of reducing end strength to one we term stabilizing
the force. To meet global demands and minimize stress on the
force, the Secretary of the Navy used his end strength waiver au-
thority for both 2008 and 2009. We project to finish 2009 within
2 percent above our statutory end strength authorization.

The comprehensive benefits provided by the Congress for our
service members, combined with the current economic conditions,
have resulted in significantly increased retention and lower attri-
tion across the force. We began this fiscal year with an end
strength of approximately 332,000. Despite cutting 3,000 acces-
sions, reducing bonuses and being more selective with whom we
allow to reenlist, we expect to end this fiscal year at approximately
the same level. Consequently, we project that our current appro-
priated funding levels for manpower and personnel will be insuffi-
cient for this fiscal year.

Our stabilization strategy has been directed at sustaining a high-
quality force able to respond to new mission areas within our fiscal
authorities. We are guided by the following principles: continue to
attract and recruit our Nation’s best and brightest; retain the best
Sailors; and target those incentives we use to retain only those
with the critical skills needed to meet mission sets; balance the
force in terms of seniority, experience, and skills; safeguard the ca-
reers of our top performers and insure promotion rates; and pro-
vide the fleet and the joint force stable and predictable manning.

On behalf of all the men and women in uniform who sacrifice
daily and their families, I want to extend my sincere appreciation
to the committee and the Congress for your unwavering support for
our Navy.

Thank you very much.

[The statement of Admiral Ferguson follows:]
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Vice Admiral Ferguson assumed duties as the Navy’s 55th Chief of
Naval Personnel on April 16, 2008. Serving concurrently as the
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations (Manpower, Personnel, Training
& Education), he is responsible for the planning and programming of
all manpower, personnel, training and education resources,
budgeting for Navy personnel, developing systems to manage total
force manpower, personnel training and education resources, and the
assignment of all Navy personnel.

Ferguson’s previous flag officer assignments include Chief of
Legislative Affairs and Assistant Commander for Distribution
(Pers-4) at the Navy Personnel Command in Millington, Tenn.

A surface warfare officer, he completed nuclear propulsion training
after graduating with distinction from the United States Naval Academy with the Class of 1978.

Afloat, he has served with both the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets. His operational assignments include
duty onboard USS South Carolina (CGN 37) and USS Fife (DD 991). He also served as reactor officer
on board USS Dwight D. Eisenhower (CVN 69). His command tours include the destroyer USS
Benfold (DDG 65) and Destroyer Squadron 18.

Ashore, he served at the Bureau of Naval Personnel as the assistant surface captain assignment officer
and surface nuclear assignment officer. During 1998-2000, he served as a special assistant to the
Supreme Allied Commander, Burope. He completed two other assignments in the Office of Legislative
Affairs. From 1992-1994, he served as the officer responsible for providing liaison to the House and
Senate Armed Services Committees for all surface warfare, sealift and shipbuilding programs. From
2001-2003, he served as the director of the Senate Liaison Office.

Ferguson holds a master's degree in computer science from the Naval Postgraduate School. He
completed a National Security Fellowship at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard
University and is a graduate of the Air Command and Staff College. His awards include the Navy
Distinguished Service Medal, the Defense Superior Service Medal, the Legion of Merit and the
Defense Meritorious Service Medal.
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INTRODUCTION

Chairman Murtha, Representative Young, and distinguished members of the House
Appropriations Committee, it is a pleasure to have the opportunity to review the U.S. Navy’s

recruiting and retention efforts as well as end strength projections for this year.

Navy continues to experience success in recruiting and retention and we expect that
success to continue. The tone of the force remains positive. Sailors and their families continue
to express satisfaction with the quality of their service, education benefits, health care, and
compensation. To continue supporting the Fleet and the joint force, we remain committed to
providing the right person with the right skills, at the right time, and at the best value while
ensuring the welfare of our Sailors and their families. To meet this commitment, our efforts

must enable us to be:

¢ Competitive for the best talent in the nation
s Diverse

e Responsive to the joint warfighter

* A learning organization

e A leader in human resource solutions.

As we transition from a period of drawdown and begin to stabilize our end strength, we
are taking the opportunity to review our policies and undertake initiatives emphasizing
performance. Due to increased retention, sustained success in recruiting, and reduced attrition
we anticipate ending the fiscal year within two percent above our authorized end strength of

326,323,
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Qur stabilization efforts are directed at sustaining a high quality force to meet the demands
of the Navy's Maritime Strategy and the joint warfighter, while at the same time being able to
respond to new mission areas. Our efforts to stabilize the force are guided by the following

principles:

e Attract and recruit our Nation’s best and brightest

¢ Retain the best Sailors with the right skills

s Target incentives to retain critical skill ratings

o Balance the force based on seniority, experience, and skills matched to projected
requirements

* Focus on performance and safeguard the careers of our top performers

* Provide the Fleet and joint force stable and predictable manning.

RECRUITING

To date, Navy has been successful in attracting and recruiting high-quality Sailors to its
officer and enlisted ranks. Building on our accomplishments in Fiscal Year (FY) 2008, we are

positioned for continued success through FY09.

Enlisted

Navy met its enlisted active and reserve recruiting goals for 21 straight months through
January 2009. This fiscal year, we have met our active and reserve goals each month, and our
Delayed Entry Program (DEP) is 89 percent full as of 1 February 2009. We are exceeding

quality standards in all recruit categories: 94.4 percent will have high school diplomas—four
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percent above the Department of Defense (DoD) standard; and 70.6 percent will meet Test Score

Category I-1IIA standards—10.6 percent above DoD standards.

Active and Reserve Component Accessions and Quality

FYTD 09
FY08
(as of 1 Feb 2009)
ATTAINED GOAL % ATTAINED GOAL %
Total Active 38,485 38,419 100.2% 11,266 11,222 100.4%
Total Reserve 9,134 9,122 100.1% 2,633 2,596 101.4%
HSDG* 35,834 90% 94.4% 11,475 90% 94.4%
TSC** I.IIIA 27,907 60% 13.5% 8,974 60% 73.8%

*HSDG - High School Diploma Graduate

**TSC — Test Score Category (Aptitude Level)

We are focusing efforts where recruiting challenges remain. My top enlisted recruiting

priorities are:

Nuclear Ratings. During FY08, Navy met its recruiting goals for enlisted nuclear ratings,

achieving 100.6 percent of goal. This fiscal year we have met all monthly nuclear rating

recruiting goals and are on track to achieve this year’s target. Based on current trends, we

increased our FY 10 nuclear enlisted recruiting goal to offset future shortages. This will enable

us to better meet enlisted manning needs as the nation’s economy recovers. We continue to rely

on the enlistment bonus as the primary incentive to meet our nuclear accession targets.

Special Warfare/Special Operations. We achieved Naval Special Warfare/Special

Operations aggregate and individual goals (Explosive Ordnance Disposal, Diver, Special
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Operator, Special Boat Crewman) for the first time in FY08. We have continued that success,
attaining 100 percent of all four ratings each month this fiscal year. We have established special
recruiting programs and an introductory physical conditioning course in our recruit training
center to improve our success rate at Basic Underwater Demolition/SEAL (BUDS) training. We

are beginning to see positive results from these efforts.

Combat Operations Support. We experienced continued success in FY08 and are on

track to achieve our FY09 goals. Combat operations support ratings include intelligence,
information warfare, and Seabee ratings, and are vital to providing critical skills in support of

joint operations around the world.

Combat Operations Support Accessions

FYTD 09

FY08
(as of 1 Feb 2009)

ATTAINED | GOAL % ATTAINED | GOAL %

Active Accessions 6,565 6,463 | 101.6% 3,150 3,153 99.9%

Reserve
9,134 9,122 | 100.1% 2,633 2,596 | 101.4%

New Contracts

Officer

In FYO08, Navy attained 104 percent of active component general officer (Officer
Candidate School) goal, which included a mission increase of 40 percent over the FY07 target.
Reserve component general officer programs also saw significant improvement, finishing FY08

at 105 percent versus 51 percent in FY07. While we achieved overall active and reserve medical
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officer recruiting goals for the first time in five years, we did not reach our goals for Dental
Corps officers (89 percent). We expect success in FY09 and have increased three of four
medical officer recruiting targets to offset existing shortfalls, though we will be challenged to

meet our goal for direct commissioned medical officers.

Active and Reserve Officer Accessions

FYTD 09
FYO08
(as of 1 Feb 2009)
ATTAINED | GOAL % ATTAINED | GOAL %
Active General Officer* 1,276 1,270 100% 838 1,407 63%
Reserve General Officer® 1,062 1,012 105% 475 974 49%
Active Medical Officer** 713 685 104% 357 840 43%
Reserve Medical Officer®* 259 192 135% 104 279 37%

*Does not include accessions from the United States Naval Academy or Naval Reserve Officer Training Corps.

**Medical Officer includes Medical Corps, Nurse Corps, Dental Corps, and Medical Service Corps.

My priorities for officer recruiting are:

Health Professionals. To support the increased demand for health professionals in

support of combat operations, we have implemented a multi-faceted approach. This includes:

o Increasing Critical Wartime Skills Accessions Bonus (CWSAB) and allowing multi-
year payouts

+ Increasing incentive and retention pays for critical healthcare specialties
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e Increasing the monthly stipend for medical and dental Health Professions Scholarship
Program (HPSP) recipients
» Exploring a one-year pilot program to access qualified legal non-citizens

o Offering the Health Professions Loan Repayment plan for critical medical specialties.

As of 31 January 2009, we have attained 43 percent of the FY09 active medical officer recruiting

goal and 37 percent of the reserve goal.

Diversity. In our desire to remain competitive for the best talent in the nation, we
continue leveraging relationships with key influencers and science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics (STEM)-based affinity groups. We have made great strides expanding Naval
Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps (NJROTC) into highly diverse markets. We will add 20
new NJROTC units resulting in a total of 646 participating schools in the coming year, providing
opportunities for approximately 2,500 more cadets. Additionally, we are expanding our Naval

Reserve Officer Training Corps (NROTC) program.

RETENTION

The current national economy, coupled with the comprehensive benefits and
compensation of military service, have resulted in higher retention and lower attrition than
predicted for this fiscal year. In FY08, active enlisted retention was approximately one percent
above projections and there were 4,221 (14 percent) fewer enlisted attrition losses than
anticipated. We also experienced higher retention rates across the officer force. These patterns

have accelerated into this fiscal year.
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In the reserve force, we anticipate higher retention and fewer losses than planned in both
the enlisted and officer populations. Current policies and adjusted enlisted prior service
accessions will help to minimize over-execution. Our goal is to finish the fiscal year with a

stable, balanced inventory of reserve Sailors matched to fleet demand.

Active Navy Enlisted Retention

FY09 Achievement
Active FYO08 Achievement
(as of 3 Jan 2009)
Navy
FYO08 FY09
Retention | Reenlisted | Mission | FY08 Reenlisted | Mission | FYTD
Goals Goals
Zone A
13,005 12,700 | 102.4% 12,700 3,481 3,174 110% 13,300
0-6 yrs)
Zone B
8,358 8,500 | 98.3% 8,500 2,863 2,735 105% 9,400
(6-10 yrs)
Zone C
5,147 5,000 | 102.9% 5,000 1,721 1,601 107% 6,000
{10-14 yrs)

Control Grade Officers. Though officer retention rates have generally increased, there
remain select shortfalls in the control grades (04-06). Commander (O-5) and lieutenant
commander (O-4) inventories are below requirements; though, for the first time in many years,
Unrestricted Line (URL) captain inventory exceeds officer programmed authorizations (OPA).
Special and incentive pays and quality of life initiatives remain the primary tools to reduce these

shortfalls.
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Active Control Grade Inventory versus OPA

Unrestricted Line Restricted Line and Staff

Rank Inventory FY09 OPA* Inventory FY09 OPA
06 1,395 1,361 1,808 1,877
05 2,930 3,046 3,559 3,653
04 4,280 4,461 5,203 5,702
Total 8,605 8,868 10,570 11,232

Health Professionals. Medical community loss rate trends improved in FY08. While
incentives and bonuses have contributed to reduced loss trends, select subspecialties continue to
require attention. These include: dentistry, clinical psychology, social work, psychiatry, general
surgery, and perioperative nursing. Special and incentive pays are critical to retaining these

professionals.

Medical Community Loss Rates

Community FYO05 FY06 FYo07 FY08
Medical Corps 10.4% 9.6% 10.2% 8.2%
Nurse Corps 9.8% 11.4% 10.0% 9.2%
Medical Service Corps 10.2% 10.2% 9.4% 9.0%
Dental Corps 13.0% 14.3% 14.7% 10.7%




70

Tone of the Force

The tone of the force is positive. We poll extensively and track statistics on personal and
family-related indicators such as stress, financial health, and command climate, as well as Sailor
and family satisfaction with the Navy. The results indicate that Sailors are satisfied with the
morale of their command, leadership, education benefits, health care, and compensation.
Despite the current economic situation, the majority of our Sailors are not experiencing severe
financial stress. Results of our January 2009 Financial Health Quick Poll reveal that 82 percent
of officer and 54 percent of enlisted rate their personal financial situation as “excellent” or
“good,” compared to 41 percent in the U.S. population’. For those who reported experiencing

financial stress, housing-related expenses were the primary concern.

Suicide Prevention. We continue our efforts at suicide prevention through a multi-
faceted system of communication, training, and command support. Our approach is to foster
resilience among Sailors; identify and mitigate stress reactions that can lead to increased
potential for suicide; and create an environment supportive of good psychological health, in
which stress and other suicide related factors can be more openly recognized, discussed, and

addressed.

Suicide is the third leading cause of death in the Navy after accidents and natural causes.
In calendar year 2008, Navy’s suicide rate increased slightly over the previous year to 11.6 per
100,000 Sailors. This number represents a total of 41 suicides. The rates for accidents and
natural causes per 100,000 Sailors were 26.3 and 12.7, respectively”. Since formal suicide

prevention programs began in 1998, Navy has averaged 10.7 suicides per 100,000 Sailors.

' October 15, 2008 Pew Research Center for the People and the Press Survey Report (p.2).
? Data pulled from the Defense Casualty Information Processing System (DCIPS).
10
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While significantly lower than the national rate of 18.8 per 100,000 individuals®, for the same
age and gender demographic, we remain vigilant on this critical issue with a primary focus on

prevention.

Navy continues to develop and enhance programs designed to remove the social stigma
of seeking help and, which target substance abuse prevention, personal financial management,
positive family relationships, physical readiness, and family support —all of which reduce
individual stress. We continue to work to address and minimize potential adverse effects of
suicide risk factors and to strengthen associative protective factors through training, intervention,
response, and reporting. Suicide prevention is an all-hands effort, spanning the continuum of our

Total Force, from the most senior Navy leadership to our newest recruits.

Sailor and Family Support

Our programs are designed to support those Sailors forward deployed, enhance career
flexibility, and improve overall life-work integration. Additionally, we will support the force
through a comprehensive “continuum of care” that meets the full spectrum of needs for Sailors

and their families from accession to retirement.

individual Augmentation (JAYGWOT Support Assignment (GSA) Detailing. Significant

progress has been made in filling IA requirements, particularly for high-demand skill sets. In
many cases, using a Total Force approach, Navy has fulfilled these requirements with qualified
individuals from lesser-stressed communities. This flexible response, coupled with effective

strategic communications to the Fleet, reduced some of the uncertainty associated with repeat 1A

? Data based on the Center for Disease Control's National Vitat Statistics Report “Deaths: Final Data for 2005."
Normalized rate calculated by the Navy Health Research Command.

11
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deployments and helped provide predictability and stability for Sailors and their families while

improving Navy’s responsiveness to the Combatant Commanders.

Through GSA Detailing, a practice designed to minimize disruption in the lives of Sailors
and their families through assignment to IA tours between permanent duty stations, we continue
to fill joint warfighting requirements and the majority of critical 1A leadership positions through
mainstream assignment processes. This approach affords Sailors increased influence over the
timing of their IA assignments, improves individual career management, and offers longer lead-
times; thereby, improving Sailor readiness and family preparedness for prolonged deployments.
Initial Fleet response to GSA Detailing has been positive. In FY09, approximately 47 percent of

our total IA assignments are GSA details.

Life-Work Integration. The FY09 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA)
authorized 10 days of non-chargeable paternity leave for married service members whose wives
give birth to a child on or after October 14, 2008. We are appreciative of Congressional support

for this legislation and anticipate over 15,000 Sailors will benefit from this entitlement each year.

Additionally, the FY09 NDAA provides Service Secretaries the authority to test the
effectiveness of an alternative career retention option in fields where monetary incentives alone
have not produced the desired retention results. We have learned that flexibility is one of the
keys to retaining our younger Sailors. In an effort to enhance career flexibility, Navy is piloting
a Career Intermission Program, allowing 20 officer and 20 enlisted members annually to fransfer

from active duty to the Individual Ready Reserve (IRR) for up to three years.

12



73

In addition to the Career Intermission Program, other Navy initiatives include telework,
compressed work schedules, and a virtual command program, which provides an opportunity for
a small initial group of officers to maintain geographic stability. Leveraging current technology,
these options enable us to provide Sailors and their families with increased predictability and
stability while providing improved quality of life. We are assessing the feasibility of
implementing other programs designed to increase flexibility of choice within traditional career
paths. We believe that innovative, flexible career paths will provide increased retention by

complementing monetary incentives.

Continyum of Care. Navy’s “continuum of care” is a network of services and caregivers
that ensures Sailors, whether they are healthy or become wounded, iil, or injured, receive the
highest quality care. We continuously evaluate and improve policies and programs associated
with the continuum of care to be certain they are meeting their intended objectives. Our
continuum of care spans all aspects of individual medical, physical, psychological, and family
readiness. Navy Safe Harbor, Navy's Operational Stress Control Program, Deployment Health
Assessments, the Warrior Transition Program, and the Returning Warrior Workshop are critical

elements of this continuum.

Over the past year, Navy Safe Harbor has expanded its mission to non-medical support
for all seriously wounded, ill, and injured Sailors and their families, increasing its capabilities
with the establishment of a headquarters element to support Recovery Care Coordinators and
Non-medical Care Managers covering 15 locations. With these changes, Safe Harbor’s enrolled
population has increased from 145 to 330. Safe Harbor is providing recovering Sailors a lifetime
of individually tailored assistance designed to optimize the success of their recovery,
rehabilitation, and reintegration activities.

13
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Navy’s Operational Stress Control {OSC) program provides a comprehensive approach
designed to address the psychological health needs of Sailors and their families throughout a
career. It is a program that is supported by Navy Medicine and promotes psychological health
while reducing the stigma associated with requesting help. To date, Basic OSC Awareness
Training has been provided to over 7,300 Sailors at various venues across the country. Formal
curriculum at key nodes of training throughout the career of a Sailor (from accession to flag

officer) will be developed and delivered this fiscal year.

The Warrior Transition Program (WTP) was established in Kuwait and provides a place
and time for individual augmentees (IA) to decompress and transition from a war zone to life
back home. The WTP includes small group discussion facilitated by accredited professionals
and focuses on combat and operational stress, gear return, and fleet and family support center
briefings. Trained providers include two chaplains and two psychiatric registered nurses. Since
January 2008, over 320 classes with over 7,100 returning IAs have taken place. Additional
Mobile Care Teams are being developed to deploy to Iraq and Afghanistan to provide a means of

reaching out to 1As during mid-tour.

The Returning Warrior Workshop (RWW) is a vital reintegration event that provides
support for both active and reserve Sailors and their families. The RWW is designed to identify
problems, encourage members to talk about their experiences, direct family members to
resources, improve the mobilization/demobilization process, and honor the sacrifices of Sailors
and their families. The RWW is an important first step in the demobilization and reintegration

process for the Total Force and their families. Since January 2007, over 1,000 service members

14



75

and 800 family members have attended one of 16 RWWs throughout the country. An additional

33 RWWs are scheduled through July 2010.

In addition to these programs we have been aggressively monitoring compliance with the
new Deployment Health Assessment (DHA). DHA is a DoD-mandated instrument used to
screen Sailors prior to deployment and to identify health concerns after deployment with Post-
Deployment Health Assessments (PDHA) and Re-assessments (PDHRA). We have enhanced
policy oversight on DHA to include monthly reports to Navy leadership and a Navy-wide review

of records to validate compliance is underway.

Retention through Targeted Investments
Given the change in retention and loss behavior, we are focused on stabilizing the force
through a targeted investment approach—reducing or eliminating monetary incentives where

they are not needed and continued investment in critical skills.

First-term nuclear operators are my number one retention priority. Currently, the Naval
Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP) is 922 Sailors short of manning requirements across all
zones, and is falling 20 percent short of required retention goals for first term reenlistments.
Meeting retention goals continues to be challenging as nuclear trained enlisted are in high
demand in civilian nuclear and conventional energy production, as well as other highly technical
fields. We are addressing this challenge with an enhanced monetary incentive through a
significant increase in the Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) program, offered for a finite
period. The intent is to elicit an immediate and significant increase in retention rates in skills

that have shown an inelastic response to incremental increases in bonus rates. This "limited time
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offer” is our test of the elasticity of the demand. We will use the results to evaluate future

retention initiatives.

The technical, leadership, and management expertise developed in the NNPP are highly
valued in the civilian workforce. Consequently, nuclear officer retention remains a challenge.
We have met our submarine officer retention goals only once in the past five years, and we
expect to fall two percent short of our target in FY09. This decline has contributed to Navy’s
current shortage of officers with greater than nine years of commissioned service. The
submarine force is currently 452 officers short of requirements to man critical billets Navy-wide.
Additionally, the nuclear-trained surface warfare community continues to experience the lowest
junior officer retention of any URL community. To positively influence retention, Navy
aggressively uses monetary incentives authorized under the Nuclear Officer Bonus and Incentive

Pay consolidated authority in title 37, U.S.C,, Section 333.

END STRENGTH

Navy is currently transitioning from a posture of reducing end strength to one of
“stabilizing the force.” Since 2003, Navy active duty end strength declined from 382,235 to
332,228, at a rate of approximately 10,000 per year. While end strength declined, we have
increased operational availability through the Fleet Response Plan, supported new missions for

the joint force, and introduced the Maritime Strategy.

Navy continues to play a vital role in support of ongoing combat operations in
Afghanistan (Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF)) and Iraq (Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF))

across a wide range of mission areas, including detainee operations, training teams, provincial

16
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reconstruction teams, counter improvised explosive device (IED) missions, construction
(Seabee), explosive ordnance disposal (EOD), airfield support, public affairs, logistics,
intelligence, and medical support. We are planning to provide up to 14,100 Sailors as individual
augmentees in the role of joint force enablers. We anticipate this demand to continue into the
next fiscal year. Although Navy has traditionally sourced the IA requirement through baseline

end strength, we can no longer sustain this approach without an adverse impact on readiness.

Navy has no Stop Loss in effect and no plans to use this manpower management tool in
the foreseeable future. Used sparingly and very briefly in the past, Navy Stop Loss was

discontinued in May 2003.

Beginning in FY 10, Navy will start to reverse 2,383 previously planned military-to-
civilian health profession billet conversions scheduled for FY10-FY12. The full 4,204 billet

reversals and restorations will be completed by FY 13.

To meet these demands, maintain required Fleet manning levels, and minimize stress on
the force, the Secretary of the Navy authorized the force to over-execute end strength in FY08.
Utilizing national emergency end strength waiver authority, Navy finished the year with an end
strength level of 332,228, approximately one percent above our statutory end strength
authorization of 329,098. We anticipate that we will finish this fiscal year within two percent
above our authorized level of 326,323. As we move past this fiscal year, we expect Navy end
strength to stabilize at approximately 329,000 personnel to support current Fleet manning as well
as the joint force. We continue to assess our end strength posture to balance not only the number
of personnel, but also the experience, skills, and seniority of the force against our projected
requirements.

17
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Navy Reserve end strength has declined by approximately 20,000 Sailors from 2003
through 2008 (88,156 RC Sailors in 2003 to 68,136 RC Sailors in 2008). The anticipated steady-
state end strength is approximately 66,000 in FY13. During FYO08, to provide for a stable RC
inventory, we implemented several force shaping measures that included a reduction in prior
service accessions, as well as proactive management of Transient Personnel Units (TPUs),
overmanned designators, and Sailors reaching high-year tenure. These measures proved to be
effective, as the Navy ended FY08 with 68,136 RC personnel (approximately 0.5 percent above

our statutory end strength authorization of 67,800).

Stabilizing the Force

As previously discussed, we have experienced higher than expected retention and fewer
losses across the enlisted force. For Sailors with 10 years of service, reenlistment rates are six
percent higher than the previous two years. Among those Sailors with 10 to 14 years of service,
we are experiencing a retention rate that is approximately three percent higher. Overall attrition,
defined as Sailors who are discharged prior to the end of their contract, has declined
approximately 24 percent from the previous year. Specifically, we have seen declines in
misconduct related discharges by 26 percent, medical/physical discharges by 22 percent, and
training-related discharges by 12 percent. The net effect is over-manning in some specialties in
certain year groups. To maintain the force balance in terms of seniority, experience, and skills

we have taken, or will take, following actions:

e Reduce FY09 enlisted accessions by 3,000

e Transition to newly-enacted consolidated special and incentive pay authorities
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Decrease or eliminate Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) levels and review all other
bonus programs

Execute “High-Year Tenure” milestone for the enlisted force of 14 years of service for
those Sailors who have not advanced beyond E-5

Expand “Perform-to-Serve,” a reenlistment review process used in Zone A (0-6 years), to
Zone B (6-10 years) and Zone C (10-14 years) in select overmanned ratings forcing
conversion to undermanned specialties or separation

Institute an annual performance-based continuation board for E7-E9 with over 20 years
of service.

Establish greater control of conditional extensions

Allow one year time-in-grade retirement waivers for select senior enlisted in pay grades

E-7to E-9.

In our officer corps, we are experiencing similar behaviors. From 2005-2008 overall

officer loss rates remained relatively stable (8.1 to 8.43 percent); the forecasted trend for FY09

shows a loss rate of less than eight percent. Higher than expected retention has resulted in 17 of

31 communities being over manned, with most imbalances occurring in the junior officer ranks.

To properly shape our officer force, we are implementing several measures:

Reviewing records of probationary officers (those with less than six years of
commissioned service) who have failed their initial warfare pipeline training or whose
records are flagged for legal, physical fitness, or security clearance issues, and separate
those with limited potential for future service

Restricting the number of officers in a retire-retain status (i.e., retaining a member past

statutory retirement)

19
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* Allowing only those officers with specialized skills to withdraw a previously approved
retirement or resignation request

¢ Allowing one-year waivers of active duty minimum service requirement in targeted
comimunities

e Allowing one year time-in-grade retirement waivers for select officers in pay grades O-5
and O-6

¢ Review bonus program levels.

A future component of our force stabilization efforts will be to provide opportunities for
Sailors to seamlessly transition between active and reserve service throughout their careers, We
are working to identify legislative, financial, management, and policy barriers impeding a quick
and efficient transition between components to meet changing workforce demands. One of our
key initiatives is implementing a process to transition Sailors between the active component and
the reserve component within 72 hours. This continuum of service approach will ultimately

enhance the effectiveness of the Navy Total Force.

CONCLUSION

Qur mission remains to:

o Align the personal and professional goals of our workforce with the needs of the joint
force, while ensuring the welfare of our Sailors and their families
o Deliver a high-performing, competency-based, and mission-focused force to meet the full

spectrum of joint operations

20
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¢ Provide the right person with the right skills at the right time at the best value to the joint

force.

Our vision is a seamless Navy Total Force valued for a lifetime of service. On behalf of

all the men and women in uniform who sacrifice daily and their families, I want to extend my

sincere appreciation for your unwavering support for our Navy. Thank you.

21
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Mr. MURTHA. General Coleman.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL COLEMAN

General COLEMAN. Chairman Murtha, distinguished members of
the Subcommittee, it is my privilege to appear before you today to
discuss Marine Corps personnel.

I would like to make a few key points.

First, in regard to our end strength growth, the Marine Corps
achieved unprecedented success in fiscal year 2008, growing by
over 12,000 Marines; and we fully expect to reach our goal of
202,000 during fiscal year 2009, 2 years ahead of schedule. We owe
this historic success in large part to our recruiters, who continue
to meet all accession goals while maintaining the highest quality
standards.

Thank you for your continued support of our enlisted incentives,
which help to make this achievement possible.

Secondly, our active component retention continues to be success-
ful. In fiscal year 2008, we achieved an unprecedented 36 percent
retention rate among our first-term Marines and are building on
that success so far in 2009.

We thank you for your support of our selective reenlistment
bonus program. It will remain the foundation of our retention ef-
forts as we work to maintain vital Marine Corps leadership and ex-
perience.

Third, I want to reiterate that a top priority of the Commandant
of the Marine Corps is caring for our wounded warriors and for the
families of all our Marines. Our Wounded Warrior Regiment is dili-
gently at work implementing a new and historic approach to
wounded warrior care which makes thriving, not just surviving, the
expectation of our wounded, ill, and injured Marines. Likewise, our
family readiness programs have undergone a host of significant im-
provements which continue today.

In closing, I want to thank you and the other Members of Con-
gress for your support and partnership. They have been central to
the strength that your Marine Corps enjoys today. It will continue
to be essential as we work to shape the Marine Corps for the future
so that we will always remain the most ready when the Nation is
least ready.

I look forward to answering your questions.

[The statement of General Coleman follows:]
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Lieutenant General Ronald S. Coleman
Deputy Commandant
for
Manpower and Reserve Affairs

Lieutenant General Ronald S. Coleman is the Deputy Commandant for Manpower and Reserve Affairs.

General Coleman joined the Navy in April 1968 and was discharged upon his return from Danang, Republic of
Vietnam in June 1970. Upon graduation from Cheyney State University in 1973. he was commissioned a Second
Lieutenant in December 1974, Following the Basic School in 1975, he reported to Camp Lejeune with 2d Marine
Regiment and served as the Regimental Supply Officer, Platoon Commander, and S-4A.

In November 1977, he transferred to 3d Force Service Support Group, Okinawa, Japan, and deployed with Landing
Support Unit Foxtrot.

In November 1978, he reported 1o Officer Candidate School and served as the S-4, Supply Officer, Candidate
Platoon Commander and Director, Non-Commissioned Officer School. He attended Amphibious Warfare School
during the 1981-82 academic year and was then transferred to HQMC Officer Assignment Branch, and served as a
company grade monitor and Administrative Assistant to the Director, Personnel Management Division. In August
1985, Major Coleman was assigned as an Instructor at Amphibious Warfare School. In 1987, he attended the Marine
Corps Command and Staff College.

In 1988, he returned to Okinawa and served as the Operations Officer, 3d Landing Support Battalion: Executive
Officer, 3d Maintenance Battalion; and Commanding Officer, Combat Service Support Detachment 35, Contingency
Marine Air Group Task Force 4-90.

In June 1991, he reported to HQMC and served as the Logistics Project Officer and Head, Maintenance Policy
Secuion, Installations and Logistics Branch. He was promoted to Lieutenant Colonel in May 1992,

In June 1993, he assumed duty as Commanding Officer, 2d Maintenance Battalion, 2d Force Service Support Group,
and in December 1994. was reassigned as the Group Deputy Operations Officer. In August 1995, he reported to the
Industrial College of the Armed Forces. National Defense University.

In 1996, he reported 1o the Pentagon in the Logistics Directorate I-4, as Deputy Division Chief, Logistic Readiness
Center.

He was promoted to colonel in July 1997 and returned to Camp Lejeune in 1998 for duty with the 2d Marine
Division as the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-4. In April 1999, ke deployed to the Balkan Region and served as J-4,
Joint Task Force Shining Hope. He assumed command of 2d Supply Battalion in July 1999. In June 2001 he
reported to HQMC as the Assistant Deputy Commandant Installations and Logistics (Facilities) and was promoted
to brigadier general in November 2002.

General Coleman reported to 2d Force Service Support Group in June of 2003 and deployed in support of Operation
Iraqi Freedom as Commanding General Special Purpose MAGTF until November 2003. He deployed again from
February 2004 until June 2004 as Commanding General, Combined Joint Task Force Haiti, in support of Operation
Secure Democracy.

General Coleman was assigned as the Director, Personnel Management Division on | July 2005 and was frocked to
Major General in May 2006,

On 29 September 2006. General Coleman was assigned to his current position and appointed to the rank of
Lieutenant General.
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Chairman Murtha, Congressman Young, and distinguished Members of the
Subcommittee, it is my privilege to appear before you today to provide an update on Marine
Corps personnel.

L. Introduction

We remain a Corps of Marines at war with over 22,000 Marines deployed in support of
Operations IRAQI FREEDOM and ENDURING FREEDOM. The young men and women who
fill our ranks today recognize the global, protracted, and lethal nature of the challenges facing
our Nation, and their dedicated service and sacrifice rival that of any generation preceding them.
The individual Marine is our Corps' most sacred resource.

Over the past several years, sustained deployments in Iraq, Afghanistan, and across the
globe have kept many Marines in the operating forces deployed as much as they have been
home. They have shouldered our Nation's burden and done so with amazing resiliency. Marines
understand what is required of the Nation's elite warrior class — to stand up and be counted
when the Nation needs them the most. For this, we owe them our unending gratitude.

Marines and their families know that their sacrifices are making a difference, that they
are part of something much larger than themselves, and that their Nation stands behind them.
Thanks to your continued support, your Marines will stay resolved to fight and defeat any foe
today or in the future.

II. End Strength

Active Component End Strength. The Marine Corps grew by over 12,000 Marines in

Fiscal Year 2008 and currently stands at over 201,000. We are on pace to reach an active duty
end strength of 202,000 by the end of Fiscal Year 2009 — two years ahead of schedule. This

historic growth can be attributed to three factors: quality recruiting, historic retention levels, and
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reduced attrition. Based on building a robust Delayed Entry Pool Program, we expect these
trends to continue into Fiscal Year 2010 allowing us to sustain a 202,000 end strength. While
the state of the Nation’s economy is a concern for all of us, we expect that it will positively
impact both recruiting and retention this year.

We are currently ahead of Fiscal Year 2008 in first term enlistments and are on track with
our career reenlistments; our recruiting standards remain high. Attrition levels are projected to
remain at or below Fiscal Year 2008 rates. Sustaining the 202,000 end strength will enable your
Corps to train to the full spectrum of military operations and improve the ability of the Marine
Corps to address future challenges. This growth will also enable us to increase the dwell time of
our Marines so that they are able to operate at a “sustained rate of fire.” Our goal is to achieve a
1:2 deployment-to-dwell ratio for all of our active forces - for every seven months a Marine is
deployed, he or she will be back at home station for at least fourteen months.

Funding. The Marine Corps greatly appreciates the increase in authorized end strength to
194,000 passed in the Fiscal Year 2009 National Defense Authorization Act. In Fiscal Year
2009, we are funding the end strength in excess of 194,000 through supplemental appropriations.
The vast majority of our personnel budget is spent on entitlements including compensation,
which is a double-edged sword.

Compensation is a principal factor for Marines when deciding whether to reenlist.
Private sector competition will always seek to capitalize on the military training and education
provided to our Marines. Marines are a highly desirable labor resource for private sector
organizations. Competitive and flexible compensation authorities aid the Marine Corps in
targeting specific areas and provide the capability to access, retain, and separate as needed. Your

support for our Enlistment Bonus and Selective Reenlistment Bonus programs has made a
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difference and will continue to be a key to sustaining our end strength and ensuring the right mix,
right grades, and overall effectiveness of our Total Force. We appreciate the continued support
of Congress in the creation of flexible compensation authorities that allow the Marine Corps to
shape your Corps for the 21st Century.

Reserve Component End Strength. Our Reserves continue to make essential

contributions to our Total Force efforts in The Long War, particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan.
As we accelerated our build to 202,000 Active Component Marines during the past fiscal year,
we understood that we would take some risk with regard to obtaining our Reserve Component
end strength of 39,600. As a result we came in under our authorized limit by 2,077. During the
202,000 build-up, we adjusted our accession plans and encouraged our experienced and combat-
tested Reserve Marines to transition back to active duty to support these efforts. They responded
in force. From 2007 to present, approximately 1,946 returned to active duty or are awaiting
retarn.

As a Total Force Marine Corps, we rely heavily upon the essential augmentation and
reinforcement provided by our Reserve Marines. We believe our authorized end strength of
39,600 is appropriate and provides us with the Marines we require to support the force and to
achieve our goal of a 1:5 deployment-to-dwell ratio for our Reserves. With the achievement of a
202,000 Active Component force, we will refocus our recruiting and retention efforts toward our
authorized Reserve Component end strength. The bonus and incentives provided by Congress,
specifically the authorization to reimburse travel expenses to select members attending drill, will

be key tools in helping achieve this goal.
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III. Recruiting

Our recruiters continue to make their recruiting goals in all areas in support of our Total
Force recruiting mission. Our focus in Fiscal Year 2009 will be to continue to recruit quality
men and women with the right character, commitment, and drive into our Corps. To meet the
challenges in today’s recruiting environment, it is imperative that we maintain our high standards
both for our recruiters and those who volunteer to serve in our Corps. The Corps must continue
to be comprised of the best and brightest of America's youth. We must also remain mindful that
the Marine Corps needs to reflect the face of the nation and be representative of those we serve.
Our image of a smart, tough, elite warrior continues to resonate with young people seeking to
become Marines.

The Marine Corps is unique in that all recruiting efforts (officer, enlisted, regular,
reserve, and prior-service) fall under the direction of the Marine Corps Recruiting Command.
Operationally, this provides us with tremendous flexibility and unity of command in order to
annually meet our objectives. In Fiscal Year 2008, the Marine Corps achieved 100 percent of the
enlisted (regular and reserve) ship mission (accessions). In terms of quality, Marine Corps
Recruiting Command accessed over 95 percent Tier 1 high school diploma graduates and over 66
petcent in the upper Mental Groups of I-IlIAs. In short, we accomplished our recruiting mission,
achieved the Commandant’s quality standards, and exceeded Department of Defense quality
standards.

In Fiscal Year 2009, the Total Force accessions mission is 39,296 and, as of 28 February
2009, we have shipped (accessed) 14,785 applicants, representing over 104 percent of our Total
Force mission fiscal year to date. Although recruiting is highly dynamic and fluid, we expect to

meet our annual recruiting mission this fiscal year, to include all quality goals. Additionally, we
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continue to exceed our contracting goals for this fiscal year which ensures we have a population
of qualified individuals ready to ship to recruit training as we enter Fiscal Year 2010. Achieving
this success, as always, is dependent on your support for our enlistment incentives. We thank
you for this support both now and in the future.

Our Officer Selection Teams were also successful in Fiscal Year 2008, accessing 1,900
Second Lieutenants for 100 percent of their assigned mission. In Fiscal Year 2009, we are
continuing efforts to attract Officer Candidates and commission Second Lieutenants
commensurate with our end strength requirements. To assist our Officer Selection Officers in
meeting their Officer Accession missions and attract prospective candidates we are continuing to
leverage two programs that were introduced in 2007: The College Loan Repayment Program,
which provides up to $30,000 of undergraduate student loans for graduating college seniors upon
commission as a Second Lieutenant, and the Officer Accessions Incentive, which provides
$4,000 to college graduates (Officer Candidate Course and Enlisted Commissioning Program)
upon commissioning as a Second Lieutenant.

For the Reserve Component, the Marine Corps achieved its Fiscal Year 2008 reserve
enlisted recruiting goals with the accession of 4,235 non-prior service Marines and 4,501 Prior
Service Marines. As of 28 February 2009, we have accessed 2,070 non-prior service and 1,502
enlisted prior service Marines, which reflects 48 percent of our annual enlisted mission. Again,
we expect to meet our reserve recruiting goals this year. Officer recruiting for our Selected
Marine Corps Reserve units is traditionally our greatest challenge. To date, the Officer
Candidate Course ~ Reserve has proven to be the most successful of our reserve officer
recruiting programs, specifically focusing on ground-related billets tied to the Force Generation

Model. Under this program, individuals attend Officer Candidates School, The Basic School, a
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Military Occupational Specialty school, and return to a reserve unit to serve. We commissioned
56 Second Lieutenants in the Reserve in fiscal Year 2008, and we anticipate commissioning
between 50 and 75 more this fiscal year.
IV. Retention

Retention complements recruiting as one of the vital elements of building and sustaining
the Marine Corps. For enlisted retention, we seek to retain the best and brightest Marines in both
our First Term and Career Force to provide the proven technical skills, experience, and Non-
Commissioned Officer and Staff Noncommissioned Officer leadership needed to meet our
demanding mission. In Fiscal Year 2008, the Marine Corps reenlisted 16,696 Marines including
an unprecedented 8,243 First Term Marines. This achievement represented the highest retention
rate, almost 36 percent, among the eligible First Term population compared to 31 percent in
Fiscal Year 2007 and 22 percent in Fiscal Year 2006. Similarly, the Marine Corps achieved a
remarkable 77 percent retention rate among the eligible career force compared with 70 percent in
Fiscal Year 2007 and 65 percent in Fiscal Year 2006. This achievement contributed to
exceeding the annual milestone in our end strength increase plan while maintaining all quality
standards.

For Fiscal Year 2009, retention achievement remains exceptionally strong. As of 28
February 2009, we have achieved 7,227 First Term Alignment Plan reenlistments, over 98
percent of the 7,334 goal. Equally impressive, we have achieved 7,127 Subsequent Term
Alignment Plan reenlistments, over 95 percent of the 7,464 goal. Altogether, we have achieved
14,354 total reenlistments, or nearly 97 percent of the combined goals. Our continuing retention
success remains largely attributable to two important, enduring themes. First, Marines are truly

motivated to “stay Marine” because they are doing what they signed up to do — fighting for and
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protecting our Nation. Second, they understand our service culture is one that rewards proven
performance and takes care of its own.

In regard to the Reserves, officer retention is above historical norms. Enlisted retention,
however, remains below historical norms in part due to the priority of building an Active
Component end strength of 202,000. For Fiscal Year 2009, we foresee continued higher
retention in the Active Component, which will impact the number of Marines transitioning into
the Reserves. We are no longer making a concerted effort to draw personnel from the Reserves
to increase our active forces. We are refocusing our efforts on increasing Reserve end strength
and are reviewing the best ways to accomplish this. In this regard, we appreciate the
reenlistment incentives provided in the Fiscal Year 2009 National Defense Authorization Act.

V. Marine Corps Reserve

With the achievement of the 202,000 active duty force, we will refocus our recruiting and
retention efforts to achieve our authorized Reserve Component end strength, One of the key
recruiting elements and a focus is our Reserve junior officers and consequently meeting our
company grade officer shortfalls. As previously noted, the Officer Candidate Course — Reserve
(OCC-R) has proven to be the most successful of our three reserve officer recruiting programs.
Our continued success in this area is a notable enhancement to the continuum of service for us
and furthers the operational nature of our Reserve forces,

The departments within Headquarters, Marine Corps continue to work with the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of the Navy to develop implementation plans on the
recommendations from the report of the Commission on the National Guard and Reserves
(CNGR). We were represented in all working groups reporting to the CNGR Steering

Committee and have participated in all aspects of developing the DoD response to the



92

recommendations. We believe the spirit and intent of the Commission was very helpful in
identifying avenues to strengthen and improve the Total Force.
VI Civilian Marines

Civilian Marines continue to provide an invaluable service to the Corps as an integral
component of our Total Force. With a population of over 30,000 appropriated and non-
appropriated funded employees and foreign nationals, Civilian Marines work in true partnership
with the active duty and play an important role in supporting the mission of the Marine Corps
and The Long War. Our vision for the future not only defines what the Marine Corps will offer
to, but what it expects from, its Civilian Marines. The Marine Corps is committed to improving
their leadership skills and opportunities for training and education. Civilian employees are
afforded the opportunity to advance their career development through centrally-managed
programs administered through Headquarters, United States Marine Corps. For example, the
Marine Corps Acculturation Program provides our civilians with the opportunity to understand
their roles in supporting the mission of the Marine Corps — specifically, learning the Marine
Corps’ culture and history while also concentrating on the strategic mission of local commands.
The Civilian Marine Mentoring Program is part of the Civilian Career and Leadership
Development program, which helps transform our civilian workforce to face the challenges of
the future. A web-based Civilian Workforce Development Application was designed to assist
the Marine Corps with managing our civilian workforce development activities.

The Marine Corps is committed to implementing the National Security Personnel System
along with other Department of Defense and Department of Navy agencies. Since January 2007,
the Marine Corps has converted 6,400 employees to the National Security Personnel System

across all Marine Corps organizations including overseas and field activities. Through this new
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pay-for-performance system, employees are able to align job objectives to mission. Ongoing
performance feedback, both formal and informal, is an important component of the system and is
essential to increase employee engagement and foster a high performance culture.
VII.  Information Technology

Ensuring accurate, timely pay is supported by our continued efforts to transform our
manpower processes by leveraging the benefits of the Marine Corps Total Force System
(MCTFS), the Department of Defense’s only fully integrated personnel, pay, and manpower
system. MCTFS seamlessly serves our active, reserve, and retired members; provides total
visibility of the mobilization and demobilization of our reserve Marines; and ensures proper and
timely payments are made throughout the process. MCTES provides one system, one record —
regardless of an individual’s duty status. According to the most recent Defense Finance and
Accounting Service’s "Bare Facts" report, MCTFES continues to achieve a pay accuracy rate of
over 99 percent for both our Active and Reserve Components. MCTFS has enabled the Marine
Corps to move its pay and personnel administration to a predominately self-service, virtually
paperless, secure, web-based environment. In Fiscal Year 2008, individual Marines and their
leaders leveraged MCTFS’ capabilities to process more than 3.65 million paperless transactions.

VII. Taking Care of Our Marines and Our Families

While the ideals of service to Corps and Country have not changed, the conditions of
service are constantly changing, as are the needs of our Marines and their families. Marines have
reasonable expectations regarding housing, schools, and family support, and it is incumbent upon
us to support them in these key areas. Marines make an enduring commitment to the Corps
when they earn the title Marine. The Commandant has made it clear that the Corps, in turn,

must, and will, continue to make an enduring commitment to every Marine and his or her family.
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Transitioning Marine and Family Support Programs To A Wartime Footing. Over the

past year, the Marine Corps initiated a multi-year strategy to transition family support programs
to a wartime footing. To achieve this, we conducted a series of assessments for the purpose of
documenting service levels and evaluating the current state and efficiency of Corps-wide Marine
and family support programs and services. We heard the concerns of our Marines and their
families and implemented key reforms at every level of command and aboard each installation.
We also discovered that our commanders needed more specific guidance and resources from us
to appropriately take care of their Marines and families or to refer them to available internal or
external support services.

We have also solidified support to families through the establishment of a School Liaison
capability and enhancements to our Exceptional Family Member Program (EFMP). As we
continue implementing this transition, every program must contribute to the success of the
Marine Corps. We can measure the effectiveness of programs through outcomes such as
increased recruiting and retention, and evidence such as measurements of satisfaction in our
Quality of Life Survey.

Family Support Programs. The Marine Corps Family Team Building Program (MCFTB)

provides a strong support arm to the Unit Family Readiness Program and provides high-quality
training that supports the life cycle of the Marine and family through mission, career and life
events. We have expanded and enhanced our pre, during, and post-deployment training to
address the increased demands and potential irapact of multiple, sustained deployments on
Marines and their families. We have developed an inventory of Lifeskills training courses that
specifically address challenges of military life, but also personal and family life. Acknowledging

the role extended family members play in fostering personal and family readiness, we have
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expanded our family readiness support to include parents of single Marines. Finally, our
MCFTB staff provides Unit Command Teams training on the roles, responsibilities and
supporting tools that are available to foster personal and family readiness.

Central to our transformation efforts, we have expanded the depth and breadth of our
family readiness training programs and established full-time Family Readiness Officer billets in
more than 400 units, who serve as the focal point for families of our deployed Marines. As of 28
February 2009, we have filled nearly 400 of these positions and expect to be t:ully staffed by
September 2009. The Family Readiness Officers will use the Mass Communication Tool, which
enables simultaneous broadcast of communication via email, text messaging, or phone, and other
technology enhancements to expand communications between Marines and their families.

We have completed assessments at our remote and isolated commands and initiated
substantial improvements to infrastructure and quality of life programming with upgraded child
care availability and support, playground equipment, youth sports equipment, fitness center
equipment, bike paths, and facility improvements. These enhancements will further promote the
sense of community required to form strong bonds among our Marine families that contribute so
greatly to readiness.

We learned that effective communications with family members is of paramount
importance, and for our families with deployed Marines, a critical quality of life requirement. In
addition to the Mass Communications Tool described above, we have addressed this issue in a
number of ways. To enhance our morale and recreation capability on installations as well as to
better connect Marines and their families, the Marine Corps is installing wireless networks and
access points at over 230 facilities across the Marine Corps. Full implementation is anticipated

by August 2009. We are also testing a Morale-Portable Satellite Communications Suite (M-
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PSC) that provides an internet and web-cam capability to Forward Operating Bases (FOBs) in
Afghanistan where traditional “Internet Cafes” are unavailable. This not only provides Marines
with an opportunity to connect with their families, but also provides a recreation outlet at these
austere and remote locations. Two systems were delivered to our forces in Afghanistan in
December 2008, and initial capability tests under these austere, combat conditions in the FOBs
have been very encouraging.

These initiatives and others not only demonstrate the commitment of the Marine Corps to
our Marines and their families, but also underscore the significance of Marine and family support
to mission readiness. We have advanced the implementation of these initiatives through the use
of much appreciated supplemental funding in Fiscal Years 2008 and 2009. Beginning in Fiscal
Year 2010, the Marine Corps intends to sustain funding for these critical program enhancements
in our baseline budget, not through supplementals.

Exceptional Family Member Program (EFMP) and Respite Care Program. Last year, I
reported on our mission to establish a continuum of care for our Exceptional Family Member
Program (EFMP) families. Recommendations from a rigorous internal functionality assessment
have been implemented and we are actively helping nearly 6,200 families gain access to medical,
educational, and financial services that may be limited or restricted at certain duty stations. The
program is now fully staffed at both the installation and headquarters levels. A new Case
Management System is on-line and allows the exchange of necessary information and provides a
robust reporting capability to the Program Managers.

A Respite Care Program funded by the Marine Corps provides up to 40 hours of care per
month to all enrolled families, and can be used in conjunction with the TRICARE Extended Care

Health Option (ECHO) benefit. We are obtaining the help of the Bureau of Medicine and
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Surgery and TRICARE to resolve access and availability to health care concerns at several bases,
and legal counsel is now on staff to advise our exceptional family members on state and Federal
entitlements and processes. Since expansion of the program, our EFMP families have frequently
expressed their appreciation for the support provided by our Case Managers, who have helped
them navigate the paths and nodes to obtain services.

Gaining access to services can be most challenging to families who have members
diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder. We sincerely appreciate the increased
reimbursement rate for Applied Behavioral Analysis therapy that Congress approved for Fiscal
Year 2009. More families will now be able to exercise their option to use the TRICARE ECHO
program. However, the highly specialized services these families require are not always
available. Additionally, we are evaluating how the Marine Corps can partner with other
organizations to increase the availability of these specialized services in geographic areas where
resources are currently lacking.

School Liaison. The education of over 52,000 school-aged children of Marine Corps
parents directly contributes to the overall state of family readiness within our Corps. We
recognize that our children, who are often as mobile as their military parents, face additional
challenges associated with frequent moves between schools and educational systems of differing
quality and standards. To address these challenges, we established School Liaison billets and are
now fully staffed at each of our installations to help parents and commanders interact with local
schools and districts.

The School Liaisons advocate for our school-aged children, and form partnerships with
schools and other agencies, in an effort to improve access and availability to quality education as

well as to mitigate education transition issues. School Liaisons are actively involved in efforts to

13
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assist school districts in applying for available competitive and noncompetitive grants focusing
on issues arising with military school-aged children. Complimenting these efforts, the Marine
Corps is working with the Department of Defense to develop an “Interstate Compact on
Educational Opportunity for Military Children” with states to enable reciprocal acceptance of
entrance, subject, testing, and graduation requirements. As of 1 February 2009, 11 states have
passed the Interstate Compact, and most others are in some stage of the legislative process.

Child Development Program and Meeting Potential Need. To ensure Children, Youth
and Teen Programs continue to transition to meet the needs of our families, a Functionality
Assessment was conducted in June 2008 to identify program improvements, such as the
development of staffing models to improve service delivery, as well as recommendations to
explore and redefine services to meet the unique and changing needs of Marines and their
families living both on and off our installations. We will pursue initiatives in these programs in
2009 to improve the quality of life for the children of our Marines.

To address a wide variety of identified needs, we are using multipie strategies to increase
our child care capacity, including expanded hours to address increased Operational Tempo, as
well as through partnerships, on and off-base family child care, and Child Development Group
Home spaces. We are now providing 16 hours of reimbursed respite care per month for families
with a deployed Marine, and intend to increase respite care availability aboard our installations.
In addition, the Marine Corps has expanded partnerships that provide long and short-term
support for Marines and their families who are not located near our major installations. Through
our partnership with the National Association of Child Care Resource & Referral Agencies, we
have been able to provide an additional 798 child care spaces to geographically dispersed,

deployed and severely injured service members’ children.
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We are currently providing 11,757 child care spaces and meeting 63.6% of the calculated
total need. It is important to note that the Marine Corps has initiated rigorous data collection and
analysis improvements. As a result, it will be necessary to correct the 2007 annual summary due
to identified reporting errors. Our reported rate of 71% of calculated total need last year is more
accurately stated as 59.1%.

We are not satisfied with our progress to date and have made plans for 10 Child
Development Center Military Construction projects. Two of these projects were approved in
2008, and one has been approved in 2009. These approved projects will provide an additional
915 spaces. We are also considering additional modular Child Development Centers, subject to
more detailed planning and availability of funds. Continued Congressional support will help us
provide these needed facilities. As the needs of our families change, our program is committed
to grow and adapt to meet these needs.

Combat Operational Stress Control (COSC). Marine Corps commanders are fully

engaged in promoting the psychological health of our Marines, Sailors and their families. To
enable leaders, individuals, and families to prepare for and manage the stress of operational
deployment cycles, the Combat and Operational Stress Control Program encompasses a set of
policies, training, and tools to recognize stress reactions early on and to manage them more
effectively within operational units. Marine leaders are trained by mental health care
professionals, with assistance from chaplains in the operating forces, to detect stress problems in
warfighters as early as possible, and are provided the resources to effectively manage these stress
problems in theater or at home base. This training is also being incorporated into formal
Professional Military Education schools for both officers and senior non-commissioned officers,

such as the Expeditionary Warfare School and the Staff Non-Commissioned Officer Advanced
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Course. Additionally, through enhanced training tools such as hyper-realistic combat training in
environments engineered to simulate the sights, sounds, and smelis of combat, Marines and
Sailors are taught to be tough and resilient. We have staffed full-time COSC training coordinator
positions at each of our Marine Expeditionary Force headquarters. To assist with prevention,
rapid identification, and effective treatment of combat operational stress, we are expanding our
program of embedding mental health professionals in operational vnits — the Operational Stress
Control Readiness (OSCAR) Program — to directly support all active and reserve ground combat
elements and eventually all deployed elements of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force. This year,
we begin to formalize the OSCAR program by making mental health professionals organic to the
Divisions and Marine Forces Reserve. By Fiscal Year 2011, full OSCAR teams will be fielded
to the Infantry Regiment level.

Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD). The science of diagnosing and treating PTSD

continues to evolve. Research studies are underway to identify risk and protective factors to
prevent PTSD and other stress-related illnesses such as anxiety disorder or depression. Better
screening and referral of at-risk Marines is underway via the OSCAR program and standardized
pre- and post-deployment health assessments. This will improve access to care and reduce
stigma associated with PTSD. The Departments of Veterans Affairs and Defense have
collaboratively established comprehensive guidelines, which are available to all services, for
managing post-traumatic stress.

Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI). We continue to see TBI as a significant challenge, one we
are meeting in coordination with the Department of Defense and Veterans Brain Injury Center
(DVBIC). Many new cases represent older injuries that are just now being diagnosed and our

expectation is that, with the institution of the Automated Neuropsychological Assessment
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Metrics (ANAM) for all Marines, we will discover mild Traumatic Brain Injuries more promptly
post-deployment.

While the Marine Corps is providing leadership and resources to deal with this problem,
we cannot solve all the issues on our own. The Marine Corps continues to work closely with the
newly established Defense Center of Excellence for Psychological Health and Traumatic Brain
Injury to advance our understanding of PTSD and TBI, and to improve the care of all Marines.
We are gratified by your continued support in this arena through funding of several research
initiatives that explore ways to better treat our injured Marines.

Suicide Prevention. The loss of any Marine is a tragedy both for the family and for our
Corps. We are actively engaged in prevention and early identification of problems that may
increase the risk of suicide. Leaders at all levels are concerned about the increase in the number
of suicides, up from 25 in 2006, 33 in 2007, to 41 confirmed or presumed incidents in 2008.
Understanding that there is no single suicide prevention solution, we are committed to having an
effect on the individual Marine through leadership and command involvement at all levels. As
noted earlier regarding PTSD, we must reduce the stigma sometimes associated with seeking
help. The Commandant has taken proactive action to address this issue. We are developing
video messages on suicide prevention by commanders at all levels from Colonel and up, have
established multiple web-based applications with information for use by leaders, Marines and
their family members, have provided installation level training that encourages community
involvement, and incorporated suicide prevention training into the Marine Corps Martial Arts
Program.

In November, the Marine Corps Executive Safety Board, chaired by the Assistant

Commandant of the Marine Corps, reviewed the suicide awareness and prevention program and
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directed the development of a high-impact leadership training program, targeted at non-
commissioned officers, to provide them tools to identify and assist Marines at-risk for suicide.
We will also explore development of a web-based resource to assist Marines and their families
with relationship-related problems.

The Marine Corps will continue to aggressively pursue suicide prevention initiatives;
reevaluate existing programs designed to reduce the stressors most correlated with suicidal
behavior; develop and distribute new prevention programs; and refresh and expand training
materials.

Sexual Assault Prevention and Response. Sexual assault is a crime and we take every
reported incident very seriously. In addition to the impact on its victims, the corrosive effect on
unit and individual readiness is a matter of great concern. The Marine Corps has adopted policy
and, in accordance with DOD’s Sexual Assault Prevention and Response (SAPR) program,
issued guidance designed to prevent sexual assaults within the Marine Corps and to assist those
Marines and sailors assigned to Marine Corps units affected by sexual assault. We will
implement the newly-established DoD strategy to address sexual assault at all levels of the
Spectrum of Prevention.

A 2008 Government Accountability Office study reported several shortcomings in our
program. To address these findings, we are refreshing our training program and have committed
to hire four full-time regional Sexual Assault Prevention and Response Program coordinators.
We have trained more than 3,000 victim advocates ready to provide assistance. All Marines
receive sexual assault prevention and awareness training upon entry and are required to receive
refresher training at least annually. The issue is also incorporated into officer and

noncommissioned officer professional development courses and key senior leader conferences
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and working groups. At the request of our field commanders, we have also increased the number
of Marine Corps judge advocates who attend specialized training on prosecution of these crimes
and have assembled a mobile training team to teach our prosecutors how to better manage these
cases.

Personal Financial Management. In difficult economic times, our Marines and their
families face challenges that are no different from the American population in general, such as
taking on too much debt, incurring expenses of a new child, and increased housing costs. Our
Marines also confront unique challenges because of their service, such as unexpected or short
notice deployments, extended separations, and directed permanent reassignments, all of which
can compound existing financial difficulties.

During July 2008, we conducted a Financial Quick Poll to help determine the level of
financial stress on active duty Marines and their families as a result of the downturn in the
economy. Of the over 9,000 Active Duty Marines who responded to the survey, 15% of enlisted
Marines and 5% of officers classified themselves as being in financial distress. Respondents
reported that the most frequent financial problems experienced within the past year were
increases in utility, rent and insurance costs, and taking on excessive debt.

We appreciate the efforts of the Congress to address the payday lending problem.
Following up on that positive legislation, we worked with the Navy-Marine Corps Relief Society
to establish a quick assist loan program that offers a $300 interest-free loan for emergency basic
living expense needs. We also conducted a functionality assessment of our Personal and
Financial Management Program in October 2008, and found deficiencies and opportunities for
improvement that we will pursue in 2009. Anticipating that economic impacts may have become

more pronounced, we will continue to monitor the Corps’ financial health and the success of our
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efforts to improve the program. In addition, we intend to conduct another survey in August of
this year.

