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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN 
Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody. We have with us 

today three of our combatant commanders to get their assessment 
of the issues and challenges facing each of them. On behalf of the 
committee, I’d like to welcome: Admiral Tim Keating, Commander 
of the United States Pacific Command; General Kevin Chilton, 
Commander of the United States Strategic Command; and General 
Skip Sharp of the United Nations Command, Combined Forces 
Command, and United States Forces Korea. 

The committee appreciates your long and faithful service to the 
Nation and the many sacrifices that you and your families have 
made for us. Please thank, on behalf of the members of this com-
mittee, the men and women that you lead, both military and civil-
ian, for their service and patriotism. And their selfless dedication 
helps keep our country strong. 

Now, this may be Admiral Keating’s last hearing with us as 
Commander of the Pacific Command, as his new—or I guess as his 
current tour is soon going to be over. That’s what we have heard. 
That’s what the announcement yesterday was, and it’s an expected 
announcement, so it comes as no surprise. However, there’s obvi-
ously an element of sadness because you’ve been terrific and you’ve 
been a wonderful help to this country, to our committee. We con-
gratulate you on a successful tour of PACOM and again thanks for 
all the cooperation and support and counsel that you have provided 
us over the years. We wish you and your family all the best. 

Although much of our Nation’s military and diplomatic efforts 
are understandably centered on the ongoing challenges in Afghani-
stan and Iraq, it’s critical that we also stay engaged elsewhere in 
the world. 

At today’s hearing we will hear the views and assessments of the 
senior U.S. commanders in the Asia and Pacific region, together 
with those of the commander responsible for our worldwide stra-
tegic capabilities. The U.S. Pacific Command’s vast geographic area 
of responsibility includes 36 countries, over half the world’s popu-
lation, three of the world’s five largest economies, and five of the 
world’s six largest militaries. Security and stability in the region is 
vital to our interests and the interests of our allies and our part-
ners. While the region remains largely stable, we cannot afford to 
take that stability for granted. Indeed, there are pockets of signifi-
cant instability in the region which demand our attention. 

We must reassure our allies that we will continue to work with 
them to further our mutual interests and continue to make it clear 
to those who would contribute to instability and threaten security 
that we’re prepared to stand in their way. 

China’s influence continues to grow regionally and globally. In 
2009 China will increase military spending by nearly 15 percent, 
which is their 20th straight year of double digit growth in defense 
spending. In addition, China’s economic growth, although slowing, 
appears to be on track to surpass Japan as the number two econ-
omy in the world. 

We need to continue to assess what this military and economic 
growth means to the region and the world, while also of course con-
tinuing our efforts to find common ground. To this end, mutually 
beneficial military to military relations with China need to be de-
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veloped further. The recent incident involving the harassment of 
the U.S.N.S. Impeccable by Chinese ships in the South China Sea, 
while disconcerting, appears to be less about military might and 
more about a disagreement over claims of sovereignty and freedom 
of navigation. Such a disagreement is an example of what we may 
benefit from if we had meaningful military to military conversa-
tions designed to reduce misunderstandings and to avoid mis-
calculations. 

Admiral Keating, we’re interested in your assessment of China’s 
military modernization and the way forward on establishing and 
maintaining mutually beneficial relations with China. 

On the Korean Peninsula, North Korea’s rhetoric has grown in-
creasingly acerbic in recent months and their plan for a satellite 
launch in the next few weeks has raised concerns. The Six-Party 
Talks have stalled, frustrating efforts to identify nuclear capabili-
ties and to move to phase three, which would go beyond phase 
two’s disablement requirement into a verifiable dismantlement of 
the full North Korean nuclear weapons program. At the same time, 
the U.S. alliance with South Korea remains strong, and this week 
our two militaries are wrapping up another round of combined 
military exercises. 

General Sharp, the committee is interested in hearing your as-
sessment of the U.S.-South Korean relationship, the progress being 
made toward the force positioning and command and control 
changes which are planned in the next several years, and what 
needs to be done to ensure peace and strategic on the peninsula as 
those changes reach fruition. 