Casualty Assistance. Our casualty assistance program is committed to ensuring that
families of our fallen Marines are treated with the utmost compassion, dignity and honor. We
have taken steps to correct unacceptable deficiencies in our casualty reporting process that were
identified in Congressional hearings and subsequent internal reviews. Marine Corps commands
now report the initiation, status, and findings of casualty investigations to the Headquarters
Casualty Section, which has the responsibility to ensure the next of kin, receive timely
notification of these investigations from their assigned Casualty Assistance Calls Officer. The
Headquarters Casualty Section is a 24-hour-per-day operation manned by Marines trained in
casualty reporting, notification, and casualty assistance procedures. These Marines have also
taken on the additional responsibility of notifying the next of kin of wounded, injured, and ill
Marines. In October 2008, we implemented a mandatory training program for Casualty
Assistance Calls Officers that includes a Web-based capability to expand the reach of the course.
This training covers notification procedures, benefits and entitlements, mortuary affairs, and
grief and bereavement issues. We will continue to monitor the effectiveness of these changes
and make adjustments where warranted.

Recreation for the Recovering Marine. Recognizing the importance of providing

recreational opportunities for our wounded, the Marine Corps has partnered with Pennsylvania

State University to train recreation professionals on Inclusive Recreation for Wounded Warriors.
This state-of-the-art training program for military recreation managers ensures that Marines and
their families can create a “new normal™ as soon as possible. Some of the best practices in place

at our installations include: bowling; golf; expanded personal fitness training; and alternative

20
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activities for those who have been diagnosed with TBI such as yoga, meditation, deep and
shallow aquatic classes, personalized swim coaches, wall climbing, nutritional counseling, and
referral to the “Back on Track” program.

Obtaining Quality of Life Feedback. The Commandant regularly conducts town hall
meetings at our installations to hear the concerns of our Marines and their spouses. This
provides the opportunity to address not only individual concerns and issues, but also helps
program managers identify systemic issues. Having had the opportunity to participate in some of
these town halls, I am encouraged by the progress we are making in identifying and addressing
real Quality of Life concerns. As an example, we are participating in a working group with the
Navy Bureau of Medicine and Surgery and TRICARE to resolve health care access and
availability issues identified at several bases.

In late 2007, the Marine Corps conducted its fourth Quality of Life in the Marine Corps
Study (prior studies were conducted in 1993, 1998, 2002). This is the first study conducted since
the start of OIF/OEF, and it measured Marines and their spouses' perceptions and satisfaction
with the quality of life across a wide range of issues. As a statement of the morale and character
of today’s Marine, this most recent study found that despite the Overseas Contingency
Operations and the high operational tempo, Marines and family members are generally satisfied
with their mission and the support provided by the Marine Corps. In fact, a very important
finding from the study was that Marines with a deployment history in support of OCO actually
have a slightly higher overall QOL score than their counterparts without a deployment history.

Spouses in particular were another good news story from this study. We found that there
was an increase in overall and specific satisfaction across the board for the spouses when

compared with the pre-OIF/OEF results from the 2002 study. Spouses strongly appreciate the
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medical care benefit provided by the Marine Corps and, specifically: treatment; out of pocket
expenses; availability of appointments; and promptness of payments. Spouses reported that the
educational opportunities for their children had a positive impact on their desire to remain part of
the Marine Corps. Spouses also reported high levels of satisfaction with the quality of
professional child care they were receiving. We will continue to evaluate the findings from this
important study in an effort to sustain the many QOL improvements and transformation efforts
outlined in my statement.

IX.  Wounded Warrior Regiment

The Marine Corps is proud of the positive and meaningful impact that the Wounded
Warrior Regiment is having on wounded, ill, and injured Marines, Sailors, and their families.
Less than two years ago, we instituted a comprehensive and integrated approach to Wounded
Warrior care and unified it under one command. The establishment of the Wounded Warrior
Regiment reflects our deep commitment to the welfare of our wounded, ill and injured, and their
families throughout all phases of recovery. Our single activity provides active duty, reserve, and
separated Marines with non-medical case management, benefit information and assistance,
resources and referrals, and transition support. The nerve center of our Wounded Warrior
Regiment is our Wounded Warrior Operations Center, where no Marine or family member is
turned away.

The Regiment strives to ensure programs and processes adequately meet the needs of our
wounded, ill, and injured and that they remain flexible to preclude a one-size-fits-all approach to
that care. For example, we have transferred the pay and entitlements auditing authority from the
Defense Finance and Accounting Service in Kansas City directly to the Wounded Warrior

Regiment, where there is a comprehensive awareness of each wounded Marine’s individual
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situation. We have also designed and implemented a Marine Corps Wounded, il1, and Injured
Tracking System to maintain accountability and will eventually be used to facilitate case
management for the Marine Corps Comprehensive Recovery Plan. To ensure effective family
advocacy, we have added Family Readiness Officers at the Regiment and our two battalions to
support the families of our wounded, ill, and injured Marines.

To enhance reintegration, our Job Transition Cell, manned by Marines and
representatives of the Departments of Labor and Veterans® Affairs, has been proactively reaching
out to identify and coordinate with employers and job training programs to help our wounded
warriors obtain positions in which they are most likely to succeed and enjoy promising careers.
One example is our collaboration with the U.S. House of Representatives to establish their
Wounded Warrior Fellowship Program hiring disabled veterans to work in Congressional
offices.

The Marine Corps also recognizes that the needs of our wounded, ill, and injured Marines
and their families are constantly evolving. We must ensure that they are equipped for success in
today’s environment and in the future. In May 2008, the Regiment stood up the Future
Initiatives and Transformation Team to assess current capabilities and develop future programs
to ensure the Wounded Warrior Regiment anticipates and meets emerging requirements. The
Regiment has also stood up an Assessment Cell as part of the Future Initiatives and
Transformation Team to conduct assessments of WWR programs and services to obtain
actionable data for comprehensive program adjustment and improvement.

One of the Regiment’s most effective accomplishments thus far is the “Sergeant Merlin
German Wounded Warrior Call Center.” Established in December 2007, the Call Center is

available 24/7 for Marines and Marine Veterans for assistance with benefit information and
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assistance, resources and referrals, and community reintegration needs. Our Wounded Warrior
Call Center not only receives calis from active duty and former Marines but also conducts
important outreach calls. In the past year, we have contacted nearly 8,800 Marines and Marine
Veterans wounded, ill, or injured since September 2001 to assess how they are doing and to offer
our assistance. Our Call Center has been critical to our success in helping wounded, ill, and
injured Marines and in averting potentially tragic circumstances. Our trained Call Center staff is
primarily former and retired Marines or family members of Marines. These dedicated
individuals are not only skilled at providing help, but they also share a common bond with those
they serve. This bond brings a sense of familiarity that enhances the help process. Our resident
Call Center capability also gives the Marine Corps the flexibility to make outreach calls that
target specific populations thought to be at higher risk for problems or requiring specific
information. One example of this was our outreach to the Marines assigned to the Personnel
Recovery Platoons whose mission is to recover the remains of fallen Marines and who have
experienced the trauma of the battlefield to a degree and frequency that few others encounter.
Additionally, we use our Call Center to keep wounded warrior Marines and families informed
about benefits changes or other changes in laws or policies that will impact them. Now that the
new Servicemembers” Traumatic Group Life Insurance policy changes have been implemented,
we are using our Call Center to contact wounded and injured Marines and Marine Veterans to
advise themn of the enhanced benefits and relay to them the procedures for applying for the
benefits. Our commitment to gaining and maintaining contact with all our wounded, ill, and
injured Marines, including those that have returned to full duty, has prompted us to increase our
Call Center capability by adding Call Centers at each of our Battalions located at Camp Lejeune,

NC and Camp Pendleton, CA. “Once a Marine, Always a Marine” is not a recruiting slogan. It
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is the philosophy that it is at the heart of our brotherhood and guides our efforts to care for
wounded warriors.

It is this same philosophy that is behind our reinvigoration of the Marine For Life mission
which assists the 27,000 Marines each year who leave active duty. This separate program falls
under the Wounded Warrior Regiment and assists in the transition by connecting these Marines
with “Marine friendly” employers and mentorship opportunities and providing educational
assistance by utilizing Marine For Life HomeTown Links who are strategically located and
working in communities throughout the United States.

The Wounded Warrior Regiment has made great strides in achieving a holistic approach
to wounded warrior care. We are particularly dedicated to ensuring our Marines not only
survive, but that they thrive — whether they return to duty or reintegrate to their communities,
Supported by the passage of the Fiscal Year 2008 National Defense Authorization Act, the
Marine Corps is aggressively moving forward in our efforts to institute improvements to the
care, management, and transition of recovering Marines and their families. Recovery Care
Coordinators have been hired, trained, and detailed to support our wounded, ill, and injured.
Working with others currently providing care support and services they will oversee the
development of a Comprehensive Recovery Plan for each wounded, ill, or injured Marine that
will serve as their individual roadmap whether they are focused toward a return to duty status or
separation and community reintegration. These caring and dedicated professionals monitor the
execution of services across the continuum of care from recovery through rehabilitation to
reintegration.

The network of support provided by the Wounded Warrior Regiment will continue to the

Marine’s hometown via our District Injured Support Cells. Manned by active duty Marines,
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these cells are established throughout the country to conduct face-to-face visits and telephone
outreach to reserve and veteran, wounded, ill, and injured Marines. The Wounded Warrior
Regiment will continue to develop those relationships that allow us to care for and advocate for
our Marines and Marine Veterans. Our Nation has a reasonable expectation that her Marines
will receive the care and support they need and deserve, whether this support is provided by the
Marine Corps, the Department of Veterans Affairs, Veterans Service Organizations, or the many
local and state governmental and non-governmental agencies.

As we continue to improve the care and management of our Nation’s wounded, the
Marine Corps is grateful to have the support of Congress. In addition to the support provided in
the Fiscal Year 2009 National Defense Authorization Act, I would like to thank you for your
personal visits to our Wounded Warriors in the hospital wards where they are recovering and on
the bases where they live. The Marine Corps looks forward to continuing to work with Congress
in ensuring that our wounded, ill and injured Marines receive the best care, resources, and
opportunities possible.

X. Conclusion

As we continue to fight the Long War, the Marine Corps will be required to meet many
commitments, both at home and abroad. While we have, to date, made impressive strides toward
our Fiscal Year recruiting, retention, and end strength goals, we must remember that this is a
Total Force effort. It is individual Marines who are our most precious asset, and we must
continue to attract and retain the best and brightest into our ranks.

Marines are proud of what they do. They are proud of the “Eagle, Globe, and Anchor”
and what it represents to our country. With your support, a vibrant Marine Corps will continue

to meet our Nation’s call. Thank you for the opportunity to present this testimony.
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RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Mr. MURTHA. I just visited Fort Carson and Fort Benning, and
I see a difference between what I am hearing here today and what
I heard at those two bases. I met with 12 enlisted people at both
bases. Their complaints were diverse, but, in a sense, it ends up
by saying the people coming into the Army today are not meeting
the standards they should meet, that the people coming into the
Army today are less than the standards that we accept.

These are Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs) that I met with.
All of them have been deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan or both and
they picked the people. They were concerned that the Army doesn’t
have the high school graduates you used to have; they didn’t have
the quality they used to have.

Now, I realize they have got a bigger problem in recruiting be-
cause they have a lot more people they have to recruit. Is this true
of the Marine Corps?

General COLEMAN. No, sir, it is not.

A couple of things, sir. The DOD goal is 90 percent high school
grad; Marine Corps is 96 percent high school grad. One A, the goal
is 60 percent; we are at 66 percent. I will use a Colonel that just
retired 2 months ago. He said he was a recruiter during the ’80s,
the ’90s, and now 2000, over 30 years. The recruit today is as good,
if not better, than any recruit he has ever recruited.

Mr. MURTHA. Navy?

Admiral FERGUSON. I would echo that our recruit quality is the
finest that we have seen over my career, 94 to 95 percent high
school grads, 74 percent upper middle group. We see extraordinary
performance of these young people coming in.

Mr. MURTHA. The Army also had an Antideficiency Act violation,
we feel, because they requested funds for personnel problems. They
closed out the books last year and ended up without adequate
funds available. Do you have that problem, either in the Navy or
the Marine Corps?

Admiral FERGUSON. Regarding 2008, when the Secretary ap-
proved the end strength over execution for last year to meet the IA
demand and fleet manning, we did a reprogramming, which was
supported by the Congress, to cover those funds. So we did not
have one in 2008. This year, we project that we will require addi-
tional funds to meet the manpower training requirements.

General COLEMAN. That is the same with us, sir. We would like
to think that as we get up to 202,000 Marines, which we will get
there this year, I believe, in the June—July time frame, we will do
it well and with quality. But we will still need to shape this force.
And then there are some facets, some Military Occupational Speci-
alities (MOSs) that, no matter how much money we can raise or
we can offer them, they won’t take it, sir.

Mr. MURTHA. Well, I asked you before the hearing started, with
no problem, basically no problems, why we are having a hearing?
But it is—you said you are going to give us some good news. Well,
that is good to hear some good news, because we have been getting
so much bad news lately from the Army.

Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Admiral, Mr. Secretary, can we talk a little bit about the Navy’s
nuclear enterprise?

We had the Air Force in I think within the last couple of weeks,
and in some ways we were disturbed by some of the things we
heard but then encouraged by some of the steps that the Air Force
has sort of taken to sort of correct some things.

In some of the reports we have read, there has been, obviously,
mention of some of the Navy’s involvement in the nuclear enter-
prise, which is of course a major responsibility. And there was
some indication that perhaps there are some issues that you have.
Can you talk to us a little bit about how focused you are? I mean,
there are some manning issues that I think you pointed out in your
testimony.

Admiral FERGUSON. From experience, I am a nuclear trained offi-
cer that came up through—interviewed with Admiral Rickover and
came through the nuclear propulsion program.

The Navy has a very strong entrenched program of account-
ability, of oversight, and of supervision that is largely centered
today within the submarine force as the keeper of the Trident de-
terrent. We looked very carefully at the Schlesinger Report and the
other lessons. As you know, Admiral Donald did that review for the
Air Force. We have gone back at the direction of the Secretary,
looked at all our own practices; and, where necessary, we increased
personnel that were available, both in the production and mainte-
nance of the facilities, and looked at security. We feel very com-
fortable in our review of the focus of the supervision and of the gov-
ernance.

The CNO appointed to the Director of the Navy staff, Vice Admi-
ral Harvey, to head the Nuclear Weapons Council, which is com-
prised of three stars and those individuals that oversee this facility.
So that, coupled with the oversight by Naval reactors and Admiral
Donald, we feel like it has our focus and attention.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, on page 15 of your testimony, you
speak about retention in the nuclear propulsion program. Correct
me if I am wrong. Are you 922 Sailors short of your manning re-
quirements across all zones? Is that accurate?

Admiral FERGUSON. That is correct. And those are primarily for
manning on aircraft carriers and submarines involved in the oper-
ation of nuclear power plants, as opposed to the weapons enter-
prise, which is separate. So the way that we address that is
through the enlistment bonuses, selective reenlistment bonuses,
and increased recruiting. For next year, we have increased the
number of operators that we will access initially by over 600. We
feel that, even with those shortfalls, the ships are safe and oper-
ating correctly.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Your report says, and I quote, “We have
met our submarine officer retention goals only once in 5 years, and
we expect to fall 2 percent short of our target in fiscal year 2009.”

Correct me if I am wrong. The submarine forces are currently at
452 officers short of requirements?

“Demand critical billets Navy-wide.” End of quotation. Is that ac-
curate?

Admiral FERGUSON. Yes, but that is spread across from ensign
all the way up through captain, through all six pay grades in the
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force. So we got support of the Congress last year to raise those bo-
nuses for nuclear officers up to $30,000 dollars a year, and so the
issue with those officers is their high level of training. They are in
great demand in the civilian sector, both in the conventional and
nuclear industry, as well as in other engineering disciplines. We
work very hard at retaining them and also giving them adequate
compensation.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So you are addressing the challenge.

Admiral FERGUSON. Right.
ber. FRELINGHUYSEN. And identifying more people that are capa-

e.

Admiral FERGUSON. That is correct.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Moran.

BONUSES

Mr. MoORAN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

Given the fact that the economy and the esprit de corps is work-
ing very well in the Marine Corps and Navy in terms of recruit-
ment and retention, do you still need the bonuses?

Why don’t you tell us, first of all, how much in the way of bo-
nuses have been given out? And then I would like to know whether
this should be an ongoing thing, or is it possible that we could cut
back on the bonuses since it is questionable whether you need that
additional incentive anymore?

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir. In fiscal year 2009, our retention
bonus budget was $400 million—401, and recruiting, $61.6 million.
We did a whale of a job with that, sir. As I said, we believe that
we will be where we need to be this year numberwise but we will
still need to shape the force. The amount of money that we will
need in 2010, I would not hazard a guess. I would say that, yes,
sir, we will still need bonuses. There are MOSs, such as explosive
ordnance disposal, air crewmen on a C-130, and linguists that we
are in steep competition with the civilian force, so we will need
some bonuses.

Will we always need it to stay at the level we are at? Will that
be able to drop? I would venture to say probably, sir, but I could
not hazard a guess now on what we will need in 2010.

Mr. MORAN. So the bonuses are primarily used for the MOSs
that are in particular demand, where the private sector is more
competitive in terms of salary and competition.

General COLEMAN. I would say mostly. But there may not be call
for a 0311 rifleman out in the civilian world, but we certainly need
him in Afghanistan and Iragq, sir.

Mr. MORAN. You mentioned Afghanistan. Of the increase in de-
ployment of 17,000, what portion are Marine Corps and Navy?

General COLEMAN. Marine Corps is about 10,000 of that sir.

Mr. MORAN. 10,000 of the 17,0007

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. MORAN. Are Marine Corps?

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir.

Admiral FERGUSON. I think the Navy’s share—we haven’t got the
firm requirement request for forces—but is somewhere between
1,000 and 2,000.
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Mr. MORAN. So you are talking as much as 12,000 out of 17,000
are non-Army personnel going into Afghanistan.

Admiral FERGUSON. That is our understanding.

Mr. MORAN. I didn’t realize that.

Let me ask you about dealing with PTSD. You have done a much
improved job, but I am told that Children’s Hospital here in D.C.
has had more than 1,000 children of veterans, recent combat per-
sonnel, admitted primarily for mental health problems. That is a
very substantial number. Are you able to use any of that money
that this Subcommittee has provided for the problems associated
with the children of combat personnel?

Admiral FERGUSON. We instituted in 2008 a program run by the
Bureau of Medicine, Families OverComing Under Stress. And we
reach out to families in that program through the medical treat-
ment centers. We also provide support through the family support
centers and chaplains and those located on base, and family service
centers, and we have improved those programs as well.

General COLEMAN. Sir, I would jump on that and concur with the
Admiral. There are at least nine of our major bases the program
that Admiral Ferguson is speaking to. So, yes, sir, we are reaching
out. It is a holistic view of taking care of a family.

Congress was kind enough last year to give the Marine Corps
quite a bit of money to take care of our families. We have spent
the money wisely and taken care of our families because it is a ho-
listic approach. A Marine joins the Marine Corps, but he or she
only stays if the family is being taken care of and the family feels
that they are a part of the Marine Corps, also, sir.

Mr. MORAN. Related to that, you have gotten the ratio of dwell
time up to 1 to 1.2. But how much of that time generally is with
family versus still away from family in training?

Admiral FERGUSON. Right. The Navy ratio is about 1 to 3, 1 to
2.8 for most units. We also levy the additional requirement is that
when they are home they have to be not training or not underway
for greater than 50 percent of the time. To break that limit, the
CNO has to approve it. So our lowest limits in some of the high-
stress units is about 53, 54 percent home.

General COLEMAN. Sir, we are not there yet. Our goal is when
the unit—and most units are in their 1 to 1 or better. There are
some actually less.

But you come home from a deployment and you get a 30-day
block leave where there is no away-from-home time, as far as the
Marine Corps is concerned. Prior to you deploying again, there is
another 30-day block time. But before you deploy, actually leave
CONUS to go, there is a 30-day block training at Mojave Viper out
at Twentynine Palms, California. So we could not say to you that
the dwell time when you are home for 7 months, that you are home
for those 7 months. That would be an incorrect statement, sir.

Mr. MORAN. Let me ask one more question, if I could.

We have asked for the number of contractors. We got it from the
Army, haven’t gotten it from the Navy and Marine Corps. This goes
to our Assistant Secretary here for Manpower. Are you working on
that report, how many contractors you are relying upon?
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Mr. BARNUM. I really can’t say we are. Because those fundings
come out of O&M, whereas we are dealing with the personnel end,
so I would have to get back for the record on that.

Mr. MORAN. Okay. Well, we have been concerned about the inte-
gration of contract personnel, as you know, into what would nor-
mally be considered inherently military roles. So we are interested
in that information.

[The information follows:]

In responding we assume that the question refers to the requirement for inven-
tories and reviews of contracts for services set forth in Section 807 of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 2008, which amends Section 2330a
of Title 10, U.S. Code. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research, Development
and Acquisition has assigned this task to the Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Acquisition and Logistics Management.

The Department of Defense is implementing Section 807 in phases with first sub-
missions provided during FY 2008 by the Department of the Army. In accordance
with Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Technology) Memorandum
dated May 16, 2008, the Department of the Navy (DoN) will deliver a prototype in-
ventory list for review and approval in FY 2009. According to the current implemen-
tation schedule, this prototype inventory list will be submitted to the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, Defense Procurement Acquisition Policy (DPAP) in June 2009
who will in turn formally submit the prototype list to Congress.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Bishop.
STOP LOSS AND INDIVIDUAL READY RESERVE

Mr. BisHopr. Thank you very much, gentlemen, and welcome to
the Committee.

Let me just talk a little bit about personnel as it relates to stop
loss and Individual Ready Reserve (IRR). As I understand it, the
Marine Corps has not utilized stop/loss, really, since 2003. How-
ever, you have utilized the IRR significantly. I think you have got
up 1;50? about 10,000 people or thereabouts in that category. Is that
right?

General COLEMAN. IRR yes, sir. But you are speaking total, not
imgoluntary? You are just speaking Ready Reserve, is that correct,
sir?

Mr. BisHOP. Yes, Individual Ready Reserve, people who were dis-
charged subject to being recalled in the IRR and who have been re-
called who are now serving. And I am asking that you have allotted
2,500 to be activated at any one time. Is that right?

General COLEMAN. That is correct, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. And there have been two activations. How is that
affecting your NCO ranks?

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. Because it is my understanding that you can get a
marine private a lot quicker than you can the officers and the
NCOs who have to supervise them.

General COLEMAN. That is correct, sir.

Of that number, to date, we have only involuntarily recalled
1,800. So there is a great difference between——

As you would note, sir, if I get out of the Marine Corps and my
enlistment ends at the 4-year mark and I go into the IRR, but
there is a war and the country calls and I raise my hand to go,
then that is one thing. The harder part is when I don’t raise my
hand to go and you tell me, okay, come on, I need you anyway. So
we have done some of both.
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But the invol has only been about 1,800 and the Commandant
has decided, on his own, that this 9 tech 2, this unit that is going
to leave during May of this year, April-May this year to April-May
of next year, is—we are taking 350 Involuntary Reserves, and that
is the last time we are doing that.

Mr. BisHOP. What are the specialties of the involuntaries?

General COLEMAN. Sir, we need combat arms. All these folks will
deploy. They will go to Iraq or Afghanistan. Nobody’s going to stay
back in Albany and do anything there. They will all deploy. But the
specialties we are looking for, combat arms, motor T drivers, explo-
sive ordnance, those—the critical MOSs that we need for the fight,
sir.

Mr. BisHOP. Okay. What about the maintenance people?

General COLEMAN. Maintenance also, yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. So that would be somebody from Albany?

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. The logistics folks.

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir, and they are doing a whale of a job.
Because, as you know, with General Williams down there even the
active duty are being deployed. It is not often that we take Marines
from supporting the establishment and pull them forward as we
have in this long war, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. And you think this is going to be the last time.

General COLEMAN. This will be the last time. The Commandant
has said this is the last time we will involuntary recall anyone.

Mr. BisHOP. From the IRR.

General COLEMAN. From the IRR, yes, sir.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Rogers.

RECRUITING

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, gentlemen.

Let me ask each of you, what is the size of your recruiting force
out there?

Admiral FERGUSON. I will take that.

I have about 3,800 recruiters in the field and about another
2,800 to 3,000 support personnel as classifiers and administrative
support on top of that.

, General COLEMAN. I will take that one for the record sir. I don’t
now.

Mr. ROGERS. Answer for the record then.

[The information follows:]

What is the size of the Marine Corps’ recruiting force?

Currently, the Marine Corps Recruiting Command’s total strength (comprised of
Marines and Civilians) is 6,465, which includes 3,610 recruiters.

Mr. ROGERS. Do you know how many recruiting stations?

General COLEMAN. But every marine is a recruiter, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. All right. You have got a full house then. How
many stations do you have?

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Rogers, if you will yield, let me tell you a story
about recruiting.

When I went in the Marine Corps, my mother cried, because I
left college right in the middle of the Korean War. My second
brother went to the Marine Corps; she cried. My third brother went
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to the Marine Corps; she cried. When the fourth one was ready to
go, she cried because she thought he was going to the Army.

She wrote to me. The Marine Corps put so much information out
that you know you better go to the Marine Corps. And my dad was
in the Army.

Mr. MORAN. And he said that in front of the Army General that
was here.

Mr. ROGERS. How many recruiting stations do we have?

Admiral FERGUSON. Navy has approximately 1,400.

General COLEMAN. Sir, recruiting, I am not in charge of recruit-
ing so that is another one I will take for the record, sir.

[The information follows:]

Please provide the number of Marine Corps Recruiting Stations.
The Marine corps has a total of 48 Recruiting Stations.

Mr. ROGERS. Have you noticed, and you may have answered this
already, Have you noticed a change during these harder economic
times in the ability to attract recruits?

Admiral FERGUSON. From our standpoint, the quality coming in
through the door is higher, many with associate degrees and other
advanced degrees. And we are using fewer waivers. Waivers are
down about 18 percent this year within the Navy. So much higher
quality, great willingness to serve, and less issues with waivers.

General COLEMAN. Sir, we were well on our way before the down-
turn, so at this point we have not noticed any noticeable difference
in the number of recruits. We have not lowered our quality in any
way, shape, or form, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. Do you co-locate recruiting stations between the
services?

Admiral FERGUSON. Approximately 93 percent of our stations are
co-located.

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir.

SUICIDE PREVENTION

Mr. ROGERS. One specific note of concern that I want to ask you
about is suicide prevention. Have you been asked about this today
already?

General COLEMAN. No, sir. Not yet today, no, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. I am told it is the second leading cause of death in
the Marines. What can you tell us about the trends and the causes
and what you are doing about it?

General COLEMAN. Sir, that is, as far as the Commandant is con-
cerned, one of his biggest concerns. He charged the Assistant Com-
mandant with having a standdown. So he brought all of his senior
leaders to Quantico to discuss this.

We are tracking this. We are fully engaged. We have ordered the
standdown during the month of March so that every Marine will
receive suicide training during the month of March. That is the
whole listing. And then at the junior level, because most of our sui-
cides are in the very junior, 18 to 24 years old, 95 percent of them
in that age group, so they are getting hands-on leadership in addi-
tion to what we have done.

Every commander from the O—6 level on has been charged with
making a video that every recruit sees, or every Marine sees,
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whether they have been in the command for 3 years or are just
coming into the command. And we are also setting up a hot line
so that folks can call. Ninety percent of the suicides in the Marine
Corps have to do with a relationship that has gone south.

Mr. ROGERS. You mean with the spouse?

General COLEMAN. Female, male or that sort of—whether spouse,
girlfriend, whatever. But the vast, vast majority have something to
do with that.

Mr. MURTHA. Will the gentleman yield?

That doesn’t mean the relationship wasn’t caused because the
guy was deployed or the man or woman was deployed?

General COLEMAN. Oh, no, sir, in no way shape or form. All I am
saying is, most of our suicides, a bad relationship is what——

Mr. MURTHA. One of the things I found was, talking to the Army,
some of the Army personnel said the spouses ought to have coun-
seling, also. Because the problem is that they are away so long,
they are young kids, and they can’t handle the money. They get
themselves into trouble.

So I mentioned this to the health people and said to them, you
know, let’s have some counseling for the family, in addition to call-
ing the troops in and give them counseling before they go overseas.

General COLEMAN. Yes, sir. And I don’t want to take up time, but
if T could just say one thing. Every one is a bad one. But you
scratch your head and you always say, what could I do differently?

I have been a commander a number of times. In the first com-
mand, we lost no Marines to suicide. The second command, we lost
three. One was a young man that I knew from Jersey, and I was
at Camp Lejeune, and he went home on a long weekend. Danny is
his name. He came home after the long weekend.

Now, he had gone to college for a year and dropped out of college.
And when he went home a year into it, he saw all his college bud-
dies who had gone to college and ran track; and he was a track
star. And he came back, and no one noticed that he was down. It
was just that he came back. And it would be the same with me if
I went home and then came back after a weekend or whatever, you
are down.

Well, Danny went from North Carolina, from Camp Lejeune. He
went down to Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, and checked into a
hotel. Went to a store and got a bucket, a bag of sand, and a rope
and went out into the pool, put the sand in the bucket, put it in
the water, tied it to his leg and jumped in the water.

And you ask yourself, what could I have done differently?

So, I mean, we are all over this. No commander, from any branch
of the service, wants to see that happen.

So we are doing everything we can, even involving the young Ma-
rines in staging. “Staging” is probably not the right word, but they
put on a show that what it does to the family and your fellow Ma-
rines after you are gone. This is a tough one. And we are looking
inside.

But you are right, sir. We have to educate the families also that
they can see the signs.

And I apologize for taking up all that time, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. Would you like to respond?
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Admiral FERGUSON. We, also, like the Marine Corps, consider
this a primary responsibility of the chain of command. And we
have introduced several programs on operational stress control.
Our data for the year is about 11.6 per 100,000, well below the nor-
malized rate. But each one is a tragedy.

So we are seeing, similar to what Mr. Murtha indicated, is the
first indicators are often the family. And we are getting warnings
through the family support centers, through the chaplains, and
through these other warning indicators; and we are going after
them aggressively and supporting the families.

Mr. ROGERS. And, lastly, have you noticed whether or not the
suicides are more prevalent amongst personnel who have been de-
ployed recently or are on deployment, as opposed to——

Admiral FERGUSON. Within the Navy, our data shows that, of
those who committed suicide, less than half had deployed in the
previous 3 years. So we don’t see a correlation between deploy-
ments. We see that it is generally males, 25 to 35, with a failed
relationship or depression, and some familiarity with a weapon are
the primary causal factors.

Mr. BARNUM. The Marine Corps numbers, sir, for 2003 to 2008,
16 percent committed suicide in country, in Iraq or Afghanistan, 32
percent after they were deployed, and 52 percent had no deploy-
ment history.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you.

Mr. MURTHA. Ms. Kilpatrick.

HEALTH AND WELLNESS

Ms. KILPATRICK. I am stunned. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, I want to commend each of you for your service.
Medal of Honor, sir, Captain, thank you so much for the work that
you have done for our country. General Coleman, as well, all of
your history and all of that; as well as you, Admiral. You all bring
years of experience and dedication to our country, and I just want
to say thank you for that.

I was going to do suicides, but I am not touching that.

Multiple deployments—and suicides are up everywhere. And I
don’t know if we looked at World War II or Vietnam or Korea, if
we found deployment had any effect on suicides. But I guess they
have. I would sit here and think that the time of war—and I know
one thing I have found, too, after visiting some time ago, just re-
cently, I should say, up in Congressman—Chairman Dicks’ district
on a Trident submarine for the first time. Admiral, I have read
about them a long time, finally looked into that scope, got a picture
for my dad who is a Navy man. Just all that you go through.

One thing they told us on this Committee—and I have seen it
even now, having gone on an aircraft carrier and submarines—is
that the young men and women, Sailors, Marines, Airmen, Sol-
diers, the like, they are dedicated. I served on one of the academy
boards, and that is what I found, the dedication from the young
people—and they’re children. I am a grandmother, so they're chil-
dren.

I find in our testimony that we have seen recently that, in addi-
tion to academics, healthiness or not is probably the next most crit-
ical thing that you all face as you talk to your recruits. And I am
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leaving suicide. But what about the health and wellness and the
other thing with health care in the military lacking in terms of
physicians? We have heard testimony on that as well. You may
find it. You don’t have to go there. The nutrition part of what they
are, who they are, if they can maintain themselves. How much does
that play into getting on those narrow ladders in the Trident and
being effective in their daily responsibilities and whether or not
they are depressed by that?

I am trying to find out, not being a psychologist or any of that,
but a grandmother, what is causing this. If it is not the deploy-
ment, and most people who have sat there have said that it is not,
that it is other things. They are young, for one thing. Can you shed
some light on that at all, either of you?

General COLEMAN. Ma’am, I would just go back to the failed rela-
tionships. And I guess, you know, peer pressure now is nothing like
when I was growing up. The stats for the Marine Corps say they
are young, they are white, they are in a failed relationship, and I
would even have thought that maybe, maybe alcohol was in it. But
it is not, There is nothing that says there was a—you know, some-
body was sitting around, and they are drinking too much. It is usu-
ally a failed relationship.

And, again, as the Secretary said, it is not the deployments. I
think it is the stress because

Ms. KiLPATRICK. People don’t kill themselves in bad relationships
when they are out. I guess they do. Some do.

General COLEMAN. They do. But there is stress when I deploy.
But because I deploy, there is stress on the folks back home,
whether at home or at the unit, because now there is more work
for the folks back there. So it is a stressful all over.

But I wish we could go, you know, pick up a book and say, this
is it, and go attack it.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Admiral.

Admiral FERGUSON. I would offer that when we looked and ana-
lyzed our data for those who had deployed and then committed sui-
cide subsequently, it occurred normally within the first 6 months
after their return. So we found that the camaraderie, the leader-
ship, and the common purpose of a deployment and that unit cohe-
siveness sustained those individuals. And then when they returned
and had the relationship fail or had an issue, that is what set these
tragic chain of events in motion.

So we focused a lot on resiliency and building resiliency, both
through physical training, mental health, and counseling and sup-
port; and I think that is the key component in building this in the
young people who are going through this stressful period.

Ms. KILPATRICK. So then does our health care system—have we
adequately taken care of what your needs are, both for the enlisted
as well as for their families? Is there some area we need to be
beefing up or doing something different with?

General COLEMAN. Let me read this, ma’am, and maybe this will
help us:

The key risk factors and associated suppressors, most common
key risk factors reported suicides from 1999 to 2007. Depression,
34 percent; psychiatric history, 29 percent; anxiety, 23 percent;
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sense of failure, 20 percent; change in usual mood—that is what
the Admiral was talking about—20 percent.

So I just don’t know if we have the number—I don’t know that
we have the number of medical folks that could cover all that, and
I don’t know that that is possible.

Admiral FERGUSON. I would say that an increase in the number
of mental health professionals in the medical community would be
appreciated and useful in combating this within the service.

Mr. MURTHA. Let me answer for you folks.

We have been working closely, as you know, with the mental
health, with the health system as a whole, and this committee has
probably done more than any committee in the Congress making
sure you had what you needed to take care of health care.

I meet continuously with Mrs. Emery and Dr. Gassels on this
problem, suicide, and all these other problems that they have. We
have put in place a plan where they have a case worker and they
can hire psychologists.

Now, we have a shortage of psychologists and psychiatrists all
over the country, so no matter how much money we put in, we
can’t find enough people and we don’t know exact causes.

I had an incident. Not long ago, I visited one of the bases. The
base commander’s son was killed in Iraq. His other son committed
suicide. His wife and he were devastated by this. They don’t know
why. He was ready to be commissioned. He would have been de-
ployed.

And suicide is just part of it. Because we know that we are going
to have 300,000 people with PTSD, and we know the sooner we get
them the better off we will be. So we are putting every bit of
money, because of you, because of this committee, into health care
that they can accumulate or that they can use in order to help
solve this problem.

Suicide, divorce rates are up in the Marine Corps and the Army
because of these long deployments; and 15-month deployments are
devastating to these troops. And the Marine Corps, as General
Coleman said, even though they are home, they are not home. Be-
cause they go to schools, they go to training, and they go back over
before their time is up. So it is a complicated problem.

We are doing everything we can to make sure that—for instance,
stop loss. The Secretary made the announcement the other day. He
said, we are going to take care of stop loss. He didn’t take care of
stop loss. This committee took care of stop loss. We put the money
in for stop loss, and we are going to put money in for stop loss, if
everybody agrees to it for the whole—everybody who was in stop
loss. I mean, 160,000 were stop loss. We are going to put the
money in.

And the services, some of the services argued that they didn’t
think it was right. Well, hell, you keep a guy 7 months past his
deployment or past his enlistment, he ought to be given reimburse-
ment for that. And I think this subcommittee will agree with me
when we go to do that.

But this is a major problem, this health care situation. So I ap-
preciate Ms. Kilpatrick. This committee has been at the forefront
of this issue, Bill Young, myself, and all the rest of the committee,
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a lot of suggestions, a lot of recommendations, and we have tried
to follow all of them.

Mr. BARNUM. Mr. Chairman, we sincerely appreciate all the com-
mittee has done over the past years. And I think we are leaning
forward in the saddle, and we are confronting the issues. As Gen-
eral Coleman just said, we wish we could turn the page of the book
and all the answers would be there.

But I think that BUMED has taken the lead on many of these.
We have got a study going on with UCLA now on resiliency within
the family and other programs, and we are hiring professionals to
go into units. So I think we have identified the problem and we are
attacking it.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Bishop, did you have a question on this?

DEPRESSION

Mr. BisHOP. Yes, sir. I just wanted to weigh in.

I was listening to the statistics—you said depression, sense of
failure, anxiety, failure of relationships. Those are more or less the
symptoms, as opposed to necessarily the problem. The question is,
why are they depressed? Why do they have a sense of failure? Why
is there anxiety? And which results in the family rise of divorce?

I would think that you have got adultery, you have got the strain
on the relationship when you have got these extended deployments.
Once that happens, you have got young people, you know, under
35 years old that may not have the experience and the maturity
to be able to handle those kind of disappointments. They come
back, and they have got a child that wasn’t theirs. They come back,
and they find out that the guy down the street was dating their
wife, or something of that order. And those kinds of stresses lead
to the sense of failure.

I am a failure as a husband. Boom, I blow my brains out. I am
depressed because my buddy has now been with my wife, and ev-
erybody on the post knows it.

Those are the kinds of—problems that are a result of the mul-
tiple deployments which is hidden when you just say that the
source, the causes of the suicide is depression, sense of failure, anx-
iety or failure of a relationship. Why does the relationship fail? And
the strain and the not-sufficient dwell time to reinforce these rela-
tionships is what is driving that stress and that suicide rate.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Kingston.

CHANGING NAME OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

Mr. KiNGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wanted to ask a question about this bill that has been offered
by Walter Jones that changes the name of the Department of the
Navy and Marine Corps. Do you guys have any opinion? Do you
hear anybody talking about that might be a more diplomatic way?
Not necessarily your own opinion, but what kind of opinions do you
hear? The Chairman has already said he is amending it to change
the wording around.

Mr. BARNUM. I think my opinion would be interesting but irrele-
vant right now.

I have talked to Congressman Jones; and, of course, having
earned the title of Marine, as the Chairman has, there is an emo-
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tional aspect and there is a reality aspect. It is not going to change,
my opinion, the authority of the Secretary of the Navy. I think it
has brought on a lot of levity to some times when there was tension
in the room. But I think we have more important things on the
table to accomplish than changing the name of the Navy to the
Navy and the Marine Corps.

Mr. KINGSTON. I just think about the Army several years ago de-
ciding that the Rangers couldn’t have the black beret, that every-
body had to have the same color beret. So we are known to do
things like this.

Mr. BARNUM. Well, every false step is a learning experience. We
shouldn’t make that mistake.

TRAINING

Mr. KINGSTON. My question is, in terms of the training for Af-
ghanistan, you have got 17,000 Marines going there. How is the
tra}iniglg? Are you able to train on the equipment that you will be
using?

General COLEMAN. We will train on like equipment. It will not
be necessarily the item that you have when you go to Mojave Viper,
which is at Twentynine Palms, California. It may not be that same
item, but it will be a like item that will, in most cases, will already
be there or you will take from your home base.

Mr. KINGSTON. Are you familiar with the firearms training sys-
tem that they have in the Army? I don’t know if the Marines have
it or not. I know a lot of Guard units have it in the Army and then
the regular Army has it.

Mr. BARNUM. You are talking about the FAST system, which is
a simulator?

Mr. KINGSTON. Yes.

Mr. BARNUM. Yes.

Mr. KINGSTON. Are you training on that through the Marines?

Mr. BARNUM. We have some Reserve units that have utilized
that system while they were at Twentynine Palms.

Mr. KINGSTON. It saves money, but it is also basically the real
weapon itself and very close to lifelike, is that correct?

Mr. BARNUM. That is very true, and I think that you are going
to see a lot of that used in our military police units that are scat-
tered around. And it is a good system, and we are using it with
some deployed units. But the Army and the Coast Guard, as you
probably know, are the biggest users, as I remember that system.

Mr. KINGSTON. Is there anything we need to know in terms of
training the Marines? Is there anything you do not have that we
need to be aware of?

General COLEMAN. I think that Congress as a whole and this
committee specifically has done volumes for us. I would ask that
we slowly proceed in any drawdown and retention bonuses. That
would be my fear, is where do we go? And it is not that Marines
feel that they, okay, this is something that they will always have.
But in the near term, until we get right-sized and structured cor-
rectly, that would be my fear, is that we would do that. Along with,
as Ms. Kilpatrick said, the health of our people is our biggest con-
cern. So if we can get what we need for the medical side, that
would be my desire, sir.
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Mr. KINGSTON. In terms of the physical conditioning, is it just as
tough as it has always been? Or we had some NCOs tell some folks
on a codel that they did not think that the newer Soldiers, talking
about the Army Soldiers, were as physically up to speed as they
needed to be. Are you seeing that in the Navy or in the Marines?

Admiral FERGUSON. We run a physical fitness test twice a year.
That is standard, has not changed within the Navy. What we are
seeing is probably more of a national issue of the ones coming out
of high school in the recruiting station. About 50 percent fail the
physical test the first time they take it. We put them on a remedial
program and work with them such that after they finish basic mili-
tary training less than one-half of 1 percent have a problem with
failure. So we are very comfortable with the physical standards and
how they are performing.

General COLEMAN. We train them like we always have, sir, hard.

Mr. KiNGSTON. I thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Well, we appreciate your coming before the Com-
mittee. To my knowledge, we have only had one other Congres-
sional Medal of Honor winner before the committee, and that was
the guy that took MacArthur out of Corregidor. Buckley was his
name I think, if I remember. He was the IG for a number of years,
and they kept him on long past his retirement age. And so we are
honored to have all three of you, but especially yourself, Mr. Sec-
retary.

Mr. BARNUM. Well, thank you very much. It has been an honor
to testify. I have got to do a lot of things in my life, and this is
a first. So thank you very much.

And I appreciate, I really do, on behalf of the Sailors and Ma-
rines that the three of us represent, we really appreciate the efforts
of this committee. You talk the talk, and you walk the walk. We
are very appreciative. Thank you.

Mr. MURTHA. The Committee will adjourn till next week.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Murtha and the
answers thereto follow:]

INDIVIDUAL AUGMENTATION (IA) REQUIREMENTS

Question. Since September 11, 2001, 76,000 Sailors have served on IA tours. In
TA assignments Navy Sailors are in some cases filling in for Army and Marine
Corps personnel. These assignments can be outside a Sailor’s typical occupational
experience and range from detainee operations to counter-improvised explosive de-
vices operations. The Navy currently has 10,935 IAs and of the, 6,069 IAs are in
Iraq and Afghanistan. Of the 6,069 IAs approximately 2,059 are noncore require-
ments. The Navy currently pays the cost of IAs from the base budget and has re-
quested to fund this cost out of the FY2009 supplemental.

Admiral Ferguson, please explain the IA process. Do sailors volunteer for IA bil-
lets or are they involuntarily placed in IA billets?

Answer. Combatant Commanders (COCOMs) identify requirements, which are
forwarded to the Joint Staff for validation. Following validation of a Request for
Forces (RFF) and Joint Manning Documents (JMDs), the requirements are sent to
Joint Forces Command (JFCOM) for Service review and sourcing. Navy reviews re-
quirements based on our capability and capacity to fill them, across both active and
reserve components. Upon completion of our review a sourcing recommendation is
forwarded to JFCOM and the Joint Staff and, when ordered by the Secretary of De-
fense, is released for execution.

Navy uses two approaches in sourcing Combatant Commander requirements:
GWOT Support Assignment (GSA) and Individual Augmentee Manpower Manage-
ment (IAMM). In the GSA process, orders are issued in conjunction with a perma-
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nent change of station; thereby minimizing disruption in the lives of Sailors and
their families by completion of an IA as part of the normal reassignment process.
New and unstable requirements in support of overseas contingency operations,
which cannot be accomplished through the GSA process, may be fulfilled by active
or reserve component personnel through the legacy IA process, known as IAMM,
which can occur during the course of a Sailors current assignment. Support for Sail-
ors continues throughout their deployment (First I-stop, training and arrival in the-
ater) and redeployment.

IA billets are filled through both voluntary and involuntary assignments. By vol-
unteering, Sailors are able to exercise greater influence over the timing and specific
billet to which they may be assigned. Involuntary assignments are used to fill TAs
for which no volunteer is identified. To the maximum extent possible, we attempt
to use the less disruptive GSA approach to fill both voluntary and involuntary IA
assignments. The predictability of the GSA process incentivizes volunteerism by af-
fording Sailors the opportunity to work an IA into a normal career progression.

Question. Are sailors ever taken mid-tour and placed in IA billets?

Answer. To the maximum extent possible, we fill IA assignments through the
GSA process. However, emerging demands dictate filling an IA requirement through
a mid-tour IAMM assignment. The current split is approximately 41% IA/GSA, and
59% TIAMM.

Question. How long does the typical IA assignment last?

Answer. Typically, an IA assignment runs from 210 days to 365 days in country,
frequently referred to as “boots on the ground” depending on type of mission. This
timeframe does not include pre-deployment training.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, some IA billets are outside a Sailor’s typical occupa-
tional experience. What are some examples of these IA billets?

Answer. Approximately 4,440 Sailors are serving as IAs supporting “temporary”
missions. These are capabilities for which Navy does not have a standard military
force employment package. Examples include Civil Affairs, Provincial Reconstruc-
tion Teams (PRTs), and Detainee Operations. Approximately 2,700 Sailors are serv-
ing as IAs supporting “adaptive core” missions. These are capabilities for which a
service can expand a core capability to perform with additional training and equip-
ping. Examples include Counter-IED operations, Military Police, and Base Oper-
ations.

Questions. Since these IA billets are outside the Navy’s core mission, please ex-
plain how Sailors are trained for these billets?

Answer. Training is coordinated by US Fleet Forces Command through Joint
Forces Command and Army, to provide mission specific training conducted by Army
at various training sites that meet Central Command standards. For example, Civil
Affairs and PRT training is conducted at Ft Bragg and Detainee Operations can be
conducted at Ft Lewis, Washington and Ft Dix.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, what IA billets line up with the Navy’s core mission
and how are they filled?

Answer. Approximately 7,000 Sailors are serving as IAs in support of “core” mis-
sions. Core missions are capabilities for which the service is uniquely responsible
(Title 10) and has a standard, mission-ready, capable military force employment
package. Examples include construction (Seabees), airlift support, cargo handling,
maritime and port security, and medical/Marine Corps support.

Question. Does the Navy fill core IA billets first, then noncore IA billets or vice
versa?

Answer. Navy does not source IA billets based on whether they are core or non-
core, rather sources augmentation requirements based on Joint Staff guidance, typi-
cally as Combatant Commander demand is reviewed and approved by Joint Staff.
The Services source these as they occur based on capability and capacity.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, is the Navy experiencing any problems filling these
TA missions?

Answer. Currently, we are meeting 100% of our IA missions with qualified Sailors
while sustaining appropriate dwell time. Growth in certain critical skill sets de-
mands specialties such as Intel, Supply, Explosive Ordnance Disposal, Engineer and
certain Medical Professions, which may present increased challenges in meeting the
demand without a reduction in dwell time for our Sailors.

Question. Mr. Barnum, are any of the IA billets being assimilated into the Navy’s
Core mission?

Answer. Navy is not growing any new mission areas due to demand. For example,
Navy is not building Detainee Companies, Embedded Training Teams or PRTs as
part of its Core Mission. Additionally, Navy uses existing skill sets with additional
training that support Adaptive Core Mission areas. The Department has agreed to



126

fund some skill sets that support Adaptive Core requirements and will support tra-
ditional Navy missions.

Question. If so, how many were once performed by the Army and Marine Corps?

Answer. Not applicable

Question. Mr. Barnum, are there any new missions and requirements that the
Navy may take on in the future?

Answer. Navy’s stabilization strategy is directed at sustaining a high quality force
to meet the demands of the Maritime Strategy and the joint warfighter, while at
the same time being able to respond to new mission areas. New and expanded mis-
sion areas include riverine warfare, cyber and missile defense, and SEAL/SOF (in-
telligence, naval coastal warfare, UAV, submarine operations).

Question. Mr. Barnum, how many sailors are currently deployed in the Central
Command Area of Responsibility and of that how many are used for IA missions?

Answer. As of 16 March, thee were a total 023,800 Sailors deployed in the
CENTCOM AOR. Of those, 114,400 are ashore and (19,400 afloat. The forces ashore
include 08,200 augmentees sourced with a mix of Active and Reserve personnel.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, what was the overall scope of the Navy’s IA billet
responsibilities over the last several years to the present?

Answer. We have experienced growth over the past two and half years. In August
of 2006 there were([19,500 augmentation requirements. This has increased
to 011,000 requirements in April 2009. Navy expects these requirements to increase
supporting operations in Afghanistan, for additional 01,600 from its current level.
This includes current and expected support to Marine Corps units. Navy’s contribu-
tion will remain steady provided no new growth is requested. Additionally, Navy
contribution in Iraq is aligned to Battlespace (Counter-Rocket, Artillery, and Mor-
tar/Base Operations/Navy Mobile Construction Battalions) and Specific Mission
areas (Detainee Operations). As missions are returned to the Iraqis and Central
Command reduces its footprint, then Navy may see a reduction.

NAVY END STRENGTH

Question. Admiral Ferguson, given that the Navy IA billet demand appears to
only be increasing, what does the Navy expect its future end strength to be (active
duty, guard, and reserve numbers)?

Answer. I expect to finish FY09 at an end strength level of approximately
331,000. At this point in the FY10 budget build, I expect to need fewer Sailors next
year, but that number is contingent on pending decisions. On the reserve side, I ex-
pect to finish FY09 around 66,700 end strength. FY10 reserve requirements are
likely to be less, although they are also contingent on pending decisions.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, please explain how “sailor behavior” is driving this
over strength and what actions you are taking to get to the planned fiscal year 2009
end strength?

Answer. We are experiencing increased retention and reduced attrition behaviors
likely a}tltributable to the economy. This is resulting in greater than planned for end-
strength.

To meet Combatant Commander Individual Augmentation demand and reduce
stress on the force, the Secretary of the Navy approved a fiscal year 2009 end
strength level two percent above our current authorization. While this action was
operationally driven, it will allow us to remain within Secretary of the Navy ap-
proved end strength levels.

To maintain a balanced force in terms of seniority, experience, and skills, we have
implemented a comprehensive force stabilization strategy. We have also imple-
mented, or will implement, a number of force shaping measures, including: time in
grade waivers, reducing or eliminating selective reenlistment bonuses, performance-
based continuation boards for enlisted personnel with greater than 20 years of serv-
ice, Perform to Serve and voluntary early separations.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, what is the additional cost of this over strength?

Answer. The total cost due to over strength is $952M.

MARINE CORPS END STRENGTH

Question. General Coleman, adding more enlisted Marines means adding more of-
ficers to lead them, but growing officers remains a struggle because of the time it
takes to train an officer. What steps are the Marine Corps taking to match the offi-
cer side of growth to enlisted side?

Answer. The Marine Corps increased both input and throughput for our officers,
specifically:

¢ Increased its share of graduates from the Naval Academy and NROTC
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e Lifted caps on, and encouraged the participation in, the enlisted-to-officer pro-
grams.

* Provided for incentives to encourage officer accessions through the College Loan
Repayment Program and the Officer Accession Incentive (FY09 initiative).

¢ Increased staffing and billeting space at officer training venues to increase
through-put thus reducing time-to-train (OCS, TBS, and MOS schools).

Question. When do you think that the Marine Corps will reach the correct ratio
of officers to enlisted?

Answer. The Marine Corps expects to have the necessary officer-to-enlisted ratio
by the end of FY 2010.

NAVY RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. Admiral Ferguson, since the Navy is doing well in both the retention
and recruiting side, what force shaping measures will the Navy use to get the “right
mix” of personnel it needs?

Answer. Navy will continue to focus on performance while maintaining a balance
between seniority, experience, and skills. To do this, we have instituted a number
of measures on the enlisted side including adjusting reenlistment bonuses, incor-
porating “Perform to Serve” through 14 years of service, allowing time-in-grade
waivers for retirement, and implementing a continuation board for E7-E9 with over
20 years of service. On the officer side, we will use a probationary officer review
board intended to identify the highest performing officers for retention, we are simi-
larly allowing waivers of active duty minimum service requirement, in targeted com-
munities, to permit officers who will otherwise separate upon completing their serv-
ice obligation, to depart the Navy up to one year early.

In addition, we are adjusting our reenlistment bonuses to retain our best Sailors
with critical skills. We also have focused our recruiting efforts on matching individ-
uals to critical ratings.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, since you are doing so well with retaining and re-
cruiting sailors, will this help ease the burden of IA billets?

Answer.Yes; the success we have experienced with recruiting and retaining high-
quality Sailors will enable us to better fill our IA requirements and meet Fleet man-
ning requirements.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, has the Navy instituted any retraining efforts for of-
ficers and enlisted, targeting career fields with overages and shifting them into ca-
reer fields with identified shortages? If so, please explain how the Navy chooses the
personnel to retrain, and the average cost to the Navy to retrain these sailors.

Answer. Navy active and reserve components have existing programs and proc-
esses designed for targeting and retraining enlisted Sailors from overmanned to
undermanned skill sets. Enlisted Sailors in overmanned ratings are initially identi-
fied during Career Development Boards. These sailors are encouraged to consider
a conversion to an undermanned rating for which they are fully qualified. Addition-
ally, the Perform to Serve (PTS) process requires all Sailors with less than 14 years
of service to request reenlistment approval in their current rating or to convert to
undermanned ratings based on the needs of the Navy. To achieve proper manning
levels with Sailors possessing the appropriate skill sets, bonuses are paid to those
who qualify for, and agree to convert to, ratings with identified shortages. Some rat-
ings require traditional classroom training, while others can be accomplished
through on-the-job training.

Currently no officer designators are overmanned such that redesignation is re-
quired. However, through the lateral transfer/force shaping process, opportunities
exist for redesignation and retraining. Additionally, individuals who do not make it
through initial training pipelines may apply to redesignate to another, under-
manned, community. If accepted they will be retrained in that community.

Both active and reserve components have tools available to educate members of
the enlisted and officer communities to become familiar with other career fields
(training requirements, occupational details, sea/shore rotations, and geographic de-
mand). Opportunities exist for Sailors in overmanned ratings/designators to retrain
into undermanned ratings/designators as they transition between Navy components.

Costs associated with retraining and redesignating Sailors are negligible, since
personnel are assigned to available training seats previously budgeted as part of the
annual training plan.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, since retention is at an all time high and recruiting
is doing very well, are critical career fields having an easier time being filed? If not,
why, and what efforts are being taken to fill shortages?

Answer. Navy continues to experience sustained recruiting success, increased re-
tention, and reduced attrition. While enlisted active and reserve recruiting goals
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have been met for 23 straight months through March 2009, this fiscal year is
marked by higher retention and lower attrition than predicted due to pressure from
the current national economy.

This fiscal year, Navy has been successful recruiting critical skills. As of April 20,
we have recruited greater than 93 percent of the requirement for Nuclear Field en-
listed recruits, SEALS, Special Warfare Combat Crewman, Navy Divers, Explosive
Ordnance Disposal Technicians, and Enlisted Aircrew. Two ratings we continue to
focus on are Cryptologic Technician Interpretive (CTI) at 77.6 percent and Enlisted
Aircrew Rescue Swimmers (AIRR) at 55.5 percent. CTI is one of very few ratings
still available for a retention bonus and, combined with a $20K enlistment bonus,
the fill rate is increasing. We are attempting to get healthy in the AIRR rating
through the combination of a $25K enlistment bonus and filling with recruits who
are unable to complete SEAL training, by reclassifying these individuals as Rescue
Swimmers.

The positive retention environment Navy has experienced this year is reflected
across the majority of critical skills including Special Operations, EOD, Divers, Mis-
sile Technicians, and CTIs. Strength increases based upon new mission require-
ments require Special Warfare Boat Operator and Computer Network Technician re-
tention over execution to achieve force requirements. Nuclear operators, dental and
medical officers, and Independent Duty Corpsman remain a focus as competition
from the civilian sector and high operational tempo continue to challenge retention
in these fields. Given the change in retention and loss behavior, we are focused on
stabilizing the force through a targeted investment approach—reducing or elimi-
nating monetary incentives where they are not needed and through continued in-
vestment in critical skills.

Question. Mr. Barnum, has the Navy analyzed why critical-mission military occu-
pational specialties have consistently been under-filled? What is the operational im-
pact of these shortages? What resources are needed to fill these positions?

Answer. Yes, Navy has conducted such analysis.

Unprecedented recruiting success, coupled with historic retention rates and low
attrition, continues to strengthen the health of critical-mission ratings. As the Glob-
al War on Terrorism took shape, Navy developed strategies to grow in some of the
mission-critical ratings.

Navy developed a multi-pronged approach to growing in mission-critical ratings.
We expanded Navy Recruiting efforts through dedication of manpower, increased
enlistment bonuses and focused recruiting programs; we conducted in-depth training
pipeline analyses to identify efficiency gains; and we focused retention bonuses to
ensure community health and retained growth. Since many mission-critical ratings
are in demand by the civilian economy, it is vital that we maintain specific enlist-
ment and retention bonuses, and continue with plans to expand training through-
out.

Operational impact upon critical skill shortages creates considerable stress on the
force in terms of additional deployments and “away-from-home” time, impacting the
Sailors and their families, and ultimately community health and retention. The
SEAL officer community, for example, is the cohort arguable experiencing the great-
est OPTEMPO in terms of combat deployments: an average of four combat deploy-
ments per Officer. It is currently 68 percent manned and is still in a DOD-directed
growth phase. Consequently, it is easy to see how the loss of just one SEAL signifi-
cantly impacts the community’s long-term health. Forward-deployed operational jobs
are considered the most critical fills; where shortages occur, the CONUS-based, non-
deployable jobs go unfilled, introduced shortfalls in the training commands (and
staffs) which directly impacts the readiness of the Force.

Question. Mr. Barnum, recruiting and retention goals are often relayed to Con-
gress in the aggregate, providing little or no visibility into how each occupational
specialty is staffed. Please provide the Committee details on recruiting and reten-
tion by military occupational specialty (MOS).

Answer. Please see the attached regarding the details on recruiting and retention
for enlisted and officer communities in the Navy.

Navy recruiting continues to do well for both enlisted and officer communities. We
do have certain specialties that continually require attention, especially the officer
and enlisted nuclear fields and healthy profession officers.

For enlisted, retention is broken down into zones and is calculated by the number
of individuals who have re-listed and are currently on active duty in the particular
zone. The three zones Navy is most concerned about are Zones A, B, and C. Zone
A is 0-6 years on active duty, Zone B is 6-10 years, and Zone C is 10-14 years.

For officers, retention is community specific since each community has specific
milestones an officer is required to meet.
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The Navy continues to recruit and retain high quality individuals for the officer corps.

Pilot Officer | 250 147 59% 33 3% 103%

Naval Flight Officer | 116 79 68% 13 79% 108%

Surface Warfare Officer | 283 182 64% 38 78% 105%

Surface Warfare Officer (Nuclear) | 38 17 45% 16 87% 106%

Submarine Officer | 129 26 20% 49 58% 106%

Special Warfare Officer | 18 10 56% i 61% 106%
Explosive Ordinance Disposal

Officer | 2 2 100% 0 100% 100%

Intelligence Officer | 43 35 81% 8 100% 100%

Information Warfare Officer | 24 8 33% 4 50% 103%
Aerospace Engineering Duty

Officer | 17 15 88% 2 100% 100%

Public Affairs Officer | 5 3 60% 1 80% 100%

Supply Corps Officer | 156 127 81% 22 96% 104%

Oceanography Officer | 4 1 25% 0 25% 100%

Civil Engineer Corps Officer | 58 22 38% 27 84% 102%

Judge Advocate General Officer | 5 4 80% 0 80% 100%

Nuclear Reactors Officer | 12 3 25% 2 2% 100%

Instructor | 24 2 8% 5 29% 100%

Chaplain Corps Officer | 71 17 24% 5 31% N %

Judge Advocate General Student | 91 18 20% 5 25% 80%

Chaplain Student | 61 3 5% 13 26% 77%

TOTAL | 1407 721 51% 246 69% 100%
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Dental Corps Direct
Accession (DA)/Recall 19 2 11% 4 32% 94%
Dental Corps Health B
Profession Scholarship
Program (HPSP) | 90 84 93% 6 100% 100%
Dental Corps Health
Service Collegiate
Program (HSCP) | 25 8 32% 6 56% 53%
Dental Corps Financial
Assistance Program
(FAP) 1 0 0% 1 100% 100%
Medical Corps
DA/Recall 25 4 16% 1 20% 80%
Medical Corps HPSP | 245 67 27% 25 38% 100%
Medical Corps HSCP | 25 ) 36% 3 48% 120%
Medical Corps FAP 19 11% 7 47% 89%
Medical Service Corps
DA/Recall | 124 31 25% 48 64% 102%
Medical Service Corps
HPSP (Physician
Assistants) | 17 12 71% 5 100% 100%
Medical Service Corps
HPSP (Optometry) 10 10 100% 0 100% 100%
Medical Service Corps
HPSP (Podiatry) 3 2 67% 0 67% N/A
Medical Service Corps
HSCP| 6t 32 52% 13 74% 133%
Nurse Corps DA/Recall 81 39 48% 40 98% 149%
Nurse Corps Nurse
Candidate Program
(NCP)| 55 33 60% 10 78% 100%
TOTAL | 800 353 42% 169 63% 104%

Data: NRC Official 1 April 09
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Retention for Naval Officers
Surface Warfare Officer

Surface Warfare Officer Retention is measured from the third year of commissioned service to.
the ninth year and is currently averaging 32 percent - unchanged from Fiscal Year 2007 rate.
Surface Warfare Officer Retention has improved since the beginning of the decade.

Aviation

All-Aviators between 7-12 years of commissioned service cumulative continuous rate (CCR) for
first quarter fiscal year 2008 is 51.5% - unchanged from Fiscal Year 2007 rate. Pilot CCR is
50.6% - up 1.2% from Fiscal Year 2007. Naval Flight Officer CCR is 53.8% down 2.3% from
Fiscal Year 2007. Aviation retention is on track for Department Head milestone.

Nuclear Power Community

Nuclear-powered warships comprise nearly 40 percent of the Navy’s major combatants and
represent key strategic elements of America’s national security posture now and for the
foreseeable future. The Navy Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP) has achieved an unparalleled
safety record and ensured the operational readiness of these vital assets in support of national
security objectives. The sustained success of the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program is a direct
result of its superior personnel, rigorous selection and training, and the high standards that
exceed those of any other nuclear program in the world. Continuing this unparalleled record of
safety and successful operations depends upon attracting and retaining the correct quantity and
highest quality of officers and enlisted personnel.

Since 1999, DoN has not achieved accession goals for nuclear trained officers in three separate
years - Fiscal Year 2008 (457 of the required 474 puclear trained officers), Fiscal Year 2005
(465 of the required 494) and Fiscal Year 1999 (457 of the required 480).

The technical, leadership, and management expertise developed in the NNPP are highly valued
in the civilian workforce. Consequently, nuclear officer retention remains a challenge. We have
met submarine officer retention goals only once in the past five years. We do expect to achieve
our submarine officer retention target for Fiscal Year 2009 for the first time in three years., The
NNPP retention challenge has contributed to Navy’s current shortage of control grade officers
(Captains, Commanders, and Lieutenant Commanders) and is the cause of the submarine
community’s current 366 control grade officer shortfall. Additionally, the nuclear-trained
surface warfare community continues to experience the lowest junior officer retention of any
Unrestricted Line (URL) community. We do expect to meet our Fiscal Year 2009 retention goal
for nuclear-trained surface warfare officers.

Special Warfare (SEALS)

SEAL Officer retention follows economic trends and has improved slightly from 73% in FY-03
to 84% in FY-08. Despite this improvement in retention there will always be losses associated
with the stress that comes from multiple combat tours and other natural losses. At a time of
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sustaining the high Operational Tempo demanded of the community,every trained and qualified
SEAL is important.

Explosive Ordinance Disposal (EOD) ‘

The EOD Officer community has an established retention goal of 50% (calculated using the
Cumulative Continuation Rate (CCR) of officers from years six through eleven); however,
historic average retention is 37%. While the Lieutenant (LT) Critical Skills Retention Bonus
(CSRB) has influenced retention to meet continuation rate goals at the LT level, the community
also implemented a CSRB for Lieutenant Commander (LCDR).

The community has an established CCR retention goal of 90% for officers in 12-14 Years
Commissioned Service (YCS). The historic (last 4 years) CCR of officers in YCS 12-14 has
averaged 79%. After the first year of implementation, the retention incentive targeting LCDRs
ensured a healthy number of officers were in zone for CDR. The community is on pace to
achieve its 90% goal at the end of FY10.

Human Resource Officer

The Human Resource Community has had an average retention of 90.5% over the last four fiscal
years, and is on pace for a 91.5% retention this year. A slight reduction in retirement requests
primarily at the 05 and 06 paygrades is the reason for the slight increase in retention for the
community. ‘

Information Professional, Information Warfare and Intelligence

Retention in the three communities over the last several years has been good. There are many
contributing factors e.g., patriotism and meaningful employment, continuing to facilitate high
retention in these three communities.

Public Affairs Officer

Public Affairs Officer community is experiencing a slight decrease in retention when compared
to historical data from the last 10 years. The decrease is being experienced at the O-4, O-5 and
0-6 levels, each having 50% more officers resigning or retiring when compared to the historical
average. However, due to the small size of the community, (211 officers), these percentages
only represent one or two officers at each grade.

Judge Advocate General

Judge Advocate General's Corps is experiencing higher than average retention at the O-3 and O-
5 paygrades. We are seeing a 30% increase in retention at the O-3 paygrade as compared to the
3 year average and a 52% increase as compared to the 5 year average. We are seeing a 50%
increase at the O-5 paygrade as compared to the 3 year average and 58% increase as compared to
the 5 year average. We are not experiencing any appreciable change at the O-6 paygrade in



137

retention levels. We are experiencing a decrease in retention at the O-4 paygrade. However,
many of these are statutory retirements.

Health Professions

Retaining the proper speciaity mix is Navy Medicine’s primary retention challenge. Shortages
continue to exist in critical specialties in which operational tempo is high and/or in which pay
disparities exist between military and the private sector.

Navy Medicine has been tasked with supporting the increased mental health mission
associated with the Global War on Terrorism (GWOT), including support for wounded
warriors, and the Operational Stress Control and Restoration (OSCAR) program. This
mission requires a significant growth and retention of mental health and rehabilitation
providers for traumatic brain injury.

Retention within several Medical Service Corps, Medical Corps, Nurse Corps, and Dental
Corps specialties will require continued close scrutiny, including:

e Medical Service Corps: clinical psychology, social worker, environmental health officer,
and physician’s assistant,

e Medical Corps: general surgery, family practice, emergency medicine, preventative
medicine, and psychiatry

e Dental Corps: general dentists, éndodontists, oral surgeons and prosthodontists.

e Nurse Corps: Perioperative Nurses, Critical Care Nurses, and Family Nurse Practitioners
Engineering Duty Officer (EDO)
The engineering duty officer has had average retention over the last several years. We have see a
slight reduction in retention this year as evidenced by slightly higher than expected

resignations/retirements. The EDO community will not make up for its losses via accessions this
year, a trend that has been repeated over the past several years.

Supply Corps

Supply Corps is experiencing an increase in retention when compared to the previous five fiscal
years. A 40% reduction in retirement requests primarily at the 05 and 06 paygrades is the main
contributor to the current increased retention for the community.

Chaplain Corps
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The continuation rate for chaplains at the 3-12 years remains at above 90%. Average retention
rates for the controlled grades FY97-08 hover between 85-93%. This year is slightly higher due
to vacancies created by FY08 SER.

Civil Engineering

The Civil Engineer Corps (CEC) community is a Limited Supply/High Demand career field in
support of GWOT. Retention has declined over the last several years, especially in the junior
officer ranks. Specifically, the CEC lost 12.4% and 12.5% of its junior officer inventory in
FY07 and FY08, respectively. The 20 year average for junior officer losses is 10.7%. A Critical
Skills Retention Bonus was implemented in FYO08 and has mitigated the issues associated with
increased junior officer losses.



139

MARINE CORPS RECRUITING AND RETENTION

Question. Mr. Barnum, are there plans to analyze how to keep mission-critical
MOS:s filled, and what is the operational impact of these shortages?
Answer. The Marine Corps is constantly analyzing how to fill all MOSs, HD/LD
MOSs in particular. Accession and Retention Plans are developed to fill all MOS re-
quirements. Shortages in mission-critical MOSs have an operational impact on the
Marines currently in the MOS as they will have less opportunity for dwell. Individ-
ually, Marines in these MOSs likely have less opportunity to experience other as-
pects of the Marine Corps, e.g., Special Duty Assignments, that tend to provide for
professional growth as a Marine leader and to positively affect retention propensity.
Commanders and their Marines always work toward the mission and mitigate the
consequences of shortages in mission-critical MOSs.
Question. General Coleman, the Committee is very concerned regarding the re-
cruitment and retention of mission-critical Military Occupational Specialties (MOS).
Given the poor state of the economy and increased retention, has the fill rate for
these MOSs improved? If not, what steps are you taking to fill these positions?
Answer. Fill rates in critical MOSs have greatly improved during FY09. Prudent
use of Enlistment Bonuses has allowed us to increase the numbers of accessions in
our critical programs that will support shortfalls and reenlistments in the future.
With respect to retention, Selective Reenlistment Bonuses (SRB) have allowed us to
reenlist 291 more Marines from our ten most critical MOSs as compared to the
same time last year. Challenges continue for some MOSs (i.e. Intel, EOD, etc.) that
are both lateral move MOSs and increased as a result of the 202K growth. Again,
a strong SRB program has allowed us to entice Marines to reenlist for a lateral
move into these critical MOSs.
Question. General Coleman, recruiting and retention goals are often relayed to
Congress in the aggregate, providing little or no visibility into how each occupa-
tional specialty is staffed. Please provide the Committee with details on recruiting
and retention by MOS?
e 76% (31 OF 41) Occ Fields are = 90% of 202K requirement
3 over 110% (03,31,46)
Largest Occ Field 03XX (Infantry) at 119% (+6,185)

¢ 24% (10 of 41) Occ Fields are < 90% of 202K requirement
Shortest Occ Field 73XX (Enlisted Flight Crews) at 69% (—156)

¢ 83% (34 OF 41) Occ Fields are forecasted to be = 90% of 202K requirement by
end of FY09
Fffzm Occupational fields forecasted to be = 90% of 202K requirement by end of

NAvVY ENLISTMENT AND RETENTION BONUSES

Question. Admiral Ferguson, to date, what was the total dollar amount spent on
Navy recruiting and retention bonuses for FY2009?

Answer. To date, Navy has spent approximately $423M on recruiting and reten-
tion bonuses. This amount includes both initial and anniversary payments.

Question. General Coleman, to date, what was the total dollar amount spent on
Marine Corps recruiting and retention bonuses for FY2009?

Answer. To date, the Marine Corps has spent $30.9M on Enlistment Bonuses and
$236.2M on retention bonuses.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, what is the range of individual bonuses for recruit-
ing? For retention? Please explain why there are differences.

Answer. There are a wide range of bonuses used by Navy to recruit and retain
Sailors. While the bonus programs may vary in programmatic details, they are all
derived from market analysis. We adjust the specific bonus amount for a given skill
in response to the projected effect current and future economic conditions will have
on manning and retention levels.

Bonuses are employed in recruiting to attract individuals with specialized, critical
skills. Most ratings in the Navy are eligible for Enlistment Bonuses (EB) such as
language proficiency. In response to demand for Navy employment, Navy Recruiting
Command has cut the number of active duty EB eligible ratings from 52 to just 10
in FY09. Because recruitment of Sailors begins as much as one year before accession
on active duty, recruitment bonuses are based almost entirely on current conditions
rather than on economic projections over the lifetime of a Sailor. Currently, EBs
range from $6,000 to $40,000 for active duty accessions and are paid at gates based
on program specifications such as completion of Recruit Training, completion of “A”
or “C” School, or completion of specialized training curriculum. For FY08, 45% of
the 38,485 active duty accessions took an enlistment bonus. For FY09, 48% of the
projected 35,500 active duty accessions have elected to receive an EB.
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Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) amounts can range from $0, where we have
determined a bonus is not needed to meet our retention goals for a given rating/
skill, to a maximum of $90,000, used to retain personnel in some of our most crit-
ical, highly-technical skill sets, where training investments and replacement costs
are high. Within this range, Navy employs econometric modeling to target SRB pay-
ment levels to achieve critical skill retention. For example, at the beginning of FY09
approximately 38,000 of 270,000 sailors were eligible for SRB. To date, we have re-
enlisted 9,163 members, and under our most recent award plan released 11 March
about 5,500 eligible sailors remained who had not made their reenlistment decision.

We have also instituted several retention bonus programs under the umbrella of
the Critical Skills Retention Bonus (CSRB) authorized in 37 U.S. Code 355. In gen-
eral, bonus programs under this authority are targeted at very specific, hard to re-
tain and hard to replace populations at the more senior points in the career con-
tinuum. CSRB amounts can be as much as $150,000 lump-sum payments for Special
Operations Technicians (i.e., SEALs) with 19 years of service who agree to remain
on active duty for 6 years. Members are not authorized to receive more than one
bonus at a time.

Question. General Coleman, what is the range of individual bonuses for recruit-
ing? For retention? Please explain why there are differences.

Answer. The range for recruiting bonuses is $5-$25K. There are two objectives
of recruiting bonuses. One, is to attract qualified applicants into specific programs
which are either critically short or to fill those technical fields that require high
educational or test prerequisites. Two, is to ship recruits at specific times of the year
which optimizes the training process. This range accurately reflects those aspects
in detail.

Selective Reenlistment Bonuses (SRB) range from a low of $5,500 to a high of
$89,000. There are differences for three primary reasons: (1) some MOSs had high
inventories which required a lower reenlistment rate; (2) increase in 202K require-
ments; and (3) civilian employment opportunities.

Fifty-four MOSs (approx. 25%) had no bonus offered in FY09.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, have you found any imbalances or inequities in your
recruiting and retention bonus structure?

Answer. Our bonus rate is market-driven and offered only to a portion of individ-
uals in the Navy. The amounts are established based on current and projected eco-
nomic conditions and accession and retention rates versus service demand. As the
economic environment changes, bonus amounts are routinely adjusted based on
analysis of recruiting and retention behavior. In general, the adaptive model of the
current bonus structure serves us well. The agile and flexible nature of the struc-
ture, coupled with continuous analysis, allows us to constructively address any im-
balances or inequities that may arise.

Question. General Coleman, have you found any imbalances or inequities in your
recruiting and retention bonus structure?

Answer. No. There have been no imbalances in recruiting bonuses. Recruiting bo-
nuses are currently structured to make every recruiting program or skill set equally
attainable as well as ensure that the manpower flow to recruit training is optimized.
Linguists, which have a $25K bonus, require very high test and security entrance
requirements as well as a difficult two year school. Shipping bonuses which are a
$5K bonus, gives the Marine Corps the ability to ship recruits in the more difficult
shipping months, which greatly increases the optimization of training by decreasing
uneven flow rates.

Our SRB program is designed to shape and sustain the career force needed to
meet the 202K force structure requirements. Some MOSs with greater demand are
paid more e.g., Intel, EOD, Linguist, Recon, etc.

Question. Mr. Barnum, does the Department of the Navy plan to review its re-
cruiting and retention bonus program for both the Navy and Marine Corps?

Answer. The Navy continually analyzes the monetary incentives it provides to at-
tract, recruit, and retain the highest quality individuals. We have taken a targeted
investment approach to ensure we are using monetary incentives to attract and re-
tain the skill sets and quantity required to meet mission requirements. This year
we have reduced reenlistment bonuses and accession bonuses for the Active Compo-
nent. Although we have reduced these incentives, they remain an invaluable tool
and we will need to remain flexible for any future increase or decrease to respond
to changing economic conditions.

For the Reserve Component we have maintained bonus payment amounts over
the past year. However, we have refined, and continue to refine, the targeted groups
so that recruitment and retention bonuses are only given to those members in
undermanned and critical skill sets.
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The Marine Corps conducts an annual review of enlistment and Selective Reen-
listment Bonus (SRB) programs in an effort to optimize the resources required to
maintain the 202K force.

Question. Mr. Barnum, are there plans to promote non-monetary bonuses such as
tuition assistance and the new G.I. B

Answer. The Navy is continually lookmg at opportunities to promote non-mone-
tary incentives to attract and retain the best and brightest. These include education
benefits (TA and Post 9/11 G.I. Bill), paternity leave (approved by Congress in the
NDAA 2009), Career Intermission Program, telework, and career path flexibility.
We believe that we have to be a leader in human resource solutions, exploring inno-
vative ways to deliver the highest quality Sailor to the Fleet.

The Marine Corps uses tuition assistance and post-service education funding as
part of both recruiting and retention. There are intangibles such as earning the title
of a “United States Marine,” being part of a small, elite fighting organization, duty
station options, etc. that come into play in recruiting and retaining Marines. We ex-
pect that the new G.I. Bill will both entice Marines to leave or stay in depending
on their individual situations. Transferability of educational benefits to spouse, and/
or children will certainly be attractive to our career force and should help retain
Marines with more that six years of service. True impacts of the new G.I. Bill will
not be seen until 2010 and beyond.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, is there any concern that enlistment and re-enlist-
ment bonuses are now viewed by sailors as an entitlement instead of a bonus?

Answer. Any compensation package that is sustained over time and not adjusted
to market forces could be viewed as an entitlement by some service members. Navy
has recently adjusted both its enlistment and reenlistment bonus to respond to cur-
rent market forces. Navy will continue to analyze monetary incentive levels, and use
only what is necessary to incentivize the retention behavior to support our many
requirements.

Question. General Coleman, is there any concern that enlistment and reenlist-
ment bonuses are now viewed by Marines as an entitlement instead of a bonus?

Answer. Yes, and we need to remain cognizant of these expectations as we man-
age our bonus programs. However, the Marine Corps has always emphasized the
intangibles of service—the pride of being a Marine and the bond that is forged in
combat. Additionally, Marines are well aware that bonuses are tied to career force
reenlistment requirements, are analyzed each year, and may change based on cur-
rent and future manpower needs. Furthermore, recruiting bonuses are only given
to those recruits with the higher test scores or prerequisites, which mean that some
recruits will not even qualify for a recruiting bonus.

Question. Mr. Barnum, since the state of the economy has contributed signifi-
cantly towards recruiting and retention success, do the Navy and Marine Corps plan
to reduce or eliminate bonuses? If so, what bonuses will be reduced or eliminated?

Answer. The Navy continually analyzes the monetary incentives it provides to at-
tract, recruit, and retain the highest quality individuals. We have taken a targeted
investment approach to ensure we are using monetary incentives to attract and re-
tain only the skills sets and quantity required to meet mission requirements. This
year we have reduced reenlistment bonuses and accession bonuses. Although we
have reduced these incentives, they remain an invaluable tool and we will need to
remain flexible for any future increase or decrease to respond to changing economic
conditions.

Every year, the Marine Corps reviews both its Enlistment Bonus (EB) and Selec-
tive Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) Programs to insure they best support both the acces-
sion and retention requirements to support the 202K force. Bonuses are increased
or decreased based on the yearly end strength and inventory (MOS) requirements.
We are currently reviewing our plans for FY10, and based on FY09 results EBs and
SRBs will be adjusted as required. We anticipate publishing the retention plan in
June and the accession plan in late summer.

Question. Mr. Barnum, can you provide the committee with a complete list of all
recruitment and retention bonuses for each MOS? Can you also provide the average
bonus of each MOS?

Answer. There are a wide range of bonuses used by Navy to recruit and retain
Sailors. While the bonus programs may vary in programmatic details, they are all
derived from detailed analysis. We adjust the specific bonus amount for a given skill
in response to the projected effect current and future economic conditions will have
on manning and retention levels.

Bonuses are employed in recruiting to attract individuals with specialized, critical
skills. Most ratings in the Navy are eligible for Enlistment Bonuses (EB) such as
language proficiency. In response to unprecedented demand for Navy employment,
Navy Recruiting Command has cut the number of active duty EB eligible ratings
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from 52 to just 10 in FY09. Because recruitment of Sailors begins as much as one
year before accession on active duty, recruitment bonuses are based almost entirely
on current conditions rather than on economic projections over the lifetime of a Sail-
or. Currently, EBs range from $6,000 to $40,000 for active duty accessions and are
paid at gates based on program specifications such as completion of Recruit Train-
ing, completion of “A” or “C” School, or completion of specialized training cur-
riculum. For FY08, 45% of the 38,485 active duty accessions took an enlistment
bonus. For FY09, 48% of the projected 35,500 active duty accessions have elected
to receive an EB. In response to unprecedented demand for Navy employment, NRC
has cut the number of active duty EB eligible ratings from 32 to just ten.

Selective Reenlistment Bonus (SRB) amounts can range from $0, where we have
determined a bonus is not needed to meet our retention goals for a given rating/
skill, to a maximum of $90,000, used to retain personnel in some of our most crit-
ical, highly-technical skill sets, where training investments and replacement costs
are high. Within this range, Navy employs econometric modeling to target SRB pay-
ment levels to achieve critical skill retention. For example, at the beginning of FY09
approximately 38,000 of 270,000 sailors were eligible for SRB. To date, we have re-
enlisted 9,163 members, and under our most recent award plan released 11 March
about 5,500 eligible sailors remain who had not made their reenlistment decision.

We have also instituted several retention bonus programs under the umbrella of
the Critical Skills Retention Bonus (CSRB) authorized in 37 U.S. Code § 355. In gen-
eral, bonus programs under this authority are targeted at very specific, hard to re-
tain and hard to replace populations at the more senior points in the career con-
tinuum. CSRB amounts can be as much as $150,000 lump-sum payments for Special
Operations Technicians (i.e., SEALs) with 19 years of service who agree to remain
on active duty for 6 years. Members are not authorized to receive more than one
bonus at a time.

In addition to the bonuses used to recruit and retain Sailors, Navy employs other
pays to incentivize Sailors to accept assignments which entail a level of responsi-
bility above and beyond what is normally expected (including when these kinds of
assignments may occur throughout a career in a particular rating/skill), are chron-
ically hard-to-fill, or are located in less desirable locations. These include pays such
as Special Duty Assignment Pay (SDAP), Assignment Incentive Pay (AIP), Career
Enlisted Flyer Incentive Pay (CEFIP), etc.

The Marine Corps’ SRB program is designed to shape and sustain the career force
needed to meet the 202K force structure requirements. The Marine Corps’ bonus
program operates in a similar manner as the Navy’s.

More specifics regarding these various bonuses and special and incentive pays can
be found in the attached files.
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~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: DOD, NAVY, ORGANIZATIONS(UC), COMNAVCRUITCOM MILLINGTON TN({UC)
[mailto:smtpdelivery@pac.nrems.navy.mil]

Sent: Saturday, March 21, 2009 1:30

To: DutylIT

Subject: SUBJ/ENLISTMENT BONUS (EB) PROGRAM//

gk kok ko gk ok ok ok ok kA K UNCLASSIFIED// IR LRSS R ERELE SRS

Subject: SUBJ/ENLISTMENT BONUS (EB) PROGRAM//

Originator: COMNAVCRUITCOM MILLINGTON TN (UC)

DTG: 13820092 Mar 09

Precedence: ROUTINE

DAC: General

Teo: AIG 329, PERSUPP DET NTC GREAT LAKES IL(UC), PERSUPP DET RTC GREAT
LAKES IL(UC), PERSUPP DET NEW LONDON CT(UC), PERSUPP DET BANGOR WA {UC),
PERSUPP DET WASHINGTON DC(UC), PERSUFPP DET YOKOSUKA JA(UC), PERSUPP DET
WPNSTA CHARLESTON SC(UC), PERSUPP DET NORTH ISLAND CA(UC)

Cc: CNO WASHINGTON DC(UC), DFAS CLEVELAND OH{UC), COMNAVCRUITCOM
MILLINGTON TN(UC), PERSUPP DET PENSACOLA FL(UC)

UNCLASSIFIED//

MSGID/GENADMIN/N1//

SUBJ/ENLISTMENT BONUS (EB) PROGRAM//

REF/A/MSG/GENADMIN/1517262JAN0S//

REF/B/DOC/OPNAV/05APR2007//

REF/C/DOC/CNRC/220CT2008//

REF/D/MSG/CNRC//211710ZAUG08// NARR/REF A IS COMMANDER, NAVY RECRUITING
COMMAND (CNRC)} 07 NOV 2008 EB MESSAGE. REF B IS THE EB PROGRAM
INSTRUCTION (OPNAVINST 1160.9). REF C IS COMNAVCRUITCOMINST 1130.8
(NAVY RECRUITING MANUAL~ENLISTED). REF D IS THE CURRENT NAVY COLLEGE
FUND-LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM MESSAGE.// RMKS/1. THIS MESSAGE REPLACES
REF A FOR INDIVIDUALS ENTERING THE DELAYED ENTRY PROGRAM ON OR AFTER 01
APR 09. THOSE ALREADY IN DELAYED ENTRY PROGRAM (DEP} ARE NOT AFFECTED
BY THIS MESSAGE.

2. THE ENLISTMENT BONUS (EB) PROGRAM HAS EXPANDED OVER THE PAST SEVERAL
YEARS IN SUPPORT OF NAVY'S EMERGING STRATEGY FOR OUR PEQOPLE. THIS HAS
ENABLED NAVY TO ENLIST PERSONNEL WITH THE RIGHT SKILL MIX ALONG WITH
THOSE WITH COLLEGE CREDITS AND PROVIDE FOR EXTENDED ENLISTMENTS TO MEET
THE NEEDS OF THE FORCE. THE ENLISTMENT BONUS PROGRAM INCLUDES:

A. EB SOURCE RATE {EBSR)

B. EB SOURCE RATE - NAVY COLLEGE FUND (EBSR~NCF)

C. EB FOR PHYSICAL SCREENING TEST (EBPST)

D. EB FOR LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY (EBLP)

COMBINATIONS OF ENLISTMENT BONUSES CAN BE TAKEN TOGETHER AND WILL BE
REFERRED TC COLLECTIVELY AS "EB" IN THIS MESSAGE.

3. POLICY: THE EFFECTIVE EB AWARD LEVEL MESSAGE DETERMINES THE AMOUNT
OF EB THAT MAY BE AWARDED. THE MESSAGE IN EFFECT FOR A SAILOR IS
DETERMINED BY THE DATE THE SAILOR ENTERS THE DEP. EBSR AWARD LEVELS CAN
VARY BASED ON SHIP MONTH. IF RECLASSIFICATION OCCURS WHILE IN THE DEP,
CLASSIFIERS MUST CAREFULLY NOTE THE AWARD LEVEL FOR THE NEW SHIP MONTH
TO DETERMINE THE SAILOR'S NEW AWARD LEVEL. CLASSIFIERS ARE NOT
AUTHORIZED TO NEGOTIATE AWARD LEVELS. SAILORS ARE REQUIRED TC FULFILL
ALL EB GUIDELINES, INCLUDING THE 12-MONTH EXTENSION REQUIREMENT (SEE
NOTE 1 FOR EXCEPTIONS). FOR EXAMPLE, IF A 5Y0-BU RECRUIT TAKES THE EBLP,
THEN THIS RECRUIT WOULD HAVE TWO NAVPERS 1070/621, ONE FOR THE EXTRA
12-MONTHS FOR RATE TRAINING AND THE OTHER FOR TAKING THE EBLP.
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Question. Admiral Ferguson, are there any MOSs that, even with bonuses, you
still have a problem filling?

Answer. Yes. Nuclear operators and certain medical professionals continue to be
a challenge.
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THE NAVPERS 1070/621 (AGREEMENT TO EXTEND ENLISTMENT) FOR THE EBLP
SHALL CONTAIN THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT: "TO ESTABLISH ELIGIBILITY FOR
THE ENLISTMENT BONUS AS SPECIFIED IN OPNAVINST 1160.9%9." TOTAL
ENLISTMENT FOR THIS RECRUIT IS S5IX YEARS. NO ACTIVE DUTY ENLISTMENT
TERM SHALL EXCEED SIX YEARS. COMBINATIONS OF EB AND NAVY COLLEGE FUND
(NCF) ARE INDICATED BY RATING AND ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE {SEE NOTE 2).
COMBINATIONS OF EB AND LOAN REPAYMENT PROGRAM (LRP) AND COMBINATIONS OF
LRP AND NCF ARE PROHIBITED. TOTAL EB INCENTIVE SHALL NOT EXCEED $§40,000.
4. MAINTENANCE AND TERMINATION:

A. IF A SAILOR CHANGES RATING, SKILL, PROGRAM, OR SHIP DATE WHILE IN
THE DEP, THE ORIGINAL EFFECTIVE MESSAGE AT TIME OF ENROLLMENT INTO THE
DEP REMAINS APPLICABLE TO THAT SAILOR. DO NOT DISCHARGE AND REENTER A
SAILOR FROM THE DEP TO INCREASE AWARD LEVEL. IN ALL RECLASSIFICATION
CASES, A NEW ENLISTMENT CONTRACT (ENLISTMENT GUARANTEE ANNEX (1133/52))
MUST BE GENERATED THAT REPLACES THE PREVIOUS CONTRACT. PAGE 13 ENTRIES
CANNOT MODIFY OR CHANGE THE BONUS AMOUNTS ON AN EXISTING CONTRACT.

B. IF A SAILOR CHANGES RATING, SKILL, OR PROGRAM WHILE AT RTC, THE
SAILOR MAY BE ELIGIBLE FOR NEW BONUS AMOUNTS. USE THE EB MESSAGE IN
EFFECT ON THE DAY OF RECLASSIFICATION TO DETERMINE THE NEW AWARD AMOUNT.
TO DETERMINE THE EBSR FOR THE SAILOR, USE THE MONTH THE SAILOR
RECLASSIFIED AS THE SHIP MONTH SHOWN IN PARAGRAPHS 11, 12, OR 13. IF A
SAILOR CHANGES RATING, SKILL, OR PROGRAM AFTER RTC, THEY ARE NOT
ELIGIBLE FOR AN EB FOR THE NEW RATING, SKILL, OR PROGRAM, WITH ONE
EXCEPTION; THOSE IN THE SEAL TRAINING PIPELINE THAT ATTRITE AT THE NAVY
SPECIAL WARFARE CENTER (NSWC) PRIOR TO FINAL DESIGNATION AS AN SO~ATF
WILL BE ELIGIBLE FOR A ONE-TIME OFFER TO RECLASSIFY INTO ONE OF THE
FOLLOWING RATINGS: SB-ATF, EOD-ATF, ND-ATF, OR AIRCREW - RESCUE (AIRR).
THE PRODUCTION MANAGEMENT OFFICE (PERS~00C23) WILL APPROVE ALL
RECLASSIFICATION REQUESTS UNDER THIS GUIDANCE.

5. PRIOR SERVICE: TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR AN EB, A RETURNING ACTIVE DUTY
SERVICE~-MEMBER WHO IS A VETERAN MUST ENTER AT PAYGRADE E4 OR BELOW AND
HAVE NOT PREVIQUSLY RECEIVED AN EB OR SELECTIVE REENLISTMENT BONUS
{SRB) . NAVY VETERANS SHOULD BE SCREENED FOR SRB ELIGIBILITY.

6. THE AWARD AMOUNTS FOR EB FOR COLLEGE CREDIT (EBCC) IS $0.

7. EB FOR LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY (EBLP): A SAILOR WHO DEMONSTRATES A
CRITICAL LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY AS OUTLINED IN THIS PARAGRAPH WILL EARN A
$10,000 EBLP. FTS, NCS, NAT, AND SELRES PROGRAM SAILORS ARE NOT
ELIGIBLE. A SCORE GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TC 2.2 ON THE DEFENSE LANGUAGE
PROFICIENCY TEST 1S REQUIRED AND MUST BE ACHIEVED PRIOR TO GRADUATION
FROM RTC. SAILORS RECEIVING AN EBLP ARE REQUIRED TO FULFILL ALL EB
PROGRAM GUIDELINES, INCLUDING THE 12-MONTH EXTENSION. EBLP MAY BE
COMBINED WITH OTHER EB'S. EBLP WILL BE RECOUPED IF THE SAILOR FAILS TO
REMAIN IN ANY ONE OF THE RATINGS LISTED BELOW.

A. ELIGIBLE PROGRAMS AND RATINGS: 5YO BU, 5Y0 CE, 5YO CM, 5YO EA, 5YO
EC, 5Y0Q S8W, 5YO UT, 5YO HM, SCHOOL GUARANTEE (SG) MA, SG LS, AND SG RP.
B. ELIGIBLE FOREIGN LANGUAGES: BALUCHI, PASHTU, KURDISH, SOMALI,
PUNJABI, URDU, INDONESIAN, HINDI, PERSIAN IRANIAN (FARSI}, PERSIAN
AFGHAN (DARI), ARABIC {(REGIONAL DIALECTS SUCH AS ALGERIAN, GULF, ETC.),
TAUSUG/MORO, CHECHEN, TAMIL, MALAY, AND SWAHILI.

8. EB FOR PST (EBPST): SAILORS IN SPECWAR/SPECOPS/AIRR RATINGS WHO PASS
THE PHYSICAL SCREENING TEST (PST) AT RECRUIT TRAINING COMMAND AT THE
ELEVATED LEVEL ARE ELIGIBLE FOR THE EBPST. PARTICIPANTS WHO ACHIEVE
STANDARDS FOR PASSING AT AN ELEVATED SCORE WILL RECEIVE $2,000 EBPST.
SPECIFIC STANDARDS FOR PASSING AT AN ELEVATED SCORE WILL BE PROMULGATED
BY SEPARATE CORRESPONDENCE.
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A. SAILORS WHO ATTRITE DURING SPECWAR/SPECOPS/AIRR TRAINING AND REMAIN
IN THE NAVY WILL RETAIN ALL OF THEIR EBCC AND EBPST. IF THE SO-ATF
SAILOR RECLASSIFIES AFTER ATTRITING FROM NSWC AS OQUTLINED IN PARAGRAPH
4B OF THIS GENADMIN, THE SAILCR WILL HAVE HIS NEW EBSR REDUCED BY ANY
EBPST PAYMENT ALREADY RECEIVED.

9. THE FOLLOWING EB PROGRAM PAYMENT PROCEDURES APPLY:

A. EBSR, EBSR-NCF AND EBLP: SAILORS BECOME ELIGIBLE FOR PAYMENT UPON
SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF "A"™ AND/OR "C"™ SCHOOL AND DESIGNATION IN THE
SKILL FOR WHICHE THE SAILOR ENLISTED. FOR SAILORS IN 5G OR 5Y0 PROGRAMS,
THE MOST APPROPRIATE TIME OF PAYMENT IS UPON GRADUATION FROM "A"™ SCHOOL.
FOR SAILORS IN THE AIRCREW - RESCUE (AIRR)}/ADVANCED ELECTRONIC FIELD
(AEF) /ADVANCED TECHNICAL FIELD (ATF)/PROFESSIONAL APPRENTICE CAREER
TRACK {PACT) PROGRAMS, PAYMENT OCCURS AFTER THE SAILOR ARRIVES AT
HIS/HER FIRST PERMANENT DUTY STATION. HOWEVER, FOR ATEF-SO THE FINAL
PAYMENT SHOULD FOLLOW GRADUATION FROM SEAL QUALIFICATION TRAINING (SQT).
FOR SAILORS IN THE AIRCREW PROGRAM - RESCUE SWIMMER (AIRR), PAYMENT
OCCURS AFTER GRADUATION OF FLEET REPLACEMENT SQUADRON AND ARRIVING AT
HIS/HER FIRST PERMANENT DUTY STATION FILLING A 7815 NEC.

B. EBPST FOR SPECOPS/SPECWAR/AIRR: THE $2,000 EBPST IS DEDUCTED FROM
THE EBSR. EBPST PAYMENT WILL BE PROCESSED BY PERSONNEL SUPPORT
DETACHMENT (PSD) GREAT LAKES PRIOR TO SAILOR DETACHING RTC. SAILORS
WITH EBSR IN HIS/HER CONTRACT WILL RECEIVE THE REMAINING VALUE OF THE
EBSR IAW PARAGRAPH 9A. ADJUSTMENTS TO BONUSES WILL BE MADE TO ENSURE
THAT THE $40,000 EB LIMIT IS NOT EXCEEDED. ALL SUBSEQUENT PAYMENT
REQUESTS DESCRIBED BELOW WILL BE MADE THROUGH NPC PERS-811.

C. NUCLEAR FIELD PROGRAM: PAYMENT PROCEDURES FOR PHASED EB ARE LISTED
IN PARAGRAPH 13 OF REF B. SAILORS RECEIVE MULTIPLE PAYMENTS PER
PARAGRAPH 13 OF REF B. PSD'S SERVICING SCHOOLS SHOULD CONTACT NPC
PERS-811 FOR FURTHER GUIDANCE ON PHASED PAYMENT AMOUNTS.

10. RESERVE BONUS PROGRAMS: NAVY RECRUITING ALSO ADMINISTERS TWO
RESERVE BONUS PROGRAMS.

A. NEW ACCESSION TRAINING (NAT) (FORMERLY KNOWN AS THE "NON-PRIOR
SERVICE BASIC" OR "NPSB" PROGRAM): SAILORS ENTERING THE NAT PROGRAM ARE
NOT ELIGIBLE FOR ACTIVE DUTY EBSR. SEE REF C FOR NAT PROGRAM BONUS
DETAILS.

B. NATIONAL CALL TO SERVICE (NCS): SAILORS ENTERING THE NCS PROGRAM ARE
NOT ELIGIBLE FOR ACTIVE DUTY EB. THEY ARE ELIGIBLE FOR A $5,000 CASH
BONUS, LOAN REPAYMENT, COR EDUCATION ALLOWANCES. SAILORS MUST ANNOUNCE
THE INCENTIVE SELECTION USING A DD FORM 2863 PRIOR TO ACCESSION TO
ACTIVE DUTY. INITIAL ENTITLEMENT TO ANY OF THE ABOVE INCENTIVES IS
PREDICATED ON COMPLETION OF THE TOTAL INITIAL ACTIVE DUTY OBLIGATION
(15 MONTHS FOLLOWING INITTIAL TRAINING). SEE REF C FOR NCS PROGRAM
DETAILS.

11. EFFECTIVE QlAPR0O9, FTS RECRUITS ENTERING THE DEP AND SCHEDULED TO
SHIF IN FY09 ARE ELIGIBLE FOR EBSR IN THESE FYO9 SHIP MONTHS:

RATING SHIP MONTHS EBSR
{AECF-FTS) APRIL - SEPTEMBER: 56,000
NOTE 1

(AV-FTS) APRIL - SEPTEMBER: 58,000
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12. EFFECTIVE 01APR0S, ACTIVE DUTY RECRUITS ENTERING THE DEP AND
SCHEDULED TO SHIP IN FY09 ARE ELIGIBLE FOR EBSR OR EBSR-NCF IN THESE
FY09 SHIP MONTHS:

RATING SHIP MONTHS EBSR EBSR-NCF

CTI-ATF APRIL - SEPTEMBER: $20,000 $13,000/350 PER MONTH
NOTE 1, 2

IT-8G APRIL -~ SEPTEMBER: 315,000

MU-5G APRIL - SEPTEMBER: 515,000

SECF-5Y0 APRIL - SEPTEMBER: $10,000

NOTE 1

13. THE FOLLOWING USN PROGRAM IS ELIGIBLE FOR EBSR OR EBSR-NCF IN THESE
SHIP MONTHS:

NF NOVEMBER - JANUARY: $23,000 $12,000/350 PER MONTH

NOTE 1/2 FEBRUARY - MAY: $25,000 $13,000/350 PER MONTH
JUNE - OCTOBER: $21,000 $11,000/350 PER MONTH

AIRR-ATF OCTOBER ~ SEPTEMBER: $25,000

EOD-ATF OCTOBER -~ SEPTEMBER: $40,000

ND-ATF OCTOBER -~ SEPTEMBER: $25,000

SB-ATF OCTOBER - SEPTEMBER: $25,000

SO-ATF OCTOBER - SEPTEMBER: $40,000

NOTES:

(1) APPLICANTS IN THE PACT PROGRAM, NF, SECF-5YO, AND OTHER PROGRAMS
WITH A TOTAL OF SIX YEARS OBLIGATION DO NOT NEED TO SIGN A 12-MONTH
EXTENSION FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE EB PROGRAM.

(2) NCF PARTICIPANTS MUST BE BRIEFED THAT BENEFITS ARE COMBINED WITH
MGIB AND THEREFORE CAN BE LESS THAN THE STATED MONTHLY AMOUNT BECAUSE
OF FULL OR PART-TIME ACADEMIC STATUS, LENGTH OF OBLIGATION, ETC. REF D
CONTAINS FURTHER GUIDANCE. EBSR-NCF CANNOT BE COMBINED WITH LRP.

14. FOR EB POLICY QUESTIONS CALL OPNAV N130D2 AT COMM (703) 695-
3130/DSN 225. FOR PROCEDURAL QUESTIONS, MR. GARY TON, CNRC, AT COMM
(901) 874-9322/DSN 882. FOR PHASED PAYMENT QUESTIONS, CONTACT PERS-811
AT COMM (901) 874-3215/DSN, 882 OR EMAIL SCOTT.MCCANN@NAVY.MIL. FOR
PRIDE QUESTIONS, CALL REGION EAST SENIOR CLASSIFERS AT 901-874-
7642/EMAIL MILL_REGION_EAST EPC_STAFFE@NAVY.MIL OR THE REGION WEST
SENIOR CLASSIFERS AT 901-874-9297/EMAIL
MILL_REGWEST_CLASSIFIERS@NAVY.MIL

15. REQUEST WIDEST DISSEMINATION TO ALL RECRUITING ACTIVITIES AND
PERSONNEL SUPPORT DETACHMENTS.

16. RELEASED BY RADM J. F. KILKENNY CNRC.//
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RTTUZYUW RUEWMCS0000 0710054-UUUU--RUCRNAV.
ZNR UUULU
R 120054z MAR 09
FM CNO WASHINGTON DC//N1//
TO NAVADMIN
INFO CNO WASHINGTON DC//N1//
BT
UNCLAS//N0O1300//
NAVADMIN 075/09
MSGID/GENADMIN/CNO WASHINGTON DC/NL1/MAR//
SUBJ/SELECTIVE REENLISTMENT BONUS (SRB)//
REF/A/MSG/CNO WASHINGTON DC/100046ZFEB09//
REF/B/DOC/OPNAV/301ANO7//
REF/C/MSG/CNO WASHINGTON DC/09164823AN09//
REF/D/MSG/CNO WASHINGTON DC/09173823AN09//
NARR/ REF A IS NAVADMIN 050/09, SRB AWARD LEVELS. REF B IS
OPNAVINST 1160.8A, SRB PROGRAM INSTRUCTION. REF C IS NAVADMIN
006/09, SELECTIVE REENLISTMENT POLICY CHANGE. REF D IS NAVADMIN
007/09, CONTROL OF CONDITIONAL SHORT TERM EXTENSIONS.//
RMKS/1. THIS NAVADMIN ANNOUNCES REVISED SELECTIVE REENLISTMENT
BONUS (SRB) AWARD LEVELS FOR THE ACTIVE COMPONENT AND SUPERSEDES
REF A. RESERVE COMPONENT FULL TIME SUPPORT (FTS) WILL CONTINUE TO
FOLLOW AWARD LEVELS PRESCRIBED IN REF A,
2. DUE TO RETENTION IN THE FORCE AT LEVELS HIGHER THAN SEEN OVER
THE PAST TEN YEARS, WE ARE PROJECTED TO MEET OUR REQUIRED NUMBERS OF
PERSONNEL WITH CRITICAL SKILLS THIS FISCAL YEAR. THEREFORE, WE ARE
REDUCING SRB LEVELS. REVISED AWARD LEVELS FOR THOSE NEC'S STILL TO
RECEIVE SRB ARE LISTED BELOW. THE REDUCTIONS TO MULTIPLES AND
CEILINGS APPLIED TO NON-NUCLEAR RATINGS/NEC'S ARE EFFECTIVE AS OF 01
MAY 2009. THIS DATE WAS CHOSEN TO ALLOW SATLORS AN OPPORTUNITY TO
REQUEST A RESERVATION BEFORE THE LOWER LIMIT TAKES EFFECT. NUCLEAR
RATING/NEC AWARD LEVELS WILL BE EFFECTIVE AS OF 11 MAY 2009. ALL
SELECTIVE REENLISTMENT AWARD LEVELS NOT LISTED ARE REDUCED TO OR
REMAIN AT ZERO.
3. INFORMATION ON DECREASED AWARD LEVELS. SAILORS IN NON-NUCLEAR
SKILLS IN WHICH THE SRB AWARD LEVEL IS BEING REDUCED OR TERMINATED,
AND WHO HAVE A NAVY PERSONNEL COMMAND (NPC) APPROVAL MESSAGE, OR A
PENDING PRECERT WITH PERS 811 FOR A REENLISTMENT DATE AFTER 30 APRIL
2009, MUST RESUBMIT THE REQUEST FOR A NEW REENLISTMENT DATE OF 30
APRIL 2009 OR EARLIER TO BE ELIGIBLE FOR THE HIGHER AWARD LEVEL,
PROVIDED THEIR EAOS IS NOT LATER THAN 8 JUNE 2009 (90 DAYS FOLLOWING
THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS MESSAGE AS DESCRIBED IN REF C). THIS EAOS
RESTRICTION, I.E., EAOS MUST BE ON OR BEFORE 8 JUNE 2009, ALSO
APPLIES IN THE CASE OF A SAILOR WHOSE SRB AWARD LEVEL HAS DECREASED
(OR BEEN TERMINATED) BUT WHO DID NOT ALREADY POSSESS AN APPROVAL
MESSAGE OR PRECERT FROM PERS 811. A SAILOR MUST MEET ALL ELIGIBILITY
CRITERIA UNDER PARA 10 FOR THE NEW, OR REQUESTED, DATE OF
REENLISTMENT. THE ONLY EXCEPTIONS TO THIS ARE OUTLINED IN REF B,
PARA 12.A AND REF C, PARA 4.
4. THE FOLLOWING NON-NUCLEAR SELECTIVE REENLISTMENT BONUS AWARD
LEVEL REDUCTIONS ARE EFFECTIVE 1 MAY 2009. ALL CEILINGS HAVE BEEN
REDUCED. A "-" SYMBOL PRECEDING AN AWARD LEVEL INDICATES A DECREASE
TO THAT AWARD LEVEL FOR THAT SPECIFIC ZONE. ALL SELECTIVE
REENLISTMENT AWARD LEVELS NOT LISTED BELOW ARE REDUCED TO OR REMAIN
AT ZERO EFFECTIVE 1 MAY 2009:

45,000 DOLLAR AWARD CEILING

RATING NEC ZONE A ZONE B ZONE C NOTES
AWR/S 7815 2.0 -0.0 0.0
CTI 9209 ~-2.0 -2.0 2.0 1, 2
CTI 9216 -2.0 -2.0 2.0 1, 2
EM 4675 0.5 -0.0 0.0
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60,000 DOLLAR AWARD CEILING

RATING
HM
HM
ND
ND
SB
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1107 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1115 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1119 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1143 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1144 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1148 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1318 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1322 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1331 0.5 0.0 0.0
1335 0.5 0.0 0.0
1336 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1337 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1339 ~-1.0 0.0 0.0
1340 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1341 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1342 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1343 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1344 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1350 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1351 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1352 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1355 ~-1.0 0.0 0.0
1360 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1361 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1362 -1.0 0.0 0.0
1365 -1.0 0.0 0.0
5343 -2.5 -1.0 0.0
NEC ZONE A ZONE B ZONE C NOTES
8403 0.0 5.0 0.0
8427 5.0 4.0 2.0
5341 0.0 0.0 -2.5
5342 -2.5 -2.5 -1.5
5352 -2.5 -2.0 0.0

75,000 DOLLAR AWARD CEILING

RATING
EOD
EOD
EOD

HM

SB

S0

NEC

5333
5335
5337
8403
5352
5326

ZONE A ZONE B ZONE C NOTES
-7.0 -6.0 0.0

-7. -6.5 -6.5
0.0 -8.0 -8.0
0.0 0.0 5.0
0.0 0.0 -3.0

-5.0 -7.0 -6.0

5. AS DESCRIBED IN REF A, THE FOLLOWING NUCLEAR SELECTIVE
REENLISTMENT BONUS AWARD LEVEL REDUCTIONS ARE EFFECTIVE 11 MAY 2009.
A "-" SYMBOL PRECEDING AN AWARD LEVEL INDICATES A DECREASE TO THAT
AWARD LEVEL FOR THAT SPECIFIC ZONE.

60,000 DOLLAR AWARD CEILING

RATING
NUC
NUC

ZONE A ZONE B ZONE C NOTES
4.5 5.5 . 3
4.5 5.5 0.0 3

75,000 DOLLAR AWARD CEILING

RATING
NUC
NUC

NEC
3356
3366

ZONE A ZONE B ZONE C NOTES

-6.5 -6.5 0.0 3

-6.5 -6.5 6.0 3
Page 2
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NUC 3386 0 0 0.0

NUC 3396 -6.0 -5.0 0.0

NUC 3354 -5.0 -5.5 0.0 3
NUC 3364 -5.0 -5.5 0.0 3
NUC 3353 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NUC 3363 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NUC 3383 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NUC 3393 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NuUC 3355 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NuC 3365 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NUC 3385 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3
NUC 3395 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 3

6. NOTES
(1) THE SRB FOR THIS RATING NEC IS TIED TO AN INCUMBENT BILLET OR TO
ORDERS NEGOTIATED FOR THE NEXT BILLET. COMMANDS MUST VERIFY THE
MEMBER IS CURRENTLY IN, OR HAS ORDERS TO, A BILLET REQUIRING THIS
NEC AND ANNOTATE THIS VERIFICATION IN THE COMMENTS SECTION OF THE
PRECERT REQUEST, IF REENLISTMENT FOR AN SRB IS INTENDED TO FILL NAVY
REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIFIC SKILL SETS TIED TO THESE BILLETS.
(2) AN SRB APPROVAL FOR ALL CRYPTOLOGIC TECHNICIANS WILL BE
CONTINGENT UPON MEMBER HAVING A CURRENT SINGLE SCOPE BACKGROUND
INVESTIGATION (SSBI), AN ACTIVE SSBI OR RECENT SUBMISSION OF AN SSBI
PACKAGE. COMMANDS MUST VERIFY THE MEMBER HAS A CURRENT SSBI ACTIVE
$SBI, OR HAS SUBMITTED AN SSBI PACKAGE AND MAKE NOTE OF THIS IN THE
COMMENTS SECTION OF THE PRECERT REQUEST.
(3) REENLISTMENT COMPENSATION FOR ZONE C NUCLEAR TRAINED PERSONNEL
HOLDING A NUCLEAR SUPERVISOR NEC SHALL BE PROVIDED UNDER THE ENLISTED
SUPERVISOR RETENTION PAY PROGRAM (ESRP) PER NAVADMIN 159/06 OR
CURRENT. NECS 3359 AND 3389 ARE INACTIVE NECS. MEMBERS HOLDING
THESE NECS MAY REENLIST AT THE AWARD LEVEL SPECIFIED FOR THE LAST
ACTIVE NEC HELD.
7. REF C ANNOUNCED NEW SRB POLICIES ON THE EARLY REENLISTMENT
WINDOW. REF D ANNOUNCED CHANGES IN POLICIES ON SHORT TERM
EXTENSIONS. THERE HAVE BEEN SEVERAL POLICY CHANGES OVER THE PAST FEW
MONTHS AND IT IS IMPERATIVE EVERY SAILOR AND THEIR CHAIN OF COMMAND
READ AND UNDERSTAND THESE CHANGES AND THE SUBSEQUENT IMPACTS TO THEIR
CAREER DECISIONS. THIS WILL REDUCE INTERRUPTIONS IN PAY AND HELP
MAXIMIZE TIMELINESS OF SRB PROCESSING.
8. THE FOLLOWING GUIDANCE IS PROVIDED ON NAVY ENLISTED
CLASSIFICATION (NEC) SPECIFIC SRB AND LATERAL CONVERSIONS.
ACCEPTANCE OF AN NEC-SPECIFIC SRB CONTRACT INDICATES AN AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE SAILOR AND NAVY TO UTILIZE SKILLS ATTRIBUTED TO THE NEC
DURING THE SAILOR'S ENLISTMENT TO MEET FLEET READINESS REQUIREMENTS.
IN SUBSEQUENT TOURS, A SAILOR MUST BE WILLING TO BE DETAILED DURING
THE NORMAL PROJECTED ROTATION DATE WINDOW TO AN AVAILABLE BILLET
WITHIN THE SRB CONTRACTED NEC, CONSISTENT WITH SEA-SHORE FLOW
REQUIREMENTS. LATERAL CONVERSIONS MUST FOLLOW REF B, PARA 12.D,
LATERAL CONVERSION REQUESTS WILL NOT BE PROCESSED MORE THAN NINE
MONTHS BEFORE THE EXPIRATION OF ACTIVE OBLIGATED SERVICE (EAOS).
CONVERSIONS TO A RATE WITH A LOWER AWARD LEVEL WILL NOT BE APPROVED.
9. PERFORM-TO-SERVE (PTS) REQUIREMENTS. AN SRB REQUEST FOR A SAILOR
WHO REQUIRES PTS APPROVAL MUST BE SUBMITTED AFTER THE SAILOR HAS BEEN
OFFICIALLY NOTIFIED OF PTS APPROVAL. THE STATUS OF PTS APPROVAL MAY
BE VIEWED THROUGH OPINS IN THE ESTIMATED DATE OF LOSS TO NAVY (EDLN)
FIELD OF THE 131 SCREEN.
10. REENLISTMENT PROCEDURES. SAILORS MAY REQUEST TO REENLIST EARLY
FOR SRB SO LONG AS THEIR EAOS IS WITHIN THE CURRENT FISCAL YEAR AND
THEIR HARD EAQS IS NOT LATER THAN 90 DAYS FROM THE REQUESTED DATE OF
REENLISTMENT. SEE REF B, PARA 12.A AND REF C, PARA 4 FOR EXCEPTIONS
TO THIS POLICY. OTHER POLICIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES IN
REFS A AND B AND THE DEFENSE JOINT MILITARY PAY SYSTEM (DIMS)
PROCEDURES TRAINING GUIDE REMAIN IN EFFECT. IT IS RECOMMENDED
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SAILORS REENLIST AS CLOSE AS POSSIBLE TO THEIR EAOS TO PRESERVE THE
MAXIMUM VALUE OF THEIR SRB PAYMENT. BECAUSE SRB IS CALCULATED BASED
ON THE NUMBER OF MONTHS FOR WHICH A SAILOR REENLISTS BEYOND THEIR
CURRENT EAOS, REENLISTING EARLY REDUCES THE SRB PAYMENT.
11. OBLIGATED SERVICE TO TRAIN (OTT) AND THEN REENLIST. SEE REF B,
PARA 12.E. FOR OTT GUIDANCE. REQUESTS ARE TO BE SUBMITTED TO
PERS-811 VIA NAVPERS 1306/7, ENLISTED PERSONNEL ACTION REQUEST. A
COPY OF THE AUTHORIZATION MESSAGE SHOULD BE RETAINED IN THE FIELD
SERVICE JACKET OR BY THE SAILOR UNTIL THE SRB REENLISTMENT ON
GRADUATION DAY FROM THE COURSE OF INSTRUCTION. USE CODE 1CC (IRC
FOR FTS) FOR OTT SRB REQUESTS IN OPINS.
12. COMMAND RESPONSIBILITIES AND PROCEDURES.

A. COMMANDS MUST SUBMIT SRB REQUESTS VIA OPINS 35-120 DAYS IN
ADVANCE OF THE SAILOR'S EAOS OR REENLISTMENT DATE TO ENSURE THE
APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL MESSAGE WILL REACH THE SAILOR'S COMMAND AND
THE DEFENSE FINANCE AND ACCOUNTING SERVICE (DFAS) BEFORE THE
REENLISTMENT DATE. TIMELINESS IS CRITICAL BECAUSE THE APPROVED
PRECERT NOTIFIES THE DIMS OF THE SAILOR'S INTENT TO REENLIST,
PREVENTS INTERRUPTION OF PAY, AND ENSURES THE INITIAL SRB PAYMENT
POSTS TO THE SAILOR'S ACCOUNT. ANY CHANGES TO THE APPROVAL MAY
CAUSE ERRORS AND SLOW PAYMENTS. AS A RESULT, CHANGES SHOULD BE
PREVENTED. REQUESTS SUBMITTED LESS THAN 35 DAYS PRIOR TO THE
REENLISTMENT DATE WITHOUT SUBSTANTIAL JUSTIFICATION WILL BE
REJECTED. SAILORS MUST HAVE APPROVED PRECERTS BEFORE REENLISTING,
THOUGH THEY MAY WAIT UNTIL THEIR EAOS TO REENLIST. THE SERVICING
PERSONNEL OFFICE IS RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING THE REENLISTMENT,
POSTING THE CONTRACT AND RELEASING THE FIRST PAYMENT.

B. COMMANDS INITIATING SRB PRECERTS MUST ENSURE ALL OF THE DATA
INCLUDED IN THE PRECERT REQUEST IS CORRECT AND THE SAILOR IS ELIGIBLE
TO REENLIST FOR THE REQUESTED SRB. THE SRB REQUEST SHALL NOT BE
ENTERED INTO OPINS UNTIL THE COMMANDING OFFICER HAS APPROVED THE
REENLISTMENT REQUEST.

C. A SAILOR WITH AN APPROVED PRECERT WHO DOES NOT REENLIST ON
THE DATE OR FOR THE TERM SPECIFIED ON THE PRECERT MESSAGE MUST HAVE
THEIR COMMAND CONTACT PERS-811D TO INITIATE A REENLISTMENT
CANCELLATION TO AVOID PLACING THE SAILOR IN AN OVERPAID STATUS.

13. INOPERATIVE EXTENSIONS. A MAXIMUM OF 24 MONTHS OF INOPERATIVE
EXTENSION TIME WILL NOT COUNT AGAINST THE CALCULATION OF A SAILOR'S
SRB PROVIDED THE REENLISTMENT IS FOR GREATER THAN THE PERIOD OF THE
INOPERATIVE EXTENSION PLUS 24 MONTHS DAY-FOR-DAY. THIS CALCULATION
IS PERFORMED AUTOMATICALLY BY PERS 811. LOCAL COMMANDS ARE NOT
AUTHORIZED TO CANCEL EXTENSIONS FOR THE PURPOSE OF IMMEDIATE SRB
REENLISTMENTS.

14. PRECERT REQUIREMENTS. THE FOLLOWING ARE REQUIRED WHEN
SUBMITTING PRECERT REQUESTS:

A. TO VALIDATE AN INOPERATIVE EXTENSION OF ENLISTMENT AND
EXPEDITE PROCESSING OF AN SRB REQUEST, INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING IN THE
REMARKS PARAGRAPH OF THE REQUEST: TERM, NARRATIVE REASON, AUTHORITY,
AND EXECUTION DATE OF ALL INOPERATIVE EXTENSIONS. FATLURE TO VERIFY
EXTENSIONS WILL CAUSE PROCESSING DELAYS AND MAY RESULT IN REJECTION
OF THE REQUEST OR AN APPROVAL AT A LOWER AMOUNT.

B. A CONDITIONAL EXTENSION OF ENLISTMENT (ANY EXTENSION LESS
THAN 24 MONTHS) MUST MEET THE REASONS AND TERMS SPECIFIED IN
MILPERSMAN 1160-040 AND REFS A AND D, AND MUST BE APPROVED BY
PERS-811. SAILORS MUST OBTAIN AN APPROVAL FOR EXTENSION FROM
PERS-811 IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE THE POTENTIAL FOR LOSS OF SRB
ELIGIBILITY.

C. PERSONNEL IN A CLOSED LOOP NEC CAN REENLIST BY THE NEC ONLY.
15. LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP (LCS) GUIDANCE. SAILORS ASSIGNED TO LCS
PLATFORMS OR WITH ORDERS TO AN LCS PLATFORM WHO POSSESS AN NEC
SPECIFICALLY REQUIRED FOR LCS ASSIGNMENT (I.E., HYBRID SAILORS) ARE
AUTHORIZED TO REENLIST FOR THE MORE LUCRATIVE SRB-ELIGIBLE NEC,
REGARDLESS OF ASSIGNED RATING.