In South Asia, the interests and fates of India, Pakistan, and Af-
ghanistan are linked. The Mumbai attacks of last November and 
the aftermath remind us that tensions still exist between India and 
Pakistan and that stability between these two countries is impor-
tant to stability in the region. Likewise, the recent unrest in Paki-
stan and the continuing threat of terrorism in both Pakistan and 
India highlight the precariousness of the situation there and raise 
questions about what more can be done to stabilize Indo-Pakistan 
relations and to address the threats that are common to each. 

This is of particular concern as both Pakistan and India possess 
nuclear weapons and a regional nuclear arms race would be dan-
gerous and destabilizing. The challenges and responsibilities of the 
Strategic Command are global, varied, and vital. From an oper-
ational perspective, Strategic Command has three main mission 
areas: strategic deterrence, space operations, and cyberspace oper-
ations. 

In addition, Strategic Command has coordinating responsibilities 
across the combatant commands for missile defense, combatting 
threats of weapons of mass destruction, allocating high demand, 
low intensity intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, the 
ISR assets, and integrating information operations. 

Over the course of the last 2 years, our nuclear program has 
come under necessary increased scrutiny as lack of discipline ap-
peared. Now, after multiple panels, boards, and teams have com-
pleted numerous reports, it is time for action to be taken to ensure 
that discipline is restored. 
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General Chilton, we look forward to hearing from you on your 
view of the status and progress of the security of the U.S. nuclear 
forces, the safety, security, and reliability of nuclear weapons. 

A new nuclear posture review is due at the end of the year, 
which I hope will bring about a new and carefully considered dis-
cussion of the role of nuclear weapons in national strategy and the 
size of the stockpile to support that role. The START Treaty also 
expires at the end of the year and a new replacement treaty will 
need to be negotiated. CTBT remains unratified. Strategic Com-
mand will be closely involved in the analysis to support the deci-
sions that will be reflected in those efforts. General Chilton, we 
look forward to working closely with you to ensure the necessary 
reductions are made in the size of the nuclear stockpile and that 
excess weapons are dismantled. 

A second domain over which the Strategic Command has respon-
sibility is space. As the leading spacefaring Nation, the United 
States must sustain and protect its space assets. On the other 
hand, how these space assets actually contribute to military oper-
ations is not always well understood. Today we have an oppor-
tunity with General Sharp and Admiral Keating here to under-
stand the importance of space systems and what would happen to 
our military abilities if these capabilities were lost or degraded. 

Finally, the role of the military and combatting weapons of mass 
destruction and how these capabilities are integrated with other 
elements of the U.S. Government and the international community 
is an additional challenge confronting the Strategic Command. 

The Asia Pacific region continues to be one of the hotbeds of pro-
liferation for both nuclear and missile technologies. Remnants of 
the A.Q. Khan network may still be active in the region and, with 
A.Q. Khan recently released from house arrest, what becomes of 
this network is very uncertain. 

It is again a pleasure to have each of you with us this morning. 
We look forward to a very interesting discussion on the range of 
very challenging topics. 

Senator McCain.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN MCCAIN

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want 
to join you in welcoming the witnesses here today. I want to thank 
each of you for your long and honorable service to our country and 
express my appreciation to all the men and women what serve 
under your command. 

Perhaps no region of the world is undergoing change as rapidly 
as the Asia Pacific. 9 years into what some have termed as the Pa-
cific Century, we see economic power migrating east and Asian 
militaries growing in strength as well. The United States as an 
Asian nation has a vital national interest in supporting stability, 
prosperity, and human rights throughout Asia. I look forward to 
our witnesses’ views on how we can further that interest in the fu-
ture. 

Key to that endeavor is maintaining and strengthening our alli-
ances. I have long viewed our alliances with Japan and South 
Korea in northern Asia, together with our alliance with Australia 
in the South Pacific, as the pillars of U.S. engagement in the re-
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gion. Now we have opportunities to go further with closer military 
ties to India, Vietnam, and Indonesia, among others. 

As a country that faces terrorism within its own borders and co-
operates with the United States in its counterterrorism mission, In-
donesia is a key partner in the war on terror. Admiral Keating, I’d 
invite you to comment on our current military to military relation-
ship with Indonesia and how we are assisting Indonesia in devel-
oping more effective counterterrorism strategies. I’m especially in-
terested in hearing about how our IMET program is fostering clos-
er military ties with the Indonesian military. 