Page 4
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N__N1_N13_N130_N130D_SRB_FY09_FY09SR~3_NAV09075[1].txt
16. POINT OF CONTACT FOR A SAILOR WHO HAS REENLISTED AND HAS NOT
RECEIVED THEIR SRB PAYMENT, OR HAS QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE TAXATION
OF THEIR SRB AND ANNUAL INSTALLMENTS, IS THE SAILOR'S SERVICING PAY
OFFICE OR PSD/CSD. SRB TAX INFO IS ALSO DISCUSSED IN DODFMR VOL 7A,
CH 44, TABLE 44-1, RULE 7. THE POINT OF CONTACT FOR A SAILOR WITH
QUESTIONS REGARDING THE SRB PROGRAM IS THEIR COMMAND CAREER COUNSELOR
(CCC). FOR TECHNICAL QUESTIONS OR CLARIFICATIONS, CCCS, NOT THE
INDIVIDUAL SAILORS, ARE ENCOURAGED TO CONTACT PERS-811D AT (901)
874-2526/DSN 882, FAX (901) 874-2623/DSN 882 OR E-MAIL AT ETC(SW/AW)
MCCANN AT SCOTT.MCCANN(AT)NAVY.MIL OR MR. FRANK PALOMO AT
FRANCISCO.PALOMO(AT)NAVY . MIL.
17. WE WILL CONTINUE TO ASSESS RETENTION BEHAVIOR AND ADJUST SRB
AWARD LEVELS ACCORDINGLY.
18. RELEASED BY VADM MARK FERGUSON, N1.//
BT
#0000
NNNN

Page 5
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Question. Mr. Barnum, can you provide the Committee with a complete list of all
recruitment and retention bonuses for each MOS? Can you provide the average
bonus of each MOS?

Answer. (Defer Retention Bonus Issues to N13)

The effective Enlistment Bonus (EB) award level message determines the amount
of EB that may be awarded and may be accompanied with the Navy College Fund
(NCF). The authorization in effect for a particular Recruit is determined by the date
the Recruit enters the Delayed Entry Program (DEP) and can vary based on ship
month. Navy continually reviews the recruiting/enlistment bonus programs and ad-
justs bonuses and incentives accordingly with the needs of the Navy; therefore the
average bonus of each rating depends wholly on a Recruit’s entry into the DEP and
the effective EB authorization message. Those ratings not listed below have an EB
of $0; however, they can be eligible for other enlistment programs including the
Loan Repayment Program, College First, Accelerate to Excellence and Language
Proficiency for eligible foreign languages. Additionally, Navy offers a Physical
Screening Test EB for Special Warfare, Special Operations and Air Rescue rates.

Rating-Program Ship months EB EB-NCF Combo
Aviation Electronics Computer Field-FTS APR=SEP ... $6,000
Avionics-FTS APR-SEP 8,000
Cryptologic Technician Interpretive-ATF ...  APR-SEP .. 20,000 $13,000/350 per month.
Information Technician-SG APR-SEP 15,000
Musician-SG APR-SEP 15,000
Submarine Electronics Computer Field- APR=SEP ......cccccoviorierirercrierine. 10,000
5Y0.
Nuclear Field NOV—JAN 23,000 $12,000/350 per month.
FEB-MAY . 25,000 $13,00/350 per month.
JUN-OCT .. e 21,000  $11,000/350 per month.
Air Rescue-ATF 0CT-SEP 25,000
Explosive Ordnance Disposal-ATF 0CT-SEP 40,000
Navy Diver-ATF OCT-SEP 25,000
Special Boats-ATF 0CT-SEP 25,000
Special Operations-ATF 0CT-SEP 40,000

FTS-Full Time Support.
ATF-Advanced Technical Field.
SG-School Guarantee.

5Y0-5 Year Obligation.
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FY09 Program Codes

PEF Codes

EB

Program

TOE

Notes

Notes
1
2
3

New Program for FY09
New EB code for FY09

Amt of § for EB changed for FY09
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Question. Admiral Ferguson, are there any MOSs that, even with bonuses, you
still have a problem filing?

Answer.Yes. Nuclear operators and certain medical professionals continue to be
a challenge.

Question. General Coleman, are there any MOSs that, even with bonuses, you are
still having problems filling?

Answer. Yes. Although we have had tremendous reenlistment successes we still
have some lateral move MOSs that may potentially fall short this FY. Two examples
include 0211s (Counter Intell/Humint Specialists) and 2336s (Explosive Ordinance
Disposal Technician).

FiscAL YEAR 2009 EXECUTION

Question. Admiral Ferguson, the Navy over-executed its end strength in fiscal
year 2008 and continues to do so in fiscal year 2009, what factors are contributing
to the over-execution of end strength and what steps will the Navy take to address
this problem?

Answer. The economy has impacted the behavior of the force. We are seeing in-
creased retention, as well as significantly reduced attrition. To meet Combatant
Commander Individual Argumentation demand and reduce stress on the force, Sec-
retary of the Navy approved a fiscal year 2009 end strength level above our current
authorization. To maintain a balanced force in terms of seniority, experience, and
skills, we have implemented a comprehensive force stabilization strategy. We have
implemented, or will implement, a number of force shaping measures including time
in grade waivers, reducing or eliminating selective reenlistment bonuses, perform-
ance-based continuation boards for enlisted personnel with greater than 20 years of
service, and voluntary early separations. We have also reduced accessions and con-
trolled the number of reenlistments and short-term extensions we allow.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, when can the Committee expect to see a reprogram-
milrllg rgqgest to address the shortfall due to the Navy’s over strength and how much
will it be?

Answer. Navy is conducting a mid-year review of program execution and will as-
sess our ability to reprogram funds. We have not determined the reprogramming
amount, but anticipate preparing a proposal for OSD to support a summer submis-
sion to the Congress. Currently, the FY09 MPN shortfall is projected to be approxi-
mately $350 million.

Question. Mr. Barnum, currently, what is the monthly “burn rate” for the Navy
and Marine Corps’ personnel costs?

Answer. The DoN monthly burn rates (in $Millions) through February 2009 are:
$2,159

151.9
1,086
49.1

Question. Mr. Barnum, when do you anticipate the Navy and Marine Corps’ mili-
tary personnel accounts will run out of money in FY 2009?

Answer. Projections based on expenditures through February 2009 for run out
dates without the proposed FY2009 Overseas Contingency Operations Supplemental
Budget (OCOSB):

6 September 2009.
22 September 2009.
21 August 2009.

12 September 2009.

SAILORS IN AFGHANISTAN

Question. The new Administration announced that it will send an additional
17,000 personnel to Afghanistan.

Admiral Ferguson, how many sailors are going?

Answer. It is yet to be determined which specific missions that Navy will be sup-
porting are directly linked to the 17,000. Navy has agreed to support an addi-
tional 161,600 requirements that are believed to be inclusive of the 17,000.

Question. General Coleman, how many of the 17,000 servicemembers being sent
to Afghanistan are Marines?

Answer. Currently, there are approximately 3,300 Marines in Afghanistan. 2nd
MEB will have approximately 10,100 Marines once fully established.

Question. General Coleman, of the Marines being sent, how many will be on their
first and how many will be on their second tour?
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Answer. The next rotation of units deploying to Afghanistan will deploy in No-
vember. These units will not stabilize for deployment until the May/June time
frame. However, as an example, the typical deploying infantry battalion—46.4% of
the Marines are on their first deployment; 39% are on a second deployment; and
14.6% are on a third or greater deployment. These percentages would generally be
mirrored in other deploying units.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, do Sailors deploying to Afghanistan, train with the
same equipment they will use when deployed?

Answer. The equipment used to train Operation Enduring Freedom bound Sailors
is the same Ready For Issue/Organizational Clothing and Individual Equipment—
initial issue for Iraq. Actual employment will depend on the mission in theater. Rou-
tinely theater asks for specific communication training based on equipment. Army
has standard equipment in both Iraq and Afghanistan, absent some vehicle dif-
ferences, the training is standard.

Question. General Coleman do Marines deploying to Afghanistan, train with the
same equipment they will use when deployed.

Answer. Marines train with the same individual equipment that they will deploy
with. They will train with the same type of major end items (i.e. Humvees, mortars,
etc.), but will fall in on the equipment sets already in theater when they arrive in
Afghanistan. This is the same procedure as Iraq.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, what sort of physical conditioning is done to prepare
Sailors for deployment?

Answer. Sailors are required to have passed the current Physical Readiness Test.
Once reporting to training, they conduct physical training daily as well as train with
full battle gear, e.g., 1-2 mile hikes fully loaded.

Question. How is physical fitness maintained once Sailors are deployed?

Answer. In theater, it is the parent organization that is required to ensure phys-
ical readiness which Sailors must participate in.

Question. General Coleman, what sort of physical conditioning is done to prepare
Marines for deployments? How is physical fitness maintained once Marines are de-
ployed?

Answer. A combination of strength, mobility and anaerobic/aerobic endurance
training is conducted by Marines prior to deployment. A typical week’s physical
training plan includes load bearing conditioning hikes, weight lifting using com-
pound functional movements and agility training such as sprint workouts with
changes of directions and jumps. The goal of predeployment physical training is to
enhance a Marine’s physical capacity across a broad spectrum of physical skills. All
training is done in a progressive manner with controls applied such as programmed
rest to allow for adaptations and to mitigate injuries.

The Marine Corps measures basic fitness levels with two semi-annual tests: the
Physical Fitness Test, consisting of pull-up, abdominal crunches and a three mile
run, that assesses general fitness; and the Combat Fitness Test consisting of three
events that more accurately assess battlefield physical capabilities such as repeat-
edly lifting ammunition boxes and sprinting while carrying a wounded comrade.
Other mandatory Service programs that contribute considerably to every Marine’s
fitness include the Marine Corps Martial Arts Program and the requirement for
periodic swimming requalifications.

During deployment, Marines remain fit through the conduct of rigorous missions
under demanding operational conditions, augmented by the continuous unit and in-
dividual physical fitness training which is a vital element of our Marine Corps regi-
men.

Question. Admiral Ferguson, how do Sailors prepare for high altitude operations
such as those they will perform in Afghanistan?

Answer. There is no additional training to prepare Sailors for altitude extremes
in Afghanistan.

Question. General Coleman, how do Marines prepare for high altitude operations
such as those they will perform in Afghanistan?

Answer. Fortunately, our Marine Air Ground Task Force Training Center
(MAGTFC) in 29 Palms, California and our Mountain Warfare Training Center
(MWTC) in Bridgeport, California closely approximate the environmental conditions
(to include altitudes) found in Afghanistan Regional Commands (RC) South and
East. Marine units deploying to RC South conduct their mission rehearsal exercise
(MRX) at 20 Palms prior to deploying. Marine Embedded Training Teams (ETTs)
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deploying to RC East in Afghanistan conduct their predeployment training at the
Mountain Warfare Training Center (MWTC) in Bridgeport, California, where the al-
titude ranges from 6,800 to 11,300 feet and there is significantly complex, compart-
mentalized terrain. At these two operational venues, Marines conduct a number of
tactical exercises while exposed to Afghanistan-like environmental conditions.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Murtha.]
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OPENING STATEMENT OF MR. MURTHA

Mr. MURTHA. We will start the hearing. Let me welcome the two
distinguished guests today. General Shackelford flew the first F-
22, the first one to fly it. He was a younger fellow. He tells me it
is a vast improvement. It took a long time to get out in the field.
It was something we discussed before the hearing started, was
some stability in the program, some way we can make sure the
programs are safe. We do that all the time.

Bill Young and myself, we try to always buy the most we can buy
once the program is mature so we get the best price and stability
so the industry and the Air Force and the services understand. It
is very difficult when you don’t get a budget. For instance, here we
are into the budget process, we don’t have a budget here in the
House. We don’t have the details of the supplemental from the De-
fense Department. We were supposed to get it last week. We
haven’t gotten it yet. We know that is not your responsibility, but
it hampers us in getting our work done.

We are trying to get a feel for what we can get done in the sup-
plemental, which helps us with the base bill. But we know the con-
straints you are under because of the fact that the budget is not
ready yet and you are constrained. Some questions you can’t an-
swer because you don’t know what the results are going to be. We
appreciate that.

But we also have to get these hearings in. We will have had 42
hearings and briefings between now and the 6th of April, so we are
doing the best we can to hold up our end of the bargain. But we
just need more information, and we appreciate your coming before
the committee.

Mr. Young.

REMARKS OF MR. YOUNG

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, let me welcome our witnesses and
look forward to our testimony this morning. I apologize for walking
in a few minutes late. Traffic was really heavy on 395 this morn-
ing.

(167)
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Mr. MURTHA. I don’t envy Bill Young. He lives out there in the
rich section. He lives a long ways out.

Mr. YOUNG. Actually, I live so far away because it was much less
expensive. But the city has moved out 35 miles to where I live.
Anyway, I apologize for being late, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. We will listen to your summarized statement and
get right to the questions. Admiral.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL ARCHITZEL

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Mr. Chairman, Congressman Young, and
distinguished members of the committee, it is my honor to appear
before you today to discuss the Department of the Navy’s Tactical
Aviation program. I would like to submit my written statement for
the record.

Mr. MURTHA. Without objection.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. The fiscal year 2009 budget ensures that the
Navy and Marine Corps maintain a joint force capable of meeting
the wide spectrum of threats to our Nation. The Department con-
tinues the development and low rate procurement of the F-35
Lightning 2 aircraft and the development of the E2D Advanced
Hawkeye, the EA-18G Growler aircraft, the CH-53 Heavy Lift Re-
placement aircraft, unmanned aviation, and new strike weapons
capabilities.

In total, the Navy and Marine Corps aviation will procure 134
additional tactical and fixed wing aircraft, 69 rotary wing aircraft,
and three unmanned systems, for a total of 206 aircraft with our
fiscal year 2009 funding.

The Navy is committed to funding and fielding the Joint Strike
Fighter as an affordable, multi-mission fifth generation strike fight-
er. The program is in its 8th year of a 13-year system design and
development SDD program. There are presently three jets in flight
test. The remaining SDD and low rate initial production, or LRIP
aircraft, are in production. The initial Short Takeoff and Vertical
Landing, or STOVL test aircraft, BF—1, took its first flight in June
of 2008 and has flown 14 sorties to date. Initial STOVL mode oper-
ations are on track for this summer at Naval Air Station, Patuxent
River, Maryland.

BF-2, the second STOVL aircraft, first flew on 25 February of
this year and returned with no flight discrepancies noted. All F—
35 variants are projected to meet their respective key performance
parameters, and while the JSF production comes on line, the AV-
8B Harrier still comprises 40 percent of the Marine tactical avia-
tion and will remain in the active inventory until at least 2021.

Fiscal year 2009 provided funding for upgrades that will ensure
the AV-8B remains viable and relevant in support of the Marine
air-ground task force and combat and command requirements.

The F/A-18E and F Super Hornet and the EA-18G Growler are
doing extremely well, delivering a superior capability to the
warfighter on cost and on schedule. We have delivered over 268
Super Hornets to the fleet and procured 426 aircraft through fiscal
year 2008. The program continues to make technological advances
in concert with the required spiral development plan.

Earlier this year, we deployed our first and second F/A-18 “F”
or Foxtrot Squadrons with a new APG-79 active electronically



169

scanned array AESA radar aboard the CVN 76; that is, the USS
RONALD REAGAN and CVN 73, the USS GEORGE WASH-
INGTON, with outstanding results, five times the reliability and
more than three times the performance over legacy Hornets. The
APG-79 radar in particular is an acquisition success story.

The EA18-G Growler is currently in operational evaluation, E—
1, and we will have delivered the aircraft to the fleet for training
purposes in Naval Air Station Whidbey Island. In fiscal year 2009,
we will procure 22 aircraft and transition our first squadron, VAQ
132, this summer. Initial operating capability, or IOC, is on track
for late 2009. While we are awaiting the Growler and JSF, the
Navy and Marine Corps will continue to utilize the EA—6B Prowler
aircraft on an extremely high deployment tempo, supporting oper-
ations against growing and extremely high and diverse warfare
threats. Ongoing structural improvements and planned improve-
ment capabilities 3, or ICAP 3 program upgrades, have extended
this aircraft’s service life and will deliver increasing capability
through its retirement from the Navy in 2012 and the Marine
Corps in 2019.

The E-2D Advanced Hawkeye program has completed over 90
percent of its SDD program and an Operational Assessment, or
OAS, and has currently two aircraft in flight test. The program will
be presented to the Defense Acquisition Board for a milestone deci-
sion this month.

This program is absolutely critical to the Navy maintaining our
continued superiority in tactical air operations against advanced
threats. The technology is extremely challenging, but it is achiev-
able.

Funding reductions have resulted in the loss of two aircraft, one
from the 2009 and advanced procurement for the second would be
in 2009 as well or two aircraft in total.

Major reductions in budget appropriations such as experienced in
the FY 2009 President’s Budget request will not allow the suc-
cesses demanded by today’s fiscal environment and this committee.

We are finding new ways to acquire the Navy’s weapons systems,
as with the P-8A Poseidon, which is the replacement aircraft for
the P-3, where we are leveraging the efficiency of a commercial
production product, the Boeing 737 800E airline, to realize the
technologically advanced product in a shortened acquisition
timeline. This aircraft will deliver 9 years after program initiation,
when it will be both extremely capable and affordable. The pro-
gram will commence flight tests later this year. Initial operating
capability with one squadron of six aircraft will be in fiscal year
2013.

Lastly, we remain committed to the vision to meld manned and
unmanned air systems, or UAS, in the future of tactical aviation
by exploring an unmanned combat air system, or UCAS, capability.
Our current demonstration efforts include maturing technologies
for actual aircraft carrier catapult launches and arrested landings
as well as the carrier controlled airspace integration. These
testings will begin with first flight in 2009 and take to the carrier
at the end of 2011, sir.
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It is a pleasure to testify before the Committee today. I welcome
your questions regarding the Department of Navy’s tactical air pro-
grams.

[The statement of Admiral Architzel follows:]
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Bom in Ogdensburg, N.Y., and raised in Merrick, Long island, Vice
Admiral David Architzel earned a Bachelor of Science in mi malics at
the U.8. Naval Academy in June 1973. Concurrent with his designation
as a Naval aviator in November 1975, he eamed a Master of Science in
Aeronautical Systems from the University of West Florida.

Architzel served in Sea Control Squadron (VS) 30, deploying aboard
USE Forrestal (CV 89), and as Maintenance Officer in VS 28, deploying
aboard USS independence {CV 82). He later returned to VS 30 as
Executive Officer and subsequently as Commanding Officer. After
selection to Muclear Power Training, he served as Executive Officer of
UBS Dwight D. Eisenhower (CVUN 69), the “Big tke.” During his tour, tke
was awarded the 1992 Naval Air Force Atlantic Battle Efficiency Award,
Following this tour, he served as Exacutive Officer of PCU John ©.
Stennis, and Commanding Officer of USS Guam (LPH 8), flagship for .
Commander, Amphibious Squadron 2. During this tour, Guam won three
consecutive Batle Efficiency Awards, making deployments o the
Mediterranean Sea and Indian Ocean, which included Adriatic .
operations In support of the U.8. Ambassador to Somatia. He became the 8th Command g Officer of USS
Theodore Roosevelf {CVN 71) on Nov. 1, 1998, His command tour included a deployment to the Mediterranean
and Arablan Gulf, during which time the Batlle Group conducted opsrations in support of Joint Guard ang
Southem Watch.

Ashore, Architzsl was selected for the Navy's Test Pilot School, filled a critical billet at the Spanish Naval War
Coflege in Madrid, Spain, and was department head of the Warfare Systems Group at the Naval Alr Test
Center, Patuxent River.

Architzel's first flag assignment was 1o lcaland, whare he served as Commander, lcetand Defense Force and
Commanider, Flaet Air Keflavik. His follow-on flag assignments were Commander, Naval Safety Center, Norfoll,
Commander, Navy Region Mid-Atlantic, Commander of Operational Test and Evaluation Force, Norfolk, and
Program Executive Officer for Aircraft Carriers. On Aug. 8, 2007, Architzel assumed the role of Principal Deputy
Assgistant Secratary of the Navy for ch, Devslopment, and Acquisition,

Architzel has accumulated over 8,000 fight hours, 4,300 in the 5-3 and the remainder in somes 20 other sircrafl
types. His decorations include the Defense Superior Sarvice Medal, four Legions of Marit, three Meritorious
Service Medals, the Navy Achisvemant Medal and various service related awards and campaign ribbons, He
was alse awardad the Spanish Naval Cross of Merit from His Majesty, King Juan Carlos of Spain, the Nawy
League’s John Paul Jones Leadership Award for 1998, and the Commander's Cross with Star of the lcelandic
Order of the Falcon presentad by the President of leeland,
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Chairman Murtha, Congressman Young and distinguished members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for providing us with this opportunity to appear before you to
discuss the Department of the Navy’s tactical aviation programs.

AVIATION PROGRAMS SUMMARY/OVERVIEW:

The Fiscal Year 2009 President’s Budget implements a recapitalization strategy to obtain
new capabilities - and initiatives to reduce operating costs while sustaining legacy fleet
aircraft that are performing magnificently in current operations. We continue to work
with industry in seeking ways to reduce costs such as contracting strategies on the
F/A-18E/F airframe, MH-60R/S, and the MV-22; and we are implementing a ‘prototype’
strategy on the Joint Air-to-Ground Missile (JAGM) to ensure high technology readiness
and reduced risk prior to entering System Development and Demonstration (SDD). The
Fiscal Year 2009 Budget ensures that the Navy and Marine Corps maintain a joint force
able to meet the spectrum of threats. The Department continues the development and
Low Rate Procurement of the F-35 and continues the development of the E-2D Advanced
Hawkeye, EA-18G, the VH-71 Presidential Helicopter Replacement Aircraft (Increment
1), the CH-53K Heavy Lift Replacement aireraft, Unmanned Aviation, and new strike
weapons capabilities. In total, Navy/Marine Corps aviation will procure 134 additional
tactical and fixed-wing aircraft, 69 rotary-wing aircraft and three VTUAV’s for a total of
206 aircraft with our Fiscal Year 2009 funding.

F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF)

In Fiscal Year 2009 Congress appropriated $1.7 billion RDT&E,N for continuation of F-
35 System Development and Demonstration (SDD) including $200 million for F136
engine and $1.7 billion APN for the Low Rate Initial Production lot three (LRIP 3) for
seven Short Takeoff and Vertical Landing (STOVL) aircraft and the long lead
requirements for 14 STOVL and one CV (aircraft carrier suitable variant) aircraft as part
of LRIP 4. A subsequent approved FY 2009 Above Threshold Reprogramming (ATR)
request provided $43 million for long lead funding for the other three CV aircraft
requested in the Fiscal Year 2009 President’s Budget.

A Sth generation aircraft, the F-35 will enhance precision strike capability with
unprecedented stealth, range, sensor fusion, improved radar performance, combat
identification and electronic attack capabilities compared to legacy platforms. The F-35
carrier variant (CV) enhances the F/A-18E/F Block II and EA-18G in providing long-
range strike capability and much improved persistence over the battiefield. The STOVL
combines the multi-role versatility of the legacy F/A-18 and the basing flexibility of the
AV-8B. The commonality designed into the F-35 program will minimize acquisition and
operating costs of Navy and Marine Corps tactical aircraft, and allow enhanced
interoperability with our sister Service, the United States Air Force, and Allies. The F-35
is eight years into a 13-year SDD Program. Technical, software, production processes,
testing, etc. maturation is tracking to plan and substantially exceeding legacy standards.
Three SDD jets (AA-1, BF-1 and BF-2) are in flight testing. The remaining SDD jets and
ground test articles plus LRIP I and LRIP II aircraft are in various stages of production.

1
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The SDD jets are taking longer to build than anticipated, but are setting new standards for
quality and manufacturing efficiencies that improve with each jet. In flight testing, the
initial Conventional Takeoff and Landing (CTOL) aircraft (AA-1) continues to
demonstrate superb performance and reduce program risk, with 69 sorties (98 flight
hours) flown through late February 2009. BF-1, the first STOVL flight test jet, first flew
in June 2008, on the schedule established two-years prior. BF-1 has flown 14 flights, and
initial STOVL-mode operations are planned in June 2009. BF-2 first flew on Wednesday
25 February and returned with no flight discrepancies noted. Software is 69 percent (12
million lines) complete against the planned 70 percent complete per the spiral
development plan/schedule, with record-setting code-writing efficiencies. Software
demonstrates stability (i.e., tens to hundreds of hours error-free run times) across multiple
mission system subsystems. Systems integration testing continues on plan via flight tests,
a flying lab, and over 150,000 hours of ground labs testing. A fully integrated mission
systems jet flies in 2009. The second production lot contract was signed below the cost
model prediction. All F-35 variants are projected to meet their respective Key
Performance Parameters. LRIP HII contract negotiations are ongoing. The F-35 plan for
incremental blocks of capability balances cost, schedule and risk.

The F135 engine development has completed 11,000+ test hours on 16 engines through
early-February 2009. Prior F135 engine test failures are understood and have been
addressed.

The Department supported the omission of continued funding for the alternate engine
(F136) in the Fiscal Year 2009 President's Budget request. The DON maintains there are
higher priority needs in the budget and that the risks associated with a single engine
supplier continue to be manageable. The three Fiscal Year 2007 Congressionally-
directed engine studies have been completed. The conclusions, while supportive of
competition in general, reinforced the Department's initial findings that the projected
savings from not doing competition outweigh the investment and sustainment costs,

F/A-18 E/F Super Hornet
In Fiscal Year 2009 Congress appropriated $1.9 billion in APN for 23 F/A-18 E/F Block
II aircraft for the final year of the five-year MYP contract (Fiscal Years 2005 to 2009).
The F/A-18E/F continues to transition into the fleet, improving the survivability and
strike capability of the carrier air wing. The Super Hornet provides a 40 percent increase
in combat radius, 50 percent increase in endurance, and 25 percent increase in weapons
payload over our older, legacy Hornets. Over 426 F/A-18E/Fs will have been procured
through Fiscal Year 2008. The program is on track to complete procurement of the
program of record of 506 aircraft by 2012. The Super Hornet has used a spiral
development approach to incorporate new technologies, such as the Joint Helmet
Mounted Cueing System, Advanced Targeting Forward Looking Infra-Red (ATFLIR),
with shared real-time video, Shared Reconnaissance Pod System (SHARP), and
Multifunctional Information Distribution System (MIDS) data-link. The APG-79 Active
Electronically Scanned Array (AESA) radar system, in the Block I1 aircraft, has

2
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completed operational testing and the achieved Full Rate Production in June 2007 and
Material Support Date in December 2008. Four fully operational AESA-equipped F/A-
18F squadrons have been transitioned and two squadrons have been deployed with full
Integrated Logistics Support. The F/A-18E/F Fiscal Year 2009 Budget also includes
$129.3 million to implement commonality, maintain capabilities, and improve reliability
and structural safety.

F/A-18 A/B/C/D Legacy Hornet

In Fiscal Year 2009 Congress appropriated $321.6 million for the continuation of the
systems upgrade programs for the F/A-18 platform. As the F/A-18 program transitions to
the F/A-18E/F and JSF, the existing inventory of 627 F/A-18A/B/C/Ds (as of January
2009) will continue to comprise half of the Navy’s strike fighter inventory until 2013.
Included in this request is the continued procurement of recently fielded systems such as
the Joint Helmet Mounted Cueing System, Advanced Targeting FLIR, Multi-Function
Information Distribution System, and a Digital Communications System. The Marine
Corps continues to upgrade 56 Lot 7-9 F/A-18A models and 30 Lot 10/11 F/A-18C
models to a Lot 21 F/A-18C avionics aircraft capability with digital communications and
a tactical data link. The Marine Corps anticipates programmed upgrades to enhance the
current capabilities of the F/A-18C/D with digital communications, tactical data link and
tactical reconnaissance systems. This upgrade ensures that our F/A-18s remain viable
and relevant in support of Tactical Air Integration and Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare.
The Marines expect the F/A-18 to remain in the active inventory until 2023. The Marines
are also employing the LITENING targeting pod on the F/A-18A+/C/D aircraft in
expeditionary operations, to include Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF). When combined with data link hardware, the LITENING pod
provides real time video to ground forces engaged with the enemy through Remotely
Operated Video Enhanced Receiver (ROVER) workstations. Continued analysis of
TACAIR inventories will continue throughout 2010 and beyond to determine the health
of the legacy fleet as the F/A-18A-D is transitioned to the F-35.

Airborne Electronic Attack (AEA) / EA-18G

In Fiscal Year 2009 Congress appropriated $128.9 million in RDT&E,N for continuation
of SDD and $1.6 billion in APN for 22 full rate production EA-18G Lot 3 aircraft. The
EA-18G continues its development as the Navy’s replacement for the EA-6B AEA
aircraft. The EA-18G will replace carrier-based Navy EA-6B aircraft by 2012. A total
quantity of 27 aircraft will be procured in LRIP. The Navy is using the F/A-18E/F MYP
contract to buy the Lot 3 aircraft in Fiscal Year 2009. SDD continues on schedule with
the two development aircraft having first flown in 2006 and are currently in
developmental test at NAWC, Patuxent River. The program began Operational
Evaluation in Fall 2008, leading to Initial Operating Capability (I0C) in Fiscal Year 2009
and Full Operating Capability (FOC) in Fiscal Year 2012.
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P-8A Poseidon

In Fiscal Year 2009, Congress appropriated $1.132 billion for development of the long
awaited P-3 replacement aircraft, the P-8 Poseidon. The program is on track for fielding
in late Fiscal Year 2013 when the first squadron will have transitioned and be ready to
deploy forward in support of the Combatant Commander. The program completed
Design Readiness Review in August 2007 and is currently building the fourth of eight
test aircraft. The first three test articles (two flight test aircraft and a static test article)
have been delivered in accordance with the revised plan designed to recover from the two
month machinist strike that interrupted deliveries last fall. The current plan calls for first
flight of the first flight test article in late April of this year and the Navy and contractor
fully expect the reposition flight to occur as planned.

E-2D Advanced Hawkeye (AHE)

The E-2D Advanced Hawkeye is a critical enabler of transformational intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance by providing robust overland and littoral capability
against current and future aircraft and cruise missile-type targets. The E-2D Advanced
Hawkeye replaces the current E-2C Hawkeye aircraft. The radar for the Advanced
Hawkeye will provide enhanced capability in the overland and the littoral environment,
in addition to the open ocean environment, while improving performance against clutter
and small targets, adding transformational surveillance and theater air and missile defense
capabilities. In Fiscal Year 2009 Congress appropriated $484.2 million in RDT&E,N for
continuation of SDD and $385.7 million in APN-1 for two Low-Rate Initial Production
(LRIP) Lot I aircraft and advanced procurement for Fiscal Year 2010 LRIP Lot I
aircraft. This funds one less aircraft than requested in the FY 2009 President’s Budget
request and underfunds advanced procurement for Fiscal Year 2010 LRIP Lot II aircraft.
Two SDD aircraft continue in developmental flight test since August 2007. An
‘Operational Assessment’ was completed in 1st quarter of Fiscal Year 2009 to support a
Milestone-C decision scheduled in March 2009.

SUMMARY

The Fiscal Year 2009 President’s Budget reflects considerable effort in identifying
affordable solutions for the Department’s aviation programs through a balance between
sustaining fielded capabilities, as they are employed in the GWOT and continued forward
presence worldwide, and a substantive recapitalization effort that will deliver significantly
better capabilities to the war fighter. The Department’s aviation acquisition team continues
to work aggressively to identify efficiencies in the development, testing and subsequent
procurement of platforms, components, and weapons systems in order to ensure that
investments made result in quality products and services provided to the fleet.

In closing Mr. Chairman, we thank you for the opportunity to testify before your
Subcommittee regarding the Department of the Navy’s tactical aviation programs.
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SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL SHACKELFORD

Mr. MURTHA. General Shackelford.

General SHACKELFORD. Good morning Chairman Murtha, Con-
gressman Young, members of the committee. It is my pleasure to
be here today to discuss Air Force combat aircraft acquisition and
other programs that are important to your Air Force and Nation.
I ask that my written statement be submitted for the record.

Mr. MURTHA. Without objection.

General SHACKELFORD. My remarks today will address the
progress on weapons systems in our global power acquisition port-
folio and the status of the combat search and rescue recapitaliza-
tion effort.

This month, the Air Force accepted its 136th F-22 aircraft. F—
22 production is currently delivering Lot 7 aircraft ahead of sched-
uled contract delivery dates at a rate of about two per month.
When the plant delivers the last Lot 9 aircraft in December 2011,
the Air Force will have completed the program of record of 183
Raptors.

Also this month, F-35 AA-1 completed its 75th test flight, and
in November of last year accomplished its first supersonic flight.
The cooperative avionics test bed continues to demonstrate unprec-
edented risk reduction for this stage of major weapons system de-
velopment. We project the F-35 will meet all key performance pa-
rameters.

We continue to upgrade our legacy fighter fleet to enhance capa-
bilities in support of current contingency operations. Our F-16s,
the bulk of the fighter fleet, are undergoing structural upgrades to
replace life-limited structural components. The common configura-
tion implementation program and avionics update continues with
modifications that include a new mission computer, color displays,
an air-to-air interrogator, Link 16, and the joint helmet mounted
queuing system. We expect the F-16 to be a capable element of the
fighter force through 2024.

The F-15A through D fleet returned to flying status following
the November 2007 mishap after engineering analysis confirmed
safety of flight. Of the 407 aircraft in the inventory, nine were
grounded due to the longeron crack. The Air Force repaired five,
and four were retired due to proximity to planned retirement. The
Air Force will conduct a full scale fatigue test and aircraft tear-
down and improve structural monitoring to establish the maximum
F-15 service life and more effectively manage the structural health
of the fleet.

The F-15E, which was not affected by the longeron crack, con-
tinues to support ongoing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. The
Air Force improved the F-15E’s ability to rapidly engage and de-
stroy time sensitive targets by adding secure radios and data links
for faster communications with ground units and forward control-
lers, by integrating the latest precision weapons that improve accu-
racy as well as reduce collateral damage, by adding a helmet-
mounted queuing system that reduces the F-15E’s time to engage
a target by up to 80 percent, and by adding a state-of-the-art active
electronically scanned array radar system that not only addresses
sustainment issues, but also gives the F-15E advanced capabilities
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to identify and engage targets and protect itself from enemy
threats.

An A-10 service life extension program and overhaul programs
will allow us to continue flying these venerable aircraft. The Air
Force is currently upgrading 337 A-10s to the C configuration with
precision engagement capability, anticipating completion by the
end of fiscal year 2011.

The B-1 was once solely a nuclear deterrent, but the Air Force
refocused its capabilities through modernizing its conventional
lethality. A perfect example of the B—1’s potential was realized by
adding the advanced targeting pod to the platform’s sensor suite.
In an acquisition success, the Air Force and industry responded to
AFCENT’s highest Urgent Operational Need requirement by ener-
gizing a fast track development and procurement timeline. Thanks
to supplemental funding, the 34th Bomb Squadron from Ellsworth
Air Force Base, South Dakota, was able to deploy a full contingent
of Sniper-equipped B—1 bombers to support both Operation Endur-
ing Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom operations in June 2008
without a single break in daily combat operations.

B-2 availability has steadily increased over the past five years,
largely due to focused efforts to enhance low observable mainte-
nance, such as the highly successful alternate high frequency mate-
rial program. The B-2 faces increasing pressure to upgrade avi-
onics, originally designed over 20 years ago. The three increment
Extremely High Frequency Satellite Communications and Com-
puter Upgrade program seeks first in increment one to upgrade the
Spirit’s flight management computers as an enabler for future avi-
onics efforts. Increment two integrates the family of beyond-line-of-
sight terminals along with a low observable antenna to provide se-
cure, survivable, strategic communications, while increment three
will connect the B-2 into the Global Information Grid.

Increment one of EHF SATCOM and Computer Upgrade is cur-
rently in engineering and manufacturing development and on track
to begin procurement in fiscal year 2011 for fleet installations be-
ginning at the end of fiscal year 2013. The B-2 is also receiving
a new radar antenna and upgrading selected radar components as
part of the radar modernization program.

The Air Force has invested in B—52 modernization programs to
keep the platform operationally relevant by adding satellite and
nuclear survivable and secure wideband high data rate communica-
tions, advanced targeting pods, both Sniper and Litening, aircraft
computer and data transfer unit upgrades, and smart weapons in-
tegrated to improve conventional weapons capability. With the B—
1 Lancer and the B-2 Spirit, the B-52 Stratofortress serves as a
key component of the United States long-range bomber force.

To recapitalize our rescue helicopter fleet, the Air Force intends
to replace 101 aging HH-60G Pave Hawk helicopters with 141
CSAR-X aircraft. The CSAR-X is currently in source selection,
with an expected contract award targeted for spring of this year.
Desired initial operational capability is third quarter of fiscal year
2013, with a required IOC by second quarter of fiscal year 2015.

We are building a 21st century Air Force prepared to succeed
strategically, operationally, and tactically. These highly capable
and lethal aviation programs bring global vigilance, global reach,
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and global power to the joint fight. They are critical enablers to the
joint force.
[The statement of General Shackelford follows:]
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ASSIGNMENTS
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5. December 1980 - August 1981, F-4D aircraft commander, 80th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Kunsan Air
Base, South Korea
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Introduction
Chairman Murtha, Representative Young and distinguished members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss Air
Force combat aircraft acquisition, matters that are extremely important to the Air Force and

our Nation.

Legacy Fighter Fleet

The Air Force fighter force is the oldest it has ever been at an average age of more than
20 years. Our legacy aircraft are showing signs of age; however, it is able to accomplish
today's missions. The duration and intense overseas contingency operations tempo have
accelerated service life consumption for numerous platforms. This sustained high operations
tempo has also contributed to lower readiness levels, which does not allow us to take much risk
in operations and maintenance. We must sustain readiness and be able to fight today.

The Air Force continues to improve fighter aircraft capability to conduct precision
targeting in close coordination with our Soldiers on the ground by fielding the Sniper and
LITENING Advanced Targeting Pods (ATPs) with video downlink (VDL) capability. The VDL-
equipped pods are able to transmit streaming sensor video directly to ground forces equipped
with the Remotely Operated Video Enhanced Receiver terminal, greatly speeding target
acquisition and providing a revolutionary improvement in support to ground forces both in the
traditional Close Air Support and emerging non-traditional intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance missions. There are currently 198 Sniper and 225 Litening ATPs in the Combat
Air Forces. Of those, 94 Sniper and 111 Litening are VDL equipped, and all 81 ATPs in theater
have VDL.

A-10

The A-10 provides the Joint Force Commander lethal, precise, persistent, and
responsive firepower for Close Air Support and Combat Search and Rescue. [t has performed
superbly in OPERATIONS DESERT STORM, ALLIED FORCE, ENDURING FREEDOM and

IRAQI FREEDOM. However, the age of the A-10 and high operations tempo have taken a toll
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on the fleet. In the fall of 2006, the Air Force Fleet Viability Board recommended that the Air
Force upgrade 242 thin-skin center wing A-10 aircraft with thick-skinned center wing
replacements. Additionally, A-10 landing gear failures have resulted in a program for replacing
failure-prone parts. In the near-term, a Service Life Extension Program and overhaul programs
will allow us to continue flying these venerable aircraft. The Air Force is currently upgrading 337
A-10s to the "C" configuration through the precision engagement modification and anticipates
completion by the end of Fiscal Year 2011. This modification enables J-Series weapons, such
as Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) and Wind Corrected Munitions Dispenser; integrates
advanced targeting pods with video downlink; replaces monochrome cockpit displays with color
multi-function displays; installs new pilot throttle and stick controls; adds a moving map
capability and a mass-memory upgrade; and doubles current DC power. Additionally, we have
integrated beyond line of sight radios into the A-10 for faster communication with ground units,
forward controllers, and command and control centers.

F-15A-D

The average age of the F-15A-D fleet is over 25 years old and the average age of F-15E
fleet is over 16 years old. However, analysis suggests that Air Combat Command can manage
the fleet through scheduled field/depot inspections under an individual aircraft tracking program.

The F-15A-D fleet has returned to flying status after engineering analysis confirmed they
are safe for flight. Of the 407 aircraft in the inventory, only nine were grounded due fo the
longeron crack. The Air Force repaired five, and four were retired due to their proximity o
planned retirement. The five aircraft were repaired in 2008 at a cost of approximately $235,000
each using organic materials and labor at Warner-Robins Air Logistics Center.

Based on the recommendation of Boeing and depot engineers, the Air Force has
instituted recurring inspections of F-15 longerons every 400 flight hours to detect cracks before
they become catastrophic. Analysis confirms that this interval is very conservative and will
avoid a mishap such as the one that occurred on November 2, 2007. Additionally, the Air Force

will conduct a full-scale fatigue test, aircraft teardown, and improved structural monitoring to
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help establish the maximum F-15 service life and more effectively manage structural health of
the fleet. We expect these efforts to successfully enable the 176 F-15C/D long-term “Golden
Eagles” to operate safely and effectively through 2025.
F-15E

The F-15E fleet, which was not affected by the longeron crack, continues to provide
support for on-going operations in Afghanistan and lrag. Like the A-10, the F-15E performed
superbly in operations OPERATIONS DESERT STORM, ALLIED FORCE, ENDURING
FREEDOM and IRAQI FREEDOM. The Air Force has been working hard to improve the F-
15E’s ability to rapidly engage and destroy time sensitive targets by adding secure radios and
data links for faster communications with ground units and forward controllers; by integrating the
latest precision weapons that not only hit a target accurately but are designed to reduce
collateral damage; by adding a helmet mounted cueing system that will reduce the F-15E's time
to engage a target by up to 80%; and by adding a state-of-the-art Active Electronically Scanned
Array (AESA) radar system that not only addresses sustainment issues with the current system
but will give the F-15E advanced capabilities to identify and engage targets, share real-time
information with other aircraft, and protect itself from enemy threats. The Air Force plans for the
F-15E to be an integral part of the Nation’s force through at least 2035.
F-16

Our F-16s, the bulk of the fighter fleet, are undergoing a structural upgrade program to
replace known life-limited structural components. Due to the use of more stressing mission
profiles, this upgrade program is required to maintain the original design airframe life of 8,000
flight hours. Wing pylon rib corrasion, a known problem with the F-16 aircraft, is an issue we
monitor closely. This corrosion can prevent the F-16s from carrying pylon mounted external fuel
tanks which limits their effective combat range. We currently inspect F-16 aircraft every 800
hours to monitor for this problem. In partnership with industry, the Air Force has recently
developed and certified an effective repair allowing repair of affected aircraft at the unitin a

single day instead of requiring a lengthy wing overhaui at the depot. As of February 23, 2009,
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maintainers have repaired 34 wings at four units worldwide, restoring those aircraft to full
mission capability. We will award a long term support contract within the next four months which
will further enhance the ability of units to obtain repairs for their aircraft.

In other inspections, maintainers have found bulkhead cracks in approximately 24% (97
of 398) of our Block 40/42 F-16 aircraft. As of February 23, 2008, two Block 40/42 F-16 aircraft
were in non-flying status awaiting bulkhead repair or replacement. An additional 37 aircraft
continue to fly with increased inspection requirements to measure crack growth. We will
continue to monitor this situation closely.

The Common Configuration Implementation Program is a top F-16 priority and will
enable the maintenance of a single operationat flight program configuration on the Block
40/42/50/52 F-16s. The Block 50/52 modification is complete and the Block 40/42 modification
will be complete in Fiscal Year 2010. It combines several modifications including a new mission
computer, color displays, air-to-air interrogator (Block 50/52 only), Link-16, and Joint Helmet
Mounted Cueing System. The F-16 is expected to be a capable element of the fighter force well
into 2024.

Fifth Generation Fighters

Fifth generation fighters like the F-22 and the F-35 are key elements of our Nation’s
defense and ability for deterrence. As long as hostile nations recognize that U.S. airpower can
strike their vital centers with impunity, all other U.S. Government efforts are enhanced, which
reduces the need for military confrontation. This is the timeless paradox of deterrence; the best
way to avoid war is to demonstrate to your enemies, and potential enemies, that you have the
ability, the will, and the resolve to defeat them.

Both the F-22 and the F-35 represent our latest generation of fighter aircraft. We need
both aircraft to maintain the margin of superiority we have come to depend upon, the margin
that has granted our forces in the air and on the ground, freedom to maneuver and to attack.
The F-22 and F-35 each possess unique complementary and essential capabilities that together

provide the synergistic effects required to maintain that margin of superiority across the
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spectrum of conflict. The OSD-led 2006 QDR Joint Air Dominance study underscored that our
nation has a critical requirement to recapitatize tactical air forces. Legacy 4™ generation aircraft
simply cannot survive to operate and achieve the effects necessary to win in an integrated, anti-
access environment.

F-22 Future Capabilities & Modifications

The F-22 Raptor is the Air Force's primary air superiority fighter, providing unmatched
capabilities for air supremacy, homeland defense, and cruise missile defense for the Joint
Team. The multi-role F-22's combination of speed, stealth, maneuverability and integrated
avionics gives this remarkable aircraft the ability to gain access and survive in high threat
environments. Its ability to find, fix, track, and target enemy air and surface-based threats
ensures air dominance and freedom of maneuver for all joint forces.

Similar to every other aircraft in the U.S. inventory, there is a plan to regularly
incorporate upgrades into the F-22 to ensure the Raptor remains the world's most dominant
fighter in the decades to come. The F-22 modernization program consists of two major efforts
that, together, will ensure every Raptor maintains its maximum combat capability: the Common
Configuration program and a pre-planned product improvement (P3l) program (Increments two
and three). We are currently in year six of the planned 13-year program.

As of February 1, 2008, the Air Force has accepted 135 F-22 aircraft, out of a
programmed delivery of 183. Most of these aircraft include the Increment two upgrade, which
provides the ability to employ JDAM at supersonic speeds and enhances the intra-flight data-
link to provide connectivity with other F-22s. The Air Force will upgrade the F-22 fieet under the
Joint Requirements Oversight Council approved Increment three upgrade designed to enhance
both air-to-air and precision ground attack capability. Raptors from the production line today are
wired to accept increment 3.1, which when equipped, upgrades the APG-77 AESA radar to
enable synthetic aperture radar ground mapping capability, provides the ability to self-target
JDAMs using on-board sensors, and allows F-22s to carry and employ eight small diameter

bombs (SDBs). The Air Force will begin to field Increment 3.1 in Fiscal Year 2010. Future
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F-22s will include the Increment 3.2 upgrade, which features the next generation data-link,
improved SDB employment capability, improved targeting using multi-ship geo-location,
automatic ground collision avoidance system (Auto GCAS) and the capability to employ our
enhanced air-to-air weapons (AIM-120D and AIM-8X). Increment 3.2 should begin to field in
Fiscal Year 2013.

The planned end-state of the F-22 modernization plan will result in 34 Block 20 aircraft
used for test and training, 63 combat-coded Block 30s fielded with Increment 3.1, and 83
combat-coded Block 35s fielded with Increment 3.2

There is also an increment 3.3 upgrade planned, which is currently unfunded. It
includes Mode &/8, which is the next generation Identification Friend or Foe and advanced air-
traffic control transponder, radar auto search/auto detect, which gives automated target cueing
using fourth generation AESA radar, and a ground-moving-target-indicator-and-tracking
capability.
F-22 Procurement Plans

The F-22 production program is currently delivering Lot 7 aircraft ahead of scheduled
contract delivery dates at a rate of about two per month. Lot 7 Raptors are the first lot of the
three-year multiyear procurement contract awarded the summer of 2007. The Air Force
completed F-22 deliveries to Eimendorf Air Force Base, Alaska and we are currently underway
with deliveries to Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico with expected completion in January
2011. When the plant delivers the last aircraft of Lot 9 in December 2011, we will have
completed the program of record of 183 Raptors.
F-35

The F-35 program will develop and deploy a family of highly capable, affordable, fifth
generation strike fighter aircraft meeting operational needs of the Air Force, Navy, Marine
Corps, and Allies with optimum commonality to minimize life cycle costs. The Joint Strike
Fighter (JSF) was designed from the boftom-up to be our premier surface-to-air killer and is

uniquely equipped for this mission with its cutting edge processing power, synthetic aperture
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radar integration techniques, and advance target recognition. The JSF also provides “leap
ahead” capabilities in resistance to jamming, maintainability, and logistic support. The F-35is
currently in the 8™ year of the 13 year System Development and Demonstration phase.

The F-35 is projected to meet all Key Performance Parameters (KPPs) and as of
February 20, 2009 A-1 has completed 69 test flights. Recently, it completed its first supersonic
flight and the Cooperative Avionics Test Bed (CAT-B) continues to provide unprecedented risk
reduction at this stage in a major weapon system not seen in any legacy program. in
December 2008, the Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics
approved full funding for seven Conventional Take-Off and Landing (CTOL) aircraft and
engines, plus sustainment and associated equipment as part of the Low Rate Initial Production
Lot 3 acquisition decision memorandum. In addition, Secretary Young approved full funding for
seven Short Take-Off and Vertical Landing (STOVL) aircraft pius sustainment and associated
equipment contingent upon successful completion of the F135 Pratt & Whitney lead engine
Stress Test, Flight Test Engine six Proof Test and receipt of full STOVL flight clearance. He
also approved advance procurement for long lead items and associated material and support
equipment for Lot 4 for 12 CTOL aircraft, up to 16 STOVL aircraft and up to four carrier variant
aircraft.

Joint Strike Fighter Alternative Engine Program

The Department continues to believe the risks associated with a single source engine
supplier are manageable and do not outweigh the investment required to fund a competitive
alternate engine. However, the Air Force and Navy are executing the funding appropriated by
Congress in 2008 to continue the F136 program. General Electric/Rolls Royce successfully
started their “First Engine To Test” on January 30, 2009, one month ahead of contract
requirement.

The cost to continue F136 engine development and production is estimated at $4.3
billion through Fiscal Year 2015. Continued funding for the F136 engine carries cost penalties

to both F135 and F136 engines for reduced production line learning curves.

i1
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Legacy Bomber Fleet

The Air Force bomber fleet exemplifies how we continue to sustain and modernize
legacy aircraft as they are passed from one generation of crew force to the next.
B-1

The B-1 provides the Joint Force Commander massive firepower potential coupled with
a significant loiter capability perfectly suited for the inconsistent tempo of today's ongoing
operations. Added o this is the B-1's unique supersonic dash potential which allows a single
aircraft to perform as a roving linebacker over large portions of the overall area of responsibility.
Once solely a nuclear deterrent, the Air Force has re-focused the B-1's capabilities through
modernizing its current conventional lethality.

A perfect example of the B-1's potential was realized by adding Advanced Targeting Pod
to the platform’s sensor suite. in an exceptional display of acquisition effectiveness, in 2007 the
Air Force and our corporate pa&ners responded to Air Force Central Command's (AFCENT)
highest Urgent Operational Need requirement by energizing a fast-track development and
procurement timeline. With the help of supplemental funding, by June 2008 the 34" Bomb
Squadron out of Ellsworth Air Force Base, South Dakota was able to deploy a full complement
of Sniper-equipped B-1 bombers to support both OPERATIONS ENDURING FREEDOM and
IRAQI FREEDOM operations without a single break in daily combat operations. The program
continues in 2009 to outfit the remaining fleet and incorporate laser-guided weapons as weli as
integrating the pod data directly into the avionics system, allowing for direct machine-to-machine
transfer of targeting data. As stated by the Combined Force Air Component Commander, “The
Sniper pod on the B-1 Bomber is amazing.”

This new capability means the B-1 is even more in demand for current operational
taskings. The non-stop overseas contingency operations are taking a toll on the overall fleet.
Currently in Fiscal Year 2008, the Air Force is addressing five different issues which would have
meant potentially grounding aircraft if they were not addressed. As a baseline to many of these
sustainment modifications, the Air Force also embarked on its largest cockpit and

12
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communications modernization for the B-1 since its inception. Begun in 2005, the B-1 Fully
Integrated Data Link (FIDL) program infuses a tactical Link-16 data fink and a Joint Range
Extension Beyond Line of Sight data link into an entirely overhauled modern cockpit. This
system of modifications removes legacy monochrome displays and incorporates a series of
color multifunction displays capable of displaying a wide array of fused data at all crew stations.
Although the B-1 FIDL program has suffered several setbacks, through the continued
persistence of Air Force and congressional support the program is now turning the corner and
progressing toward completion. This upgrade will not only help protect the B-1 parts from
obsolescence, it will evolve an already capable conventional platform into a networked provider
of precision firepower.

B-2

The B-2 Spirit Advanced Technology Bomber provides a lethal combination of range,
payload, and stealth, and remains the world’s sole long-range, low observable bomber, and the
only piatform capable of delivering 80 independently targeted 500-1b JDAMs. Four B-2 bombers
are currently deployed to Guam along with a contingent of F-22 fighters. This is the fourth Spirit
deployment to Guam.

While B-2 availability has steadily increased over the past five years, in large part due to
focused efforts to enhance low observable maintenance such as the highly successful Alternate
High Frequency Material program, it still faces increasing pressures to upgrade avionics
originally designed over twenty years ago. The three-increment Extremely High Frequency
Satellite Communications and Computer Upgrade program (EHF SATCOM and Computer
Upgrade) seeks first, in Increment one, to upgrade the Spirit's flight management computers as
an enabler for future avionics efforts. increment two integrates the Family of Beyond-line-of-
sight Terminals along with a low observable antenna to provide secure, survivable strategic
communications, while Increment three will connect the B-2 into the Global Information Grid.

Increment 1 of EHF SATCOM and Computer Upgrade is currently in Engineering and



193

Manufacturing Development and on track to begin procurement in Fiscal Year 2011 for fleet
installations beginning at the end of Fiscal Year 2013.

The B-2 is also replacing the original radar antenna and upgrading selected radar
avionics as part of the Radar Modernization Program (RMP) to change the radar operating
frequency. RMP recently recovered from development challenges and has been approved to
enter production. The Low Rate Initial Production contract for the first six production radar kits
was signed on December 29, 2008, with the second and final buy for the remaining seven
shipsets slated for later this year. Seven radar shipsets were also bought during development
and are currently being installed in fleet aircraft to round out the twenty-aircraft B-2 fleet; the
developmental units will be retrofitted to the final production configuration. Thanks in large part
to congressional support, the RMP acquisition strategy was modified to include both life-of-type
component buys to avoid diminishing manufacturing issues during the production run, and
advance procurement to recover five months of the schedule lost while resolving the RMP
integration issues during development.

B-52

The B-52 Stratofortress is our Nation’s oldest frontline long-range strategic bomber, with
the iast airframe entering service with the United States Air Force in 1962. Given the expected
service life of the aircraft, the B-52 airframes will be the longest operationally employed powered
war machine in history, far surpassing the lifespan of any other single model land, sea or air
weapon system. For more than 40 years B-52s have been the backbone of the manned
strategic bomber force for the United States. The B-52 is capable of dropping or faunching the
widest array of weapons in the U.S. inventory, including gravity bombs, cluster bombs, precision
guided missiles and joint direct attack munitions. Updated with modern technology, the B-52
will be capable of delivering the full complement of joint developed weapons and will continue
into the 21st century as an important element of our Nation's defenses.

The Air Force has invested in B-52 modernization programs to keep the platform

operationally relevant by adding satellite and nuclear survivable and secure wideband high data

14
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rate communications; Advanced Targeting Pods - Sniper and LITENING; aircraft computer and
data transfer unit upgrades; and integration of smart weapons to improve conventional warfare
capability.

Together with the B-1 Lancer and the B-2 Spirit, the B-52 Stratofortress serves as a key
component of the United States’ long-range bomber force. it has earned respect as a highly
capable conventional and nuclear combat platform during the Cold War, the Vietnam War,
OPERATIONS DESERT STORM, ALLIED FORCE, ENDURING FREEDOM and IRAQ}
FREEDOM, and is currently deployed to the 20th Expeditionary Bomb Squadron in Guam to
provide a continuous bomber presence mission in the Pacific. The B-52 continues to serve the
nation well as it has during its long and distinguished history, and we have provided significant
support across the future years defense program in recognition of its value.

Combat Search and Rescue Replacement Vehicle (CSAR-X)

The Combat Search and Rescue Replacement Vehicle (CSAR-X) program is the Air
Force's next generation CSAR aircraft and one of the Secretary of the Air Force’s top five
acquisition priorities. The Air Force intends to replace 101 aging HH-80G Pave Hawk
helicopters with 141 CSAR-X aircraft.

The CSAR-X program is currently in source selection with an expected contract award
targeted for Spring 2008. The desired initial operational capability (I0C) is the third quarter of
Fiscal Year 2013 with a required 1OC by the second quarter of Fiscal Year 2015. There are
nine KPPs in the August 2005 JROC approved CSAR-X Capability Development Document.
They are combat radius, deploy-ability, net ready, payload and cabin space, rotor downwash,
self defense, vulnerability reduction, RF threat disengagements, and EO/IR threat
disengagements; for which all thresholds must be met in source selection. Additionally, in
December 2008, the DoD Inspector General released a report on the audit of the requirements
supporting the Air Force process, citing the “Air Force properly vetted CSAR-X KPPs through
the JROC validation and approval process, in accordance with DoD and Air Force acquisition

guidelines.”
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Closing

We are building a 21* Century Air Force prepared to succeed — strategically,
operationally, and tactically. Our highly capable and lethal aviation programs provide Global
Vigitance, Global Reach, and Global Power. These capabilities are critical today and for the
future Joint force. The Air Force is appreciative of the support of this Committee to our Airmen

and our combat aircraft acquisitions programs
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REMARKS OF MR. MURTHA

Mr. MURTHA. Well, thank you very much. Just a couple things
that I wanted to comment on.

One, we talk about a stable ability to buy for industry and for
the military. Last year, we in our negotiations with the Senate had
to cut out one E-2D, the Advanced Hawkeye. Since you use this
in Iraq, the Navy uses that Hawkeye, we are going to see if we can
work that out in the supplemental, since that is something that is
used in the battle group flying in the war zone.

Second is the F-22s. We need an answer. I never believed they
would build the 600—some that they said they were going to buy
in the first place. One of the complaints I have had over and over
again is the military consistently asks for more than they know
they are going to get because it cuts the price down when you aver-
age it out. But we have to pick up the tab.

But we do need as soon as possible answers on these things. And
I know it is not your fault, I know it is OSD and OMB that are
making the decisions now. But it makes it very difficult for us to
do a supplemental, do another supplemental, and then at the same
time come up with a base bill.

So I don’t know what kind of influence you two have on the proc-
ess, but we need some answers. We were supposed to get them last
week, we were supposed to get them this week. The Staff Director
now tells me it will probably be next Friday before we get the de-
tails so we can go forward with recommending to the sub-
committee. Bill and I have always counseled very closely before we
recommend to the subcommittee and then go to the full committee
with this supplemental.

So we know you are in a difficult position, but we need the infor-
mation so we can do a more thorough job in making sure we are
getting the most cost-effective programs.

Mr. Young.

GENERAL AIRCRAFT PROGRAM STATUS

Mr. YouNGg. Mr. Chairman, I am looking for some good news
today. As I read your testimonies and I listen to what you tell us,
I am not sure there is a lot of good news here. We hear about the
Joint Strike Fighter having developmental problems and cost over-
runs. You are talking about buying more Joint Strike Fighters, but
the program is not as robust as we would like it to be. F-22, as
Chairman Murtha has just said, we are not sure where you are on
the F-22 program. The B-52 is pretty old. We are talking about
trying to make it live a little bit longer because B—1 has problems,
B-2 has some problems.

Tell us some good news.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Well, if I could, I believe the progress we
need on the Joint Strike Fighter, as an example, is absolutely crit-
ical to the Navy of the future. We need that program to IOC in
2012 for the Marine Corps, the STOVL variant, and 2015 for the
Navy. We built our force upon that, and indications as we move
forward now is while the JSF variants have slipped somewhat in
production, as we go forward the quality has been good. We need
to keep that stable and keep going with the program. As we get
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into it, I think we will find more and more stability and better per-
formance as we get deeper into the program, sir.

That is part of what we need to do to recapitalize, if you will,
our Strike Fighter force. These are the fifth generation fighters
that we will need in the future and we need to get stable produc-
tion going. Where we see that stable production, we see success sto-
ries.

I believe you will see the benefit of stable production in the Hor-
net case of the E and F, as a success story. That program, and its
progression into the Growler where we melded it into the existing
Hornet multiyear, and took advantage of building off the F-18F
Lot 30, missionizing it to the Growler. This was a significant step
forward that allowed us to bring that program forward.

The P-8 is another example of what I think is a pretty signifi-
cant step. This is the first time we have taken and produced on a
commercial line, a militarized variant of a Boeing 737, which is the
replacement aircraft for the P-3. That aircraft, as I mentioned, has
taken only 9 years from concept development to fielding and when
you look at some of these other timelines is pretty significant, sir.
It is moving along well. It is on cost. It is meeting its objectives
as we go forward. So there is another example for you as well.

General SHACKELFORD. Mr. Young, if I could comment on a cou-
ple of programs. First of all, in the area of urgent operational
needs, which, granted, are not generally new weapons systems, but
they are improvements to existing weapons systems, we have had
an incredible amount of success over the last year providing urgent
needs to the warfighter, to enhance the capability of weapons sys-
tems, be it the targeting pods on the B—1 with the laptop interface
in the cockpit as an interim step towards integration; be it secure
or beyond-line-of-sight radios to the F-15Es, the A—10s and the F—
16s that are operating in the high terrain of Afghanistan; be it the
joint air-dropped, precision air-dropped system that is essentially a
GPS-guided pallet for delivery of supplies; or fielding of variations
of weapons, typically laser-guided/GPS-guided weapons combined
to give us a moving target capability.

But beyond that, when you think about something like the F-22
program, we have a mature production line for the F-22 right now.

Mr. MURTHA. Say that again? Move your mike closer.

General SHACKELFORD. Is that all right, sir?

We have a mature production line for the F-22 that is delivering
aircraft on or ahead of schedule, and many of them are coming
along as zero defect aircraft. As we get that aircraft fielded and
into the hands of the young aviators who are now learning how to
employ that weapons system, we are discovering all kinds of new
things about what we can do with the F-22, which then we have
to take and follow back into our tactics, techniques and procedures
to most effectively take advantage of what we have.

The F-35 is at a very critical point right now because we are
somewhat pass midway in the system design and development
phase, but we are right on the ragged edge of beginning the flight
test program with all the flight test aircraft, the developmental test
aircraft to be delivered out this year.

When it comes to a prediction about what the future of the F-
35 holds, those predictions are based on assumptions. Those as-
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sumptions typically are based on some kind of best practice that we
have in our cost estimating or scheduling paradigms. We will find
out whether those assumptions are valid or not beginning this year
as those flight test aircraft are delivered.

Meanwhile, that program does have an incredibly robust labora-
tory and development lab infrastructure, including that cooperative
avionics test bed, which is going to go a long way towards maturing
the avionics and bypassing many of the problems we have had on
earlier weapons systems and their development, taking care of that
risk reduction early so that we are surprised by fewer things as we
move forward into the program.

Mr. YouNG. Well, I thank both of you for those reports that ap-
pear to be somewhat positive. But what worries me, and I will be
very honest with you, there are some in the Congress and some in
the government who have stated openly that they believe that
some of these aircraft that we are talking about are Cold War rel-
ics and that we will never need them again. Of course, nobody can
be sure of that. It is not only important, but it is absolutely essen-
tial that we are able to maintain complete control of any air over
the battlefield.

So I think you will find this subcommittee is prepared to do
whatever it is that we need to do to be supportive of decisions you
make, but it is important that you do make those decisions. I know
that sometimes the decision is not entirely up to each one of you
as individuals, but it seems like we are just going around in some
circles here. Maybe that is just a feeling that I have and maybe
that is totally not accurate.

But we need to keep these airplanes going. We need to get them
into robust programs. We need to get them into the inventory. If
we never have to use them, we should be thankful, but in the event
we have to use them, we sure as heck better have them.

Anyway, I am here to support keeping Navy aviation and United
States Air Force more capable than ever. We will have some spe-
cific questions as we go through the hearing this morning, but
those are just my general thoughts.

I thank both of you very much, and thank you, Mr. Chairman.

F—22 AIRCRAFT

Mr. MURTHA. Go to the F-22 again, because last year we put
money for advanced procurement in to make sure the line didn’t
come to a stop. It sounds like you are saying the line is going well,
and our concern had been that if that line closed down and we
made the wrong decision, then it would be very expensive down the
road.

What do we have to do this year to make sure until a decision
is made? If they keep putting this decision off, is there something
we need to do in the supplemental?

General SHACKELFORD. Mr. Chairman, the Air Force obviously
supports the Secretary of Defense’s position on bridging the produc-
tion line until a decision can be made attributable to the new ad-
ministration, and that in fact is what is in place right now. The De-
fense Department——
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Mr. MURTHA. Let me make sure from a technical standpoint this
subcommittee understands. You are saying we will need more
money this year in order to have the bridge?

General SHACKELFORD. I am talking about the fiscal year 2009
funds to take care of the four aircraft that are currently in Lot 10,
the proposed Lot 10. The action was taken between last November
and just a few weeks ago to make sure that the production line for
those four aircraft is preserved.

Now, this is advance procurement funds so we are not actually
building those aircraft yet.

Mr. MURTHA. I understand.

General SHACKELFORD. It is advance procurement funds, to lay
in the initial supply chain, if you will, for the components that will
be built up eventually into F-22 aircraft.

Mr. MURTHA. So the subcontract is a problem. If you don’t have
that money, the subcontractors start to go away. Is that basically
the technical problem?

General SHACKELFORD. It is actually the supplier base before you
even get to the subcontractors.

Mr. MURTHA. That is what I am talking about, the supplier base,
which is the subcontractors, that if they don’t have the advance
procurement money it dries up. We got the same problem as if we
shut down the line and started it back up again.

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. If we reach a point where they
do not consider the future of the program to be solid enough for
them to continue building whatever component they are providing,
then we wind up with a break in that supplier base, and that is
what we are protecting right now for those four aircraft.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Visclosky.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER ALTERNATE ENGINE

Mr. ViscLosky. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, I want to ask about the alternative engine for the Joint
Strike Fighter. For the last 3 years, the committee has directed the
Department to fund an alternative engine and has provided about
$1 billion. In each year the Department has elected not to follow
the direction. With 2,000 jets, you don’t think competition would
help as far as pricing and reliability?

General SHACKELFORD. Sir, while the Air Force and certainly the
Defense Department support the notion of competition as being
good, particularly in the manner of saving dollars for the taxpayer,
the business case analysis that we have at this point, that the De-
fense Department has supported, shows that we would not be sav-
ing funds by bringing on that second engine. So in spite of the po-
tential for competition, the business case doesn’t support it at this
point, and therefore the Department doesn’t support the second en-
gine.

Mr. ViscLOsKY. Could you explain the rationale of that report ba-
sically? What is the thesis?

General SHACKELFORD. There are several elements that go into
that. Part of it is the investment required early on for the contin-
ued development of the second engine. Those dollars, were they
sourced out of the existing program, would be at the expense of dol-
lars going towards production of aircraft which has a side effect of



200

increasing the unit cost on an annual basis for those aircraft, mak-
ing them less affordable at that time.

Likewise, the learning curve, which has a direct impact on the
unit cost of the engines, be it the primary engine or an alternate
engine, gets shallowed out sooner. Therefore, we don’t save as
much from a learning perspective in the increased production of
the original engine. When you factor those items together, the cost-
benefit does not equal a favorable number.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Am I correct in understanding that the engine
that will be used to power the Marine Corps variant of the Joint
Strike Fighter experienced significant problems over the last year
which delayed the first flight?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. The problems experienced with the engine
related to blades have been resolved and the engines are now in
the BF-1 and BF-2 and both are proceeding in flight testing. The
Pratt & Whitney engine issues and the root causes of the blade
failure were resolved last year.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Is the contractor still waiting for a certified en-
gine?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. On the F-135, on the Pratt & Whitney en-
gine, it continues to go through tests on 11,000 hours on 16 engines
and the program continues to move forward on the development of
that engine.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Is the contractor waiting for a certified engine?

General SHACKELFORD. The engine is certified. It is in the air-
craft and the aircraft is on the hover pit beginning initial evalua-
tions in the short takeoff vertical land mode, not yet having flown
in that mode.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. So the engine is certified to begin short takeoff
and vertical landing testing?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Yes, sir, it is.

Mr. ViscLosky. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. MURTHA. Both the House and the Senate feel very strongly
about the alternative engine. I can remember years ago when Pratt
& Whitney was having big problems with one of their engines, we
put GE engines in and that saved the day. We had an alternative
to it. That is why this subcommittee feels so strongly, our experi-
ences. There are times when you need not only competition, but
you need something out there. So we feel very strongly about this.

I know your answer was well, it comes out of production. Well,
that is not the point. At some point the competition we feel in the
long period of time, as long as these airplanes run, as long as we
have these programs going, that we feel it would be actually cost-
effective to have the competition. So we expect the Air Force to
eventually build this alternative engine.

Mr. Frelinghuysen.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER COMBAT CAPABILITY

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Maybe competition—good morning, gentle-
men—from another perspective, what the Russians are doing, what
the Chinese are doing, Indian capabilities. Some of the things that
happened in the Taiwan Strait in just the last week or so, I don’t
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like the notion that we would ever be in a position where we
wouldn’t be able to exert our superiority.

The Joint Strike Fighter, can you talk a little bit about its
dogfighting ability, either of you? I still have a good memory of
going out to Langley, and obviously I think the Raptor is a remark-
able plane but the Raptor has stealth. The Joint Strike Fighter has
less stealth. But I am interested in sort of air-to-air combat capa-
bility vis-a-vis what our adversaries have in terms of capabilities.

General SHACKELFORD. Sir, the F-22 and F-35 are really com-
plementary.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I know they are complementary. They are
part of our team.

General SHACKELFORD. What the F-35 lacks that the F-22 has
is altitude capability, speed capability, and a certain amount of
agility. And while it has an air-to-air weapons capability in the in-
ternal carriage mode that is nothing to shy away from

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. How many air-to-air missiles does the
Joint

General SHACKELFORD. Internally, four AIM—120 AMRAAMs.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And that is internal?

General SHACKELFORD. Internal, yes, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So for additional capability you would have
to have things on the outside of the aircraft, is that right?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. To add the heat seeking missile,
the AIM-9X, that would be external carriage.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And when you do that, obviously you have
a bigger footprint, I assume, right? Whatever the stealth capabili-
ties is you somewhat minimize?

General SHACKELFORD. Any change to the outside of the aircraft
has a negative effect generally on low observables.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So how does that aircraft compare with,
shall we say, the foreign competition, our likely adversaries. What
are the Russians and Chinese doing? Because the issue here to me
is that there are a lot of what we call integrated air defense sys-
tems out there, and I just sort of wonder what the capability of the
Joint Strike Fighter is vis-a-vis those types of defense capabilities
that our adversaries have and that seem to be proliferating?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. The comparative nature with the
foreign weapons systems is something outside of my specific area.
18?{ we could get back to you with a direct comparison, if you would

ike.

[The information follows:]

The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Lightning II will achieve an initial operational ca-
pability with the Air Force in Fiscal Year 2013, joining our active force to com-
plement America’s other fifth generation fighter, the F—22 Raptor. Fifth generation
aircraft combine the attributes of stealth, maneuverability, multi-role, and sensor
fusion to allow them to gain access into denied airspace against today’s—and tomor-
row’s—air and ground threats projected to be possessed by near-peer potential ad-
versaries. While both possess the attributes of fifth generation fighters, the F-22 is
optimized for air dominance through unparalleled speed, acceleration and maneu-

verability, while the F-35 is optimized for global persistent attack through in-
creased payload and range.

General SHACKELFORD. From an acquisition perspective, the
things that the F-35 brings, the stealth capability is important be-
cause the foreign competitors do not have that. The integrated avi-
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onics are important because the foreign competitors haven’t
reached that stage yet. When you combine those things with—par-
ticularly the stealth with the avionics with the weapons sys-
tems——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. You are talking about the Joint Strike
Fighter here?

General SHACKELFORD. The F-35, yes, sir. When you combine
those things, you do put the F-35 in an advantageous sense, even
if it is in a maneuvering capacity on par with an international com-
petitor, because he will be able to engage prior to a visual fight
where the maneuverability becomes more significant.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But if you add things that are not internal,
you obviously have a bigger—you know, the air defense systems
have some ability to sort of spot you, don’t they?

General SHACKELFORD. The air defense systems, the surface-to-
air missiles, particularly the higher end, newer air defense systems
that are proliferating around, will have a much more difficult time
finding an F-35 than any fourth generation fighter.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Even with all the add-ons that are not in-
ternal? Your footprint isn’t larger?

General SHACKELFORD. Once you reach a phase of the battle
where you can afford to add external stores to the F—-35, then those
integrated air defense systems are less significant. The early por-
tions of the battle are when the clean airplane—that is, its smallest
signature, are most important. Those are the times when you
would prefer not to add external stores.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Bishop.

F—22 REQUIREMENTS AND PERFORMANCE

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

General Shackelford, I know you can’t speak for the fiscal year
2010 proposed budget, but we have seen some press reports, some
quoting the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, discussing a new number
for the F—22’s combat requirement of at least 243 to 250.

Can you discuss this new so-called moderate risk number and
whether it is backed up by some classified campaign-based anal-
ysis? In an unclassified manner, obviously, can you explain why the
Air Force needs more than 183 in the tactical air fighter mix? Some
people have suggested that the F-22 and the F-35 do the same
thing. Of course, the Air Force’s response is that they are com-
plementary and they are different.

Can you explain how they are different and how they are com-
plementary in the context of your need for additional F—22s?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. Thank you for your interest in
those fifth generation fighters.

The Chief of Staff of the Air Force has previously said that 381
are too many and 183 are not enough. What comes out as the new
number he has reserved the right to bring to the Secretary of De-
fense, and I expect some number to come out of the budget when
it is released next month.

As to how we judge those numbers and over time how we have
changed the numbers, a great deal of analysis goes on in the back-
ground using scenarios that have various assumptions as to what
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is going to take place in the scenario and what force structure is
brought to that scenario. So it is more than just a single weapons
system scenario, and in this case would include both F-22s and F-
35s.

As that analysis takes place, part of the calculus, if you will, is
what level of risk is there in accomplishing the national military
strategy given those scenarios and how they interact. So depending
on how you judge what is acceptable risk, that will lead you to
some number and that number, that sort of number is what con-
tributes to changing those requirements.

Mr. BisHOP. What is the difference in the F—22 and the F-35?

General SHACKELFORD. Both aircraft bring stealth technology, in-
tegrated avionics, advanced weapons systems, maneuverability.
The F-22 is optimized from a super-cruise maneuverability or agil-
ity perspective and sensor suite for air-to-air battle. It has air-to-
ground capability in a supplemental sense which is growing
through the modernization program.

The F-35 has less performance, but a much different sensor suite
optimized for detecting and identifying targets on the ground with
a much larger weapon load, albeit external at some point once you
get to a phase in the battle that you can afford to carry external
stores.

So complementary in nature that both of them have the ability
to take on an integrated air defense system with the advantage
really being initially for the F—22. But as we move farther into that
battle, the F-35’s strengths in terms of persistent ground attack
will start to carry the day in terms of supporting the rest of the
joint force.

CSAR HELICOPTER

Mr. BisHOP. Let’s switch gears for a moment and talk about the
combat search and rescue helicopter program. The Air Force has
said that the combat search and rescue helicopter replacement pro-
gram is the second highest priority, behind only the tanker replace-
ment program.

What is the status of the request for proposals, what is driving
the need for the new combat search and rescue helicopter, and will
these assets continue to be low density high demand, or will we
buy enough and prove them sufficiently so they become part of the
Air Force’s expeditionary force?

The Secretary of Defense has started to use the combat search
and rescue assets to assist in medical evacuations in Afghanistan.
How does that differ from the traditional combat search and rescue
mission, and how will this impact the number of aircraft that are
required by the Air Force as some of them will be retasked for
medical evacuations?

General SHACKELFORD. The Combat Search and Rescue X heli-
copter program, CSAR-X, is in source selection right now. We are
expecting a contract award late this spring and it is moving for-
ward. That program replaces 101 HH—60Gs, our present CSAR hel-
icopter, with 141 aircraft, bringing to mind two issues; sufficiency
in numbers and capability. The number changed from 101 to 141,
intended to get out of the low density, high demand category. The
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capability changes for the new helicopter intended to address short-
falls that the current HH-60G has in performing the mission.

Mr. BisHOP. What are those shortfalls?

General SHACKELFORD. These would be self-protection, the load
out it can carry, how it handles higher elevations as we are seeing
in the Afghanistan type of theater, range. So those are all ad-
dressed through this acquisition program.

Mr. BisHOP. So you have longer range in the new ones?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. When it comes to the role of
combat search and rescue, this is a long-time role that the Air
Force has taken on, and it differs from the use of helicopters in,
say, a general utility role. Typically the medical evacuation mission
is more of a general utility type of role for any helicopter and they
are so tasked either out of the Army or the Air Force.

Combat search and rescue is a riskier, much more offensive and
self-protective type of mission, and today’s CSAR helicopters are
called upon in the theater when there is a medevac mission that
is in a higher risk type of context, maybe low visibility or night,
for instance, where the special equipment on board those heli-
copters and the special training of the personnel is valuable for
personnel recovery.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you.

Mr. MURTHA. I appreciate that line of questioning, because this
Committee has been in the forefront of trying to make sure you
have what you need, and we just found out it takes 72 minutes to
get an injured person on average in Afghanistan to the hospital,
and therefore our death-to-injury ratio is much higher in Afghani-
stan than it is in Iraq.

We went out to Nellis, I sent staff out, I went out to Nellis, and
we put $100 million to upgrade. We know the Air Force is involved
in trying to help the Army in increasing the number of medevac
helicopters in Afghanistan. So we are in the forefront on this issue.
We think it is as important as anything you can possibly do.

Mr. Kingston.

TACTICAL AIRCRAFT SHORTFALL

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a few questions
for the Admiral and then one for the Air Force.

The first question, Admiral, and I will just go through them, you
say you have a shortfall of 125 aircraft. I was wondering how you
get those numbers, just generally. For example, does it include
your grounded aircraft? You have 39 P-3s that are grounded. And
then I guess along that line, you have 157 P-3s. How many does
it take to track a sub? How do you decide how many P-3s you actu-
ally need? Also, did we ever figure out what the Chinese learned
when they seized the P-3?

Then finally, do you feel like the Prowlers are going to be okay
for 5 more years, 10 more years, or is that something we should
start focusing on?

Then, General, I had a question for you on the F—22 on the per-
formance-based logistic contracts. Where will that work be done
and what is the cost-effectiveness of that? How much money does
that save the taxpayers to have it done by a contractor? As I under-
stand it, that business model did not come before the contract was
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signed, then the contract was signed and then we are working up
the cost-effectiveness of it. And that is not an unfriendly question.
I just wanted to know more about it.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Congressman, thank you for the questions.
First, let me begin by saying as we are here today, future force re-
quirements are under review and will be subject to further deter-
mination.

But to your question you raised specifically addressing a short-
fall, you also talked about 125 aircraft and then mentioned P-3s.
If we talk about shortfall, the Strike Fighter shortfall will be one
piece. We have shortfalls in other areas. For example, P-3s, as you
get redstripes to P-3s, which is basically taking P-3s offline due
to fatigue and other things in life, we need to do additional mainte-
nance on them. As we take those aircraft offline, that creates a
shortfall.

Let me address first, again emphasizing that future force struc-
ture is under review, but as an acquisition person I will address
your question specifically so as not to be evasive.

In the FY2009 President’s Budget submission, there was a force
structure in place for tactical aviation. That involved supporting 11
carriers, 10 air wings and three Marine air wings. When you look
to that force and project it forward with the current burn rate and
projected burn rate of the aircraft on life cycle that is attendant
with them, we did predict or project it out to be at that time 125
aircraft, tactical aircraft, short.

Your next question was how would you make that up? It is
through a combination of factors, where we would first ensure the
ramp rate of the JSF to meet our 2012 and 2015 IOCs for the Ma-
rine Corps and the Navy. It is absolutely critical that we do that,
and the numbers that are supported within the JSF program office.

The second thing we have to do is manage our existing inventory.
The F/A-18 E/F program today, as I mentioned, is executing ex-
tremely well. The program of record for that aircraft would have
23 F/A-18 F/Fs in the 2009 budget, and additionally the program
would buy out at around 506 total F/A-18 A/B/C/D aircraft. When
you add that to the existing F/A-18 A/B/C/D legacy Hornets, which
the number of those is around 600 and some odd number of air-
craft, you say well, do you even have a shortfall?

These aircraft, the Hornets, when they first came online, had a
notional life of 6,000 hours. We have done center bill replacements
on Lot 17 and below Hornets to bring them up to be able to fly to
8,000 hours. Every time we look at extending service life, we do so
through a service life assessment program. That feeds into a serv-
ice life extension program. We looked at whether we could get
those aircraft up to 8,600 hours. To do that would require an in-
vestment of about half a million dollars per aircraft we estimate,
and would give you about 2 years additional flight service. By that,
I mean you are figuring the notional fly rates of around 30 hours
per month per aircraft. If you do the math it comes up about 2 ad-
ditional years.

To fill the short gap with legacy you would have to go to addi-
tional hours. The question was how far could you go with the Hor-
nets in lifetime. There is a SLAP analysis conducted to investigate
going from 8,600 to 10,000 hours. This is a significant investment
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that would take a significant amount of maintenance and depot
work to bring those aircraft up to speed. This effort is not funded,
that is not in the plan today; but it is being looked at to see what
we do if need be.

The third thing we do is manage by bureau number on these air-
craft today. We know exactly what the fatigue life is for each one
of these airplanes. When we first started into the hornet looking
at fatigue life, it was wing-root. We were concerned about traps
and cats, how many landings we could get in these airplanes. We
took that from 2,000 up to 2,700. Then we got into things like
wing-root fatigue life issues, where we had to look into airframe
concerns and how we resolve those concerns to get additional
hours. All those go forward as we do that. We look at every indi-
vidual jet, what it has on it.

For example, if we had Marine Hornets that had cats and traps
because they have been more shore based than at sea, but had lim-
ited flight hours, we could exchange them with the Navy and Ma-
rine Corps. The same thing with the Navy. We might have more
hours left, but not cats and traps on them because they have been
at sea. We could then look to share those as well, to bring that and
fill that as much as we could as we go forward. That is how you
would manage the force to cover that shortfall.

P—3 FORCE STRUCTURE

Mr. KINGSTON. I know that that is a lot longer answer than I fig-
ured. That explains it. I got to back off though and see if I could
get you to talk about the Chinese and the P-3, and then if we have
time, Mr. Chairman, get to the F—22 question.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. To the P-3 question, you had on force com-
position. That is dictated by combatant commanders’ needs
throughout the world. You go through in various theaters of oper-
ation you have and that is what dictates our force structure for the
P-3. The P-8 is a planned replacement of the P-3 where the pro-
gram of record would put us at a 108 aircraft requirement and that
is again based on the training and equipping and providing for
those squadrons as they go forward.

You said was there intel. I can take that for the record about the
impacts of the EP-3. That episode, I can certainly come back with
that, sir.

[The information follows:]

Regretfully, due to the sensitive nature of this subject, I am unable to provide a

response in this forum. However, a briefing could be made available to you if so de-
sired.

ELECTRONIC ATTACK AIRCRAFT

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Your last question was on Prowlers. We will
continue to maintain our Prowlers as we go forward. The Navy’s
position is we are bringing on the Growler, which is a tremen-
dously capable airplane. It has 88 envisioned in the program of
record. It will replace, as I mentioned, our squadrons of Prowlers
in the Navy today. The Navy is also decommissioning its expedi-
tionary squadron, so we will be at essentially 10 Growler squad-
rons as we come forward with IOC at the end of this year.
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Then what will be the future for the Marine Corps. As the Navy
brings the Growlers on, the Marine Corps will keep the Prowlers
in service until sundown of 2019 for them. The Marine Corps are
going to rely on the JSF in terms of STOVL variant. We are also
kicking off a study this year, funded in the 2009 budget which is
an AoA for the next generation Jammer. That is their plan as they
go forward.

Mr. KINGSTON. Okay.

F—22 PERFORMANCE BASED LOGISTICS

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. Thank you for your question on
performance-based logistics. That area in general, the supply chain
is one that is ripe for continuous process improvement, and per-
formance-based logistics contracting is the fruit of some of that im-
provement. If I recall correctly, the F—22 performance-based logis-
tics contract was a DOD award winner this past year for a success
story.

As to the details that you are asking for there, that lives more
in the sustainment world than the acquisition world. So I would
ask that you let me take that for the record and get back to you
in the detail you are looking for.

[The information follows:]

The Product Support Integrator (PSI) role includes responsibilities such as supply
chain management, sustaining engineering, technical data, and customer support.
The lead PSI is Lockheed Martin in Marietta, GA, with support from Lockheed Mar-
tin in Fort Worth, TX and Boeing in Seattle, WA, Pratt and Whitney, located in
Hartford, CT, is the engine PSI. The current PSI strategy was the result of the pro-
gram’s evaluation of request for information responses from industry and Ogden Air
Logistics Center in 2005 and endorsed by the Rand study in 2006. A business case
analysis evaluating alternative PSI strategies is currently underway and will be
completed this year. Study results will be integrated into the out year F-22 Per-
formance Based Logistics (PBL) strategy.

Depot level maintenance is another key aspect of the PBL contract. This work is
being accomplished in both contractor and Air Force depot facilities. The majority
of F-22 depot workload is transitioning to Air Force depots over the next several
years in order to meet Title 10 Core and 50/50 requirements. Oklahoma City ALC
is partnered with Pratt and Whitney on the F119 engine and is doing both overhaul
and repair work. Depot level aircraft modifications are being accomplished at Ogden
ALC, UT, and Lockheed Palmdale, CA. The two locations are roughly equivalent in
capacity. Airframe component workloads are being transitioned to all three Air Lo-
gistics Centers located in Oklahoma City, OK; Ogden, UT; and Warner Robins, GA,
based on the assigned technology repair center designation. To date, eight organic
activations are completed to include wheels and brakes, doors and panels and gen-
erators. Eight more activations are planned for 2009 to include fuel pumps, environ-
mental control system components, and on board oxygen generation system. Projec-
tions show 75% of F-22 depot maintenance will be performed in organic depots in
2011 and 84% by 2012.

In 2007, Rand conducted a cost benefit analysis off the proposed strategy prior
to the PBL contract award. The RAND study results confirmed Lockheed as the PSI
in 2008 and 2009 as the only viable option in the near term. The study stated that
over a five year period organic and contractor PSI costs are comparable within study
assumptions and margins of error. For depot level workloads, each activation is pre-
ceded by a comprehensive depot partnering assessment which defines a cost effec-
tive activation plan of the subject workload. These assessments have shown that re-
curring costs at contractor and organic depots are comparable.

Based on the 2007 RAND study, there were no significant savings, contractor and
organic costs were comparable. Depot source of repair decisions are primarily based
on core and 50/50 requirements.

The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review mandated Performance Based Logistics
implementation within DOD. The F—22 program took a number of steps to flesh out
the details. The first was a sustainment alternatives study (2004) which considered
a broad scope of strategies. This study recommended implementing a public/private
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partnership strategy with the possibility of future competition as the weapon system
matured. In 2005, the program office released a request for information to deter-
mine the potential for competition and better understand program options. Multiple
responses were received including Ogden Air Logistics Center. All were evaluated
by an Air Force team and they concluded Lockheed Martin was the only viable
source for overall weapon system sustainment until weapon system maturity
(100,000 flight hours, approximately 2011). A similar strategy was developed for
Pratt & Whitney on the engine except they were to interface with Lockheed Martin,
the weapon system PSI. In 2007, RAND conducted a cost benefit analysis off the
proposed strategy prior to PBL contract award. The RAND study results confirmed
that the Lockheed Martin PSI approach was the only viable option in the near term.
The study stated that over a five year period organic and contractor PSI costs are
comparable within study assumptions and margins of error. The study supported
the proposed F-22 PBL strategy and concurred with completing a full budget cost
analysis when the program was more mature. The program office kicked off a budg-
et cost analysis in August 2008. The budget cost analysis is evaluating several
sustainment alternatives across the continuum between full organic and full con-
tractor PSI. Completion of the budget cost analysis is expected in late 2009.

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Hinchey.

STRIKE FIGHTER SHORTFALL

Mr. HINCHEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, General, it is very interesting to be here with you and
listen to your answers to these questions and the things that you
are saying.

I just wanted to follow up a little bit on the tactical shortfall,
first of all, for the Navy and Marine Corps, which as I understand
it is continuing to decline. That shortfall is going up in fact. More
and more aircraft are in need and not being there to deal with the
circumstances that they have to deal with. The number we are
being given is 125. The shortfall is about 125 in the context of this
fiscal year. So, that means it is likely to continue to increase over
the course of the end of this fiscal year and into next, and that pri-
marily the reason for the shortfall is the delay in the F-35, which
is an aircraft of substantial priority and which is going to take on
a lot of this responsibility. I assume all of that is true.

What is delaying the F-35? Why is it not coming in as quickly
as it was anticipated?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Thank you for the question, Congressman
Hinchey. Without repeating myself on the shortfall, again, the force
structure and composition of the future is under discussion today.
I will caveat all of what I say with my discussions of a Joint Strike
Fighter is based on what was submitted for the PB 2009 budget.

I would emphasize the JSF as we go forward, as an example, we
need to have the ramp rate for the JSF as it is coming now into
its production and we see that things are a few months behind
even today from what we thought they would be. We need to get
them forward. The quality is excellent. For example, in other areas
like software development, we should be about 69 percent, it is
about 70 percent. That is tracking well. There are areas of the pro-
gram that are doing extremely well. We want to continue to em-
phasize that.

What matters is to get into production ramp rates that delivers
a stable quantity that we can count on to deliver forward. The
more you slide out to the right, then obviously we are not having
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the number to fill our air wings as we go forward. We have to plan
accordingly.

I think the indication last year was when we had the fiscal year
2009 budget, it had a long lead for one carrier variant, for example.
We requested four and it was basically reduced to one. Subse-
quently, the Congress took action to put an Above Threshold Re-
programming (ATR) on, official reprogramming to return those
three aircraft, on long-lead material buy for Advance Procurement
(AP), and that allows us then to not have to slide the IOC as a
Navy variant, as an example. That is critical.

To answer your question, it is essential that we maintain the fu-
ture procurement of the JSF to fill our air wings and that we man-
age very closely the legacy fleet to match up with that.

Mr. HINCHEY. We fully understand that. And part of the situa-
tion that is causing concern, of course, is the additional pressure
that is put on the existing airplanes. As an example of that, the
F-15, which fell apart while it was in flight, I think it was some-
time last year. So whether or not anything like that is likely to
occur of course is a significant issue that we have to deal with, and
it is one of the reasons why I am sure you are doing everything
you can to press for that F—35 to move as quickly as possible.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Yes, sir.

COMBAT SEARCH AND RESCUE HELICOPTER

Mr. HINCHEY. I just wanted to ask a question about the combat
search and rescue helicopter that you were talking about a few mo-
ments ago. You said that the contract for that is going to be coming
into effect sometime later this spring.

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. Our intent is to award the con-
tract late this spring.

Mr. HINCHEY. What do you anticipate about that? Do you know
where the contract is going and what is the context of that con-
tract? How rapidly do you anticipate that these new combat search
and rescue helicopters are going to be put into play?

General SHACKELFORD. In terms of timing, the initial operational
capability for the helicopter is intended to be between the third
quarter of fiscal year 2013 and the second quarter of 2015. So a
contract award this spring will lead to about four years from now
an initial operational capability.

Mr. HINCHEY. Okay. So you are feeling comfortable with that?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Congressman Hinchey, one thing that is
similar but not exactly the same in terms of combat SAR, would
be the Navy’s recapitalizing on its combat SAR assets on the car-
riers and the Expeditionary Strike Groups (ESGs) and the carrier
strike groups. That was mentioned before from Mr. Young, as a
good news story we can hear. The Romeo and Sierra programs are
doing extremely well. The Romeo, which replaces our anti-surface
and anti-submarine helo assets at sea, 30 aircraft delivered, and as
we go forward this year 254 is in the program of record.

The Sierra is our combat SAR for the carriers and the expedi-
tionary strike groups as you go forward, and those are part of a
multiyear with the Army that produces the 60 series in general,
both the Romeos, the Sierras and the Army. That multi-year has
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been extremely beneficial. As we go forward, we are about 18 sus-
taining rate on the Sierras, but that will deliver our capability
there. Not the same helo, but it is a combat SAR. When you men-
tion the combat SAR, that is what the Navy is moving on, and that
aircraft which will that need for us.

Mr. HINCHEY. I thank you very much, gentlemen.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Ms. Granger.

JOINT STRIKE FIGHTER PRODUCTION

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. This is a question to both of you gen-
tlemen.

General, given the Air Force’s fiscal year 2013 I0C requirement
and the Marines is fiscal year 2012 and the Navy fiscal year 2015,
how important is it that the F-35 production stay on track and be
allowed to ramp up efficiently to high rate production in order to
stay affordable?

General SHACKELFORD. Ma’am, thank you for that. It is abso-
lutely critical that the F-35 stay on track. Presently the Air Force
plan is to ramp to 80 for the conventional takeoff and landing F-
35A by fiscal year 2015. The production line can handle as many
as 110, were we able to get to that, or a total of roughly 240 for
the entire A, B and C production line. Were we able to ramp to 110
in the Air Force, that would deliver the Air Force’s complement of
presently program of record 1,763 seven years early, and it would
save the combined program $13 billion.

Affordability is one of the pillars of the F-35 program. The more
we can keep it on track, the more we can buy at economic rates,
the more economical and affordable it will be.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. Admiral?

Admiral ArRCHITZEL. Congresswoman Granger, I can only echo
those comments. As we said before, the JSF is critical to the Navy
and the Marine Corps. As the program of record, for the Depart-
ment of Navy it is 680 aircraft. How we split that as we go forward
in the force structure will determine what the exact numbers fall
out to be, between the STOVL and carrier Variant. But in the 2009
budget with the LRIP 3, seven STOVL long-lead with additional
advance procurement for 14 in the budget rather, and also as I
mentioned the long-lead for the CV variant. So it is absolutely crit-
ical that we maintain those on track for the 2012 IOC for the Ma-
rine Corps and 2015 for the Navy.

Ms. GRANGER. I have a follow-up question also having to do with
cost.

The GAO annually expresses concerns about concurrency in pro-
grams, and while it is true there is an overlap in production in the
F-35, isn’t it also true that this makes the programs more afford-
able, and the lessons learned in F-22, as well as significant invest-
ment in laboratory and infrastructure, have significantly reduced
the risk of overlap in the F-35 program?

General SHACKELFORD. Ma’am, when the F-35 program first
started back in 2001, the acquisition strategy was recognized as
having a fair amount of concurrency, and that was accepted by the
enterprise, if you will, as an opportune way to move the weapons
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system forward. That, granted, provides a certain level of risk in
terms of production before we are complete with development.

On the other hand, what it allows us to do is take advantage of
reduced prices, unit costs, by increasing the production not only in
the program and—perhaps in the purist sense, if you try to actu-
ally split the development and the production, the implications for
industry in terms of a break in production and the expertise re-
quired to build the airplanes would be catastrophic in terms of the
cost implications.

Now, to mitigate that in the case of the F-35, as we move for-
ward on an annual basis or, more often, when we are discussing
the program with the defense acquisition executive, each phase of
the program has entrance criteria or exit criteria that play into the
maturation of the development of the product. So we have frequent
opportunities to pause if we see something coming along that is
going to be a major developmental issue for the aircraft.

But in a general sense, that trade-off between affordability and
risk, if you will, is cooked into the F-35 program from the start.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. I think, Congresswoman Granger, your
question went to, as we have already mentioned, the idea of sta-
bility and anything we are going to acquire is always helpful both
for long-lead material, for economic quantity, for industrial base
considerations and producibility, and when we perturbate that and
when we change those quantities or change those ramp rates, it
has an impact that we have to deal with at that point.

So, from an acquisition standpoint, if we know we have a stable
amount we are going to buy and we can then translate that to in-
dustry and they can count on that investment, they can make in-
vestments in their lines, they can make investments in their—that
gives them that return on investment that they can assure they are
going to have. When we start to perturbate that, that has an im-
pact.

Of course, we also need the same thing back from industry,
which is, when you say you are going to produce these, we need
to have them come out in the numbers you said and the quality
that we need from them, which we are seeing in the case of JSF.

Ms. GRANGER. Thank you. I thank you both.

Mr. MURTHA. Ms. Kilpatrick.

TACTICAL AIRCRAFT INVENTORY

Ms. KiLPATRICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I first want to com-
mend you, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Young and the rest of the sub-
committee, for your dedication, understanding and intellect of the
entire Department of Defense. I am just amazed, having sat here
now for a month or so and watched all of you; and I want to put
that on the record.

I am most proud of you.

Mr. MURTHA. We are glad to have you on the committee. We ap-
preciate it.

Ms. KiLPATRICK. Thank you, sir.

And to the admiral and to the general, the same to you, sir, to
both of you. As I sat here and prepared for the hearing last night,
it is probably the most technical in terms of picking out technical-
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ities and what you need to know in this business, and I want to
commend you both, as acquisition men, for your services as you
represent them well, your knowledge and all of that.

There has been much talk about the Joint Striker Force as well
as the F-35, 8 years, 13 in total. As we move to Afghanistan, and
you talked about the Joint Strike fighters and their coordination,
the F fighters, will we have enough, will we be able to—because
the F-35 is not readily available, will we have what we need as we
move into Afghanistan, a different terrain, different type of equip-
ment and fighters necessary?

As the acquisition chiefs in your services, can we meet it? Can
we meet the demands? Will our service be safe? Will we have what
we need to secure them first, and then to—I don’t know what you
call “win” because there is no winning in any of this to me.

Can you comment just a bit on that, first in terms of the equip-
ment and capability and the protection of our men and women who
have—who will be on the ground and in the air and in the water.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Congresswoman Kilpatrick, thank you. I ap-
preciate it. We don’t often get the acquisition people being told
what a good job we are doing, so we appreciate that.

But I will say that as we look forward to your question, which
is a good one, we are in a position where we don’t know what the
next future force levels will be, so we are basing things on the here
and now today. But to your comment, as an acquisition force, we
have to look across the board both in service and future and what
we are buying and procuring will be out there. Concerning the
question you have on Afghanistan, per se, we have to deal with
what we have today.

To that aspect of it, I will say we take great pains to make sure
that we maintain our aircraft in a vigilant way, to make sure that
we take care of the people who are flying those airplanes and main-
tain them, that they are the best equipment we can have so we
don’t have a fair fight. We are not looking for a fair fight. We are
looking for a fight we can win. We keep our warfighters in mind.

I have had command of USS Theodore Roosevelt and a squadron
of aircraft. General Shackelford has had his experience operation-
ally, as well; and I know what it means to be out there in harm’s
way. We look to that today.

We mentioned the maintaining of the Strike Fighters today, the
E and F, the Hornets, the A through D as well. We have to make
sure we maintain those aircraft so that they can go forward with
this. It is not just the fighters either, but it is across the board
whether it is the aircraft we introduce in the theater today, aircraft
like the V-22s, they go in; whatever it happens to be, we have to
make sure that we have capable aircraft that are ready and can
perform the mission needed at the time they are needed.

Thank you for your question.

Ms. KiLPATRICK. Thank you, sir.

General SHACKELFORD. Ma’am, if I may comment, your Air Force
today is perfectly capable of responding when the combatant com-
mander calls and asks for force structure to support the joint mis-
sion, which we are very capable of doing to the extent that we are
called on in Afghanistan, which from an Air Force perspective
could largely be thought of from a fighter perspective as ability to
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support the joint operation with close air support. We use the F-
15E, the A-10 and the F-16 to do that, and we have ample force
structure to meet the needs.

From an acquisition perspective, it brings to mind keeping those
aircraft relevant for that particular kind of fight. And the types of
challenges that we have run into in Afghanistan are primarily re-
lated to the elevation, the high terrain, line-of-sight kinds of prob-
lems when we have ground forces that are down in valleys and
they either have to communicate or have to get air support, which
is available and on call.

So, acquisition-wise, what we have done is equipped those types
of aircraft with radios that use satellite communication to overcome
the terrain issues. They are also secure to deal with possible jam-
ming or intrusion by some bad guy that would want to do that.

We have also deployed a communications gateway, a high-alti-
tude platform that is able to communicate with multiple types of
radios. There are various varieties of radios and datalinks that
don’t all speak the same language, so to speak. Well, this gateway
speaks all of them and translates so that we can get that direct
communication between the strike aircraft and the folks on the
ground, be they the engaged troops or the forward air controllers.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Now, we are far more superior than our adver-
saries, as Mr. Frelinghuysen was asking. We can beat this even as
we beef up our numbers and all that you have mentioned. Are we
more superior than an adversary that we will be fighting?

General SHACKELFORD. I would suggest to you that the sophis-
tication we can bring to the fight would be superior to what the ad-
versary can bring. But again we have to think about the type of
fight, the irregular warfare that is going on here. We have to make
sure we are relevant to that context.

Ms. KILPATRICK. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Rogers.

F—15 ATIRCRAFT

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, welcome. Let me ask you about the F—15. While we
are waiting on the F-22s and the 35s and whatever else, you still
have to utilize and rely upon the F-15. And when in December
2007 one of them crashed, you grounded all of the F-15 aircraft.

Where do we stand now with the F-15s, and are you sure you
have got it right?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. That mishap, which was early
November, resulted in a grounding of the F—-15 fleet and a subse-
quent determination that the F-15Es, the newer airplanes, average
about 18 years old, were not at risk because of a different struc-
ture; so they were taken out of the equation immediately.

The older F-15, As through Ds, average age of about 27 years
at this point, were the culprit, and resulted in a great deal of struc-
tural analysis that grounded nine aircraft though five of those, four
of those, four or five of them we were able to go and repair that
longeron. We retired the other aircraft, but only nine were ulti-
mately at risk of the same type of failure.
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Following the analysis that led to an establishment of safety of
flight, the fleet was cleared for operation and it has no performance
limitations based on that problem with the longeron. There are ad-
ditional inspections and additional maintenance personnel to make
sure that we don’t have a recurrence of that particular event.

It also led to a resurgence, if you will, in the aircraft structural
integrity program for the F—15, which we have got on contract now
for a structural teardown of one of the aircraft and starting on con-
tract later this summer a full-scale fatigue test, which we will
carry out over time and will inform us as to what other potential
issues we may have for the F—15 in the future, considering we plan
to keep 176 what are termed “Golden Eagles” out into the mid-
2020s.

Mr. ROGERS. So are the Cs and Ds flying now?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. The fleet is flying with no re-
striction based on that longeron problem.

Mr. ROGERS. And the Cs and Ds, those are the nine that you re-
paired?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. As, Bs, Cs and Ds.

Mr. ROGERS. And you determined that the Es don’t have that
problem?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes. The structure on the E, because it
is built for a mission that is a two-seat airplane, as opposed to the
one seat which, for training versions, had a second seat applied to
it—a different structure in the longeron area. So the design flaw
that contributed to the mishap doesn’t exist in the E model.

Mr. RoGERS. Now, what will happen to the F-15s? What is the
prognosis of that aircraft?

General SHACKELFORD. As I mentioned, we have some of them
identified as Golden Eagles; those will be the 176 that continue to
receive all of the modernization updates over time so that they re-
main as relevant as possible out into the mid—2020s. The rest will
eventually come to a retirement date that will be part of the overall
force structure planning for the Air Force.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, when the F-22 comes into play, will the Gold-
en Eagle be replaced, supplanted, by the 22?

General SHACKELFORD. We will have all of our program of record
F—-22s by the end of 2011, so there will be a significant amount of
time while the F-15 is still in the force structure out to the 2020s;
so they’ll exist in parallel for quite a long time.

Mr. ROGERS. Do you foresee that the E might have some struc-
tural fatigue that beset the C?

General SHACKELFORD. At this point, I am unaware of any struc-
tural issues with the E model, but that is part of that overall air-
craft structural integrity program that will go out and look for
those kind of potential problems.

Mr. ROGERS. So you will keep a sharp eye on that?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. I mean, these planes are getting pretty old.

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. ROGERS. In fact, the C goes back to what, 1972?

General SHACKELFORD. Early to mid-1970s was the beginning of
the F-15A program.

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, gentlemen, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Young.
F—15 GOLDEN EAGLE

Mr. YoUNG. Mr. Rogers’ question on the F-15, the Golden Eagle,
we are hearing something about, I think it is a contractor proposal
on something called the Silent Eagle.

What can you tell us about that, General?

General SHACKELFORD. Sir, I have read those newspaper articles
just like you have. That particular proposal from the contractor is
intended to provide a limited amount of stealth capability to the
international business market—as I understand it, not intended to
be a competition for anything existing within the U.S. inventory at
this point. )

Mr. YOUNG. The Navy’s Growler program with the F-18 seems
to be doing very well.

Is the Golden Eagle program on target time-wise and cost-wise?
Is it where you want it to be? o _

General SHACKELFORD. To my knowledge, it is healthy. I will go
back and get specific details on that and report back to you.

[The information follows:]

The F-15C/D long-term aircraft fleet, also known as the Golden Eagles, consists
of 176 aircraft identified to augment the F-22 in the air superiority role of the fu-
ture. There were originally 179 long-term aircraft, selected in the 1995-1998 time-
frame based on condition and load factors, but three have been lost to aircraft mis-
haps. The Air Force currently expects to be flying these long-term aircraft until at
least 2025.

In order to keep the long-term fleet operationally relevant, the Air Force contin-
ually evaluates the operational environment in which the aircraft must operate and
the current and future capabilities these aircraft must have. The 176 F-15C/D long
term aircraft receive capability and sustainment upgrades to keep them operation-
ally relevant. Other F-15C/Ds, including 54 test and training aircraft, receive only
safety of flight modifications. If the Air Force determines that a specific long-term
fleet upgrade is also required for test and training aircraft, then these aircraft are
modified as well.

Over the last 10 years, the long-term F-15C/Ds’ upgrades have included engine
modifications; GPS capability; two radar upgrades; Link-16 data link; a helmet-
mounted cueing system; an Identify Friend or Foe (IFF) upgrade; and a radio up-
grade. These programs have all been successfully completed, except the APG-63(V)3
Active Electronically Scanned Array radar upgrade, which is still in progress.

Additional long-term aircraft upgrades that have strong Air Force support and
may be addressed in future budgets include a cockpit control panel upgrade; a dig-
ital video recorder system; an IFF Mode 5 upgrade; a Link-16 data link cryp-
tographic upgrade; a secondar6y power system upgrade; an infrared spectrum
search and track capability; and an aircraft mission computer upgrade.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Frelinghuysen.

LOW OBSERVABLE AIRCRAFT

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. You seem to be focused on the stealth
issues here. Can you comment a little about the F-22 low observ-
able problems?

I know a lot of materials are applied to aircraft. Can you talk
about—there were some problems and have they been addressed?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. As low observable maintenance
plays into the overall mission-capable rate for the F-22, yes, there
have been some issues, and we are learning a lot about the F-22
through those.
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I might comment that

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Is it manning and materials?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir it is both. The situation in the
field is in—particularly at Langley Air Force Base where the MC
rate dipped quite severely, the result of a combination of events
that had to do with an upcoming inspection, moving experienced
maintenance personnel out to the new sites at Elmendorf and
Holloman, a general new experience level within the maintenance
community. However, those decisions, that were made to favor
training pilots because of the number that they had there, in lieu
of keeping up with the low observable (LO) maintenance, did not
yield aircraft that were not combat capable. Certainly, if we had
been called on to deploy at that point, we would have taken the
time to fine tune every aircraft that was going to deploy.

The details of that situation and specific numbers are over in the
operational realm. If you would like details on that, I can get those
for you on the record.

[The information follows:]

F-22 mission capable (MC) rates at Langley Air Force Base, Vir-
ginia have been affected primarily due to maintaining the F-22 low
observable (LO) system. These F-22 MC rates are depicted below:

LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE F-22 MC RATES (FY05-FY09)

FY09

(1 Oct-31
Mar)

FY05 FY06 FYo7 FY08

39 55 61 55 41

LANGLEY AIR FORCE BASE F-22 MC RATES FY09 (Oct 08—Mar 09)

Oct 08 Nov 08 Dec 08 Jan 09 Feb 09 Mar 09

18 27 30 57 60 57

F-22 LO maintenance has been the leading Not Mission Capable
(NMC) driver because of LO material reliability, component reli-
ability, manning and management. LO system material durability
issues are documented and both the F—22 System Program Office
(SPO) and the manufacturer are actively working technical solu-
tions. Some components beneath LO intrusive panels are less reli-
able than predicted, but the SPO has an aggressive Reliability and
Maintainability Maturation Program (RAMMP) that is successfully
improving reliability of these components. To provide immediate
manning assistance Lockheed Martin sent their own maintenance
personnel to assist Langley in their LO maintenance recovery. AF
also completed a Logistics Composite Model manning study that
will “right-size” LO maintenance manning. To improve F-22 LO
maintenance management, the Air Force performed a LO process
improvement team comprised of field units, major commands, SPO
and Lockheed Martin to obtain and implement “best practices”
across all F-22 operating locations. Additionally, the Air Force
stood up a LO maintenance career field in Feb 09 to better train
and grow LO maintenance experts.
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LO maintenance lessons have been learned and Langley Air
Force Base’s F-22 MC rate is improving.

General SHACKELFORD. Now, from an acquisition perspective——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, it is such a superior plane, I want to
make sure that it is the top of the line.

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir. And it absolutely is.

Now, we can make choices when it comes to how much time we
are going to set an airplane down to fine tune the signature of it,
and that is how I would describe a lot of this decision process.
From an acquisition perspective, what we have is an aircraft that
is 53,000, maybe 58,000 hours into its lifetime, so it is still what
we would consider to be immature.

So we are learning lots of new things about particularly LO
maintenance and the materials which we fold back into changes in
those materials to move towards a 100,000-hour maturity point
that has been designated to occur probably late next year where we
have a meantime between a maintenance key performance param-
eter to meet and we project to meet that with these changes. But
in a similar notion, taking that learning and applying it to the F—
35, which will also be a flightline-maintained LO platform, will
help us overcome some of these issues and

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But there has been some criticism from a
lack of stealth with the Joint Strike Fighters. There are certain
vulnerabilities in that regard; isn’t that accurate?

General SHACKELFORD. The signature of the F-35 is similar to
the F-22.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The signature is that similar?

General SHACKELFORD. It is very similar.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thought the F-22 was pretty invisible. 1
thought there were certain vulnerabilities

Mr. MURTHA. I don’t think we want to get into——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Okay. Well, thank you very much.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Visclosky.

AIRCRAFT PROGRAM COST ESTIMATES

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Chairman, thank you very much.

Admiral and General, by statute, major acquisition programs are
required to have an independent cost estimate conducted as part
of the acquisition process, but there is no statute that directs the
Department to actually fund that independent estimate.

Several programs are not funded to the estimate but to a lower
confidence level. One of those programs, and there are others, is
the Joint Strike Fighter program. What factors are considered in
funding a program to a lower confidence level than that provided
by an independent cost estimate?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. The factors that go into cost estimating in
terms of the producibility, the ability to meet—the ability—the
producibility, the affordability, the things that go into materials
that go into the bids that would come forward, what is the con-
fidence in those bids, et cetera? What is our confidence in the ven-
dor’s ability to produce? When you talk confidence factors in terms
of cost estimating, you get into probability curves which go to about
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where you would want to fund the airplane in terms of probability
of meeting or not meeting a certain cost estimate.

Many, many factors that go into that run the full range from the
producibility aspect on the producing side to the material side to
the actual labor rates and how much we know or don’t know on
those issues as we go forward. So it is a variable input that comes
back to say what that would be.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Is the independent cost estimate usually followed
or only followed in the breach—in estimating what a program is
going to cost?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. I don’t mean to be evasive. I would say it
depends on the program and where it is versus what the services
or the program’s estimate would be as well as the independent esti-
mate and then doing the determination of where you are. Gen-
erally, I would tell you that we end up following the independent
estimates where they will come in and say, we will have an under-
standing of what the differences are between an estimate from the
program or from the Navy or the service versus, say, a Cost Anal-
ysis Improvement Group (CAIG) estimate that comes in; and where
we can understand those differences and we can accept risk, we
might determine not to go to the full CAIG estimate, but we would
understand what those differences are before we agreed.

If we can’t and we believe it is, we would fund the estimate that
is there.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Is the budget consideration a factor here, where
if you go to a lower confidence level as far as what the cost is going
to be, you can put more program into a given budget request and
worry about paying for it later?

General SHACKELFORD. Yes, sir.

If T could comment from that perspective, the independent cost
estimate that we typically use comes from the OSD Cost Analysis
and Improvement Group For Acquisition Category (ACAT) 1 or the
larger dollar programs, and their practice is to recommend roughly
a 50 percent confidence level in those numbers.

Now, we will typically take that and if we have the ability within
our budget, particularly at the program start point, which is mile-
stone B, when we go on contract for the development, which is now
called engineering and manufacturing development, our goal would
be to fund that at the 80 percent confidence level. And that is a
new initiative, if you will, within the Air Force, one of the five
things we are looking for under recapturing acquisition excellence.
So getting to that point is definitely an issue of, are we oversub-
scribed in the overall budget in terms of a lot of content and insuf-
ficient dollars to fund to the confidence level we would like to.

So there is a discipline piece on our part to pick and choose what
we actually start and make sure it is funded at a high confidence
level at program initiation there at milestone B.

Mr. ViscLosKY. I am confused as to what the high confidence
level is and the 50 percent and the 80 percent. Is that the level in
the independent estimate, or is that something different?

General SHACKELFORD. The independent estimate will produce a
cost curve where there is a probability of that being the cost, based
on their ability to forecast in their estimating technique. Fifty per-
cent, which is what is typically an OSD Cost and Analysis Im-
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provement Group (CAIG) number, officially means there is a 50
percent probability of coming in under that cost, which also means,
of course, a 50 percent probability of being over the cost.

If you follow up that curve farther, there is a point where

Mr. ViscLosKY. Of the independent cost estimate?

General SHACKELFORD. Of the independent cost estimate.

If you follow that curve up farther, you will get to a point where
the probability of the actual cost being below that figure is 80 per-
cent, and that would be the desirable point for starting the pro-
gram.

Admiral ARCHITZEL. If I could, Congressman, when we talk about
these numbers of 50 percent probability, above and below, on bal-
ance if we looked at all Navy programs, we would find that most
average out to be at the 50 percent level.

When we talk about that and when we talk about whether you
are above or below in terms of where your cost estimate comes in,
what is really important is the shape of that curve—so what does
it mean to be—50 percent is one thing, but what does it mean to
be 10 percent below that in a program? If it is dramatically dif-
ferent, that is significant.

It is not just the point where you fund the 50 percent point or
the 80 percent point of a curve, but what is the fidelity that goes
to generate that curve and that confidence that is there.

As you go further into a program, it gets more defined and, if you
will, the shape of that curve gets steeper because the difference be-
tween a 50 percent and an 80 percent or a 10 percent would dra-
matically change as you know more about the program, as you go
through its development and you start to learn more and more.

So at the beginning of a program, when you don’t know as much
as you would like to have, it is there.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Let us take presidential helicopter. You have an
independent cost estimate. Does that say, per copy, here is what
it is going to cost?

Is that what the independent cost estimate says?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. The independent cost estimate will give the
cost of the program, and in that you could come out and get the
average unit cost of the airplane.

Mr. ViscLoOSKY. You have life-cycle costs, too, for the program?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. Right. As well as the nonrecurring and re-
curring costs going into what you have.

It is all factored in as you go forward in what is provided in the
estimates.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. So what is the 50 percent? If they give you a life-
cycle cost, here’s what we think it is going to cost, what would be
the 50 percent?

Admiral ARCHITZEL. The 50 percent would be what would be the
average per—average unit flyaway cost, for example. That would
be, what is it going to be and what is your confidence of attaining
that so—on that particular issue.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Let me ask it a different way, because I don’t
wanlt1 to take the committee’s time, because I am not following you
at all.

Mr. MURTHA. Let me interrupt the gentleman because I have
said this over and over.
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Now, you two are responsible for all the acquisition, not only tac-
tical air but all the air. What we get from the services, we get an
RFP which goes to the industry. The industry underbids it. You ex-
aggerate the number of airplanes you are going to buy, or whatever
it is you are going to buy, because you know that then reduces the
cost. So whatever the independent cost estimate is, it doesn’t mean
anything because in the end we, representing the taxpayer, have
to pick up the tab for your mistakes. When I say “your mistakes,”
I am talking about this combination.

Now, the helicopter, in particular we have the problem of the
White House saying in order to protect the President, we have to
add all these provisions. And I had 14 of them in here the other
day trying to explain to them, Folks, we are not going to build this
expensive helicopter. We are going to build the first version, but
not the second version. And we have people on this committee, all
of us want to protect the President, but when they keep adding cri-
teria to this, it really makes it very difficult for us to come up with
it.

Every program is overrun because of that. The ship program,
same thing: LCS said $188 million. We knew it was going to be a
lot more than that.

So it is a combination of things. The problem is, we have to pick
up the tab.

You mentioned stability in the program. We want stability in the
program, but unless industry and the services cooperate and give
us an honest estimate, then we have a real problem down the road
and so we have to make up the difference.

For instance, what happened with the E-2. We had to take one
out to find $150 million because of all these other things that hap-
pened in the budget. So my advice is—and I know how difficult it
is to have industry not come in with an underestimation and you
not to estimate you are going to build “X” number, because you
know you are not going to build “X” number, so that we have a rea-
sonable estimate of what is going to happen; and then we can do
a better job making sure that you get the money and stabilize the
program.

I don’t know if that answers the gentleman’s question, but——

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I am in agreement with you.

The other examples are the DDG-1000 program, the advanced
extremely high frequency satellite program, the CVN-21 aircraft
carrier, the helicopter program. And the concern I have from a
budget standpoint is, then every year you get the ripples where,
okay, now we have got to adjust each one of these programs; and
as the chairman says, now we have got to find new money.

Recognizing many of these are unique systems and you are al-
ways going to have problems, but you have got a statute, you are
talking about an independent estimate, and then

Mr. MURTHA. Let me——

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Why are we going through the drill?

I am fine, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Let me mention on a lighter note, I see big changes
in the services. I had two nephews graduate from the Naval Acad-
emy. Big changes in the Navy.
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But the Air Force has the biggest changes. You mentioned my
grandson was at the Air Force Academy before we met. I went out
there to the Air Force Academy and they showed me the mud that
these guys crawl through. They showed me the tents that they stay
in. They showed me the combat obstacle courses they went
through. And I was amazed.

I don’t know why they showed me that—to make sure that I
knew how tough it was at the academy.

And then I happened to get a call from the Secretary of Defense
while I was out there about another matter. And I told him, I said,
“They are going through the mud, these poor guys in the Air Force;
they don’t ever spend any time in the mud.” He said, “It wasn’t like
that when I was in the Air Force.”

And T see today evidence of that. I mean, your professorial re-
sponse, which is good. You are the premier fighter pilot in the Air
Force. I would never have believed that if I hadn’t read your biog-
raphy. You are the best the Air Force has; and you come up here,
and yet you know all these technical details. That is a pleasure.

And, of course, the same way, you guys have got real responsi-
bility. And I know you can’t control what goes over in RFP, but we
need more honest RFPs and the industry to be more honest, so that
we can judge this budget and stabilize the damn thing, so we can
buy in quantities that we would like to buy, so we don’t have these
estimates which completely distort what we are trying to do.

So I appreciate your testimony and we appreciate your service to
the country, and the Committee will adjourn until 10:00 a.m. to-
morrow. Thank you very much.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Boyd and the an-
swers thereto follow:]

Low OBSERVABLE MAINTENANCE FACILITIES

Question. Low observable maintenance is the leading F—22 non-mission capable
driver fleet-wide. Are more low observable maintenance facilities necessary to miti-
gate this problem?

Answer. Yes, more F-22 low observable maintenance facilities will help mitigate
the problem.

F-15 EAGLES

Question. How many planes are associated with a typical F-15 squadron?

Answer. Both the typical F-15C/D and F-15E squadrons each have 24 primary
aircraft authorized (PAA). In addition, each squadron typically has a two backup
aircraft inventory (BAI) plus 1-2 attrition reserve (AR) aircraft. The BAI and AR
numbers are not fixed and, can change over time.

Question. How many personnel, contractors, and officers are associated with a typ-
ical F-15 squadron?

Answer. Operational F-15 fighter squadrons are programmed for a crew-to-air-
craft ratio of 1:25. This crew ratio captures the line pilot requirement for line units.
For a squadron with 18 aircraft assigned, the line pilot requirement is 23. For 24
aircraft the number is 30. Additionally, each squadron is staffed with support func-
tions essential to conduct flying operations, such as standardization and evaluation,
aviation resource management and administrative support. Finally, leadership of
the unit and the management of its personnel comprise the remainder of the organi-
zation. For a unit with 18 aircraft assigned, the typical unit has 48 personnel (29
officers and 19 enlisted). For a unit with 24 aircraft, the number is 56 personnel
(36 officers and 20 enlisted). Contractors are not associated with a typical F-15
squadron.
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GOLDEN EAGLES

Question. Does the Air Force intend to upgrade all the F-15C/Ds to be “Golden
Eagles” or just some portion?

Answer. There currently are 176 long-term F-15C/D aircraft, also known as Gold-
en Eagles. The Air Force does not intend to upgrade additional F-15C/Ds to long-
term status. The existing long-term aircraft will continue to receive upgrades as
necessary.

F-15 DRAWDOWNS

Question. Does the Air Force intend to drawdown F-15s earlier than previously
programmed? If so, is there a comparative “Smart-Operations” study of alternatives
on the future of the F-15 Force?

Answer. The Air Force does intend to retire some F-15s earlier than previously
programmed. The Air Force took a comprehensive look at the fighter force structure
and determined it was in the best interest of national defense to adjust the number
of aircraft world-wide to successfully carry out a modernization and recapitalization
of the fighter fleet to meet the needs of the combatant commanders. The plan accel-
erates the inevitable retirements of older legacy aircraft and reinvests savings into
the remaining legacy fighters and bombers, munitions, other key enablers. Although
the fighter fleet is smaller, the effects provided by the newer modifications, pre-
ferred munitions, and critical enablers create a capabilities based bridge from our
Fiscal Year 2009 legacy dominated force to the fifth generation-enabled fighter.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Boyd.]
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. Boyp. The Committee will be in order. In the tradition of
Chairman Murtha’s policy, I will start on time. And we are very
excited this morning to be holding this hearing on Army Aviation.

We are very pleased to welcome General N. Ross Thompson, III,
Principal Military Deputy to the Acting Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology; also Brigadier
General William T. Crosby, Program Executive Officer, Aviation;
and Brigadier General Walter L. Davis, Director of Army Aviation,
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff.

General Thompson has appeared before this committee many,
many times. Welcome back, General Thompson. Generals Crosby
and Davis, welcome to the hearing to you, gentlemen. You are very
well qualified to address issues related to Army Aviation, and those
of us who know a little bit about your careers thank you for being
here, and thank you for your many years of service to this great
Nation that we live in.

I anticipate that we will have a far-ranging discussion this morn-
ing. The Army’s premier aviation acquisition program, the Armed
Reconnaissance Helicopter, has been terminated following a Nunn-
McCurdy review. The Army has lost more than 40 current Scout
helicopters. The OH-58D Kiowa Warrior and replacement aircraft
are sorely needed. No doubt your discussions will address these
programs for AH-64 Apache, UH-60 Blackhawk, the CH-47 Chi-
nook, and the newest Army helicopter in production, the UH-72A
Lakota. We will also have questions about various unmanned aer-
ial systems, including the Predator, Shadow, Raven, and the Micro
Air Vehicle.

Finally, we will have some questions on the Joint Cargo Aircraft,
the Army’s new medium-sized multipurpose cargo aircraft, which
will replace multiple Army platforms. The committee is looking for-
ward to your statement, and we anticipate an interesting and in-
formative question-and-answer session.

(223)
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Before we have your opening statement, General Thompson, I
would like to recognize, since Mr. Young is not here, I would like
to call on Mr. Frelinghuysen for any remarks that he may have.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Gentlemen, wel-
come, and thank you for your service. Aviation assets are impor-
tant, and let me thank you for providing them. You cannot fight
wars without aviation. And we are appreciative of, I think, the tre-
mendous job that the Army and our other services have done in
that regard. And we look forward to your testimony here this
morning. Thank you again for your service.

Mr. Boyp. Thank you, Rodney.

And General Thompson, the floor is yours.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL THOMPSON

General THOMPSON. Well, thank you Congressman Boyd, Con-
gressman Frelinghuysen, and distinguished members of the Com-
mittee on Defense. I want to really thank you for the opportunity
to appear again before the Committee today.

And today we are going to discuss Army Aviation programs.

Mr. BoyD. General Thompson, is your mike on?

General THOMPSON. It is, sir.

Mr. BoyD. The green light is

General THOMPSON. The green light is on.

Mr. BoyDp. Okay. Thank you.

Mr. BisHOP. Turn it to your mouth.

General THOMPSON. I will talk more directly into the mike.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. He has had all that experience before the
Committee. I think he will get it.

General THOMPSON. I do not think I could mumble my way
through this and get away with it. So again, we are here this
morning to talk about Army Aviation programs and our mutual ef-
forts to develop and field new and improved equipment and sys-
tems to support our warfighters, while ensuring proper fiscal stew-
ardship of the taxpayer dollars.

With me today, as you highlighted, is Brigadier General Tim
Crosby, who is the Program Executive Officer for Aviation, who
does all the acquisition on our aviation systems; and Brigadier
General Walt Davis, who is the Director for Army Aviation in the
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G3 for the Army.

We have a joint written statement that I respectfully request be
made a part of the record for today’s hearing.

DEMAND FOR ARMY AVIATION

Mr. Chairman, with the support of this subcommittee and other
Members of Congress and the American people, Army Aviation is
meeting the demands of our overseas contingency operations and
keeping our aviation assets at a high state of readiness. The de-
mand for our aviation forces and platforms continues to increase,
and we expect it to peak within the next 60 days, as the Sixth
Aviation Brigade deploys to Afghanistan. Thus far, we have flown
more than 3 million flight hours since 2003 in support of operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan. Depending on the aircraft type, this is
three to five times higher than normal mission requirements, but
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still our aviation fleet is performing extremely well in theater,
under very challenging and dangerous conditions. It has been 5
years since the Army, with the support of the Congress and the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense, terminated the Comanche Heli-
copter Program and took the resources to allow modernization of
the entire Army Aviation fleet. Our progress in this regard has
been steady and significant. And we thank you for your guidance
and your strong support in those 5 years.

Today, 9 of the 13 systems identified for funding at Comanche
termination are in production. And by fiscal year 2011, we will
have started fielding 3 more of the 13 systems. These programs re-
ceive priority so we can field the systems to units that are pre-
paring to deploy to overseas operations or to those that are already
currently deployed in support of operations.

Because of the timely modernization of the Army Aviation fleet,
our warfighters in theater already have the advanced protection
and support of the CH-47F Chinook and the UH-60 Mike
Blackhawk helicopters, which are the latest variants of those two
helicopters, along with Sky Warrior and Raven Unmanned Aircraft
Systems, and a pre-production variant of the Micro Air Vehicle
from our Future Combat Systems program to provide enhanced
force protection.

The Apache helicopter continues its role as the world’s most le-
thal and survivable helicopter. Most of these aircraft will enter
Block IIT remanufacture with less than 50 percent of the airframe’s
design life, which is 10,000 hours, remaining.

Mr. BoyDp. General Thompson, we will see if we can get this
stopped. I think I have got—it is very difficult to hear over that.
So why don’t we just halt for a second? Is that something in an-
other room? We really want to hear what you have to say, General
Thompson.

General THOMPSON. I assure you I did not pay that guy 20 bucks
to start drilling.

Mr. Boyp. I hear you.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Good timing.

APACHE BLOCK III

Mr. Boyp. Isn’t Sherry wonderful? She got it stopped already.
Thank you. Go ahead.

General THOMPSON. Okay. Sir, we were talking about the Apache
Block III. The Block III remanufacture is an ideal opportunity for
us to insert new airframes into the Apache fleet at a minimal addi-
tional cost. The Army is on track with its commitment to mod-
ernize also the remaining AH-64 Alphas, the older variants of the
Apaches in the National Guard.

LIGHT UTILITY HELICOPTER

The Light Utility Helicopter has enabled us to return
Blackhawks to the warfighting fleet, and allowed the retirement of
almost all of the UH-1 Hueys, the Vietnam-era Huey helicopters,
and the OH-58, Alpha, Kiowa, and Charlie models in both the Ac-
tive and Reserve components. For the National Guard, this means
more Blackhawks for homeland security and for disaster relief mis-
sions.
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ARMED RECONNAISSANCE HELICOPTER

The Army and the Department of Defense remain committed to
the requirement for a manned armed helicopter capability and the
need to deliver this capability to our soldiers in a responsible and
timely manner.

We are currently evaluating what additional enhancements and
service life extension work will be required to continue to safely
sustain the Kiowa Warrior fleet until a replacement Armed Recon-
naissance Helicopter is procured.

In other areas of aviation, the first two Joint Cargo Aircraft have
been delivered to the Army for testing, and 11 are on contract. The
Aerial Common Sensor program is awaiting the Defense Acquisi-
tion Executive’s approval to release the technology development re-
quest for proposal so we can get the responses back from industry.
Our Army Unmanned Aircraft Systems continue to provide en-
hanced capabilities to our warfighters in both Iraq and Afghani-
stan.

Mr. Chairman, the demands placed on our aviation crews are
great, but these demands are continually met around the world
and around the clock. Aviation has an essential and growing role
in the success of our military operations worldwide, including
homeland security. Our progress in Army Aviation is steady and
significant.

I want to thank you and the members of the Defense Sub-
committee for your sound advice and your strong support. This con-
cludes my opening remarks. And Brigadier General Davis and Gen-
eral Crosby and I look forward to your questions.

The reason that they are here today is to make sure that I get
all the answers right, or we get all the answers right. I am also
training the bench, because someday they will be here and I will
not. And do not let General Crosby’s South Carolina accent fool
you. He knows quite a bit about Army Aviation.

[The joint statement of General Thompson, General Crosby and
General Davis follows:]
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INTRODUCTION

Chairman Murtha, Congressman Young, and distinguished Members of the
Subcommittee on Defense, thank you for this opportunity to discuss Army Aviation
programs. We are pleased to represent Army leadership, the civilian members of the
Army acquisition workforce, and the more than one million courageous men and women
in uniform who have deployed to combat over the last seven years and who have relied
on us to provide them with world-class aviation systems for mission success. We thank
Members of this Committee for your shared commitment to this goal. We are grateful
for your advice and guidance, along with your steadfast support.

It has been five years since the Army with the support of Members of Congress
and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) terminated the Comanche helicopter
program to allow modernization of the entire Army Aviation fleet. In just those few
years, we have seen steady and substantial progress. Today, nine of the 13 systems
identified for funding at Comanche termination are in production. By Fiscal Year 2011
(FY2011), we will have started fielding all the aircraft programs, except the Armed
Reconnaissance Helicopter. That means 69 percent of all these programs are in some
form of production today — low, initial, or full rate production, with 54 percent in full rate

production.

These programs will contribute directly to overseas contingency operations by
priority fielding to units preparing to deploy to combat operations or currently deployed
in support of combat operations. We want to emphasize that every one of these
programs will be fielded to units next in rotation to the warfight or units now supporting

the warfight. Currently operating in combat operations are the CH-47F and UH-60M
1
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helicopters, the Sky Warrior Alpha, Sky Warrior Block ‘0, and Raven Unmanned Aircraft
Systems and a pre-production variant of the Micro Air Vehicle spun out of the Future
Combat System. The Light Utility Helicopter has enabled the return of UH-60s to the
warfighting fleet and has allowed retirement of UH-1 and OH-58s in both the Active and

Reserve Components.

The Army Aviation fleet is performing extremely well in frag and Afghanistan
under exceptionally challenging and dangerous conditions. More than 3 million flight
hours have been flown since hostilities began in Iraq in March 2003. Our monthly
operational tempo (OPTEMPO), depending on the aircraft type, is three to five times
higher than normal peacetime mission requirements. Despite these demands, our
mission capable rates met or exceeded the 75 percent standard established for Army
aircraft.

These numbers have been achieved as the demand for aviation forces and
platforms has continued fo increase. While numbers of troops deployed ebbs and
flows, the demand for aviation forces continues to grow and will be at its peak within the
next 60 days as a sixth aviation brigade will deploy to theater. Army Aviation has an
essential role in overseas contingency operations, and will continue to perform that role
until the last Soldier comes home.

With the support of Members of Congress and the American people, we are
meeting the requirements of a high OPTEMPO and keeping our aviation assets at a
high state of readiness which includes the following:

» Extensive Mission Equipment Packages installed on deploying aircraft to

provide enhanced aircraft/aircrew survivability in combat operations,
2
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improve communications and situational awareness, improve aircraft
performance, and help negate the detrimental effects on aircraft and
components from operations in the harsh desert environment;

Additional aircraft modifications such as mounted Forward Looking
Infrared (FLIR) for Medical Evacuation and Satellite Communications to
meet the operational needs of our combatant commanders;

Installation of Digital Source Collectors to monitor and provide real-time
information on the health and condition of aircrait systems to support the
Conditioned Based Maintenance concept;

Higher repair parts stockage levels, visibility over requirements, and
express shipments that preclude deployed aircraft being down for parts for
any length of time;

Substantial maintenance and supply support in theater, to provide around
the clock scheduled/unscheduled maintenance support to deployed units;
Aviation reset's extensive Special Technical Inspection and Repair
program, which provides fully mission capable aircraft back to deployed
units in the shortest time possible; and

Procurement of replacement aircraft against operational losses of which
you have fully funded all our requests submitted to date, and we thank

you.
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The Army is currently managing a number of major aircraft programs that provide
the current capability to the commanders in the field, and will provide enhanced

capability in the future.

ARMY AVIATION PROGRAMS

The UH-60 Black Hawk is the work horse of Army Aviation. The current UH-80
fleet is comprised of 1,748 aircraft, including 951 UH-60As (produced between 1978
and 1989), 689 UH-60Ls (produced since 1989) and 108 new UH-60Ms.

The Black Hawk helicopter is in its 32nd year of production. To date, the Army
has employed seven multi-year, multiservice production contracts. The current contract
extends from FY2007 to FY2011 and includes Navy H-60 aircraft, as well as Foreign
Military Sales aircraft.

The ongoing UH-60A to UH-60L recapitalization program extends thé service life
of the Black Hawk program while providing the improved capability and safety margin of
the UH-80L. The Armmy plans to induct 38 aircraft in FY2009 and 228 aircraft between
FY2010 and FY20157

The UH-60M program incorporates a digitized cockpit for improved combat
situational awareness, lift, range, and handling characteristics for enhanced
maneuverability and safety. These improvements also extend the service life of the
aircraft.

The Amny plans to improve the safety of the UH-60M platform with a Preplanned
Product Improvement upgrade through the installation of digital source collectors, and

improved handling capabilities provided by Fly-By-Wire technology, plus increased

4
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rotorcraft interoperability through the integration of a Common Aviation Architecture
System shared with the CH-47F Chinook and Special Operations helicopter fleets.
Additionally, the Army intends to pursue a Common Engine Program shared with the
AH-64 Apache fleet.

The Light Utility Helicopter (LUH) program is successfully executing the Army
transformation strategy and meeting all cost, schedule, and performance targets as
specified in the acquisition strategy. The aircraft has been fielded to the National
Training Center at Fort Irwin, California; the Joint Readiness Training Center at Fort
Polk, Louisiana; and the U.S. Amy Transportation Corps at Fort Eustis, Virginia.
Additionally, the LUH has been fielded to Army National Guard (ARNG) units.

The Ammy is procuring 345 aircraft with a firm fixed price contract. To date, the
Army has purchased 128 UH-72 Lakota aircraft -- 58 aircraft have been delivered and
more than 54 fielded. The UH-72A has demonstrated exceptional readiness rates that
exceed 90 percent. The Lakota is currently conducting Medical Evacuation, VIP, and
general support missions. It has also been fielded to ARNG units to conduct disaster
relief, counter drug operations, and institutional training missions.

Production of the LUH is transitioning from Germany to Columbus, Mississippi.
Forty aircraft were produced in Germany and the remaining 305 will be produced in the
United States as part of a three phase production duplication plan. The complete
domestic production line operation is on schedule to begin in April 2009 and will have
fully transferred to Columbus by the end of 2009. Increasing domesﬁc content is also

part of the production duplication plan and is expected to exceed the 65 percent goal.
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The ARNG is pursuing funding to procure, apply, and sustain a Mission
Equipment Package — searchlight, FLIR, situational awareness/command and control
moving map displays, hoists and Medical Evacuation kits to support the Security and
Support battalions in their support of the homeland security/homeland defense/counter-
drug mission.

The CH-47 Chinook is a proven heavy-lift helicopter, supporting our Soldiers
every day in Iraq and Afghanistan and conducting missions that no other helicopter on
the battlefield can accomplish. It is the Army’s only helicopter capable of intra-theater
cargo movement of payloads up to 16,000 pounds.

The Amny is fully committed to the procurement of 513 Army CH-47F and U.S.
Special Operations Command MH-47G aircraft. To date, the Army has taken delivery of
61 CH-47F and 49 MH-47G aircraft, has an additional 222 CH-47F and six MH-47G
aircraft on contract, and has fielded four operational CH-47F Chinook units — two of
which have deployed to the theater of operations.

The U.S. Army signed a five year firm-fixed price contract for 181 CH-47F
Chinook aircraft that will achieve a minimum savings of $450 million or 11 percent. The
multi-year contract provided for 34 option aircraft, 10 of which were executed with the
basic contract. The CH-47F Chinook program is on-cost, on-schedule, and has met or
exceeded all performance requirements.

The AH-64D Apache is the world’'s most lethal and survivable helicopter. Itis
the most feared weapon system in the current theater of operations. Continued

modermization, including the ongoing fielding of the Modernized Target Acquisition
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Designation Sight/Pilot Night Vision Sensor (M-TADS/PNVS), is critical to maintaining
that position. »

The Block Il Apache is essential to the Army's current and future forces. It is the
Army's only manned aviation platform able to meet the network centric requirements of
the future force as well as Joint Force requirements. 1t is also the first aircraft designed
for and fully capable of complete control of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs). This
characteristic fully enables the synergistic manned-unmanned teaming between attack
aircraft and UAVs that is showing such promise on the battlefield. The Apache Block Il
System Development and Demonstration remains on schedule and within budget. All
Acquisitiori Program Baseline milestones have been met or exceeded to date. A
Longbow Apache, with Block Il technologies installed, performed well in the recent
Future Combat Systems Experiment 2.1/Joint Expeditionary Force Expetiment Spiral
3.0 and was the only Army aviation platform participating.

High OPTEMPO in lraq and Afghanistan, coupled with repeated deployments of
Longbow units, have consumed an inordinate percentage of the Apache airframes’
useful life. The majority of aircraft will enter Block lll remanufacture with less than 50
percent of the airframe's design life (10,000 hours) remaining. Block 1l remanufacture
is an ideal opportunity to insert new airframes into the Apache fleet at minimal additional
cost, providing 100 percent of the design life back to the fielded unit.

The Army is on track with its commitment to modernize the remaining AH64A
battalions in the National Guard. The Army will remanufacture two of these battalions in

FY10 and 11 leaving only two AHB4A battalions in the Army. The modernization plan
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for the last two battalions of AH64A will be dependent on the outcome of the ‘Analysis of
Alternatives’ for the Armed Scout Helicopter.

The Army and the Department of Defense remain committed to the requirement
for a manned Armed Scout Helicopter (ASH) capability and the need to deliver this
capability to our Soldiers in a responsible and timely manner.

As a capability bridging strategy, the Secretary of the Army approved a strategy
to maintain the Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter (ARH) funds within Army aviation
and redistribute them into three primary efforts: (1) sustaining and improving the OH-
58D Kiowa Warrior; (2) modemizing the ARNG AH-64A fleet; and (3) conducting a
competition for and procuring the capabilities associated with the future ASH. The Vice
Chief of Staff of the Army and the Army Acquisition Executive jointly signed a
Memorandum for the Record codifying this strategy.

To support the potential procurement effort, the Army is conducting a bottom up
review of the armed reconnaissance capability requirement to include a thorough
assessment of the specific requirements identified for the initial ARH program, as well
as initiating a formal ‘Analysis of Alternatives’. The analysis will cover the entire
spectrum of options — from the potential use of UAVs to the use of a manned/unmanned
aircraft mix to the procurement of a new manned platform.

Due to the time required to complete these assessments, the Army is currently
evaluating what additional enhancements and life extension work, if any, will be
required to continue to safely sustain the Kiowa Warrior fleet until a replacement is

procured.
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The U.S. Army Audit Agency completed an official After Action Review to identify
lessons learned from the termination of the ARH program. The results are being
evaluated for assimilation into Army acquisition programs and for use in developing an
acquisition strategy to meet the manned ARH requirement.

The Joint Cargo Aircraft (JCA), or C-27 aircraft, corrects operational shortfalls
and provides commonality with other aviation platforms to provide direct support to the
Army in meeting on-demand tactical transport of time sensitive/mission critical (TS/MC)
cargo and passengers to forward deployed units.

The JCA meets a validated Joint Requirements Oversight Counsel approved
requirement. The Ammy ‘Analysis of Altematives’, validated by OSD, supports 75 JCA
to meet Army’s TS/MC requirement. The JCA supports Amrmy/Air Force National Guard
with increased capability for domestic mission responsibilities.

The first two C-27 aircraft have been delivered to the Army for testing and the
next 11 aircraft are already on contract. The program is meeting all cost, schedule, and
performance targets. The first JCA unit will deploy to Operation Enduring Freedom
(OEF) in FY2010.

The Joint Heavy Lift (JHL) was intended to bé a Vertical Take Off and Landing
heavy-lift aircraft supporting mounted vertical maneuver. The JHL requirement has
been incorporated into the U.S. Air Force lead Joint Future Theater Lift (JFTL) effort.
The JFTL reguirements document is under development. The envisioned aircraft will
provide a heavy lift (20+ ton) payload capability at 200+ milés, aerial sustainment to the
point of need, the ability to operate over tactical and operational distances to/from land

or sea bases, and the ability to self-deploy.
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The Aerial Common Sensor (ACS) program is the Army’s future multi-
intelligence, manned, fixed-wing, Reconnaissance, Surveillance and Target
Acquisition/ISR system that carry multiple highly accurate intelligence sensors,
processing tools, air/ground/satellite communications, and onboard operators/analysts.
This unique combination of attributes provides the ground tactical commander an
assured near-real-time operational view of unprecedented clarity enabling tactical
ground forces to operate at their highest potential. ACS is awaiting Defense Acquisition
Executive approval to release the Technology Development (TD) Request for Proposal.
A successful source selection will result in the award of two competing TD contracts
which call for preliminary system design and prototyping efforts. The JROC approved
the ACS Capability Development Document in November 2008.

Unmanned Aircraft Systerns (UAS) are a rapidly growing capability that Army
Aviation has helped to develop. As an example of how quickly this capability has grown
within the Army, when Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF) began in March 2003, there were
only six aircraft deployed in support of that operation. Today, we have more than 1,100
air vehicles in either OIF or OEF. This capability continues its fast growth, For
example, it took the Army 13 years to fly the first 100,000 hours of UAVs. It took us less
than a year to fly the next 100,000 hours, and we fly more than that each year in

“theater.

The Extended Range/Multipurpose (ER/MP) UAS, or Sky Warrior, will be

deployed and integrated with the Combat Aviation Brigade, with immediate responsive

Reconnaissance, Surveillance, and Target Acquisition to the division commander.
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ER/MP can carry multiple simultaneous payloads to include: (1) Electro-
optical/infrared/Laser Designator; (2) Synthetic Aperture Radar; (3) Communications
Relay; and (4) Weapons. ER/MP UAS will use both Tactical Common Data Link and
Satellite Communications data links. The program is on track to deploy a Quick
Reaction Capability to OIF in July 2009 and another in summer 2010. The Program of
Record will field ifs First Unit Equipped in FY2011.

The hand-launched and rucksack portable Raven Small Unmanned Aircraft
System (SUAS) prévides the small unit with enhanced situational awareness and
increased force protection through expanded reconnaissance and surveillance
coverage of marginal maneuver areas. Commanders at the company level have
greater ability to shape over-the-hill operations with their own dedicated UAS.

The Raven is fielded to the U.S. Special Operations Command, the U.8. Marine
Corps, the U.S. Air Force, and the ARNG to provide increased capabilities for domestic
mission responsibilities as required. There are over 1,318 Raven SUAS fielded and
more than 300 Raven SUAS supporting Soldiers in lraq and Afghanistan. The program
is meeting all cost, schedule, and performance targets.

The Shadow Tactical Unmanned Aircraft System (TUAS) provides DoD and
coalition partners with a high quality, reliable, and interoperable UAS. Currently, units
are ﬂyihg at an OPTEMPO of up to three times what was originally envisioned for the
system. While the OPTEMPO remains high, the accident rate has been reduced each

year.

11
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The U.S. Marine Corps is partnered with the Army for purchase of systems,
support equipment, and performance based logistics services. Through this approach,
economies of scales provide efficiencies for cost, commonality, and joint operations.

Currently, 66 systems have been delivered and fielded to the Army and six to the
Marine Corps. The readiness rate of the Shadow system averages above 94 percent.
As of March 2009, the total hours flown by Shadow in support of theater operations
were 352,101 hours, out of a total program history of 385,118 hours flown. More than
90 percent of all Shadow hours flown since 2000 have been in support of theater
operations.

The Future Combat Systems Class | and Class {V UAS will provide
significantly enhanced capabiliﬁes to the force. Class | systems provide a ducted fan
capability with a hover and stare capability, allowing the system to stay in one area for
an extended period of time with maneuverability into complex environments that would
be impractical for current force fixed wing UAS. The system was first developed by the
Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency and transitioned to Program Manager
Future Combat Systems in 2007 and Program Manager UAS in 2008, Eighteen

systems have been fielded to the 25th Infantry Division in OIF.

The Class IV UAS is a brigade-level Vertical Take Off and Landing UAS that
provides the brigade commander with a day/night and adverse weather RSTA
capability. The Class IV UAS has an endurance of up to 5.3 hours with Vertical Take
Off and Landing ability at unprepared and unimproved landing zones. It has the ability
to carry multiple sensors simultaneously (up to 600 Ibs}), and perform onboard

processing and sensor cross-cueing while providing streaming video using networks
12
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communications. Class IV capabilities include: minefield detection; moving target
indication and sensor cross-cueing; Radio Frequency and Infrared threat detection;
meteorological survey; and, Manned/Unmanned teaming. Currently there are no

Vertical Take Off and Landing UAS fielded.

CONCLUSION

Today, we have five combat aviation brigades committed to current combat
operations with another one deploying in 2009 to Operation Enduring Freedom. We still
have an aviation operational presence in the Balkans and the Sinai; we are conducting
operations supporting drug interdiction; and we are still commitied to maintaining
secutity on the Korean Peninsula. Additionally, we fulfill requirements to support
homeland security and defense, humanitarian support missions, and disaster relief.
Army Aviation has a very important role in the defense and security of our Nation. With
only 19 Active and Reserve Component Combat Aviation Brigades, the demands
placed on our aviation crews and aviations systems are heavy. Still, these demands
are being met around the clock and around the world by our world-class Soldier
Aviators, crewmembers, and aviation systems.

The programs that we have described above have and will continue to provide an
improved capability for our Soldiers in the field. We thank Members of this Committee
for their advice, guidance, and steadfast support to sustain and continue to modemize

Army Aviation.
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Mr. BoyD. Thank you very much, General Thompson. I apologize
for the noise and the interruptions, but would just like to say we
are going to move directly to questions. But I did want to say that
all of us on this Committee certainly understand the importance of
the work that the folks—that you folks and the folks that work for
you in Army Aviation do. And certainly nobody understands that
any better than I do, who spent all of my 2 years in uniform in
an Army uniform, a lot of it in a helicopter being flown around by
guys like you. So we understand the importance of your role in the
overall mission.

And so with that, I would like to call on Mr. Frelinghuysen, rec-
ognize him for first questions.

ARMY AVIATION BRIGADES

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Maybe a few basic facts. How many aviation brigades do we have
in the Army? And then talk specifically about, General Thompson,
you said we sent our Sixth Aviation Brigade to Afghanistan; is that
right? Talk about the aviation assets and where they are in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq.

General Davis. Yes, sir. Again, there are 11 Active component
aviation brigades. There are eight National Guard aviation bri-
gades. There are also six theater-level brigade structures, a general
officer over some other structure, and then, sir, we do have some
assorted capability that is not resident in a combat aviation bri-
gade structure.

So what we currently have in Iraq are four combat aviation bri-
gades that are deployed in support of Iraq. And as the theater is
divided up, you have got a brigade that supports essentially a mul-
tinational division sector and then in Baghdad.

And then in Afghanistan, we currently have one combat aviation
brigade that is located in Regional Command East in support of the
101st Air Assault Division. The second of two brigades that will go
into Afghanistan deploys in the May time frame, the 82nd Combat
Aviation Brigade out of Fort Bragg, North Carolina. So that will
give us the six combat aviation brigades in theater.

AVIATION OPTEMPO

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The OPTEMPO which was mentioned in
your statement—never should downplay it—can you sort of add
some emphasis onto what the—I mean these air assets, aviation
assets have been under incredible pressure, obviously, as have the
men and women who are responsible for them. Can you sort of de-
scribe in detail the—what is it—six times the normal—what was
the comment you made, General Thompson?

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. The flying hours on a monthly basis
are really three to five, three to six times the average that we
would fly in a normal training environment. But despite that, the
operational readiness rates of all the helicopter fleets are above the
standard of 75 percent. In some cases, they are in the high 80 per-
cent, is our ability to maintain those fleets flying while they are in
a combat environment. So I think we have been very successful
from that standpoint.
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The 75 to sometimes 100 hours a month that these airframes are
flying in very harsh conditions is a testimony, first and foremost,
to the crews that fly them and the crews that maintain them; but
also to the testimony to the support structure that is in place to
get them ready to go to be deployed overseas, to maintain them
while they are there, and then to reset those airframes when they
come back so they are ready to go again.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What is the combat tour duration for the
aviation brigades?

General DAvIS. Right now, sir, just based on the OPTEMPO that
you alluded to, and with six brigades going in, the Active compo-
nent is at about a 1-year to 1.2-year dwell right now. We are on
the cusp in terms of the numbers of brigades we have with the
operational tempo and the number of brigades that we have com-
mitted to the warfight right now.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So they are getting the dwell time back
home. What is the dwell time back home, on the average?

General Davis. 1.2 for the Active components, sir, and then—1.2
years for the Active component units, and then 4 years for the Re-
serve component.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Could you describe for the Committee the
process and timeline for returning Army Aviation assets from the
combat theaters to home stations or to the depot maintenance loca-
tions for reset? What is the process?

General CROSBY. General Thompson mentioned a moment ago
about the sustainment structure that we put in place. One of the
things that we have done with my counterpart in the Army Mate-
riel Command, Commander, General Myles, is we send a team over
there before the brigade comes home, and we look at their aircraft,
go through and plan the scope of the reset that we will do upon
their return.

SPECIAL TECHNICAL INSPECTION AND REPAIR (STIR)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And much of it, obviously, being really beat
up as well as it has been maintained, a lot of it is

General CROSBY. Yes, sir. One of the things I wanted to add to
what General Thompson said is that the OPTEMPO that we are
flying is such a credit to our soldiers and the fact that they are able
to maintain those aircraft at those three to six times the normal
OPTEMPO rate. Now, yes, there is some credit to this Committee,
to everyone for resourcing them, providing them the additional
parts and things they need to do that.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We credit your mechanics keeping those
aircraft

General CROSBY. Those soldiers are doing just an unbelievable
job to do that. We look at them, and yes, sir, some of them do what
we call stay behind. They may stay for two rotations if they are in
really good shape. And that decision is a joint decision that General
Davis’ team makes, based upon our input back to them, and what
the resourcing and the dwell times need to be for the aircraft.

But we look at them from a reset. There is a scope, what we call
a technical bulletin, that we go through. And it was based upon the
Special Technical Inspection and Repair (STIR) program that we
did from the original Desert Shield and Desert Storm when we
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came home. And we called it STIR back them. Now we call it reset.
And we go through each of those aircraft and we identify them.

General THOMPSON. STIR is just a technical inspection. The tech-
nical bulletin is just the checklist of things that you would do on
any piece of equipment. But in this case, it is the aviation systems.
You just go right down the list and you check everything from the
top of the helicopter all the way down. You make a determination
on what it needs in order to put it back into full operational condi-
tion.

General CROSBY. And the scope, the reason I brought that up is
the scope of that is adaptable to the situation and the theater that
they are in. We look at them. That is why we do that prelook. We
adapt that scope of the reset. And then there is a target timeline
that we have to do and run each of these aircraft through the reset
inspection that we do. That is all going on while the unit is pre-
paring, they are having their dwell time back home back with their
families. We take those aircraft. Our goal is to only take those air-
craft from a unit one time to do any new mods to the aircraft be-
fore they go back and to do the reset at once.

We are not there. I will tell you we are not there 100 percent be-
cause things change so fast. But our objective is one touch from
that unit, to take it away from that unit so that they have it the
rest of the time to focus on their training to go back.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BoyD. Mr. Bishop.

MEDICAL EVACUATION

Mr. BISHOP. I am interested in the Medevac capabilities. In Jan-
uary of this year in testimony before the House Armed Services
Committee, Secretary of Defense Gates addressed the difference in
Medevac response times for Iraq and Afghanistan. He noted the
goal in Iraq was to have a wounded soldier to the hospital within
an hour. In Afghanistan, he noted that the times were closer to 2
hours. And of course the Secretary directed increasing the number
of Medevac helicopters or medical professionals assigned to Afghan-
istan.

What are the factors that cause Medevac—I guess it is obvious;
it takes significantly longer in Afghanistan than Iraq. I guess it is
terrain and mountainous and infrastructure, or lack of infrastruc-
ture.

But what are the—what additional Medevac assets, both medical
facilities and aircraft, that have actually arrived in Afghanistan,
and what additional assets are on the way? And are there remain-
ing shortages with Medevac aircraft, air crews, and forward sur-
gical teams in Afghanistan? And what is the evacuation time today
in Afghanistan as compared to what it was back in January? And
are there any significant limitations for our helicopters in Afghani-
stan? And how does that impact your utilization of the Air Force
Medevac teams to supplement what the Army has had?

General DAvis. Congressman, if I could, you are absolutely right;
there is a difference with both theaters with respect to the terrain,
the geography, the positioning of the assets. And the Secretary, as
well as the leadership for all the services, were very concerned. We
try to codify as a standard, not a goal, to get a wounded soldier,
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sailor, airman, marine, or a coalition force or contractor from point
of injury back to medical care within 60 minutes. And so the goal
of the Secretary was again to, as you alluded to, sir, was to get par-
ity between the theaters. There were different planning times that
both theaters were using.

We have currently put a strategy in place to address that, a
bridging strategy, and then a strategy which will get resources in
Afghanistan, which will achieve parity. Currently, the average time
for evacuation of a soldier, sailor, airman, marine in Iraq is 44 min-
utes. And currently in Afghanistan it is 71 minutes. And that is
primarily related to two regions, Regional Commands East and
South right now, where we have the propensity of our forces.

The strategy that was put in place was to accelerate capability
into Afghanistan, and do that as quickly as we could, knowing that
the 82nd Aviation Brigade, which I mentioned will become the sec-
ond brigade in Afghanistan, brings additional Medevac capability
with it, a company of 12 aircraft.

And so right now what we have done within theater is re-
missioned the aircraft from the Air Force, the Combat Search and
Rescue aircraft, HH-60s, to conduct a medical evacuation mission.
There are two additional forward surgical teams, which gives the
medical capability on the ground that they need that have been
resourced by both the Army and the Navy. They will re-mission
Navy Medevac aircraft as well that are currently resident in Ku-
wait. They are going to add two more aircraft, and then they are
going to re-mission aircraft. And that is to take effect this month.

And so what we will have in May, sir, is when the 82nd Aviation
Brigade gets in there, they estimated and have projected that they
will achieve the 60-minute standard for evacuation with the addi-
tional Medevac company that comes in with the 82nd and with the
additional re-missioning and forward surgical teams.

Mr. BisHoP. Is that going to be accomplished? And I want to con-
gratulate you for moving from 120 minutes to 71 minutes in 3
molrllths. That is great. And it serves our wounded warriors very
well.

Is the increase in times a direct function of the additional assets,
or is it a function of the assets plus prepositioning of assets in par-
ticular locations around Afghanistan closer to the fight? What is ac-
counting for that drop.

General DAvIs. Yes, sir, it will be additional assets, which will
allow them to have more locations where they can put assets. And
again, as we see additional troop increases in Regional Command
South, that is where that additional aviation brigade will go in as
well. But it is a combination of increased assets as well as certainly
working the tactics, techniques, and procedures, and the procedural
issues from the time that a mission actually occurs and the process
that the request has to go through. And they are going to do that
not with just U.S. forces, but with our NATO forces that are there
as well. So it is a combination of those things, sir.

Mr. BisHor. What about additional hospitals, medical facilities?
Are you putting in additional medical facilities also?

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. It is not just the aviation assets.
Because what you heard General Davis indicate is the increased
Medevac company from the Army and the additional Air Force
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search-and-rescue aircraft and re-missioning of those and the Navy
assets. But also it is the additional forward surgical teams, which
is the top-level surgical care.

As they looked at the positioning of those teams in theater, there
has already been an additional Army surgical team put in theater.
On its way is an additional second Army surgical team and a Navy
surgical team. So it is putting the medical assets where they are
needed in theater, and then working the combination of where the
medical assets are, and then where the Medevac assets are in order
to get the wounded service members and contractors back to the
surgical care as quickly as possible.

Mr. BisHOP. Thank you very much. And I appreciate your quick
response in improving that response time. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Boyp. Thank you, Mr. Bishop. Mr. Tiahrt.

AERIAL COMMON SENSOR

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, gentlemen.
Thank you for your service to the country. I appreciate it very
much.

General Thompson, in your written testimony you talked about
the ACS, Aerial Common Sensor program, and you say that is it
is awaiting Defense Acquisition Executive approval. What does
that mean? What is the tent pole here on ACS?

General THOMPSON. Sir, on Aerial Common Sensor, the competi-
tive acquisition strategy to take the mission equipment package
and mount it on an airframe is going to be done through a tech-
nology development phase. All of the documentation necessary to
make that decision have been laid out. I expect in the next week
to 10 days Mr. Young, the Defense Acquisition Executive, will be
able to take final action on approving that acquisition strategy so
that we can go out and begin the competitive process with the in-
dustry out there.

Mr. TIAHRT. Isn’t the electronics pretty well determined? I mean,
isn’t it already palletized?

General THOMPSON. It is. The mission packages are pretty well
known. It is the integration of those mission packages onto a dif-
ferent airframe.

Mr. T1AHRT. In the first go-round, the airframe could not handle
the heat and weight as I recall.

General THOMPSON. That is correct.

Mr. TIAHRT. And we have not come up with an alternate for the
airframe? Because you mentioned—one thing I am a little—you
mentioned the Unmanned Aerial Systems in the next paragraph,
under the same heading, almost as if you could substitute the mis-
sion for a UAV or UAS. And I think that your package is too big
to put on any single UAS. And I think having the personnel on
board with all the equipment and integration is pretty important,
as I understand.

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. You are exactly right. And I will
talk for just a minute, and then I will let General Davis add to
that. But it is the manned and unmanned teaming as we described
it. It is the combination of the Unmanned Aerial Systems with the



246

sensors that are appropriately on there, and then the manned sys-
tems.

Today it is Guardrail Common Sensor and Airborne Reconnais-
sance low-ARL and some other systems that have been bought, in
particular for use inside of Iraq. But it is the combination of the
manned and unmanned teaming. As much as possible, we like to
use common sensor packages that we can mount on both un-
manned systems and a manned system. But the operators on the
Aerial Common Sensor program allow us to take that sensor infor-
mation and to process this and to get it quickly to the operational
commanders on the ground who can use that.

Mr. T1AHRT. Excuse me for interrupting, General, because I have
limited time. I do not know what, when we say we are awaiting,
is there a schedule for Mr. Young to rule on this, or is it just still
in limbo?

General THOMPSON. No, sir, there is a schedule, and it is tied to
the final deliberations on submission of the fiscal year 2010 budget.

Mr. T1aAHRT. Okay. So it is tied to the budget.

General THOMPSON. It is in its final stages right now. Then that
will trigger his ability to be able to sign the document that allows
us to go forward.

LIGHT UTILITY HELICOPTER

Mr. T1aHRT. All right. The other question I had was in relation-
ship to the Light Utility Helicopter. You mentioned in your state-
ment here that the schedule is to begin in April to transition some
of this work from Germany to Columbus, Georgia—Mississippi. Co-
lumbus, Mississippi, I am sorry.

When you say the schedule is to begin, what does “begin” mean?
Does that mean they are going to have a ground breaking, or are
they going to transition manufacturing to an existing facility that
has been certified by the FAA?

General CrosBY. I will take that one, sir. Most of the assembly
today is done at that plant in Columbus, Mississippi. The date that
you mention that you talk about will be the first one that is started
and finished in that facility.

Some of it today, just in schedule as the program was laid out,
was still assembled or built in Germany and shipped to the facility
in Columbus for final assembly. The date that you mentioned, I be-
lieve it is this summer, April, that first aircraft will go through the
entire assembly, from the first rivet all the way to delivery, at that
Columbus facility. All American.

Mr. T1AHRT. The 65 percent goal that you mentioned is that dol-
lar amount, or is that work content?

General CROSBY. Sir, I believe that is work content.

Mr. TIAHRT. Because I want to remind you that when we have
a Buy American provision, we think of American jobs not just in
tech orders and spares and logistics support and warehousing and
inventory and training, we are thinking about manufacturing con-
tent. And I have a real concern with the company that is doing
this, because just recently there was an—ICE, Incorporated, won a
lawsuit against EADS over the A-400 on an avionics package. Dur-
ing the bidding process, they asked for technical data and for finan-
cial—you know, how much it is going to cost. And then once they
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received that and successfully won a package, then they pull that
content back to Germany and hold onto it. And they take the tech-
nical data and give it to a European supplier. In this case, it was
a French supplier. And our courts ruled in favor of them. And I do
not know what the settlement is going to be yet, but it is a loss
of intellectual property. And I think we are seeing it in the Light
Utility Helicopter, as well with the airframe.

They took work content packages, technical data, pricing data
from Spirit AeroSystems, and then they pulled it back to Europe,
and they are making the airframe in Germany now, which is what
that was for. And they are using the manufacturing plan and the
technical data and the cost package for their German company, and
it is a subsidized process.

So Buy American provision to us means work content, it does not
mean dollar value. I want to make that clear. So I am glad you are
using work content, because that is the intent I think that we
have. But I am very concerned about the loss of intellectual prop-
erty, where in the bidding process what they demand from their
subs is something they can take right over to their manufacturers
in Europe and put it into a manufacturing process. And our tax
dollars end up creating a stronger economy in France and Germany
than it does in America.

And right now, every one of us in this room represents people
who are laid off because of our economy going south. And we want
to get those jobs back. But we can’t if we allow intellectual prop-
erty—so please guard intellectual property in the way you write
your RFPs and set your contracts.

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. T1AHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BoyDp. Thank you, Mr. Tiahrt. Ms. Kaptur.

PERSONNEL IN THEATER

Ms. KapTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Welcome, gentlemen,
and thank you for your service to our country. I thank you for your
testimony.

I just reflect that it seems to be more equipment-oriented rather
than what I would call mission-oriented. And I want to get into
mission a little bit if I could. Would you please tell me from Army
Air how many personnel are currently assigned in the Iraqi theater
versus the Afghani theater? Approximately.

General DAvis. I am sorry, ma’am, I do not have the exact num-
ber. But typically in the brigade in Afghanistan, it is going to be
roughly about 2,500 to 3,000. And then four times that amount in
Iraq. So roughly 10,000. I apologize, ma’am. I will get the exact
number and I will bring that back.

[The information follows:]

The United States Army Human Resources Command (HRC) receives a monthly
roster, by Social Security Numer, of deployed Active Duty personnel receiving Hos-
tile Fire Pay. This information is gathered from Defense Finance and Accounting
Service (DFAS) and Deployed Theater Accountability System (DTAS). It includes all
Active Duty personnel in the Iraqi and Afghanistan theaters. The Reserve Compo-
nent (RC) information has been collected from both the “Stress on the Force Data
Set” and the Total Army Personnel Data Base-Reserve (TAPDB-R). The Reserve
Component (RC) information is broken down into two categories. The first category
contains the numbers for Deployed Individual Ready Reserves (IRR) and Individual
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Mobilization Augmentee (IMA) Soldiers. The second category contains the numbers
for Mobilized Individual Ready Reserves (IRR) and Individual Mobilization
Augmentee (IMA) Soldiers. Enclosed below is the information for all Aviators (15
series (Military Occupational Specialty) MOSs and 67J (MEDEVAC Pilot) MOS)
that are currently deployed or mobilized, whether they are on Joint Manning Docu-
ment (JMD), Worldwide Individual Augmentee System (WIAS), etc. or in an Avia-
tion Brigade.

As of 8 April 2009, there are a total of 1099 warrant officers, 670 commissioned
officers, and 4071 enlisted Soldiers deployed in both theaters. The numbers for Ac-
tive Duty personnel in each theater are as follows: 318 warrant officers in OEF, 781
in OIF, 191 commissioned officers in Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), 479 in
Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF), 1109 enlisted Soldiers in OEF, and 2962 in OIF.

The following information for Reserve Component (RC) personnel is as of 8 May
2009. There are a total of 8 deployed warrant officers (2 in OEF and 6 in OIF); 6
deployed commissioned officers (2 in OEF and 4 in OIF); 30 deployed enlisted per-
sonnel (4 in OEF and 26 in OIF); 44 mobilized warrant officers (23 in OEF and 21
in OIF); 108 mobilized commissioned officers (72 in OEF and 36 in OIF); and 113
mobilized enlisted personnel (14 in OEF and 99 in OIF).

wol CW2 CW3 cwa CW5 Total
OEF 7 166 87 44 14 318
OIF 21 448 183 103 26 781
Total 28 614 270 147 40 1099
1T CPT MAJ LTC coL Total

OEF 26 98 41 16 10 191
OIF 56 257 101 50 15 479
Total 82 355 142 66 25 670

EOl  E02  E03  EO4  EO5  E06  EO7  EO8  EO9  Total
OEF 1 14 126 457 253 149 74 31 4 1109
OIF 10 50 266 1347 666 335 213 70 5 2962
Total 11 64 392 1804 919 484 287 101 9 4071

DEPLOYED (IRR AND IMA SOLDIERS)

wol cw2 cw3 CW4  CW5 Total
OEF 0 1 0 0 1 2
OIF 0 3 3 0 0 6
Total 0 4 3 0 1 8

1T CPT MAJ LTC coL Total
OEF 0 1 0 0 1 2
OIF 0 0 1 2 1 4
Total 0 1 1 2 2 6

EO01 E02 E03 E04 E05 E06 E07 E08 E09 Total
OEF 0 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 4
OIF 0 0 3 13 7 1 1 0 1 26
Total 0 0 3 16 8 1 1 0 1 30

Source: TAPDB-R and “Stress To Force Data Set”.
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MOBILIZED (IRR AND IMA SOLDIERS)

Wwo1

Ccw2

cwa

CW5

Total

OEF 2 2 16 3 23
OIF 5 9 7 0 21
Total 7 11 23 3 44

LT CPT MAJ LTc coL Total
OEF 1 21 34 15 72
OIF 4 22 9 1 36
Total 5 43 43 16 108

EO01 E02 E03 E04 E05 E06 E07 E08 E09 Total
OEF 0 0 1 3 2 0 4 1 14
OIF 0 4 16 52 23 1 0 1 99
Total 0 4 17 55 25 1 4 2 113

Source: TAPDB-R.

General THOMPSON. What he is giving you, ma’am, is the number
of soldiers typically assigned to an aviation brigade, and then the
number of aviation brigades in theater. It is 2,500 and roughly
10,000.

BASES AND STAGING AREAS

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. That is very helpful information. At how
many separate bases or staging areas is your equipment and your
personnel staged in both the Iraqi theater and the Afghani theater?
And that can go outside the boundaries of the country. But at how
many separate bases or staging areas is your equipment and your
personnel placed in each of those theaters, again trying get a sense
of the mission versus just equipment?

General DAvis. In Afghanistan there is typically one major stag-
ing for the aviation brigade itself. And then it will be split out into
battalion-size task forces. So probably another three or four dif-
ferent locations for the aviation in Afghanistan. In Iraq, There are
four major areas there. And they have also got their assets split
out. I do not know exactly how many bases.

Ms. KAPTUR. Those are all in each of those countries, inside the
countries?

General DAvIs. Yes.

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. Thank you.

General THOMPSON. And ma’am, it is really dictated by the oper-
ational conditions on the ground. So it is always a balance between
the operational commander needing attack assets or lift assets or
Medevac assets in a certain amount of time.

The other part of the balance is the centralization and the em-
phasis that we put on the maintenance of the aircraft and the sup-
ply and the maintenance systems. It is always that tension that
dictates the positioning.

The thing that always wins the day is where the operational
commander needs assets so they can be responsive to his mission
requirements. Then we figure out where the logistical positioning
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is. But there is that balance that goes on all the time that is really
driven by the operational commander on the ground.

VULNERABILITIES

Ms. KAPTUR. In looking at both Iraq and the Afghani theaters,
what do you consider your greatest vulnerabilities in each of those
theaters today?

General THOMPSON. I guess I would answer this in a general
way. There are the very harsh conditions driven by, the weather
and the sand and the terrain that put the wear and tear on the
aircraft. From the standpoint of what causes aircraft to be hit and
shot down, it is small arms fire, in some cases RPGs. The exact de-
tailg of how we lose aircraft overseas, because we have lost 162 air-
craft.

Ms. KaAPTUR. How many again, General?

General THOMPSON. 162 since the beginning of combat operations
in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Ms. KAPTUR. How many? I didn’t hear.

General THOMPSON. 162.

Ms. KAPTUR. 162. Mostly in Iraq?

General THOMPSON. Mostly in Iraq so far, because that is where
the bulk of the aviation assets have been since we started Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom. But the exact details of what causes us to lose
aircraft are something that we can talk about, but I would not
want to talk about that in this hearing. I would want to talk about
that in a classified hearing or a classified discussion.

SKY WARRIOR

Ms. KAPTUR. How important is the Sky Warrior Unmanned Air-
craft System to your operations in Afghanistan?

General Davis. Ma’am, it is very important. I mean it is inte-
grated in both theaters, certainly at the theater level and also at
the division level in the case of Afghanistan. So it is a great capa-
bility. There are two variants, early variants of the Sky Warrior
Extended Range/Multipurpose that are in Afghanistan and Iraq
right now. So there are 13 total aircraft, but it is very, very impor-
tant to the integration of the reconnaissance, surveillance, and tar-
get acquisition mission that the theater performs.

Ms. KAPTUR. Excuse me, General, 13 between both theaters?

General DAvis. That is correct.

Ms. KaAPTUR. All right. How many do you have in Iraq?

General DAvis. We have ten air vehicles in Iraq and three in Af-
ghanistan.

Ms. KaAPTUR. How many of those have been destroyed in combat
operations to date? And while you are looking for that, could I ask
you, are the Sky Warriors that are based in Iraq and Afghanistan
flown by Army personnel or by contractors?

General DAVIS. A combination of contractor and Army personnel.

Ms. KAPTUR. Which contractors? What firms?

General DAvVIS. General Atomics is the prime contractor.

Ms. KAPTUR. What Tomics?

General DAvVIS. General Atomics, a-t-o-m-i-c-s.

General CROSBY. They are the OEM, original equipment manu-
facturer, for the system. We sub to them. It is what General Davis
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is talking about GOCO; it is government owned, contractor oper-
ated, in those two locations. We are actively training our soldiers
to take over that mission.

Ms. KAPTUR. I was going to ask you whether the UAV operators
are pilots.

General CROSBY. They are not. They are sergeants for the Army.

General DAvVIS. We are training the first of the enlisted operators
for the first variant or the preproduction ER/MP right now at El
Mirage, California. But they are enlisted operators of those air ve-
hicles.

Ms. KAPTUR. I think my time has probably expired. Do you an-
ticipate replacing the contracted personnel, then, with enlisted per-
sonnel?

General DAviS. Over time, yes, ma’am, we sure do.

Ms. KAPTUR. Over how much time?

General DAvIs. Ma’am, I do not have an exact timeline, but
again, we are on the leading edge of training the enlisted operators
for those right now.

General CROSBY. We are putting in fielding the quick reaction ca-
pability over there, the first one due to arrive this summer. And
it will be soldiers. As you know, ma’am, the UAS, that is a new
area for us. And we are learning and developing tactics, tech-
niques, and procedures on how these things are engaging. And we
are learning so much: what affects the structure, the quantity, the
number of systems that need to be fielded, where we put them,
where we station them to provide that soldier the information on
the battlefield.

Those three units that General Davis talked about are giving us
that direct feedback. Even though they are contractor operated, we
are getting that feedback from the soldier for the future. And that
guides us how we will build and construct the other systems. So
it is a learn as we go here. But what we do know is it is a great
asset to put in the hands of our soldiers.

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boyp. Thank you, Ms. Kaptur. Mr. Visclosky.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Have questions been
asked on the Joint Cargo Aircraft?

Mr. Boyp. No.

JOINT CARGO AIRCRAFT

Mr. ViscLosKY. Okay. Gentlemen, how many of the Joint Cargo
Aircraft does the Army plan to buy? And do you know what the Air
Force number is?

General DAvIS. The total requirement, sir, is 78; 54 for the Army
right now, and 24 for the Air Force. I do not know the Air Force
acquisition strategy right now for the Joint Cargo Aircraft. But our
number is 54.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. Do you know, is there an interrelationship? If
the Army ends up buying more, would the Air Force buy less or
vice versa?

General CROSBY. I think that is left to be determined.

Mr. ViscLoskKY. Do you have any communication going on with
the Air Force to
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General CROSBY. Yes, sir. And there is another one that is
thrown into that; the Special Operations community is also now
coming on line. So those are all yet to be determined. The validated
requirement we have in the Army is, as General Davis said, for 78.
How that need is met in the mix between the Army and the Air
ngrﬁe is to be determined. I think the QDR is going to address part
of that.

General THOMPSON. Now, just a correction. The total validated
requirement is 75 right now, 54 of those for the Army and the oth-
ers for the Air Force. What General Crosby is alluding to, the Spe-
cial Operations community is looking at that aircraft and the po-
tential use of that aircraft for their missions. So that number may
adjust a little bit from the requirements perspective. But right
now, our plan is to procure 54 for dedicated Army use. The first
two have been delivered.

Mr. ViscLOsSKY. Twenty-one would be Air Force. And potentially,
if Special Operations get involved, the total number of 75 could po-
tentially go higher.

General THOMPSON. It could, sir. The 21 for the Air Force—be-
cause the Air Force on fixed wing assets flies the Special Oper-
ations missions with their units—so some of those 21 could be re-
missioned from the delivery of time-sensitive, mission-critical
cargo, which is the requirement, they could be re-missioned to Spe-
cial Operations needs. But that has not been firmly determined yet
from the requirements process.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. And are these planes being assembled at this
time? Have you had any deliveries yet?

General CROSBY. Yes, sir. We have had two delivered. In fact, I
am being beckoned to come speak at the graduation of the first pi-
lots and crew members next week to take over those two aircraft.
We have, I think, 11 on contract currently. But at this point, only
two have been delivered.

Mr. ViscLoSKY. And where does the assembly take place? Where
does the integration of military hardware package take place?

General CROSBY. Today everything is done by Alenia in Italy.

Mr. VIsCcLOSKY. And that is an Italian corporation as well?

General CROSBY. Yes, sir. Partnered through L3 here in the
United States. As planned in the overall strategy, the
groundbreaking ceremony for the new facility in Jacksonville, Flor-
ida is set for the 24th of April, which I will attend. And then I be-
lieve the first deliveries from that facility are in fiscal year 2013.

Mr. ViscLOsSKY. And how long will the purchase of these craft ex-
tend out to? What would be your plan at this point in time?

General THOMPSON. Sir, the Army is funded through fiscal year
2013 for the 54 aircraft.

Mr. ViscLoskY. Why some assembly in Italy, why the rest in
Jacksonville?

General THOMPSON. To bring the capability on shore. When we
did the competitive award of the contract, they won the competitive
award. But part of the competitive award was to do the mission as-
sembly in the United States. That is going on in Waco, Texas right
now. Then as General Crosby alluded to, building the production
facility in Jacksonville, Florida. We would build the back end of the
54 aircraft, the bulk of them, here in the United States.
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Mr. VISCLOSKY. Just out of curiosity, it is an Italian corporation.
Did American manufacturers bid on it and they did not win a con-
tract?

General CROsSBY. The contract is an American corporation. They
are partnered with L3. L3 is the prime.

Mr. VIsCLOSKY. Is the prime?

General CROSBY. Yes, sir.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. But the assembly is taking place in Italy?

General CROSBY. Initially, yes, sir. Very similar to what hap-
pened with the Light Utility Helicopter. That is being transitioned
to the United States, in accordance with the plan. They will build
a facility in Jacksonville. First orders in fiscal year 2010, I believe,
and delivered thereafter.

Mr. ViscLosky. With all the aircraft manufacturing, I am just
curious at this point—forget the aircraft. With all the aircraft that
have been produced in the United States, we are here in 2007,
2008, 2009, and there are at least a couple of aircraft where the
initial assembly and production are taking place overseas because
they have won a contract, they have an expertise. What is hap-
pening here? What has happened? What is happening?

General THOMPSON. Well, sir, the first thing we do is we put out
a competitive procurement. So in this particular case, other compa-
nies bid on this aircraft. But through the competitive source selec-
tion process they were not the winners. It was L3, teamed with
Alenia, that won the Joint Cargo Aircraft competition.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. I am not criticizing the process.

General THOMPSON. Right.

Mr. ViscLOSKY. I am saying how has this happened that at least
in a couple of aircraft enumerated here, Mr. Tiahrt had a series of
questions about intellectual property, that all this is going off-
shore? Although, albeit it is coming back, but it started offshore.
How have we found ourselves in this spot as an industrial base?
I am asking an industrial base question. Any

General THOMPSON. I think

Mr. ViscLOSKY. It leaves me speechless, too, I got to tell you.

General THOMPSON. Part of it is the whole globalization of indus-
try. In this particular case they won a fair and open competition.
We are trying to get as much of that work content brought back
in the United States. We gave the 65 percent numbers for the LUH
program. We are bringing the assembly of the Joint Cargo Aircraft
on shore and building a facility in Jacksonville, Florida. But, if you
look in any of the defense industries today, most them are teamed
with global firms; most of those global firms in Europe.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Is part of that to make sure they can compete
in other countries as well then?

General THOMPSON. I am sorry?

Mr. ViscLosKy. Is that to assist them in their competition in
other countries, do you think, or is it a lack of expertise? From an
industrial base standpoint. Forget the contract, forget the cargo
aircraft.

General CROSBY. For this one, Alenia plans to come here. And in
all of their future sales of this aircraft, they plan sales worldwide
would be for those delivered from Jacksonville. So the American
workers are going to get the benefit of doing this and providing
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this, and hopefully the suppliers within our country to support
that. Again, as you say, this is much bigger an industrial base
issue. But we are keeping our technology, our folks in this country,
working to do that.

Now, both of these systems, when we talk about intellectual
properties, both of these systems are, if you will, off the shelf, al-
ready designed, existing systems out there. And that was one of the
things that made them attractive in their cost, and why, frankly,
that they won these competitive contracts, because they already
were in existence. So we are not losing the technological edge to
develop something that is not out there and stimulating our tech-
nology base. These were systems that are already in existence.

Mr. ViscLoskY. Okay. Gentlemen, thank you. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. BoyDp. Thank you, Mr. Visclosky. Mr. Frelinghuysen.

UNMANNED AERIAL SYSTEMS

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I sort of want to get back, if I could, to
some of the unmanned aerial programs. You have got the Sky War-
rior, you have got the Shadow, you have got the Raven, you have
got some tied to the FCS, the Maverick, and you have got some-
thing called the Fire Scout. And then the Air Force has its aviation
assets.

Can you talk a little bit about airspace coordination? There is a
lot of stuff up there. I just sort of—can you make some general
comments? And as we shift to Afghanistan, which has been, as we
said, sort of asset bereft until recently, what is the likely picture
going to look like over there in terms of unmanned assets?

AIRSPACE COORDINATION

General Davis. Yes, sir. Just to talk to airspace, in general, sir,
I mean the airspace coordination is going quite well, actually.
There are a lot of assets that occupy the airspace, both as the Air
Force would term, above a coordinating altitude and below that, at
more of a tactical level at the lower altitudes. And so you have the
small-sized aircraft, the Raven that you mentioned, that not just
the Army is using.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I want you in a few minutes to tell the me
the story of Raven, how well it has been utilized. Give me the over-
view.

General DAvis. So the small aircraft like the Raven, the hand-
held piece; and then at the brigade level, sir, of course we have the
Shadow aircraft, which you had mentioned, a little larger aircraft.
And then certainly at the higher levels where you have the Cessna
172-sized aircraft for the Air Force’s Predator and the Army’s Ex-
tended Range/Multipurpose, but those procedures are worked,
again, between the services. We have elements that are located in
our combat aviation brigade that work those procedures.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So you have people manning these systems.
As you have said to Ms. Kaptur, some are contractors, some are
NCOs.

General DAVIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Air Force has, you know, Creech and
their pilots who operate.
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General DAvis. They do, sir. They are operating from a remote
location. As you know, of course, they have assets physically in the-
ater, though.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Some of these assets are physically in

General DAvis. They do, sir, for the take-off and landing piece,
and they hand over the control of the air vehicle back to Creech
Air Force Base and/or Nellis Air Force Base for those. But again,
sir, in general the airspace procedures are working very well in, as
you alluded to, crowded airspace.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Are things complicated in a country like Af-
ghanistan just because of the nature of the topography? Beside, ob-
viously, you know, climatic and weather and

General DAvIS. It is complicated by that, sir. But having said
that, again as you alluded to, it is a larger area, and you actually
have less assets there in terms of numbers.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But a likelihood of more assets.

General DAvis. We do. With the aviation brigade that is coming
in in the May time frame, there will be more rotary wing assets
and some additional Unmanned Aircraft Systems as well, yes, sir.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEMS

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am a supporter of the Future Combat
Systems, so I do not ask this question in any but a positive sense.
I want to see it come to life. I want to see it fully developed. The
systems we have out there now, some of which I mentioned, how
many are compatible with, should we say, the Future Combat Sys-
tems?

General CROSBY. I can take that, sir. There are two—if I could.
I know you are asking about all of them. But I will take just a sec-
ond to try and summarize quickly what all we have.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I like the notion that whatever we are
doing now, you know, in Iraq and Afghanistan—go ahead, please.

General CROSBY. Yes, sir. The Raven is the small UAV. The
Shadow is the next one up the line, which is operated by soldiers.
Both operated by soldiers. Next up is the Warrior that we talked
about. Then there are the two that are in the FCS bundle, if you
will, the Class I and the Class IV.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Some of those systems have been deployed;
is that right?

General CROSBY. Correct, sir. The Class I is the MAV, Micro Air
Vehicle.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is the Maverick?

General CROSBY. It is. They call it the MAV, Micro Air Vehicle.
It has been deployed in an pre-production configuration, again to
give us that feedback in learning, and is supposed to be part of the
spin-out.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It has been deployed in Iraq, I understand.

General CROSBY. Yes, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Eighteen systems according to

General CROSBY. There are actually 16 deployed of the 18 that
we have. The other two will have the actual gimbal and will have
the tactical data link that will give it the interoperability that it
is supposed to have with the FCS systems. All the other systems
are not currently today compatible directly with the FCS, except
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that they will use the one system ground control station. And the
digital data link, once employed, will give them the ability to share
that data with the FCS network.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. But you are desirous of Future Combat
Systems as a system of systems.

General CROSBY. Absolutely, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So there would be, obviously, a push to-
wards compatibility.

General CrROSBY. Correct, sir. I will not tell you they are all
resourced today. We are looking at them. OSD has been very active
in having us look at the joint arena across the platforms and being
able to focus. Our goal is to go through one common ground control
station, which will then allow us to share the data across the dif-
ferent platforms.

One of the big successes we have had in the Army is called the
One System Ground Control Station and the One System Remote
Video Terminal, which is out there. We fielded thousands of them,
that the soldiers are getting these feeds directly in their hands,
real time.

RAVEN

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. With the Chairman’s indulgence, would you
describe the Raven?

General CROSBY. The Raven is the small man-pack transportable
UAS. Operates off a battery. It has got a small EOI sensor. It is
man-packed.

General THOMPSON. Small electro-optic/infrared sensor.

General CROSBY. I am sorry. I forget these acronyms. The Army
acquisition objective is 2,182, and the procurement objective is
2,096. Today we have 1,318 of those systems. And when I say sys-
tems, we talk about Ground Control Station, Air Vehicle, all of that
as a system. They are fielded to date. And of that, with the small
UAV, we have 1,059 systems. As I said, 291 of those systems are
deployed.

General DAvis. Sir, roughly 800 air vehicles are between Iraq
and Afghanistan. And again, they are invaluable.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Are they equally successful in both?

General DAvis. They are, sir. They are invaluable to our brigade
combat teams, particularly at the platoon or company battalion
level, at the lowest level, where our ground forces are reliant on
having some eyes that they can get on for their missions and their
targets. So they are invaluable.

General CROSBY. We in Aviation manage them, but those sys-
tems, the small UAV are in the hands of the infantrymen.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Literally.

General CROSBY. Yes, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. That is great.

General THOMPSON. If I can give just sort of some perspective
here, the Raven is the small UAV that is at the platoon and the
company level. That is why there are more of them. The Shadow,
pretty much at the battalion, sometimes at the brigade level. The
Warrior and the ER/MP, which is the follow-on to the Warrior, at
the division or more at the theater level.
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So small to large; lower-level tactical units to the larger-level tac-
tical units, all of those UAVs and the two that are part of the FCS
program, the Micro Air Vehicle, which looks like a flying ball, and
the Class IV UAV, which is a helicopter-like unmanned aerial vehi-
cle, those two are part of the FCS program.

The early preproduction models of the smaller one are being used
in Iraq today. The intent with the FCS program is to integrate and
be able to use all of the assets that are out there, not just the ones
that are being developed as part of the FCS program, those two
UAVs, but all of the assets that are out there today, Ravens, Shad-
ows, ER/MP, to be able to integrate and operate and get the sensor
information off of all those platforms, bring it into the network, and
feed that to where it needs to be for the operational commander on
the ground, all the way down to the company level or even below.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am glad to hear it. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Boyp. Thank you, Mr. Frelinghuysen. Mr. Visclosky.

Mr. ViscLosKY. I am done, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Boyp. Mr. Tiahrt.

Mr. TIAHRT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On the ACS again, in
your testimony you talk about awaiting Defense Acquisition Execu-
tive approval to release the technology development request for
proposal. And the source selection will result in the award of two
competing technical development contracts, which will be prelimi-
nary designed and prototyping efforts.

Mr. TIAHRT. Now, these are the—are these two integration pack-
ages? Because we talked earlier about some of the pallets are com-
plete, or I think they are—if I understand correctly, they are pretty
much complete. So is the technical development just the integra-
tion package?

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. The challenge on the Aerial Com-
mon Sensor program is to integrate what is mostly the existing
sensor packages onto a different airframe.

Mr. TI1AHRT. Are these sensor packages going to be GFE or are
they included in the technical development?

General CROSBY. I believe the acquisition strategy supports the
sensors being developed independently of the airframe. And then,
as General Thompson said, the challenge will be integration of all
of those systems. I am not sure, because I don’t manage that pro-
gram, whether the sensors are GFE or not. But I will take that for
the record.

[The information follows:]

The sensors integrated onto the Aerial Common Sensor (ACS) will be competi-
tively procured and selected by the respective contractor teams during the Tech-
nology Development phase. The Government does plan to provide the following sub-
systems to each contractor team as Government Furnished Equpment (GFE): Multi-
Role Tactical Common Data Link (MR-TCDL); Distributive Common Ground Sta-
tion—Army (DCGS-A) software; and the Communications High-Accuracy Location

System (CHALS) precision geolocation system. Providing these subsystems to the
vendors will reduce integration risks and shorten system acquisition time.

Mr. TIAHRT. What about the airframe? Is it going to be GFE?
You are not developing an airframe. You are going to take an exist-
ing aircraft. Have you already selected the aircraft?

General CROSBY. We have not, sir.

General THOMPSON. We have not selected the aircraft.
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Mr. TI1AHRT. Is that up to the integrator, to select the package
it will be carried on?

General THOMPSON. The intent would be for the two that we take
into the technology development phase and then pick one of those
to go into the systems development, would be to competitively
award to an integrator to bring those sensor packages onto an air-
frame. And that is the source selection.

Mr. TIAHRT. These technology development packages are absent
of the system integration and the airframe? Is it just the pallets
that we are still working on here? I am just trying to figure out
where this is in the process.

General CROSBY. Sir, I believe that the challenge and what will
be done during that technology development phase, as you say,
those sensors themselves are in existence. But what we have not
done is put them all on a single platform, as you alluded to earlier.
Therein lies the challenge of being able to manage with a man in
the loop or a woman in the loop, in the back, managing all that
aspect.

The centrifusion is the challenge of integrating all of those capa-
bilities. We have got sensors out there that, as you say, could be
GFE. But the integration of all those sensors will be the challenge.

General THOMPSON. Part of the acquisition strategy is you have
two get manned capabilities today, the Guardrail Common Sensor
and the Airborne Reconnaissance Low-ARL-program. Those are two
fixed-wing manned ISR assets today. A lot of the sensor packages
and those will be brought over and integrated into the new plat-
form, plus as we upgrade those and put other capabilities on there.

So the intent, Congressman Tiahrt, is to leverage all of the exist-
ing center packages and drive towards commonality as much as
possible, and mount those onto a new airframe, because the current
airframes on the Guardrail and ARL have got a lot of wear and
tear and a lot of age on there, so it is to upgrade that capability.
Then to right size the ISR capability from the standpoint of how
many platforms we have got out there.

Mr. TIAHRT. So the integrator, though, will make some of these
decisions on which technical packages to include—or you are com-
bining certain packages already that have been selected, you just—
are you upgrading those individual packages, like what is on
Guardrail versus

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir, we are. From a requirements per-
spective, the government will decide what packages it wants inte-
grated and then work with whatever the industry team is to do the
technical work, to make sure that happens onto the airframe.

Mr. TIAHRT. And you won’t be selecting an aircraft; it will be up
to the integrator? Or will the Army select an airframe?

General THOMPSON. Well, the multiple industry competitors that
compete for this will propose an airframe and we will decide what
is the best one based on the source selection criteria, again, map-
ping back to the requirements. We take the requirements; we write
into contract language what we would like to buy; and then we do
a competitive process and evaluate the multiple competitors, two or
more against those requirements; and then pick the best one based
on a best guidance position.
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Mr. TiaHRT. Will you consider leasing airframes? Or will you
want to purchase them?

General THOMPSON. Currently, the acquisition strategy is not to
lease airframes, it is to purchase airframes.

Mr. TIAHRT. It is to buy them. All right. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

CH—47 HELICOPTER

Mr. BoyDp. Thank you Mr. Tiahrt.

General, I have three questions I want to ask regarding issues
I don’t think have been covered. I want to thank the members, first
of all, for the very good questions.

But my first one has to do—and if you will give us sort of an
overview of the use of the CH-47 and its role in our mission and
where we are going as it relates to Future Combat Systems and the
Heavy Lift project that you may have on the drawing board. That
is question number one.

The other is that you made reference to—well, let’s do them one
at a time. I will just do the Chinook first. Explain to the committee
what the CH-47 is and how it is used in the mission.

General DAVIS. Yes, sir. The 47—and again, we have got our first
F models that are in theater now. But it is performing extraor-
dinarily well. Sir, a medium-lift aircraft—I mean, the testimony
from the commanders on the ground—and I would cite the former
commander of the 101st Aviation Brigade in Afghanistan—he
claimed it was the center of gravity for his force on the ground. Not
just the aviation, but certainly in support of ground combat oper-
ations in terms of its flexibility and versatility and what it can lift,
how much it can lift; its ability to operate at high altitudes in
terms of those types of very important missions that it does. And
particularly the F model, which is just a fantastic capability that
they have right now. So they are reliant on this airframe in Af-
ghanistan.

Certainly, Congressman Boyd, as you have alluded to, the field-
ing of Joint Cargo Aircraft would perhaps take pressure off of our
rotary wing fleet that we have that are doing many of the mission-
critical, time-sensitive missions for resupply operations, that type
of thing.

Mr. BoyD. But you don’t see it totally replacing that?

General DAvIS. No, sir, not at all.

AIRFRAME LIFE

Mr. BoyD. So basically for the committee, the CH-47 is an in-
theater transport, used to transport men, equipment, supplies,
whatever, even sometimes weapon systems.

Okay. The second question has to do with a comment I read,
General Thompson, in your prepared statement. And that has to do
with the airframe life of the Army aviation assets in the theater
that we are working in now, primarily Iraq and other parts of the
Middle East.

Ms. Kaptur actually alluded to this issue, and you briefly
touched on it. But I think in that statement you made some ref-
erence to the fact of the diminished airframe life of the aviation as-
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sets and what that may mean for us in the future. Can you ex-
pound on that?

General THOMPSON. Well, from a general sense, the reference in
the statement, for the record, is about the Apache airframe life,
10,000 hours. As we bring an aircraft back to reset it or to do a
more significant upgrade, we are always looking at how many
hours are left on that airframe. Then we make a decision to take
that airframe down and either completely replace the airframe or
to do all of the structural modifications necessary, so when we put
that aircraft back together again, it can fly for another 10,000
hours. We do that on all of our platforms.

The one we are looking at in particular is the opportunity with
the Apache Block III upgrade, which of those airframes do we need
within zero time, if you will, so that we get the full operational life
back, because it is very expensive to take an aircraft apart, as you
can imagine, and put it back together again. When you do that, you
want to do it in the smartest way possible.

Mr. BoyD. But the point here is that it is operating in the Middle
East theater that is much tougher than, say, Southeast Asia, for
example, and would diminish the life of that airframe?

General CROSBY. What we have found thus far, sir, is that the
environment of the dust and the sand, it does indeed wear on your
components; primarily your drive train components, your rotor
blades, your transmissions. All of those rotating components. It is
like a sand blaster. We have minimized that through particle sepa-
rators and we have adapted to those things as best we can. So the
wear is primarily on the dynamic components more than the air-
frame.

The concern I have as the airframe guy is looking at that life.
We are their own condition aircraft. They are based on how well
and in what kind of environment, how much weight you put on
them. If you fly a Chinook at 50,000 pounds all the time, it is obvi-
ously going to wear out faster than the one that flew at 30,000
pounds for most of its life. So we have to plan for that.

My concerns are we are flying at that OPTEMPO four or five
times the normal rate. Are we using them up faster? We are mini-
mizing that through the reset program through the funding we
have been getting to do D-to-D recaps, as we call recapitalization
of the airframe, that General Thompson alluded to, down at our de-
pots. We are minimizing that.

But the continued use of those aircraft, yes, sir, it is burning
them up faster, and we are spending a lot of time being proactive
trying to manage the life limits on that aircraft.

Mr. BoyD. So the airframe issue has more to do with the
OPTEMPO than the environment is what I heard you say?

General CROSBY. Yes. Yes, sir.

General THOMPSON. That is a fair take-away point.

ARMED RECONNAISSANCE HELICOPTER

Mr. BoyD. The last question I have has to do with ARH. And can
you, General Thompson, give us—or one of you give us a general
overview of what happened and what we might be doing to miti-
gate that situation in terms of assets?



261

General THOMPSON. The ARH program, there was a Nunn-
McCurdy process that we went through and the Defense Acquisi-
tion Executive decided not to recertify that program. It was driven
in large measure because of a 42 percent increase in the expected
cost of that helicopter over what we had put into the acquisition
baseline at the time.

We have got the existing Kiowa Warrior fleet out there today.
What the Army has done is gone back and reevaluated the require-
ments—and we submit the 2010 budget and we have talked to that
Committee and to the other committees and the staffers on the
Hill—is to reinvest the money into making the Kiowa Warrior fleet
safe and flyable for the near term because we need to do that.

We have got 338 of those aircraft today that we are going to con-
tinue to be flying. A lot of those are in theater as well as probably
the most used from a standpoint of density of aircraft in the the-
ater. We have got to continue to maintain the Kiowa aircraft fleet.
We will reinvest some money to do that with the support of the
Committee. Then we will go through as we update the require-
ment, and the plan would be to look at a competitive procurement
for replacement one day for the Kiowa Warrior fleet. But in the
meantime, I think you will see us come back and lay out what we
need to do to maintain the fleet that is out there today.

That is not dissimilar to what we have done and when we can-
celed the Commanche and we talk about reinvesting those dollars.
The Chinooks, the Blackhawks, the Apaches, even though these
airframes were first produced, in many cases many years ago, it is
the recapitalization programs and the upgrade programs that we
put them through, these are safe and flyable aircraft. And we will
do the same thing for the Kiowa fleet until we eventually replace
it.

Mr. BoyD. Yes, Mr. Frelinghuysen.

KIOWA WARRIOR UPGRADES

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If the Chairman will yield, where do we
stand relative to the upgrades?

General THOMPSON. On which aircraft, the Kiowa?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Kiowa.

General THOMPSON. We have 52 or 54 aircraft left to go that
need to be brought to the system enhancement package capability,
and then the entire fleet. Then what we are looking at right now
is what else do we need to do to extend the service life of those air-
craft? We have labeled the program 2020 to get those aircraft to
2020 and beyond. We do that to the entire fleet. We have looked
at the necessary enhancements that we need to do to that fleet
from the standpoint of avionics, the sensor package, any structural
modifications that we need to do.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So we are making some progress?

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. We are. We definitely are. We have
got all of the planning done to be able to execute that program.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And when we get them back online with all
the avionics and things that we need to upgrade them, how long
do you anticipate they will be able to fly? Which gets to, obviously,
the bigger issue the Chairman raises which is, if we didn’t go
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ahead with the other contract, what is there in the future that
might replace them?

General CROSBY. Sir—as General Thompson said, we are calling
this—Life Support 2020. And those are just a—for lack of a better
term—a bucket of mods that we need to do to address obsolescence
and those immediate things that we have, I would say, accepted
risk on while we were focussing on the ARH. Now that the ARH
has been delayed, or the pursuance of that ARH capability has
been delayed, as we relook it there are things that need to be done
and we have put those into this bucket of Life Support 2020. We
start now and we would apply all of them and finish the entire
fleet of all of those mods by fiscal year 2015. But, please, that is
not a service life extension program.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. How long, to answer my question, will they
be able to fly with all those upgrades? That sort of begs the ques-
tion as to what we are looking at in terms of—towards a replace-
ment.

General CrROSBY. I understand. We believe that will carry us
through the 2020 time frame, dealing with the obsolescence. In the
meantime, the Army at that time, to determine the scope of what
we do, either buying a new capability or continuing to upgrade this
capability, they will do the analysis to determine what scope has
to be done. These are the things we said needed to immediately be
done to carry us through that 2020 time frame.

General THOMPSON. I think the way I would describe it, Con-
gressman Frelinghuysen, is we think we understand what we need
to do to keep those aircraft safe and flyable until 2020. At that
point in time, we need to begin to replace the Kiowa aircraft, or
you would have to do a more significant upgrade if you did not re-
place it with a new aircraft. That decision point is not yet there.
That is part of the requirements process.

So we think we have got it scoped out, of what we need to do
to keep them until 2020. Then beyond that, it is either buy new
or upgrade the existing fleet beyond what we have already scoped
out.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BoyD. Thank you. On that note, General, can you tell us how
many OH-58s you are short?

General DAvis. Sir, we have a 368 aircraft requirement and we
are short 30. So we have 338 right now. So we do have a strategy
as well that is pending the final piece of the funding for conversion
of OH-58 A’s to C’s—AC’s to D’s in order to get us back to our re-
quirement.

Mr. Boyp. Okay.

General THOMPSON. The Alpha and Charlie OH-58 aircraft are
the older versions, and there are still some left, primarily in the
National Guard. There is roughly 120 or so of those aircraft. So to
get from where we are with the inventory of 338 Kiowas to the de-
sired objective to have 368, which gives you enough to put in all
of the formations that fly the Kiowas, we would have to convert
roughly 30 of those Alpha and Charlies to the Delta model Kiowa.
We have done the engineering analysis, we are beginning to do the
engineering analysis to make that happen, and that would be sub-
ject to the approval of this committee and the other committees in
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the ((fongress. But that would be the plan that we would bring for-
ward.

Mr. BoyDp. Okay, gentlemen. Thank you very much.

General Thompson, General Crosby and General Davis, I very
much appreciate your forthcoming testimony and answers to the
questions.

And I want to also thank the members for your indulgence and
participation. And let me close by thanking our wonderful staff,
Paul Terry, for helping us put on a productive hearing. And this
Committee hearing is adjourned.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Murtha and the an-
swers thereto follow:]

UH-60 BLACKHAWK HELICOPTER

Question. The UH-60 Blackhawk is a four-bladed, twin-engine, medium lift utility
helicopter. Its missions include: air assault, general support, MEDEVAC, command
and control, and special operations. Cruising speed is 152 knots. The Army’s total
requirement for UH-60s is nearly 2,000 aircraft.

What has been the performance record of the Blackhawk helicopter in Iraq and
Afghanistan? What capability shortcomings have been identified in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan?

Answer. The performance of the Blackhawk aircraft in Overseas Contingency Op-
erations (OCO) has been exceptional. As of 15 April, 224 aircraft were deployed in
support of Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) and another 53 aircraft were in Afghani-
stan supporting Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF). The Blackhawk is a utility air-
craft being used in air assault, general support, command and control, and
aeromedical evacuation (MEDEVAC) roles. The UH-60, in its MEDEVAC role has
saved countless lives due to its ability to get combat casualties to primary medical
facilities within the “golden hour.” The UH-60 MEDEVAC has been enhanced with
a Forward Looking Infrared Radar (FLIR), hoist system, and modern medical inte-
rior to assist in casualty extraction and treatment.

Since February 2003, over 757,339 combat flight hours have been flown by
Blackhawks in Iraq. 121,346 combat flight hours have been flown in Afghanistan.
The operational temp in both areas is about three times the operational tempo of
peace time units or approximately 50 hours/month. While the operational tempo has
been high, UH-60 mission capability rates regularly exceed 80-85% on average.
However, we should not lose sight of some of the reasons why we are seeing these
successes, and how quickly it can change based on funding.

Supplemental funding provides critical enablers to support this high operational
tempo and the required readiness to meet missions. Some of these enablers include:

« Higher Repair parts stockage levels, visibility over requirements, and express
shipments preclude deployed aircraft being down for part (NMCS) for any length of
time.

« Extensive Mission Equipment Packages (MEP) required by HQDA are installed
on deploying aircraft to provide enhanced aircraft/aircrew survivability in combat
operations, improved communications and situational awareness, and improved air-
craft performance. MEPs also help negate the detrimental effects on aircraft and
components from operations in the harsh desert environment.

¢ Substantial contractor support in theater provides 24 hr scheduled/unscheduled
maintenance support to units.

* Additional aircraft modifications such as Sponson mounted Forward Looking In-
frared (FLIR) for MEDEVAC and Satellite Communications, are installed to meet
commanders Operational Needs Statements (ONS).

» Installation of Digital Source Collectors to monitor and provide real-time infor-
mation on the health and condition of aircraft systems to support the Conditioned
Based Maintenance (CBM) concept.

* Aviation Reset’s extensive Special Technical Inspection and Repair (STIR) pro-
gram provides fully mission capable aircraft back to deployed units in the shortest
time possible.

The UH-60 Blackhawk is performing exceptionally well in OEF and OIF. Specific
shortcomings due to special mission requirement are addressed through the Oper-
ational Needs Statement (ONS) process.

Question. Do any units in the Army, active or reserve component, have older
model Blackhawks that are considered non-deployable for combat?



264

Answer. No. But this is dependent on where the aircraft are deploying to. If the
aircraft are deploying to Operation Iraqi Freedom or Operation Enduring Freedom
there is a prescribed mission equipment list these aircraft must have installed be-
fore deployment; we call this program PRESET. There is a number of aircraft with-
in the UH-60 fleet that have not been deployed to combat operations in this theater
and we would not deploy until PRESET was performed on the aircraft. But, these
aircraft are deployable to other contingencies and deployability would be evaluated
based on the mission equipment list for the deployment.

LiguT UTtiLiTY HELICOPTER (LUH)

Question. The Army is procuring 322 commercial, off-the-self light utility heli-
copters to replace aging OH-58 and UH-1 utility helicopters. The new aircraft has
been designated the UH-72A Lakota. The Army National Guard will receive 200 of
the aircraft out of the total of 322.

What are the different models or configurations of the Light Utility Helicopter?

Answer. There are two basic configurations of the UH-72A Lakota. There is a
utility version that can carry two pilots, one crewman, and five passengers. There
is also a Medical Evacuation (MEDEVAC) configuration that has two pilots, three
crew seats and room for two NATO standard litters. The MEDEVAC configuration
also has a hoist A VIP transport configuration has also been introduced that has
six club seats and may carry two pilots, one crewman and five passengers. There
are various configurations being introduced for the Combat Training Center (CTC)
and Army National Guard (ARNG) missions. The CTC will be equipped with the
necessary equipment to conduct Opposing Force (OPFOR) and Controller missions,
such as additional radios, sensors and datalink capability. The ARNG Security and
Support (S&S) will have an electro optical sensor, situational awareness equipment
%‘%{d a searchlight. These aircraft will begin to be either retrofitted or produced in

10.

Question. How many Light Utility Helicopters have been delivered to the Army?

Answer. 63 UH-72A aircraft have been delivered as of 24 April, 2009. 30 have
been fielded to the Active Army and 32 to the Army National Guard (ARNG). The
remaining aircraft will be fielded to the ARNG the first week of May 2009. Four
more aircraft will be delivered by May 1, 2009.

Question. Where and to which units have the helicopters been delivered? What
are the missions?

Answer. The Active Army has received 30 UH-72A deployed as follows:

¢ National Training Center, FT Irwin, CA:

0 6 UH-72A for MEDEVAC mission.

© 10 for General Support missions.

¢ Joint Readiness Training Center, FT Polk, LA: 10 UH-72A for General Support
missions.

¢ Training and Readiness Doctrine Command (TRADOC), FT Eustis, VA: 2 UH-
T72A for VIP transport missions.

¢ United States Military Academy (USMA), West Point, NY: 2 UH-72A for gen-
eral support missions.

The ARNG has received 33 UH-72A deployed as follows:

¢ Louisiana ARNG: 4 UH-72A at Pineville for S&S Missions.

Mississippi ARNG: 4 UH-72A at Tupelo for S&S Missions.

Florida ARNG: 4 UH-72A at Jacksonville for S&S Missions.

North Carolina ARNG: 4 UH-72A at Morrisville for S&S Missions.
Texas ARNG:

2 UH-72A at Austin for S&S Missions.

> 1 UH-72A at Austin for S&S Missions. (to be delivered May 2009)*

¢« DC ARNG: 6 UH-72A at Ft. Belvoir, VA for MEDEVAC Missions.

¢ Vermont ARNG: 2 UH-72A at Burlington for MEDEVAC Missions.

¢ Pennsylvania ARNG: 6 UH-72A at Ft. Indiantown Gap for training missions.

Question. How has the LUH program performed in terms of cost and schedule?

Answer. The LUH program has consistently been on schedule and at cost. In the
FY09 budget, the U.S. Army and Department of Defense accelerated the program
by increasing production in FY10-14. With the Congressional Add to the program
in FY09 of 5 aircraft, a total of 97 aircraft were added in the Program Objective
Memorandum (POM) for FY09-14. This will lead to completion of the program with
the last fielding in FY15 instead of FY17.

Qu;zstion. Is the transfer of assembly to the United States required by the con-
tract?

Answer. Increasing U.S. content is a part of the contractor’s production duplica-
tion plan; however, there are no contractual restrictions on U.S. contents in the con-

O
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tract between EADS-NA and the U.S. Government relative to the LUH. EADS-NA
has an internal goal of 65 percent domestic content, which involves continued utili-
zation of existing U.S. suppliers, transfer of assembly/production for some existing
non U.S. suppliers to the U.S., and evaluation of potential new suppliers in the U.S.
The contractor, EADS-NA has maintained course on their proposed 3-phase, event-
driven production duplication plan. The first phase, the Light Assembly Line (LAL)
phase, consists of reassembly of a full UH-72A kit in Columbus, MS. This includes
installation of rotor blades, tailboom, and landing gear; customization (paint, avi-
onics, and optional equipment); aircraft flight test; and delivery to the U.S. Army.
The second phase, the Full Assembly Line phase, consists of assembly of a semi-
equipped UH-72A kit in Columbus, MS. In addition to the LAL functions, this
phase includes installation of engines, blades, main gear box, tailboom, landing
gear, doors, communication/navigation equipment, and seats. The final phase, the
Production Line phase, consists of the full build up of UH-72A aircraft in Columbus,
MS. To date, 57 aircraft have been produced in the LAL phase, eight have been pro-
duced in the Full Assembly Line phase, and two have been produced in the Produc-
tion Line phase. Production under the first phase will be complete in May 2009, and
the second phase now accounts for 80 percent of the aircraft in production. The pro-
duction will be completely transitioned to the U.S. by the end of 2010.

Question. What is the prescribed readiness rate for the LUH, and what is the re-
ported readiness rate?

Answer. The LUH contract requires an 80 percent Operational Availability for the
Active Army units per month. The Army National Guard units perform their own
field maintenance and the metric for the contractor is based on parts fill rate. The
UH-T72A fleet has averaged over 90 percent availability for the life of the program.

AH-64 APACHE HELICOPTER

Question. The Longbow Apache is the Army’s current model heavy attack heli-
copter, capable of armed reconnaissance, close combat, mobile strike, and vertical
maneuver in day or night and adverse weather conditions. The Apache is a twin-
engine, four-bladed, tandem seat aircraft. The AH-64 Longbow Block III has a
30mm cannon, 2.75 inch rockets, Hellfire missiles and modernized pilot night vision
and sensor equipment.

AI_PI’Iease explain for the Committee the upgrades and advantages of the latest model
—64.

Answer. The current Longbow Capabilities Production Document (CPD) states;
“ensure Apache will meet the Army’s attack helicopter requirements within the Fu-
ture Modular Force through 2025.” Further, the CPD identifies known capability
gaps within the current Apache fleet.

Apache Block III is a remanufacture program of the older, less capable, versions
of the current Apache Attack Helicopter. The effort will address obsolescence issues,
key operations and support drivers, and add capabilities ensuring the aircraft are
viable combat multipliers through 2025 within the Army’s Future Modular Force.
The cornerstone to the Block III program is the remanufacture of older Apaches
while integrating technologically current upgrades into a proven weapon system
platform. Consequently, Block III is primarily an integration effort and not new
technology development. Block IIT will address current system shortfalls by inte-
grating:

¢ Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) Control Capability

* Improved Situational Awareness Capabilities
Upgraded Communications Suite (obsolescence)

Improved Drive and Propulsion Systems (operations and support)
Improved Targeting Capabilities (obsolescence)

Increased Computer Processing Capability and Speed (obsolescence)
Improved Navigation System (obsolescence)

Integrated System Diagnostics Improving Overall

Maintainability (operations and support)

Question. What is the current inventory of Apaches, how many have been lost in
combat operations, how many replacements have been funded and how many of the
replacements have been delivered?

Answer. The current Apache fleet inventory is 699. There are 154 AH-64 As and
545 AH-64Ds. There have been 51 operational losses (20 A models and 31 D mod-
els.) All 51 operational losses are funded, with 23 deliveries to date. Deliveries for
remaining 28 aircraft are scheduled through fiscal year 2011.

Question. Some early models of the AH-64, all fielded in Army National Guard
units, are considered non-deployable. Why is that?
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Answer. The Army made the decision in 2006 that the Army would no longer de-
ploy AH-64A Apache helicopters to OEF/OIF. This policy is based on the increased
sophistication of the threat in the contemporary operating environment and the re-
sultant survivability equipment required, as well as the need for increased detection
and targeting capability that the AH-64A does not possess.

Deployment of AH-64A battalions will require mission equipment package and
performance enhancements to address the shortcomings that led to their restriction.
The resultant AH-64A+ would be equipped with the Modernized Target Acquisition
and Designation Sight (MTADS), Common Mission Warning System (CMWS), Air-
craft Survivability Product Improvement (ASPI), and 701D engines. The AH-64 Pro-
gram Manager’s most optimistic estimate on the initial operating capability of an
A+ battalion is 2nd Qtr FY12 with a trained battalion deploying in FY13. This is
slower than current timelines to deploy remanufactured AH-64 Longbow battalions.

The estimated total cost per AH-64A+ battalion is $158M. This is roughly half
the cost of converting an AH-64 battalion to AH-64D but provides less capability
and will not fulfill the Army’s commitment to modernize the National Guard’s Avia-
tion fleet.

Maintaining an AH-64A+ fleet in the Army creates significant training and
sustainment challenges and costs. TRADOC no longer qualifies AH-64A aviators in
flight school. AH-64A pilots are Longbow qualified at Fort Rucker and then attend
the AH-64A “dumb down” course at the Western Army NG Aviation Training Site
(WAATS). AH-64A sustainment costs are higher than AH-64D and increase the lo-
gistics tails in theater. There is no replacement source for future AH-64A losses.

Question. The Committee understands that the AH-64A aircraft that were consid-
ered nondeployable were to have been replaced by the new production Armed Recon-
naissance Helicopter; however, the Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter program has
been terminated with cost and schedule problems. What is the Army’s plan to up-
grade the AH—64As in order to make them deployable? Are the upgrades funded?

Answer. The Army Strategy is to upgrade the four remaining AH-64A battalions
in the National Guard to AH-64D battalions through a combination of Remanufac-
ture (REMAN) and cascade from the Active Component. This strategy is supportable
(POM neutral) through a reprogramming of ARH funding. The Army anticipates
completing the modernization of the National Guard AH-64A battalions no later
than FY14.

ARMED RECONNAISSANCE HELICOPTER (ARH)

Question. The Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter program was designed to serve
as a replacement and capability upgrade to the Vietnam era OH-58 series heli-
copter. The ARH program had advanced to the production phase in 2008 and 2009.
The Army had planned to procure 512 of the aircraft with total program cost of $5.9
billion. Funding appropriated for Aircraft Procurement, Army for fiscal year 2009
included $242 million for aircraft production. However, in October 2008 following a
Nunn-McCurdy review of cost and schedule breaches, the program was decertified.

The ARH was to be a modified off-the-shelf aircraft. What caused the schedule
slip and cost growth?

Answer. The ARH program was originally based on modified commercial off-the-
shelf and the integration of non-developmental items. The schedule slip is mainly
attributed to two areas:

1. While in the System Development and Demonstration (SDD) phase the time
frame to design, integrate, and build prototype aircraft was underestimated and
added several months to first flights of each of the four prototype aircraft.

2. Some of the components chosen (i.e. sensor and engine), while based on a field-
ed variant, had considerable development and testing yet to be done. The engine
proved successful and had very little schedule impact on the program. The Bright
Star II sensor, on the other hand, had several technical issues that were not easily
overcome and in turn became the most critical schedule and cost driver of the pro-
gram.

Cost growth occurred in both the development and production estimates. The SDD
contract cost growth was mainly driven by the issues above and due to the need
to resource other activities required in the weapon systems specification and con-
tract statement of work that were underestimated by the prime contractor. The
SDD cost growth and contract/technical issues were accounted for and resourced in
the restructured SDD contract modification accomplished in April 2008.

The Nunn-McCurdy “critical” unit cost breach included SDD cost increases but
was primarily driven by significant increases to the production cost estimates which
came to light with preliminary contractor estimates for the first 10 Low Rate Initial
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Production (LRIP) aircraft. Production estimate increases were due to significant in-
creases to labor hour estimates, labor rates, and airframe material estimates.

Question. What is the current status of the ARH program?

Answer. To support the potential procurement effort, the Army is conducting a
bottom up review of the Armed Reconnaissance Capability requirements to include
a thorough assessment of the specific requirements identified for the previous
Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter program as well as initiating a formal analysis
of alternatives. The analysis will cover the entire spectrum of options, from the po-
tential use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, the use of a Manned/Unmanned aircraft
mix, to the procurement of a new manned platform. Army and DoD remain com-
mitted to the requirement for a manned armed reconnaissance helicopter capability
to replace the aging Kiowa Warrior and the need to deliver the capability to our
Soldiers in a responsible and timely manner.

Question. Does the Army still have a valid requirement for a new, modem armed
reconnaissance helicopter?

Answer. The Army has an enduring Joint Requirements Oversight Council
(JROC) approved requirement for a light, manned, armed reconnaissance helicopter.
The termination of the ARH program (due to cost overruns) as a result of the Nunn-
McCurdy process did not in any way decrease the Army’s continuing need for an
armed scout helicopter. The Army is initiating an analysis of alternatives to deter-
mine the best way to meet the armed scout requirement including a detailed anal-
ysis of manned-unmanned teaming.

JOINT CARGO AIRCRAFT (JAC)

Question. The Joint Cargo Aircraft (or C-27J) is a medium sized, multi-purpose
cargo aircraft that supports a full range of sustainment missions. It is planned for
purchase by both the Army and Air Force. In the Army it replaces multiple older
platform including the C-12 and C-23. The C27—-J is produced by Alenia Aero-
nautical and L-3 Communications.

Why does the Army need its own fleet of fixed wing aircraft as opposed to request-
ing Air Force support?

Answer. Direct Support fixed wing airlift assets give the tactical commander as-
sets he can plan on with certainty. All the Services recognize this need and cur-
rently have some internal aircraft capability for Direct Support fixed wing airlift.
The cost to the warfighter of not having fixed wing aircraft in Direct Support would
be the loss of control for the tactical commander to meet the immediate require-
ments of the ever-changing battlefield. Tactical commanders would lose flexibility to
meet their unit’s needs in fluid situations. Enemy actions, weather and terrain can
quickly change the situation. The Air Force is structured and employed to support
efficient bulk transport of supplies and personnel. Air Force intra-theater airlift in
General Support enables the push of bulk supplies and personnel across the battle-
field. Centralized control of General Support assets allows the JFC to weigh his pri-
orities across the Joint Operating Area. Fixed wing aircraft in Direct Support of
Army forces provide the tactical commander the required flexibility to meet his
unit’s immediate needs in dynamic situations, thus enhancing the commander’s
freedom to maneuver advantageously against the enemy.

Question. The Committee understands that Alenia and L-3 may team with Boeing
for final assembly operations in the U.S. What is the status of the teaming agree-
ment and what will be the impact on aircraft production if a teaming arrangement
is not reached?

Answer. L-3 and Boeing have not entered into a teaming arrangement and con-
tinued efforts to established a teaming arrangement do no exist to our knowledge.
No aircraft production issues exist due to the lack of a teaming arrangement. Alenia
is continuing the planning for a U.S. based final assembly operation.

Question. Is the program on track for full rate production?

Answer. Yes, the program’s parameters of cost, schedule, and performance are on
track to support a Full Rate Production decision planned in Calendar Year 2010.

JOINT FUTURE THEATER LIFT/JOINT HEAVY LIFT

Question. The Committed understands that the Joint Vertical Lift Task Force is
developing requirements to meet Army and Navy/Marine Corps needs for a heavy
lift transport rotorcraft. Concurrently the Air Force and Army are studying Joint
Future Theater Lift which may be a heavy lift rotor craft to enable vertical maneu-
ver.

The Army and Navy are collaborating in the Joint Vertical Aircraft Task Force;
and the Air Force and Army are proceeding with the joint Future Theater Lift Pro-
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gram. This sounds like a duplication of effort. What is the status of these two Joint
Heavy Lift programs?

Answer. The Joint Vertical Aircraft Task Force (JVATF) is an Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense sponsored task force that was a follow-on to the Non-Fixed Wing
Aviation study. The JVATF has been dormant for more than a year but had a goal
of developing a systems roadmap for the Department of Defense (DoD) vertical air-
craft fleet. That activity has been overcome by the ongoing DoD Future Vertical Lift
(FVL) activity that was initiated by the Secretary of Defense in response to a spe-
cific congressional request. The FVL, and the JVATF before it, is addressing the
complete spectrum of vertical lift systems. ‘Heavy’ is just one aspect of their interest
area. FVL is a strategic planning activity to define a future systems roadmap. Indi-
vidual systems will be identified in the resulting plan, but each system will then
have to proceed with developing its own requirement and program of record through
the normal Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) and the
Planning, Programming, Budgeting, and Execution System process.

The Joint Future Theater Lift (JFTL) is a joint activity of all the services and
SOCOM, not just the Army and Air Force. JFTL is a specific joint requirement de-
scription in the JCIDS process for a heavy lift transport that will support mounted
vertical maneuver of medium weight forces, sustainment to the point of need, and
theater distribution. The Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) is in joint staffing now
and will be reviewed/approved by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC)
in June/July 2009.

Question. Is the Joint Heavy Lift program still joint, or are Army, Air Force and
Navy/Marine Corps all going in separate directions?

Answer. Joint Heavy Lift (JHL), which is an Office of the Secretary of Defense,
Acquisition, Technology & Logistics (OSD (AT&L)) directed Joint Concept Refine-
ment activity, has merged its requirement set into the broader Joint Future Theater
Lift (JFTL) Initial Capabilities Document (ICD). JHL now represents the Vertical
Take Off and Landing (VTOL) candidate for filling the JFTL requirement. JHL is
still fully joint, with representatives from the Army, Navy/Marines, Air Force, Spe-
cial Operations Command, Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, Office of
the Secretary of Defense, and National Aeronautics and Space Administration ac-
tively contributing to the aircraft designs and technology investigations.

Quegt{;'on. Will the Joint Heavy Lift aircraft replace the CH-47 Chinook series of
aircraft?

Answer. The Joint Future Theater Lift (JFTL) requirement represents mission
sets that more closely encompass those of the current C-130 aircraft than of any
existing rotorcraft. JFTL is broadly viewed within the Department of Defense as the
eventual replacement for the C—130 aircraft. Joint Heavy Lift (JHL), as the Vertical
Take Off and Landing (VTOL) candidate for the JFTL, is significantly larger than
either the CH-47 or CH-53K helicopters and is intended to operate over dramati-
cally longer range and with twice the payload of existing rotorcraft systems. If JHL
is fully developed and procured, there will be an assessment of how it will influence
the entire lift fleet mix. There is the probability that it will affect the number of
smaller rotorcraft lift systems needed, but it does not replicate or replace the mis-
sion sets of either the CH-47 nor CH-53 tactical rotorcraft.

Question. What unique airlift capability will the JHL program provide for the
Army?

Answer. The complete Capabilities Based Assessment conducted during the JHL
Concept Refinement activity, concluded that there are six high risk capability gaps
that could only be fully satisfied with a Vertical Take Off and Landing (VTOL) capa-
bility. JHL, if chosen to fill the JFTL requirement, will provide the capability to ma-
neuver by air, medium weight and lighter mounted as well as dismounted forces
and to sustain those forces as they maneuver on the ground. This is a fundamen-
tally new and significantly greater force capability than the U.S. has ever had. The
exact payload weights and ranges will be determined during completion of the Capa-
bilities Development Document but the Initial Capabilities Document identifies com-
binations of payload weights from 20 to 36 tons and ranges from 250nm to over a
1000nm, depending upon environmental and takeoff and landing conditions. JHL’s
VTOL capability provides the potential to operate to and from future sea based plat-
forms, offering greater force projection and sustainment opportunities in access de-
nied environments.

Question. Will the JHL program provide a theater airlift capability for the Army’s
Future Combat Systems?

Answer. Yes. The JFTL Initial Capabilities Document contains the requirement
to maneuver medium weight forces. Designs for JHL, the Vertical Take Off and
Landing candidate for JFTL, have accounted for the dimensions and maneuver
weights of existing and developing medium weight forces, including the Future
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Combat Systems (FCS) family of vehicles. JHL cargo bay designs accommodate the
Stryker, Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Category I/II, FCS, U.S. Marine Corps
Service Life Extension Program Light Armored Vehicle, two International Organiza-
tion for Standardization containers, seven 463L pallets, and a plethora of other vehi-
cle and cargo loads.

SKY WARRIOR UNMANNED AIRCRAFT SYSTEM (UAS)

Question. Warrior Unmanned Aerial Vehicles are serving in an ever expanding
role in U.S. Army combat operations. Requests for support regularly exceed assets
available. Warrior aircraft provide reconnaissance, target designation and direct at-
tack capabilities. The Sky Warrior is a follow on to the Predator/Warrior Alpha.

How many Warrior/Sky Warrior UAVs are deployed in Iraq and in Afghanistan?

Answer. Iraq has three Warrior Alpha systems (eight Aircraft each) and one War-
rior Block 0 System (two Aircraft). Afghanistan has one Warrior Alpha system
(three Aircraft).

Question. How many have been destroyed in combat operations and how?

Answer. Two Warrior Alpha UAS aircraft were destroyed in Afghanistan. One air-
craft was lost due to unknown causes and one was lost after losing the beyond line
of site link and impacted a mountain at a very high altitude. One ERMP Block 0
aircraft in Iraq crashed and was destroyed due to contractor operator error. None
of these losses were associated with takeoff/landing or enemy activity.

Question. Are the Unmanned Aerial Vehicle operators based in the war Theaters,
or are they located in the U.S.? Does the Warrior/Sky Warrior have an automatic
take off and landing capability?

Answer. All operators are located in theater. Warrior Block 1, Extended Range
Multi-Purpose has an Automatic Takeoff and Landing System. Warrior A and War-
rior Block 0 have air vehicle operators that perform takeoff and landing operations.

Question. The Army is in the process of surging a Quick Reaction Capability of
Sky Warrior Block I UASs to the war zones.

a. Please explain for the Committee what equipment comprises the Quick Reac-
tion Capability and the time line for providing the additional capability in theater.

b. What are the improvements found in the Block I version of the Sky Warrior?

Answer. The Quick Reaction Capability (QRC) consists of two Platoons of equip-
ment, one deploying this summer and the second deploying next summer. Each pla-
toon will include four Aircraft, two Army One System Ground Control Stations, 17
Soldiers and civilian contractors for logistics support and operational augmentation.
The QRC Block 1 aircraft will have the Automatic Take Off and Landing System
(ATLS), but as a risk mitigation to this new system and the Army will also deploy
a proprietary General Atomics shelter that can be used by contractor personnel to
manually land the aircraft in the event of an ATLS failure.

The Block I version has significant improvements over the Warrior Alpha. We
move from a proprietary Ground Control Station and command link to the Army
One System Ground Control Station and add an Automatic Take Off and Landing
System to reduce the training requirements. The Block I is a larger aircraft with
redundant flight controls, a heavy fuel engine, longer endurance, the Starlite Radar,
communications relay and the ability to carry four Hellfire missiles.

Question. Is Sky Warrior compatible with Army Future Combat Systems (FCS)?

Answer. The Extended Range Multi-Purpose will be compatible with FCS; how-
ever specific inter-relationships and compatibility will be further examined in the
2012—-2017 Program Objective Memorandum period.

SHADOW UNMANNED AERIAL SYSTEM (UAS)

Question. The Shadow UAS provides reconnaissance, target acquisition and force
protection for the Army Brigade Combat Team. A Shadow System consists of four
aircraft; two ground control stations and various support trucks. Shadow platoons
are found at Army brigade level. Shadow has a range of 125 kilometers based on
line of sight communications and endurance of six hours.

What is the inventory objective and on hand status for Shadow systems?

Answer. The Army Procurement Objective is 102 systems. 63 systems are fielded,
each with four Air Vehicles.

Question. How many Shadow aircraft have been lost in Iraq and what is the cur-
rent shortage?

Answer. 112 air vehicles have been lost, listed as Beyond Economic Recovery dur-
ing Overseas Contingency Operations. None confirmed as combat loss, but charac-
terized as accidents (either material failure or human error). There have been addi-
tional incidents, but the Air Vehicles (AVs) were able to be repaired, either on site
or at the depot in Hunt Valley, MD, and returned back to service. Funding is pro-
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vided for three replacement AVs per year. Shortages do not exist; adequate replace-
ments are on-hand at the Forward Repair Activity located at LSA Anaconda, Iraq.

Question. Will data from Shadow be compatible with Army Future Combat Sys-
tems (FCS)?

Answer. Shadow will not be part of the System of Systems Common Operating
Environment or Battle Command System enabled on the air vehicle because of Size,
Weight and Power constraints. However, the Universal Ground Control Station will
be interoperable with FCS. Joint Tactical Radio System is an objective capability.

ngstion. Are Shadow systems equally suitable for operations in Iraq and Afghan-
istan?

Answer. The terrain in Iraq has fewer mountains and less severe winter weather
conditions than Afghanistan. All aviation operations in Afghanistan are impacted by
the terrain, high altitudes and winter weather conditions. The high mountains re-
strict Line of Sight control and create wind and visibility conditions that impact all
operations. However, the Shadow UAS is capable of operation in the vast majority
of the areas in Afghanistan where operations are conducted.

RAVEN UNMANNED AERIAL SYSTEM (UAS)

Question. The Raven Unmanned Aerial System is man-packed and hand-
launched. It weighs about four pounds and has flight endurance of 80 minutes. A
Raven System has three aircraft, a ground station day and night cameras and a
laser designator.

Does the Raven provide both still pictures and video?

Answer. Yes, in addition to display of live mission video, the Raven (RQ-11B) cap-
tures both still frame pictures and video. The still frame images are captured in the
National Imagery Transmission Format (NITF) standard. The images are initially
stored on the Raven system hub and may be downloaded to the Raven’s associated
laptop computer as either NITF or JPEG images. Still images stored on the hub
may be viewed on the Raven hand controller. Video is captured and stored in real
time on the Raven’s laptop in MPEG 2 format. Telemetry from the flight is embed-
ded in the video and may be extracted during video playback on the laptop using
Raven’s AV Screener software. The Raven system laptop is currently a Panasonic
CF-19 Toughbook. U.S. Government Falcon View software with additional software
applications related to Raven provides the interface and functionality for imagery
archiving and playback on the system laptop computer.

Question. Ravens operate at low altitudes, literally right in the ground fight. Are
Ravens often shot down?

Answer. No. There is anecdotal evidence of insurgents engaging Ravens with
small arms fire, but no verifiable incidents of successful shoot downs.

Question. Can radio frequency clutter cause control of the Raven to be lost? Then
what happens?

Answer. Yes, electromagnetic interference from sources operating in frequency
ranges near the Raven uplink frequency or at high power levels may interfere with
the Raven data link. If the uplink frequency from the Raven ground control station
to the aircraft is interrupted for a duration of three continuous seconds, one of three
actions will occur: the aircraft will enter a Rally mode and land at a preselected
landing point, finish the programmed flight and proceed to a preselected landing
point, or may land immediately. Any one of the three options may be selected by
the operator during mission planning. Loss of the video and telemetry downlink is
independent of the uplink loss and does not prompt loss of link procedure. Strict
frequency management procedures and mission planning will reduce the potential
for loss of link. A “lock-on” process was added to Full-Rate Production systems in
2007 that links a specific ground station to a specific aircraft to preclude inad-
vertent interference from other ground stations near the aircraft. The Raven system
will undergo product enhancement beginning in Fiscal Year 2009 to convert to a
digital data link.

Question. How well does the Raven perform in windy conditions?

Answer. Raven technical manuals specify that the system should normally oper-
ate in wind conditions of 20 knots (23 miles per hour) or less. The Raven aircraft
can cruise at 26 knots (30 miles per hour) and dash at speeds up to 45.7 knots (52.6
miles per hour). Operators will assess the wind conditions during mission planning
and, in coordination with commanders, compare the mission priorities to the risks.
The flight duration of the aircraft will limit operational ranges in windy conditions.
Winds will impact either the flight to the objective or the return leg. Additional
power may be consumed when flying against strong winds. Wind conditions will
have an impact on the ability to maintain stable imagery on a specific target. Elec-
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tronic Pan, Tilt and Zoom was integrated in 2006 and greatly enhanced the stability
of the imagery in windy conditions.

Question. How many Ravens have been lost in combat operations?

Answer. There has only been one reported loss of a Raven aircraft due to hostile
fire, having been directly observed by friendly forces. Other aircraft have been lost
due to fly-aways in which the aircraft did not return to the recovery site. Deter-
mination of the reason for any uncommanded fly-away, or other loss in which the
aircraft was not recovered, is not technically possible. Since the beginning of combat
operations, 110 Raven aircraft have been reported lost and unrecovered in Oper-
3tion Iraqi Freedom and none have been reported lost in Operation Enduring Free-

om.

Question. What is the basis of issue for Raven UAS?

Answer. Raven systems are currently authorized in both active and reserve com-
ponent units. The Army Acquisition Objective is 2,182 Systems and the Army Pro-
curement Objective is resource constrained to 2,096 Systems. The bulk of Raven sys-
tems are fielded to Brigade Combat Teams. Heavy Brigade Combat Teams and In-
fantry Brigade Combat Teams are each authorized 15 Raven systems. Stryker Bri-
gade Combat Teams are authorized 17 Raven systems. The current U.S. Army Basis
of Issue Plan was approved May 18, 2008. The plan approves fielding to Brigade
Combat Teams, Battlefield Surveillance Brigades (4 each), Fires Brigades (7 each),
Pathfinder Companies in Combat Aviation Brigades (4 each), Engineer Sapper Com-
panies in Maneuver Enhancement Brigades (3 each), Military Police Companies in
Maneuver Enhancement Brigades (2 each), and Sustainment Brigades (1 each). Ad-
ditionally, within Special Forces units, Ravens are authorized in Ranger Battalions
(4 each), Ranger Regiment Special Troops Battalion (4 each), Special Forces Groups
(2 each), Special Forces Battalions (2 each), and Special Forces Companies (2 each).
Training assets are authorized at the US Army Infantry Center and School (17 sys-
tems), the Special Warfare Center and School (18 systems), and the US Army Armor
Center and School (4 systems).

Question. Is the Raven system equally useful in Iraq and Afghanistan?

Answer. Yes. The original Raven fielding was to Operation Enduring Freedom in
2003 with the early version known as Raven A. If operations will be at a sustained
high altitude, an alternate propeller is available to enhance performance at those
altitudes.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEMS CLASS I UNMANNED AERIAL SYSTEM

Question. The Future Combat Systems Class I Unmanned Aerial System is also
known as the Micro Air Vehicle, or Maverick. The Maverick provides a network ca-
pable situational awareness capability down to platoon level. It has the ability to
hover and stare at military operations on rural and urban terrain. The vehicle
weighs about 41 pounds and has vertical take-off and landing capability.

What has been the feedback from Soldiers who have used the Class I UAS, either
in training or in combat?

Answer. Soldiers are positive about the capabilities of the Class I UAS because
it has provided a very effective capability to the platoon and company levels to per-
form reconnaissance and surveillance missions in environments (such as urban and
complex terrain) that are not conducive to larger UAS platforms. The Class I UAS
provides unique capabilities to the small unit in current operations. Positive feed-
back has also been provided on how easy the Class I Block 0 is to assemble, deploy
for flight, and maintain.

Soldiers say, “. . . provides significant military utility to the lowest echelon, . . .
very easy to operate, . . . operating in conjunction with the Stryker the gMAV sig-
nificantly contributed to maintaining persistent surveillance, . . . the IR Sensor pin-
pointed the enemy even after the sun went down. We could have really used this
in Iraq, . . . the UAV helped us identify a breech during the exercise, . . . if this
had been a real combat situation, it would have saved lives, . . . gMAV would have
saved lives in Iraq because we could have seen over walls. It would have protected
our resupply squad, . . . the Class I increases efficiency and decreases risk.”

Lessons learned from operational and experimental assessments are being used
today in the acceleration of the Class I Block 0 UAS to the Army Evaluation Task
Force and also in the development of the Class I UAS threshold platform.

Question. What near-term improvements are planned for the Class I UAS based
on test flights and Soldier feedback?

Answer. Each generation of the basic system has improved capabilities that make
it distinct from the previous generation. The Future Combat Systems (FCS) Class
I Block 0 UAS is based on the gasoline Micro Air Vehicle (gMAV) platform, which
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originated as a Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency Advanced Concept
Technology Demonstration in 2002.

For the Class I Block 0 platform (part of the FCS Spin-Out Early Infantry Bri-
gade Combat Team), there are several improvements planned as a result of the FCS
Preliminary Limited User Test in fiscal year 2008 (FY08). These include a gimbaled
Electro-Optical (EO) Sensor, a gimbaled Infrared (IR) Sensor, an electric fueler, an
improved Operator Control Unit, an improved Engine Control Unit, addition of Dig-
}tal and Command and Control video, and addition of Direct Data Link integration
in 2010).

For the Class I Threshold platform scheduled for FY13, these are the planned im-
provements. A 10 Horsepower (hp) heavy fuel engine, a combined EO/IR/Laser Des-
ignator/Laser Range Finder payload, integration of the Small Form Factor-D and
Soldier Radio Waveform 1.1 ¢, addition of Radio Crypto Keying, an electric fueler,
and an electric starter.

FUTURE COMBAT SYSTEMS CLASS IV UNMANNED AERIAL SYSTEM

Question. The FCS Class IV UAV or Fire Scout, is a small unmanned helicopter
that provides brigade level reconnaissance, surveillance, and target acquisition; tar-
get designation; communications relay; Nuclear detection; mine detection; signals in-
telligence and persistent stare.

How many Fire Scouts does the Army plan to buy and how many has the Army
taken delivery of so far?

Answer. A total of 504 air vehicles are planned to meet current Army require-
ments for fielding, training, and spares. The Army has purchased eight airframes,
through the Navy Vertical Take-off and Landing Unmanned Aerial Vehicle
Firescout contract, for System Development.

Question. What is the Army doing with the Fire Scouts that have been delivered?
Are any of the Army’s Fire Scouts in use in Iraq or Afghanistan?

Answer. Eight prototype Class IV UAS are on contract to support Integrated
Qualification Tests and Limited User Tests beginning with first flight in April 2011.
To date, none of the eight prototypes have been fully assembled because key sub-
systems needed to make the aircraft flyable are still in development and have yet
to be delivered for integration. Seven of eight airframes have completed Phase I as-
sembly with airframe #8 due to complete in May 2009. Phase II integration (instal-
lation of unique mission equipment, payloads, and data links) is scheduled to begin
with unit Al in March 2010, as the unique hardware and software are delivered,
and conclude in June 2011 with Unit AS8.

The Army has not deployed any Class IV Unmanned Aerial System to Iraq or Af-
ghanistan.

Question. Is the Fire Scout capable of assisting in the counter Improvised Explo-
sive Device (IED) effort?

Answer. Once the Class IV UAS has completed the system development effort and
passed all testing, it is envisioned that the capabilities offered by the Class IV UAS
would assist in detecting some IEDs. The Class IV UAS is capable of supporting
a wide variety of modular mission payloads, including Signal Intelligence payloads
and optical payloads designed for the counter IED mission. The baseline payload for
the Class IV UAS is the Airborne Standoff Minefield Detection System Electro-Opti-
cal (EO), Infrared (IR), Laser Designator, and Counter Mine sensor. Though not spe-
cifically designed for IED detection, the multi-spectral imager on this sensor pro-
vides the ability to detect minefields and other small targets, as well as excellent
counter-camouflage capabilities in varied backgrounds, vegetation, and thermal and
lighting conditions, which exceeds the capabilities of most other EO/IR sensors.

Question. Will the Fire Scout be part of technology Spin-Out One to infantry units
of the Army?

Answer. The Class IV UAS has been approved as part of the Threshold spin-Out
fielding beginning in FY 13. The Army continues to work on the specifics of the re-
quired capabilities, organizational design, cost, schedule, and performance to meet
this proposal.

[CLERK’S NOTE.— End of questions submitted by Mr. Murtha.]
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OPENING REMARKS OF MR. MURTHA

Mr. MURTHA. The committee will come to order.

Today we will hold an open hearing on the state of the Navy
shipbuilding program, which would be nowhere if it weren’t for this
committee. I mean, 2 years ago, you requested four ships and we
ended up with seven or eight. Last year, I don’t remember what
you requested, but we added at least one. And this year I know you
don’t know where you are at this point, but if we are going to get
to 313, we can’t get it to 313—and that is a figure you use—unless
we build at least 10 per year. Of course, what you say is, every
year, we are going to do it next year; and, next year, you say, we
are going to do it next year. So I am looking forward to hearing
from you.

We have 283 ships, you said earlier, right now. So we look for-
ward to hearing both you distinguished guests testifying.

And I recognize Mr. Young.

REMARKS OF MR. YOUNG

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much; and I join you
in welcoming the distinguished witnesses this morning.

I don’t have a major opening statement other than to say the
same thing that the chairman did. I remember the days we were
headed for a 600-ship Navy. Obviously, we didn’t get there; and the
chairman is concerned about how we get to where the Navy wants
to be now.

I recognize that the newer ships that we are building are more
efficient and you can do more with a ship than you could with the
one that was built 50 years ago, but we are here to help maintain
a very strong Navy and the ability to protect the United States
anywhere in the world that we need to protect.

So thanks for being here. We look forward to your testimony, and
don’t be bashful. Tell us what your problems are and what your
goals are.

Mr. MURTHA. If you will summarize your statements, without ob-
jection, we will put your full statements in the record.

Mr. MURTHA. Ms. Secretary.

(273)
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SUMMARY STATEMENT OF MS. STILLER

Ms. STILLER. Mr. Chairman, Representative Young, and distin-
guished members of the subcommittee, it is a privilege for Vice Ad-
miral McCullough and I to appear before you today to discuss Navy
shipbuilding.

The Department remains committed to achieving an affordable
fleet and, during this past year, we have created and implemented
a new policy on acquisition governance. This new governance proc-
ess’ requires involvement by senior Navy officials and reviews at
specified points throughout a major acquisition program’s life cycle.
These reviews evaluate program cost drivers, monitor program
health, evaluate risk and ensure adequate staffing. As these re-
views are accomplished, lessons learned about the governance proc-
ess as well as systemic program issues, are being addressed.

In an effort to address cost estimates, we have reinvigorated the
independent Navy Center for Cost Analysis and established a new,
highly focused cost estimating tiger team. In shipbuilding, we are
ensuring that new ship designs are adequately mature before en-
tering ship production. With our shipbuilding contracts, we are im-
plementing cost reduction initiatives, affordability programs, reuse
of existing designs, and incentives of selected capital improvement
projects, otherwise known as Capital Expenditures (CAPEX).

When programs are mature, we are exploring block buys and
multiyear procurements. Open architecture both for hardware and
software promises to be a powerful cost avoidance tool as well.

The Department recognizes that our in-house acquisition work-
force has atrophied during the last decade. During this time, the
Department has become increasingly reliant upon contractors to
support management and oversight. We have outsourced work bet-
ter accomplished in house and we are now working to grow that
talent within the Navy. Some growth will be funded by reallocating
resources from outsourced work.

We have been hiring approximately 400 interns per year and,
with a new acquisition workforce development fund established in
fiscal year 2009, we will hire an additional hundred interns and
150 journeymen this year.

A year of policy changes and acquisition was paralleled by posi-
tive activity in ship acquisition. We commissioned nine ships dur-
ing 2009 and signed contracts for our future fleet. The Navy award-
ed a contract for Gerald R. Ford, the lead ship of the CVN-78 class.
The ship design is over 80 percent complete and a thorough produc-
tion readiness review has been conducted.

An eight-ship multiyear procurement contract was signed in De-
cember for the continuation of Virginia class builds. The contract
achieves the cost reduction goal of $2 billion per boat in fiscal year
2005 dollars, starting with the 2012 boats.

We also awarded detailed design and construction contracts for
DDGs 1000 and 1001. DDG-1000 fabrication commenced in Feb-
ruary of this year, with over 85 percent of the design complete
prior to the start of construction. LCS-3 was awarded last week
and negotiations continue for LCS—4.
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The fiscal year 2010 bids are in process as well. A contract for
up to 10 Joint High-Speed Vessels was awarded in 2008 and design
efforts are ongoing.

The Navy has also awarded the preliminary design work for the
Mobile Landing Platform, a key component of the Maritime Prepo-
sition Force Future and DDG-51 restart advance procurement is
also in process.

The Navy has come through many difficulties associated with
lead ships and sustained production is proceeding. We are address-
ing issues with the acquisition workforce. We have instituted the
acquisition governance process to facilitate continual requirements
in acquisition communication.

We are committed to meeting the force structure required to
meet the maritime strategy. Thank you again for your continued
support of Navy shipbuilding.

SUMMARY REMARKS OF ADMIRAL McCULLOUGH

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Chairman, Representative Young, and distinguished mem-
bers of the subcommittee, I am honored to appear before you this
morning with Ms. Stiller to discuss Navy shipbuilding.

Before I begin, I would like to mention that, in addition to our
role in sea power, the Navy currently has about 14,000 Sailors
serving on the ground in the CENTCOM area of responsibility, spe-
cifically Iraq and Afghanistan. They serve in traditional roles with
the Marine Corps, but also in land service combat support and
combat service support missions to support the joint commander in
the Army. We provide these Sailors, in addition to fulfilling our
commitments to the country and our allies, to provide persistent
forward presence and incredible combat power in support of the
Maritime Strategy.

Today we have a balanced fleet capable of meeting most Combat-
ant Commander demands from persistent presence to counter-pi-
racy, to ballistic missile defense. However, as we look ahead in the
balance of capability and capacity, we see emerging warfighting re-
quirements in open ocean Submarine Warfare, Anti-Ship Cruise
Missile, and Theater Ballistic Missile Defense.

Gaps in these warfare areas pose risks to our forces. State and
nonstate actors who, in the past, have only posed limited threats
in the littoral are expanding their reach beyond their shores with
improved warfighting capabilities.

A number of countries, who historically have only possessed re-
gional military capabilities, are investing in their Navy to extend
their reach and influence as they compete in global markets. Our
Navy will need to outpace other navies’ capabilities as they extend
their reach. The Navy must be able to assure access in under-
developed theaters. We also have routinely had access to forward
fs‘tag,’ing bases in the past. This may not always be the case in the
uture.

In order to align our surface combatant and investment strategy
to meet the evolving warfighting gaps, the Navy plans to truncate
the DDG-1000 program and reopen the DDG-51 production line,
as I testified to Congress last summer. This plan best aligns our
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surface combatant and investment strategy to meet Navy and com-
batant and commander warfighting needs.

The reason for the change to the Navy’s DDG plan is to prioritize
relevant combat capability. Modernizing the Fleet’s cruisers and
destroyers and executing an affordable shipbuilding plan are cru-
cial to sustaining and constructing a 313-ship Navy with the capac-
ity and capability to meet our country’s global maritime needs.

The Navy must have the right capacity to meet combatant and
Commander warfighting requirements and remain a global deter-
rent. Combatant Commanders continue to request more ships and
increased presence to expand cooperation with new partners in Af-
rica, the Black Sea, the Baltic region, and the Indian Ocean. This
is in addition to the President’s requirement to maintain our rela-
tionships with current allies and partners. Therefore, the Navy
must increase capacity to meet Combatant Commander demands
today for ballistic missile defense, theater security cooperation, and
steady state security posture, simultaneously developing our fleet
to meet future demands.

While the Navy can always be present persistently in areas of
our choosing, we lack the capacity to be persistently present glob-
ally. This creates a presence deficit, if you will, where we are un-
able to meet Combatant Commander requirements. Africa Com-
mand capacity demands will not mitigate the growing European
Command requirement, and Southern Command has consistently
required more presence that largely goes unfilled.

The Navy remains committed to procuring 55 Littoral Combat
Ships. The LCS program will deliver capabilities to close validated
warfighting gaps. LCS inherent speed, agility, shallow draft, pay-
load capacity, and reconfigurable mission spaces provides an ideal
platform for conducting additional missions in support of the mari-
time strategy to include irregular warfare maritime security oper-
ations such as counter-piracy operations.

The Navy remains committed to an 11 carrier force for the long
term, which is necessary to ensure that we can respond to national
crises within the currently prescribed time frames. Our carrier
force provides the Nation the unique ability to overcome political
and geographic barriers to access for all missions and project power
ashore without the need for host nation ports and airfields.

The Ohio class ballistic missile submarine, originally designed
for a 30-year service life, will start retiring in 2027 after over 40
years of service life. The Navy commenced an analysis of alter-
natives in fiscal year 2008 for a replacement ballistic missile sub-
marine. Early research and development will set the stage for the
first ship to begin construction in fiscal year 2019.

The Virginia class submarine is a multi-mission platform that
fulfills full spectrum requirements. Virginia was designed to domi-
nate the undersea domain in the littorals as well as the open ocean
in today’s challenging international environment and is replacing
our aging 688 class submarines. Now in its tenth year of construc-
tion, the Virginia program is demonstrating that this critical capa-
bility can be delivered affordably and on time.

The Commandant of the Marine Corps has determined that a
minimum of 33 assault echelon amphibious ships is necessary to
support their lift requirements. Specifically, he requested a force of
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11 aviation-capable ships, 11 LPD 17s, and 11 LSDs. The Chief of
Naval Operations supports the Commandant’s determination.

The Navy must maintain its carrier, submarine and amphibious
force. In addition, we need to increase our surface combatant ca-
pacity through increased destroyer procurement and LCS to meet
Combatant Commander demands today for missile defense, theater
security cooperation and a steady state security posture.

I thank you for this opportunity to discuss the Navy shipbuilding
program and your support of our Navy. I look forward to answering
your questions.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
| [The joint statement of Admiral McCullough and Ms. Stiller fol-
ows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Representative Young, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to address Navy shipbuilding. The
Department is committed to the effort to build an affordable fleet tailored to support the National
Defense Strategy, the Maritime Strategy, and the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review. The budget
required in FY 2010 for new construction ships will be provided upon the submittal of the FY
2010 President's Budget.

Since the 1800s, the United States Navy has been permanently deployed far from
American shores, and our nation’s first responder to crisis and upheaval throughout the world.
The Navy’s continuous presence assures our friends and allies that the United States remains
ready to help deter aggression, maintain access to the seas, and assist in the event of humanitarian
crisis or natural disaster. Forward presence uniquely provides our country’s leadership the ability
to act with understanding, speed, and flexibility to contain issues or conflicts before they
escalate. The Navy’s forward presence has been called upon for more than 75-percent of our
nation’s combat operations and shows of force, and 90-percent of long duration humanitarian
assistance or disaster response missions since 1970. The cost of perpetual presence requires us to
continually maintain, upgrade and recapitalize our ships and submarines.

Inherent to the Navy’s ability to perform these critical National Security missions are our
ships and our ship force structure. Ships define the Navy and underpin virtually all of our naval
warfighting capabilities. Today, we have a balanced fleet capable of meeting Combatant
Commander demands, from presence to counter-piracy to ballistic missile defense. However,
our fleet is stressed due to inadequate force structure and our high operational tempo. As we
look ahead, we see emerging warfighting requirements in littoral warfare missions and ballistic
missile defense that are not fully addressed within our existing force structure. These factors
drive our future force structure requirements for 313 ships, LCS, and DDG 51 restart.

The continual challenge the Navy faces is the availability of resources to fully populate
the necessary force structure. As a result, the Navy will assume risk in some capability areas in
order to achieve a balance across all of its mission sets. While there will be some areas that have
risks, the aggregate force will retain its basic warfighting capability to ensure the Nation does not
lose its ability to deter, dissuade and win in armed conflict, while at the same time provide
security and stability through Theater Security Cooperation. The Navy is responding to emergent
Combatant Commanders’ requirements by placing more emphasis on capacity for ballistic
missile defense, irregular warfare, and open ocean anti-submarine warfare (ASW). The Navy is
readdressing the demands for high speed amphibious and intra-theater lift, and a variety of
missions in the littoral with the Joint High Speed Vessels and Littoral Combat Ship.

In the past decade, the average age of the Navy’s ships has risen from about 15 to over 20
years old as platforms built in the 1980s approach the end of their service lives. Replacement.
ships have been delayed, are more expensive, and are fewer in number than planned, shrinking
the Fleet from 344 total active ships in 1998 to 283 today. The shipbuilding industrial base has
followed suit, downsizing aggressively in response to the Navy’s reductions in ship procurement,
leaving just two major shipbuilding companies operating across six locations. These individual
shipyards are substantially smaller than they were just a decade ago. We are at a minimum
sustaining rate for affordable shipbuilding; further reductions in ship procurements will

1
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exacerbate existing shortages, and we risk losing the core talent and industrial tools necessary to
build future naval platforms. Mindful of this, Navy force structure planners are increasingly
constrained by, and consequently focused on, the ability of the private shipbuilding industry to
respond to our production requirements.

The Navy has examined the rising cost of ship acquisition. Per-ship costs are rising due
to such factors as reduced competition, build rate volatility, overtime, low rate production,
instability in ship class size, and challenges with introducing new technologies into new
platforms. All of these factors lead to inefficient ship production. The Department is working
aggressively to control costs. We are ensuring that new ship designs are mature enough to
commence production; immature designs drive added cost and schedule risk into production. We
are working to fully leverage competition at every level of our shipbuilding programs, at the first
and second tier vendors if not with prime contractors; lack of competition adds unnecessary costs
throughout the shipbuilding supply chain. In addition, within our shipbuilding contracts, we are
continuing to implement proven cost-reduction tools and methods like multi-year procurements,
cost reduction incentives, affordability programs, re-use of existing designs and equipment, and
incentives for selected industrial capital improvement projects (CAPEX). Open Architecture,
both for hardware and software, promises to be a powerful cost avoidance tool as well as a
process for improving warfighting capability.

In 2008, the Navy instituted a more stringent acquisition governance process which
improves reporting, reviewing, and oversight processes that provide specific criteria for areas
such as requirements, funding, and technical performance. This process ensures that
stakeholders from the resources, requirements, acquisition, and operational communities are
apprised of, address, and revisit at defined intervals, issues associated with technical maturity,
affordability and program health. In addition to the review process, every major defense
acquisition program must conduct an annual Configuration Steering Board, which provides a
means to identify further opportunities to reduce costs. In response to issues regarding
shortcomings in cost estimating, the Navy has also re-invigorated the existing independent Navy
Center for Cost Analysis (NCCA) and established a new, highly-focused Cost Estimating Tiger
Team as a result of insights accumulated through our initial experience with the Acquisition
Governance Process. The team is investigating the factors that contribute to improved cost
estimates and developing plans of action which will then be implemented by the NCCA and the
individual Systems Commands cost estimating organizations,

Working with the Office of the Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, and
Logistics), the Department of the Navy (DoN) is taking specific measures to grow its Acquisition
Workforce, which will ensure our ability to properly staff and manage programs. These
measures include assigning a Principal Civilian Deputy (Senior Executive) to the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development and Acquisition) with responsibilities for all DoN
Acquisition Workforce; rebalancing the workforce by reversing the over-reliance on contractor-
support executing core Navy acquisition functions (e.g., Systems Engineering, Cost Estimating,
and Earned Value); more deliberate management of the Program Manager pipeline (experience
and training); and leveraging the recent National Defense Authorization Act Sections 219 and
852 to restore capability and capacity in the DoN Acquisition Workforce.

2
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Further, we are working with our international ailies to exchange best practices and
lessons learned on shipbuilding efforts. A Shipbuilding Quadrilateral forum, comprised of
government officials from the United States, United Kingdom, Canada and Australia, meets
quarterly to discuss systematic trends that are emerging in shipbuilding programs. This spring,
the United States is hosting the forum, which serves as a forum to discuss acquisition matters
such as contracting practices and industry trends.

The Navy is procuring capability and modemizing current ships to create our future fleet. A
discussion and the status of construction and modernization for the platforms that comprise the
Navy’s Fleet follow.

Aircraft Carriers

Aircraft carriers are the foundation of our carrier strike groups and ensure dominance of
and presence from the sea. There are 11 operational carriers, as required by statute. However,
the Navy will be challenged to meet that inventory requirement from FY 2013 until CVN 78
delivers in FY 2015. The Navy is exploring mitigation opportunities for this two year period but
must balance the cost to bridge the gap.

CVN 21 Program

GERALD R. FORD (CVN 78), the lead ship of the CVN 78 Class, will replace USS
ENTERPRISE (CVN 65). CVN 78 warfighting capability improvements include: 25-percent
increase in sortie generation rate; a significant reduction in ship’s force, as well as the air wing
and embarked staff; nearly three-fold increase in electrical generating capacity; restoration of
service life allowances; and enhanced integrated warfare system to pace future threats. These
improvements will ensure that CVNs, the centerpiece of the Navy’s Carrier Strike Group will
continue to lead the Navy throughout their 50-year carrier lives. The detail design and
construction contract between the Navy and Northrop Grumman Shipbuilding — Newport News
(NGSB-NN) was signed in Septerber 2008. Keel laying is planned for this fall.

CVN 68 Class

GEORGE H.W. BUSH (CVN 77) is the tenth and final Nimitz Class carrier, and is the
numerical replacement for USS KITTY HAWK (CV 63). Delivery of CVN 77 maintains the
carrier force structure at the statutory requirement level of 11 carriers. She was commissioned in
January 2009 and, following delivery this spring, she will enter a Post Shakedown Availability.

CVN 68 Class Refueling Complex Overhaul (RCOH)

The CVN 68 Class RCOH program spans over 40 years in support of the Class. During
each RCOH, 35-percent of a carrier’s total service life maintenance plan is performed, as well as
depot level mid-life recapitalization which extends the service life of the ship to approximately
50 years. Nuclear reactor refueling, warfighting modernization, and ship systems and
infrastructure repair will help meet future missions. These combined upgrades support a
reduction in operating costs, achieve expected service life, and allow the Nimitz Class to deter
projected threats well into the 21st century. This program is critical for the class to achieve its
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service life and retain combat relevance. CVN 70 is currently in her RCOH and will complete
this summer.

The Submarine Fleet

It is our intent that the Navy's submarine force remain the world's preeminent submarine
force. We are aggressively incorporating new and innovative technologies to maintain
dominance throughout the maritime battle space. We are promoting the multiple capabilities of
submarines and developing tactics to support national objectives through battle space
preparation, sea control, supporting the land battle and strategic deterrence. To these goals, the
Department has continued a pattern of timely delivery of Virginia Class submarines while
ensuring the overhaul of the Ohio Class submarines supports their continued ability throughout
their full anticipated lifetime,

Virginia Class

Five Virginia Class submarines have delivered and six more are under construction. In
2008, the Navy commissioned USS NORTH CAROLINA (SSN 777) in May and USS NEW
HAMPSHIRE (SSN 778} in October.

General Dynamics Electric Boat and NGSB-NN continue to jointly produce Virginia
Class submarines and are working with the program office to reduce the construction time and
cost of these ships. An eight-ship, multi-year procurement contract for the FY 2009-2013 ships
was signed in December 2008. The contract achieves the cost reduction goal of $2 billion (FY
20035%) with the FY 2012 ships as well as the two per year build rate starting in FY 2011.

SSBN Engineered Refueling Overhauls (EROs)

The Ohio Class SSBN Engineered Refueling Overhaul Program continues. USS
ALASKA (SSBN 732) completed her overhaul in March 2009; USS NEVADA (SSBN 733) will
complete her overhaul in 2010; and USS TENNESSEE (SSBN 734) will complete her overhaul
in 2011. These EROs are a one time depot maintenance period, near the mid-point of the SSBN
service life, during which the nuclear reactor is refueled, major equipment is refurbished, class
alterations are installed, and SUBSAFE unrestricted operations maintenance is accomplished.

Surface Combatants

Today's Navy is operating in an increasingly complex and challenging environment.
Demand from Combatant Commanders for traditional Navy core capabilities, forward presence,
deterrence, sea control, and power projection by surface combatants operating both
independently and with strike groups is increasing. The new Maritime Strategy also calls for
expanding capabilities in Integrated Air and Missile Defense to include ballistic missile defense,
maritime security, disaster relief and humanitarian assistance.

DDG 51 Class

DDG 51 is a proven, multi-mission guided missile destroyer. She is the Navy’s most
capable ship against ballistic missile threats and adds capacity to provide regional ballistic
4 .
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missile defense. The risks associated with re-opening the DDG 51 line are less than those of a
new start platform and will provide the Navy ballistic missile defense capability more affordably.

 This proven program will commission DDGs 103 and 106, TRUXTUN and
STOCKDALE, respectively, in April 2009. DEWEY (DDG 105) and WAYNE E. MEYER
(DDG 108) will be delivered to the Navy this year.

Restarting the DDG 51 line is a central focus of the Navy. Acquisition strategies are
being formulated and advanced procurement efforts to restart the line should be contracted this
spring.

CG 47 Modernization

Twenty-two Aegis Cruisers remain in service and are planned to receive modernization
upgrades. A comprehensive Mission Life Extension is critical to achieving the ship’s expected
service life and includes the All Electric Modification; SMARTSHIP; hull, mechanical, and
electrical (HM&E) system upgrades; and a series of alterations designed to restore displacement
and stability margins, correct hull and deck house cracking, and improve quality of life and
service onboard. Cruiser Modernization bridges the gap to future surface combatants and
facilitates a more rapid and affordable capability insertion process. The first full modernization
availability was completed on USS BUNKER HILL (CG 52) in February 2009.

DDG 51 Modernization -

The DDG 51 modernization program is a comprehensive effort to modernize the Arleigh
Burke class ships' combat and HM&E systems. As ships are modernized halfway through their
35-year estimated service life, each ship will be enabled to achieve an additional 10-15 years of
life that historically has been reduced by early decommission due to both the inability to pace the
threat and to high operating costs. This program is modeled on the successful CG Modemization
program and will occur in two phases. The first phase is the HM&E phase. These upgrades
support workload reduction, operating costs minimization, expected service life achievement,
and projected threat pacing well into the 21st century.

The second phase, expected to commence in FY 2012, will consist of a full combat
systems computing plant and Combat Information Center replacement, known as Advanced
Capability Build 12 (ACB-12). ACB-12 will allow the class to field substantial capability
against ballistic missiles, new generation advanced anti-ship cruise missiles and new, quieter
submarines now in the hands of potential adversaries.

The first DDG to be modernized will be USS ARLEIGH BURKE (DDG 51), plz;nned for
FY 2010.

DDG 1000 Destroyer

DDG 1000, with its Dual Band Radar and sonar suite design, is optimized for the littoral
environment, However, in the current program of record, the DDG 1000 is incapable of
conducting Ballistic Missile Defense. Although superior in littoral ASW, the DDG 1000’s lower
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power active sonar design is less effective in the blue water than DDG 51 capability. DDG
1000’s advanced gun system provides enhanced naval fires support capability in the littorals with
increased survivability. In support of the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 2009
direction, the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) reviewed and concluded that
existing surface combatant and Joint Surface Fires requirements remain valid. The Navy will
return to the JROC this summer to address the way ahead for naval surface fires.

The Navy began construction of DDG 1000 in February 2009. A rigorous systems
engineering approach has been employed to mitigate the risk involved with building a complex
Iead ship surface combatant. This approach included successful building and testing of the ten
critical technologies via engineering development models. Naval Vessel Rules were fully
accommodated in detail design. Mission systems design is nearly complete. Detail design was
also near completion prior to the start of fabrication — more complete than any other previous
surface warship.

The research, development, test and evaluation efforts for the DDG 1000 program, which
include software development and other critical efforts, must continue in order to deliver the
necessary technology to completed ships and to the CVN 78 Class.

CG(X)

Vital research and development efforts are in progress for the Air and Missile Defense
Radar which paces the ship platform development. Engineering development and integration
efforts include systems engineering, analysis, computer program development, interface design,
engineering development models, technical documentation, and system testing are in process to
ensure a fully functional CG(X) system design.

Littoral Combat Fleet

LCS fills warfighting gaps in support of maintaining dominance in the littorals and
strategic choke points around the world. The LCS program capabilities address specific and
validated capability gaps in Mine Countermeasures, Surface Warfare, and ASW. The concept of
operations and design specifications for LCS were developed to meet these gaps with focused
mission packages that deploy manned and unmanned vehicles to execute a variety of missions.
LCS' inherent characteristics (speed, agility, shallow draft, payload capacity, reconfigurable
mission spaces, air/water craft capabilities) combined with its core Command, Control,
Communications, Computers and Intelligence, sensors, and weapons systems, make it an ideal
platform for engaging in Irregular Warfare and Maritime Security Operations.

Littoral Combat Ship (L.CS)

The Navy is aggressively pursuing cost reduction measures to ensure delivery of future
ships on a schedule that affordably paces evolving threats. This will be accomplished by
matching required capabilities, to a recurring review of warfighting requirements through
applying lessons learned from the construction and test and evaluation periods of sea frames and
mission packages. USS FREEDOM (LCS 1) was delivered to the Fleet on September 18, 2008
and was commissioned in November. INDEPENDENCE (LCS 2) was christened in Mobile,

6
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Alabama on October 4, 2008. Later this year, the program will deliver that second ship, of a
completely different design.

In October 2008, the Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and
Logistics approved a revised acquisition strategy for LCS to cover procurement of the FY 2009
and FY 2010 ships. The updated strategy combines the FY 2009 procurement and FY 2010
options to maximize competitive pressure on pricing as a key element of cost control. Increasing
the quantity solicited by adding the FY 2010 ships to the FY 2009 solicitation as options will
also enable industry to better establish longer term supplier relationships and offer the potential
for discounting to the prime contractors and subcontractors. The FY 2009 ships and FY 2010
ship options will be fixed price type contracts.

Acquisition strategies for FY 2011 and outyear ships are under development. The Navy’s
strategy will be guided by cost and performance 6f the respective designs, as well as options for
sustaining competition throughout the life of the program. Combat systems and HM&E design
will be evaluated throughout the test and trial periods and we are already looking for
opportunities to reduce total ownership costs.

Amphibious Ships

These ships provide distributed forward presence to support a wide range of missions
from forcible entry to conventional deterrence, Theater Security Cooperation, and humanitarian
assistance. In major combat operation, sufficient amphibious ships are required to support two
Marine Expeditionary Brigades (MEB). As an organization principle, this requires the Navy to
maintain a minimum of 38 amphibious ships. Understanding this requirement and in light of the
fiscal challenges with which the Navy is faced, the DoN will sustain a minimum of 33
amphibious ships in the assault echelon. This 33 ship force accepts risk in the arrival of combat
service support element of the MEB, but has been adjudged to be adequate to meet naval service
needs within today's fiscal limitations.

WASP (LHD 1) Class Amphibious Assault Ship

MAKIN ISLAND (LHD 8), the last of the Wasp Class, completed acceptance trials in
March 2009 and will be delivered this spring. Although a modified repeat of the previous seven
ships, this ship introduced a gas turbine propulsion system with all electric auxiliary systems and
eliminated the steam plant and steam systems.

LHA (R) General Purpose Amphibious Assault Ship (Replacement)

The LHA (R) Assault Echelon ship, the functional replacements for LHA 1 Class ships,
will provide the Nation forcible entry capability and forward deployed contingency response
forces. These ships have enhanced hangar and maintenance spaces to support aviation
maintenance, and increased jet fuel storage and aviation ordnance magazines. LHA 1 Class ships
will reach the end of their extended service life in 2011-2015, and limited fabrication of the first
ship of the new class, AMERICA (LHA 6), began in December 2008.

LPD 17 Class Amphibious Warfare Ship
7
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The LPD 17 Class of amphibious warfare ships represents the Navy's commitment to a
modern expeditionary power projection fleet that will enable our naval force to operate across the
spectrum of warfare. The class replaces four classes of older ships ~ the LKA, LST, LSD 36, and
the LPD 4 — and will have a 40-year expected service life. SAN ANTONIO Class ships will play
a key role in supporting the ongoing Overseas Contingency Operations by forward deploying
Marines and their equipment to respond to crises abroad. USS GREEN BAY (LPD 20) was
commissioned in January 2009 and USS NEW ORLEANS (LPD 18) deployed the same month.
New York (LPD 21) is planned to deliver this fall.

Auxiliary and Intra-Theater Lift Platforms

Combat logistics force ships are critical for forward deployed forces. The vital role of
underway replenishment of such items as fuel, food, repair parts, and ammunition enable Navy
ships to operate for extended periods at sea. The extended operating demands for vessels such as
Joint High Speed Vessels (JHSV) and LCS for intra-theater lift, Theater Security Cooperation, or
engagement missions will place a high demand for support on existing logistics shipping and
increase the operating tempo of the Combat Logistics Force ships. Intra-theater lift is key to
enabling the United States to rapidly project, maneuver, and sustain military forces in distant,
anti-access or area-denial environments.

The Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future) (MPF(F)) provides a scalable, joint, sea-
based capability for the closure, arrival, assembly, and employment of up to a Marine
Expeditionary Brigade-sized force. MPF(F) ships will be forward deployed to enable rapid
closure to areas of interest in the event of the crisis. When combined with the Amphibious
Ready Groups, Carrier Strike Groups, and Amphibious Task Forces, the MPF(F) operational
capacity can be employed across the full range of Military operations. It will provide
prepositioning equipment and supplies for a Marine Expeditionary Brigade and is essential to
reinforcing the assault echelon of the Marine Expeditionary Force during forcible entry
operations. The MPF(F) can operate in a disaggregate mode for Lesser Contingency Operations
such as humanitarian assistance and peace enforcement.

Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future)

In March 2006, the Defense Acquisition Board approved program entry into the
Technology Development Phase. The Navy recently awarded a preliminary design contract to
General Dynamics National Steel and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO) for the Mobile
Landing Platform ~ one of the MPF(F) vessels.

Lewis and Clark Class Dry Cargo/Ammunition Ship (T-AKE)

T-AKE replaced the Navy’s combat stores (T-AFS) and ammunition (T-AE) shuttle
ships. Working with an oiler (T-AQ), the team can perform a “substitute” station ship mission
which will provide necessary depth in combat logistics. Fourteen T-AKE ships are covered
under a fixed-price incentive contract with NASSCO. Three of the T-AKEs are to support
MPF(F) program requirements. Major accomplishments for 2008 include delivery of USNS
ROBERT E. PEARY (T-AKE 5) in June 2008 and USNS AMELIA EARHART (T-AKE 6) in
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October 2008. USNS CARL BRASHEAR (T-AKE 7) delivered in March 2009 and WALLY
SCHIRRA (T-AKE 8) will deliver later this year.

Joint High Speed Vessel (JHSY)

The Joint High Speed Vessel (JHSV) program is for the acquisition of high-speed vessels
for the Army and the Navy. JHSV will be a high-speed, shallow draft surface vessel able to
rapidly transport medium payloads of cargo and personnel over intra-theater distances to austere
ports, and load/offload without reliance on port infrastructure. The detail design and lead ship
construction contract was awarded to Austal, USA on November 13, 2008, and includes contract
options for nine additional ships for the Army and Navy. Delivery of the first vessel will be to
the Army and is expected in 2011.

Ship Leasing

The Department of Defense charters ships to respond efficiently when a military .
requirement is immediate, subject to change, or of uncertain duration. Ships are initially
contracted for a lease of 12 months or less, with options to extend use up to 59 months total.
Currently, there are 28 ocean-going vessels under time-charter for periods that fall in the long-
term category; 13 of these are U.S.-flagged foreign-built ships. Of the 13, three have been
chartered since the 1980s, as authorized by law, but will be terminated in July 2009. To meet the
USMOC need, the Navy recently purchased three U.S.-built ships formerly on long term charters
to support the Military Sealift Command’s (MSC) Maritime Prepositioning Ships strategy.

Since 2002, the number of foreign-built ships under charter has declined from 22 to 13.
Few commercial ships with military utility have been constructed in United States’ shipyards in
the past 20 years. Consequently, when MSC must charter a vessel, most of the offers are for
foreign-built ships. When a foreign-built ship is used for these charters, the ship is required to be
converted to U.S.-flag, and crewed by United States citizen mariners prior to the beginning of the
charter. Conversion work must be accomplished in a United States shipyard.

Summary

The Navy has come through many difficulties associated with lead ships and sustained
production is proceeding. We are addressing issues with the acquisition workforce and realize
our government talent has atrophied. We have instituted the acquisition governance process to
aid continual requirements/acquisition communication. We are committed to meeting the force
structure required to meet the Maritime Strategy.
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ACQUISITION WORKFORCE

Mr. MURTHA. Ms. Secretary, you talk about interns. Define what
you mean by interns.

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir. It is an entry-level position where we bring
people into the acquisition community train them. We get them ex-
posure to different programs and disciplines like contracting, budg-
eting, program management. They serve as a junior employee in
the organization, and we grow them into acquisition professionals.

Mr. MURTHA. So these are young engineers just out of college
or—and they have to go through a certain qualification before they
can become acquisition experts or you don’t have the spaces or
what? Why would you just not hire them—why do you call them
interns?

Ms. STILLER. Because, in order to be a qualified acquisition pro-
fessional, there is training that you have to go through. Some of
the interns are right out of college, but they can be midcareer folks
that decide they want a job change. For entry into the acquisition
corps, there are core courses they have to take. We work with them
to make sure they are getting those courses and that they are
mentored by folks who have been around for a while conducting the
knowledge transfer so we have a really good, solid basis for them
to start their career.

Mr. MURTHA. I like what you are saying. Because this sub-
committee has been in the forefront trying to make sure that there
is some stability in the shipbuilding industry. And acquisition has
been a big part of it. It sounds like you are talking about more ma-
turity, more people involved in shipbuilding; and it sounds like you
will stabilize it at some point. And the LCSs will be a big part of
it, it sounds like.

ELECTRO-MAGNETIC AIRCRAFT LAUNCHING SYSTEM

Now, a couple of other questions. On the launching system on
the carrier, is that going to slow down the carrier, the new launch-
ing system?

Ms. STILLER. We are still analyzing EMALS, the electromagnetic
launching system that you mentioned. We do not see that it will
have an impact on the actual schedule of the carrier at this point
in time.

Mr. MURTHA. I keep hearing rumors that they are studying the
alternative, going back to steam. Is that accurate?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir. We are looking at all options.

There has been cost growth to the EMALS system. We are look-
ing at the total cost, both acquisition and life cycle, for EMALS and
steam. We are looking at schedule and what does that do if we
went back to steam on CVN-78. We are in the process of getting
information from industry so that we can make an informed deci-
sion. We have had independent technical authorities look at it
within the Department.

Mr. MURTHA. You reduced personnel and maintenance by 39 peo-
ple. Are you to the point where the cost growth overcomes the sav-
ings in personnel?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Mr. Chairman, we have looked at that.
And right now, both due to the reduction in personnel required to
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man a launching system, the increased operational availability and
the reliability of the EMAL system, there are still life-cycle savings
over what we would have if you went back to steam catapults.

Mr. MURTHA. The Secretary said earlier that, unless these sys-
tems were mature, we weren’t getting involved in them. This is a
pretty big part of, obviously, the carrier. Was it not mature when
you started—I thought this had been used over and over again. I
thought we had some stability by going to this EMAL system.

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir, there is a development effort that had to
start and is still continuing to get EMALS to apply to the aircraft
carrier. The technology itself is not new, but it is the application
in the aircraft carrier.

There is a lot of rigor we want to go through for component test-
ing so we understand the liability of the components as well as sys-
tem testing. We are in the component testing phase right now. We
have seen minor issues in testing which we have been able to re-
solve. But there is some concurrency with the schedules and that
is one of the things we want to evaluate going forward. Is the de-
velopment schedule still ongoing? How do we mitigate the risk to
the carrier schedule so that that doesn’t change, we don’t see an
impact to the carrier schedule.

Mr. MURTHA. What will it do to the cost of the system if you had
to switch to steam?

Ms. STILLER. I don’t have that information yet. We are waiting
on a cost estimate from Northrop Grumman Shipbuilding, Newport
News.

Mr. MURTHA. What does it look like at this point? Are you going
to go with the EMALS or are you going to go with the steam?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Right now, Mr. Chairman, the plan is to
go to with EMALS or to continue with electromagnetic aircraft
launching system. That is going to be briefed to the CNO and the
Acting Secretary here in the next week to 10 days.

We need EMALS technology to support higher energy launches
of our aircraft. As we look at what we have been doing in Iraq and
Afghanistan, specifically going into Afghanistan, we have had to up
the number, if you will, of high energy launches we are executing
to support sending Super Hornets into Afghanistan. That creates
excessive wear not only on the aircraft but also on the energy ab-
sorption system on the front end of the ship known as the water
brakes that catch the launch cylinder spears.

EMALS will give us a steady acceleration across the launch of
the aircraft down the catapult track and has much less impact on
both the airplane and the ship when you have the EMAL system
on the ship. It also gives us much greater energy capacity for the
high energy launches; or if you are using the standard load configu-
ration on the aircraft, it requires significantly less wind over deck
on the aircraft carrier. With the reduced requirements for wind
over deck, it gives you greater operational flexibility in the carrier
operating areas when you lay them down in an operational theater.
So the Navy needs the EMALS capabilities as we move forward
with our next-generation aircraft carrier and aircraft.

Mr. MURTHA. Is this just a computer design at this point or is
this being built?
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Ms. STILLER. No, sir. The components are built and in testing.
We are working to get the land-based facility at Lakehurst. There
is an installation ongoing there right now.

So, no, sir, there are components to this. This is not a design.

Mr. MURTHA. So it would be extremely expensive if we switched
back to steam, spending all this money on EMALS at this point?

Ms. STILLER. Again, sir, I am waiting for the estimate from New-
port News, what that would do to the cost and schedule. I just
don’t have that information yet.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Young.

USS HARTFORD COLLISION

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I want to talk about the LCS program, but, before that, I would
like for you to tell us what we haven’t read in the newspapers
about the collision between the submarine and the ship.

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Congressman, the investigation is ongo-
ing in that collision. So I would really be remiss to discuss what
is going on in an internal investigation in a Fleet Commander’s
area of responsibility.

It was an unfortunate incident. We are extremely pleased that
none of the Sailors were badly injured and that both ships were
able to make port in Bahrain under their own power. The damage
assessment for both the submarine and the LPD are currently on-
going in Al Manamah, Bahrain.

Mr. YOUNG. Does it appear that the submarine is fixable? I un-
derstand it had more damage than the ship?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. The preliminary reports that I have read
from the Naval Sea Systems Command indicate that the sub-
marine is repairable, yes, sir.

LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP

Mr. YouNG. Okay. The LCS program, which has run into some
problems—you have just awarded the contract for LCS-3, but you
had cancelled LCS-3 and —4 before because of the experience with
LCS-1 and LCS-2. Where are we headed? I understand the impor-
tance of this new type of ship; and I tell you, Vern Clark, when he
was CNO, spent a lot of time educating me on the importance of
LCS. But are we ever going to build 55 of them?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir. That is the requirement at the moment—
55, and we are still planning to.

Just to give you a sense of where we are today on LCS, LCS-
1 is delivered. She is in an availability in Norfolk and will wrap
up early next week. She will go to her acceptance trials at the end
of the month. We are very pleased with how LCS-1 is proceeding.

LCS-2 is in construction. The General Dynamics GD-Austal
team that is down in Mobile and we expect that ship will deliver
this summer.

We had a significant event last week. We had main propulsion
diesel light off on the ship. So the construction is proceeding well.

So we are much further along with those ships than we were
when we had awarded LCSs 3 and 4 last time. We have got one
ship delivered and one very close to delivery. As I said, we have
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awarded the LCS-3 to the Lockheed Martin team and we are still
in negotiations with General Dynamics.

But I feel very comfortable. Those fiscal year 2009 awards are
tied to the fiscal year 2010 ships. We are awaiting the bids on the
fiscal year 2010 ships as well.

Mr. YouNG. What is the contract cost for the new LCS-3 as com-
pared to the original LCS-3?

Ms. STILLER. Sir, the fiscal year 2009, the LCS-3 award, the fis-
cal year 2010 ships are tied to that. We are still in a competitive
environment. We have not made public that award amount. But I
am happy to provide that to you but not in an open hearing.

Mr. YOUNG. Okay. I understand that. Can you tell us if it is more
or less or the same?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir, it is less. We took a long time here in nego-
tiating these two ’09 ships, because we are really focused on afford-
ability, and we have been working closely with the industry folks
to figure out how we are driving costs. We work with the require-
ments community as well on how we can drive costs out of these
ships. We are on the path to getting affordable LCSs as we go for-
ward, and I think you will see from our 2009 awards that we are
on that path.

Mr. YOUNG. LCS-1 and 2, 3 and 4 are different designs, is that
not correct? I mean, they are not identical ships?

Ms. STILLER. They are two different designs, yes, sir, that meet
the same requirements list. But, yes, LCSs 1 and 3 at this point
are one design and LCS—2, and when we award 4, will be of a simi-
lar design.

We have tried very hard to make sure there is not a lot of change
between those ships. Obviously, as we learn things in tests and
trials that we have to fix, we will want to make sure those get on
the following ships. But these ships should look very similar if they
are built of that same design.

Mr. YOUNG. But we are not far enough into the program to know
whether one design is superior to the other or more cost-effective?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. That is correct, sir; and we still intend
to compare the ships from both an operational assessment and ac-
quisition cost perspective and a total-life-cycle cost perspective to
see if we should down select the one particular design.

Mr. YOUNG. I understand that the military requirements and the
Navy’s requirements are considerably different than a commercial
ship. But in a commercial world a contract is pretty much—a de-
sign is agreed upon, all these things are done before the contract
is let and the construction begins. I understand that the Navy has
different missions, and the mission changes from time to time. So
you can’t really do that. But are we—will the new acquisition proc-
ess help us get a little more for the dollar?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir. One of the things that we have really been
taking a hard look at and a hard line on is the percent complete
in design before we ever start production. For example, DDG-1000,
the design is over 85 percent complete before we agree to start fab-
rication on the lead ship. The same thing with CVN-78. It is in the
80-85 percent range of completion of design before we start con-
struction on that ship. We did not do that on LCSs. We learned
that lesson again, and I would tell you that we are very focused
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on making sure that the design is of adequate completion before we
start construction.

Mr. YOUNG. Well, thank you very much for the information on
the LCS.

I am sure other members will want to talk about DDG-1000 and
maybe even ask about DDX, but, Mr. Chairman, I know I have
used my time, so I yield back. Thank you very much.

Mr. MURTHA. We appreciate the pressure you put on to get the
price down. Because when you originally came to the committee, all
of us knew—I knew in particular—it wasn’t going to come in at the
initial cost. So I appreciate you learned a lesson. And we helped
by pressuring the companies and saying to them, we are not going
to pay that kind of price, so let’s get this down. When I went to
both places I told them that. So I appreciate what you have done.

Ms. Kaptur.

LEASING OF FOREIGN BUILT SHIPS

Ms. KAPTUR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome. Great to have you.

I am going to go back, Secretary Stiller, to a question I asked you
last year about leasing of foreign-built ships. As I recall the answer
last year, there was this schedule that there was a declining path
of foreign-leased ships. Could you please tell me—you said last
year that the committee—that the Navy had leased 17 foreign-built
U.S.-flagged vessels at that point. Could you please tell us how
many foreign-built ships are currently being leased?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, ma’am, 14. Back in 2002, we were at 22; last
year, as I testified, we were at 17, and today we are at 14.

Ms. KAPTUR. What path are you on for the future?

Ms. STILLER. We continually review the requirements for what
constitutes a long-term lease. In fact, in my written testimony I
mentioned there were 28 in long-term charters. Since the written
testimony, I am down to 26. We bought three leases out, and then
we added one because it was a 6-month option. We are committed
to try and drive that out.

The complicating factor is there are not a lot of U.S.-built com-
mercial vessels out there to meet our needs. We do end up having
to look at foreign-built ships. Now they have to be U.S. flagged,
and they have to be U.S. crewed. We have been diligently working
at this to try to get the number down, and I am happy to say we
got it down this year.

CONSTRUCTION OF SMALL VESSELS

Ms. KAPTUR. All right. That is a very good report.

And how do small shipyards compete for Navy contracts?

Ms. STILLER. If it is a small vessel, we put out a request for a
proposal and anybody that wants to compete is certainly welcome
to compete. We do have a lot of smaller shipyards participating in
ship acquisition.

Ms. KAPTUR. Do you ever do briefings for those smaller competi-
tors around the country?

Ms. STILLER. It depends on the country. We have had industry
days where we welcome them to come in and hear what our re-
quirements are, and they can ask questions if they think something
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is going to be a cost driver to us. It is good for us to hear that up
front so we don’t make a mistake going in.

Ms. KAPTUR. If you have anything planned—obviously, I am up
there on the Great Lakes. If there is anything you have planned
that would permit greater information to be shared with shipyards
up on the Lakes, we would appreciate that. If you could give us a
contact that might know a lot about what is going on in the De-
partment, I would certainly appreciate that very, very much.

SHIPBUILDING INDUSTRIAL BASE

What would happen if Congress were to prohibit the Navy’s abil-
ity to enter into leases on foreign-built ships?

Ms. STILLER. I will get you a detailed answer on that, but I will
give you my initial impressions.

Like I said, there are very few U.S.-built commercial ships any-
more. It would be very costly for the Department because we would
likely be forced into building these ships to meet our requirements;
and my concern would be the warship procurements that we need
to do, as opposed to these ships that are truly for specified periods
of time, would the Department have to pay for those ships?

Ms. KAPTUR. Well, you have referenced the fact that, in the com-
mercial sector, the number of ships being constructed in this coun-
try has gone down and we know that our shipbuilding industrial
base is really limited now to about six companies. And contractors
have stated that increased volume, of course, would help stabilize
the industrial base.

What do you see as a possibility for us restoring our shipbuilding
industrial capacity? Can it be done through componentry? I know
in the automotive industry there are twice as many people em-
ployed in the parts plants as the assembly plants, and I am just
curious in terms of shipbuilding whether the same rule applies and
whether by saving the componentry we could ultimately save the
ability to make the larger vessels. How do we really solve the prob-
lem of retaining that industrial capacity for ships in our country?

Ms. STILLER. You make a very good point. There are suppliers,
obviously, for our ships and so we have to manage that part of the
industrial base as well. I will give you an example. For submarines,
over 80 percent of the suppliers are sole source to us now because
of the low rates.

Mr. MURTHA. Say that again.

Ms. STILLER. Over 80 percent of the submarine suppliers are sole
source. Because we got down to such low levels of procurement. We
have to watch that industrial base very carefully.

For example, on the DDG-51, restarting the program, we asked
for a significant amount of advanced procurement for that restart
ship because we know that there are some vendors out there that
the last time we bought components from them was fiscal year
2002. We know we need to help them restart their line so they can
get the components going. We have done a very thorough scrub of
that. So we do monitor our second-tier suppliers that are supplying
to the shipyards very carefully.

Ms. KAPTUR. Is there a summary that you have of what you view
as the ingredients for our shipbuilding capacity?
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Ms. STILLER. I would say our shipyards have had varying levels
of success in getting into the commercial side of the House. There
is a law. The Jones Act requires that ships be procured in a U.S.
yard if you are going to do trade between a U.S. port and another
U.S. port. There aren’t a lot of Jones Act ships built in recent past,
although there are some right now. It just depends on the ship-
yard. They will tell you that the skill sets to build a commercial
ship are very different from a warship and it is hard to translate.
It is hard to tell a nuclear welder you don’t have to be to that level
of standard to build a commercial ship.

Ms. KAPTUR. I know my time is close to expiring, if not expired.
Let me just ask you, could you provide the committee with your
best summary of what you view is the essential ingredients for our
defense shipbuilding industrial capacity? What are the ingredients
of that?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, ma’am. I will be happy to provide that.

Ms. KAPTUR. Okay. Thank you.

[The information follows:]

The Department believes that stability in the shipbuilding program is a key ingre-
dient in sustaining a cost effective and capable capacity in the shipbuilding indus-
try. Toward that end, the Department of the Navy will continue to work with the
Congress to ensure a stable shipbuilding strategy that is aligned with the FY 2010
President’s Budget.

The acquisition and requirements communities have developed an affordable long
term shipbuilding plan that provides the foundation for stability and capacity in the
industrial base. The goal is to provide a stable long-term shipbuilding plan that re-
duces industrial base volatility and allows the industry to better match investments
to meet Navy capabilities.

The Navy works with its industry partners to consider several factors to control
costs and improve stability: (1) level loading shipyards to sustain employment levels
and skill retention, and stabilize workloads through work share opportunities and
regional outsourcing; (2) greater use of contract incentives, such as multi-year pro-
curement, fixed price contracts and increased competition; (3) reducing ship types,
maximizing reuse of ship designs and common components, and implementing open
architecture; (4) maturing ship designs prior to start of construction; and (5) empha-
sizing design for affordability in both initial design and follow-on ships. The Navy
is also working with industry to identify capital investment strategies which will
have cross program benefits.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Frelinghuysen.
SUBMARINE PROCUREMENT

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to talk about those, Ms. Stiller, what you charac-
terize as the low levels of procurement for subs. Generally speak-
ing, on the submarine fleet—and, Admiral, you mentioned it—the
Chinese seem to be—at least there is evidence that they are work-
ing on a 200 sub fleet. The Iranians have some sort of a sub which
would I think alarm most of us. The Indians I understand are pur-
chaillsing some subs from Russia. I assume Russia is not standing
still.

I know this committee is keenly interested in this issue. And we
have been—we are procuring—correct me if I am wrong—two Vir-
ginia class subs a year; and you have got, I think from your testi-
mony, six under way. Is that correct?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir. I believe the number is six that
have been commissioned.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Could you comment on whether this is
going to meet our needs, given, let us say, what our potential ad-
versaries are doing in terms of-

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir. I can talk to that.

You bring up a point about Chinese submarines. The Chinese are
building submarines today. They have approximately

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Are their subs nuclear and diesel?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. They are both, sir. The ones we worry
about, obviously, are the high-end, very quiet, diesel—electric sub-
marines. They are exceptionally hard to find. The Chinese have a
variety of submarines, from those that are extremely loud acous-
tically to those that are not; and they are increasing the proficiency
of their crews based on some things that we have seen. So that is
of concern to us. Our force structure analysis says we need 48 nu-
clear-powered attack submarines.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Our attack submarines today are Virginia
and Los Angeles?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Correct, sir. And there are a couple of
variants to Los Angeles. There are 688s, and then there are im-
proved 688s. So there are our submarines today. And then we have
the three SeaWolfs, one of which is a special projects boat.

So we have defined a requirement of 48 submarines. In about the
2027 time frame—and I might be off one year one way or the
other—we go down to about 41 submarines.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So there is a retirement process? Have
some of the Los Angeles class subs been retired?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir, that is correct.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Between now and 2027, how many of those
subs will be retired?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. I will have to get you that number, sir.
I don’t have that in front of me. And I will gladly——

[The information follows:]

Between now and the end of FY 2027 we plan to retire all but six of our current
Los Angeles class submarines, or a total of 39 retirements.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. We are extending the life of some of those?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. We have looked at extending a certain
number of submarines to help mitigate the aspects of that delta
that I spoke of, and it fills in the gap somewhat. Beyond that, we
have recently completed a study with Naval Reactors that looked
at extending, I believe, about 16 more Los Angeles class sub-
marines, and it is based on fuel consumption and projected fuel
consumption. And that would mitigate the gap I think by an addi-
tional two, if we extend it an additional 16 submarines. There is
obviously

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. When it is all said and done, today we have
53.

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir, that is correct.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Fifty-three. How many subs would we have,
let us say, 5 or 10 years from now? I know the capacity of the Vir-
ginia class is pretty incredible, but that doesn’t necessarily get us
where we need to go.

Ms. STILLER. One of the things we have done on the acquisition
side, we accelerated when we went to two submarines a year and
that is part of this multiyear procurement? We are buying——
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Mr. MURTHA. You said “we”. This committee?

Ms. STILLER. Yes, sir.

Admiral McCuLLOUGH. We asked for it, and you increased it, sir.

Ms. STILLER. Two a year in 2011. So we have tried to mitigate
that from the acquisition side as well.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The notion that our adversaries are willing
to confront us anywhere in the world—obviously, we need more
surface ships. But the notion that somehow we would be outflanked
by—some people sort of demean what the Chinese might be coming
up with in terms of their subs, but I don’t think we ought to under-
estimate their capability.

What about the issue of the converted trident? Is there some ac-
tivity going on there? Those are the huge subs?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What is going on there? And does that give
us some more legroom?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. We converted four of the Ohio class sub-
marines into nuclear-power guided missile submarines. OHIO is
one of those boats. She recently completed her maiden deployment
as an SSGN, and it was a highly successful deployment. We are
currently evaluating how those submarines contribute to the over-
all submarine force to determine if we should recapitalize those
boats when they go out of service.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. So you are taking a look at that?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir, we are.

You asked me how many submarines we will have. We don’t go
below 48 submarines until 2021. And then it decreases to about 41
in 2027, as I said, and then the ramp starts back up, and then we
go over 48 submarines again in 2024.

Some things we have done to mitigate that are to accelerate or
decrease the production time on the Virginia class submarines, and
it started out at about 84 months. It is down to about 66 months
now. As I said, we retained some of the Los Angeles class sub-
marines that we were going to decommission, and we have looked
at increasing deployments from 6 to 7 months to try to mitigate
this gap. As was mentioned, with the help of the committee, we did
add the second Virginia class submarine in at 2011; and we hadn’t
planned to do that until 2012. So that also gave us some partial
mitigation in the submarine gap.

We take very seriously the submarine threat posed by potential
adversaries globally. We monitor their activities on a daily basis.
So we have many programs, not only nuclear-powered submarines
but things associated with surface ships and distributed arrays and
airplanes to try to address that threat.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was with—and he didn’t ask me to ask these questions—with
Admiral Donald over the weekend under the ice, and I can’t tell
you—if any of you have an opportunity obviously to be on a sub.
But that particular ice exercise, you can’t help be impressed by the
dedication of those men on those subs. My God, they work so close-
l}i together and with remarkable spirit. It is a special breed of peo-
ple.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. YouNG. Mr. Moran.
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Admiral McCULLOUGH. Thank you for saying that, Congressman.
HOMEPORTING OF AIRCRAFT CARRIERS

Mr. MORAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

The former Secretary of the Navy facilitated the decision to move
an aircraft carrier from Norfolk down to Mayport. But the justifica-
tion for that relocation is awfully spotty; and the military construc-
tion, just to enable it to happen, will cost over $1 billion, just to
prepare the port. It seems like a questionable expenditure when
the subcommittee’s concern has been the shipbuilding shortfall and
the unfunded requirements that exceed $500 million.

People are going to characterize this as a turf battle between
States and so on, but I think it really affects more the ability of
our shipbuilding resources to be used most efficiently and effec-
tively. What is the latest status of this issue and how can you jus-
tify spending that kind of money when we have the demand that
we do for additional ships?

Either one of you can answer. I think the Admiral should pro-
ceed, initially.

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Yes, sir. Thanks for that question.

The Navy thinks it is very important to have a second nuclear-
powered carrier base or capacity on the east coast. On the west
coast, currently, we have Bremerton and San Diego; and each of
those facilities has the associated nuclear maintenance infrastruc-
ture to perform at least I level maintenance, i.e. intermediate-level
maintenance on the aircraft carrier.

On the east coast, we have one facility in Norfolk, Virginia. The
building yards in Norfolk Naval Shipyard and the repair capacity
are all located within about an 11 nautical mile radius from pier
12—or pier 14, I think we call it now—where we dock the aircraft
carriers. So we deem it necessary to have an alternate capacity on
the east coast should anything happen to preclude getting an air-
craft carrier into its own port on return from deployment, or should
anything happen to the port and we had the carrier force base con-
tinue to all be based in Norfolk.

We have looked at this from a multitude of ways. If you look at
the carriers typically that we don’t have in long-term maintenance
or deployed, the ready response force if you will, on the east coast
there is about 2% to 3 aircraft carriers at the pier in Norfolk on
any given day. If you blocked the exit or entrance to that harbor
for any reason whatsoever, that would tie up 100 percent of the
ready carrier reserve force that we have available on the east coast.

If a carrier was returning from deployment and scheduled to go
into its maintenance availability upon return from deployment and
was precluded from getting into its own port in Norfolk and you
don’t have the alternate carrier capacity on the east coast, the car-
rier would be forced to go to the west coast for maintenance.

Carriers are not PANAMAX, as you well know, Congressman. So
it would have to go around South America to get to a maintenance
base on the west coast.

Mr. MORAN. Admiral, has that ever happened?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. No, sir, it has never happened. The last
major hurricane I believe that went into Norfolk and significantly
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?ltere(dll the bottom was in about 1803 when Willoughby Spit was
ormed.

Mr. MORAN. 1803 was the last time

Admiral McCULLOUGH. The last significant hurricane that al-
tered the configuration.

That said, there are—as you know, the Thimble Shoals channel
is about 15 nautical miles long, and it is the only way in and out
of Norfolk for an aircraft carrier. There are two single-point fail-
ures on that channel, the Hampton Roads Bridge Tunnel and the
Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel. So I would tell you it is prudent
operationally to have a second carrier base with its maintenance
facility or second carrier capacity with maintenance capacity on the
east coast.

Mr. MoORAN. Well, you have been well briefed certainly, but I
could tell you that there are many responsible people in the Navy
who felt that building this kind of redundant port was an unneces-
sary use of scarce money and that have told me privately—that is
why I can’t reveal their names publicly—that this was under polit-
ical pressure from the last White House. The naming of the ship
and the political benefit seemed to outweigh the use of scarce re-
sources.

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Sir, I would tell you I was a Strike Group
Commander for both Kennedy Carrier Strike Group and Enterprise
Carrier Strike Group and that was stationed in Mayport. Mayport
has historically had a carrier base there, a conventional carrier as
an alternate carrier base on the east coast; and only as we have
downsized our carrier force have we stationed all the aircraft car-
riers on the east coast in Norfolk.

I would tell you again that I think—and I haven’t been well
briefed. I have looked at this, and I have operated these types of
capabilities, and I think it is in the Navy’s best interest and in the
Nation’s best interest to have an alternate carrier capacity on the
east coast. And the most available port to put that in today is in
Mayport, and that is where the Navy thinks it should be.

Mr. MORAN. Just a comment. There are a lot of things that
would be nice to do if we had sufficient resources; and building
more ships for a port that is not currently being used is redundant,
is a questionable use of resources.

But I have taken up my time. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Kingston.

COAST GUARD SHIPS AND MISSIONS

Mr. KINGSTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Madam Secretary, do you know if the Coast Guard uses any for-
eign-built ships?

Ms. STILLER. I don’t know that. I can find that out and get that
for you.

Mr. KINGSTON. I just wondered.

[The information follows:]

No, the United States Coast Guard does not own or operate foreign built boats
or ships. They have used foreign patrol boat designs for manufacturing in the
United States. They have used only three European designs in the CG, for the 87/
110/154. The 87' CPB and the 154' Sentinel Class Patrol Boat are Dutch (DAMEN)
and the 110' WPB was British (VT Shipbuilding). It is also important to note that
while they used the parent craft approach, the designs all required enhancements
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to meet CG requirements, which means that the Detailed Design for each of those
three ships was completed in the United States.

Mr. KINGSTON. And, also, do you have any overlap historically
with Coast Guard roles and Navy roles closer to shore? As your
fleet has gone down, has Coast Guard filled in any gaps closer to
home, particularly in the Caribbean?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. I mean, the Coast Guard has a mission
set, sir, in the Caribbean that the Navy doesn’t necessarily have;
and, as you well know, under their title in the U.S. Federal code,
they can execute law enforcement missions where the Navy cannot.

The Coast Guard has augmented Navy forces in defense of the
oil platforms in the Northern Arabian Gulf, both Al Basra oil ter-
minal and Khawr al Amaya terminal. And they have augmented
our forces there with cutters, and we are most grateful for that
augmentation because it would tie up more of our assets to do that.

We assist the Coast Guard or operate in conjunction with the
Coast Guard in counternarcotics operations in the Caribbean. Ad-
miral Stavridis asks for ships routinely not only for theater secu-
rity cooperation in his AO but to help in the counternarcotics mis-
sion. We would like to be able to provide more ships to assist in
that mission, but, as I said in my oral testimony, because of the
current number of ships we have and the demands by all of the
Combatant Commanders, we are routinely unable to fill the level
of commitment that Admiral Stavridis requests.

Mr. KINGSTON. Is there anything specific that this committee
could be of assistance with in terms of that gap?

Admiral McCULLOUGH. Sir, as has been mentioned many times,
the minimum number of ships the Navy needs that we believe to
fulfill the maritime strategy is 313 ships.

Mr. KINGSTON. I am speaking specifically where Navy meets
Coast Guard on the small overlap that you have.

Admiral McCuLLOUGH. We have a very good relationship with
the Coast Guard. We have what we call warfighter talks, which are
really operational discussions between the two services and work
to best leverage our procurement programs off of each other. The
Navy provides the combat systems to Coast Guard ships under
Navy-type, Navy-owned systems. So our combat systems and com-
munications capability are compatible with the Coast Guard. I
don’t think there is anything specifically that the committee could
help with in that regard, but I will look at it, and I will provide
you feedback, sir.

SHIP DESIGN INDUSTRIAL BASE

Mr. KINGSTON. I think we would all be willing, and I think that
would increase the political constituency on the Hill, to help get
more ships out there.

Madam Secretary, as the chairman has stated, I am one of the
committee members and I think all of us are very interested in this
internship program that you have and I applaud you for that. But
I am also wondering, beyond procurement, what about design? For
example, we hear quite often that America has fallen behind in en-
gineers, particularly as compared to China, which, as Mr. Freling-
huysen has mentioned, appears to be ramping up their sea pres-
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ence all over that area. And then there will be other challenges
from other countries.

But we hear that India graduates something like 260,000 engi-
neers a year, China 450,000, America about 60,000. But we also
know the definition of engineers is different country to country. I
know in New York there is the Webb Institute, and I assume 100
percent of their graduates go working for the Navy in terms of ship
designing, but I know that is only about 100 graduates of a class
a year. I know it is very small. Are you concerned about the num-
berr') of engineers that we are getting 