I also look forward to hearing our witnesses’ views on how to 
deal with the challenges that plague the region. Burma remains a 
pariah in the world, where Aung San Suu Kyi remains under house 
arrest, minorities and political opponents face certain retaliation, 
and the junta shows no sign of relenting in its violent oppression. 

The military imbalance across the Taiwan Straits continues to 
grow and there have been repeated naval skirmishes in the South 
China Sea and Islamic terrorists are still active in the heart of 
Southeast Asia. 

With respect to China, I am growing, and we all are, growing in-
creasingly concerned about China’s irregular engagements with 
U.S. vessels in the Pacific. As Chairman Levin pointed out, last 
week Chinese fishing boats harassed the ocean surveillance ship 
USNS IMPECCABLE, which was conducting standard operation in 
international waters east of Hainan Island. I’d very much appre-
ciate your comments on that. 

Asia Pacific boasts some of America’s most mature and formi-
dable alliances, none as robust as the U.S.-Japanese alliance. Ad-
miral Keating, I’m interested to hear your views on the strategic 
benefits to the Asian region of the defense policy review initiative, 
specifically our agreement with the Japanese government to invest 
over $10 billion in the next 5 years to relocate 8,000 U.S. marines 
and their families from Okinawa to Guam. I’d like to ensure this 
committee understands the full range of benefits to be gained from 
the substantial cost of this move. 

North Korea continues its belligerent and inscrutable ways, and 
I’m encouraged by testimony before this committee that the U.S. 
can intercept a North Korean missile targeting our homeland. 
Pyongyang still poses multiple threats to the world, from assisting 
other countries in developing ballistic missile programs to the 
atrocities it commits against its own people to the chaos that a col-
lapse of the North Korean regime may threaten. 

General Sharp, I look forward to hearing about the progress of 
transferring wartime command to South Korea and your assess-
ment of the readiness and capabilities of both the South Korean 
and North Korean militaries. 

General Chilton, the United States Strategic Command serves as 
the steward and advocate for our Nation’s strategic capabilities. In 
the face of an increasingly complex strategic environment, U.S. 
STRATCOM is a vital element of our National security structure 
and the mission of your command is critical to our Nation’s defense 
and long-term strategic goals. I look forward to hearing your as-
sessment of the progress you’re making in adapting our strategic 
forces to deal with today’s new threats. 
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Admiral Keating, I understand this will be your last appearance, 
at least in uniform, before this committee. I want to thank all three 
of you for your service to the country, but especially you, Admiral, 
for a long and outstanding career of service to this country. I thank 
you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[The prepared statement of Senator McCain follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, Senator McCain. 
I understand that there are three votes scheduled at 10:50, at 

least as of late yesterday, and then there’s going to be, I believe, 
a 30-minute debate and then final passage. So we may have as 
many as four votes here this morning. It’s our hope that we’ll be 
able to work right through those votes. 

Admiral, let’s call on you first this morning, Admiral Keating. 

STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL TIMOTHY J. KEATING, U.S. NAVY, 
COMMANDER, U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND 

Admiral Keating: Chairman, Senator McCain, members of the 
committee: Thanks very much for the opportunity and the privilege 
to represent the 325,000 soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines of 
the U.S. Pacific Command in annual testimony before your com-
mittee. 

I’d like to introduce three members of our party. You’ll under-
stand what an understatement that is. First, Chief Master Ser-
geant Jim Roy, who’s our senior enlisted leader, a man who has re-
markable impact in his travelings throughout our area of responsi-
bility. 

Next, Ambassador Gene Christy, our foreign policy adviser, who’s 
making great strides in helping us realize and implement smart 
power throughout the Asia Pacific region. 

Finally, most important, my wife Wanda Lee, proud mother of a 
naval aviator and mother-in-law of a naval aviator. She too serves 
in very important ways for all of us. 

Chairman LEVIN. A special thanks to your spouse, but welcome 
to all of you. 

Admiral Keating: Thank you, Chairman. 
Senator MCCAIN. Where did they go wrong? 
[Laughter.] 
Admiral Keating: We should change places. 
Chairman, Senator McCain, as you both highlight, the impor-

tance of our region to the United States and to the world we think 
is hard to overstate, particularly given what all of us expect in the 
future, given current economic, energy, and demographic trends. 
We at the Pacific Command are pleased with our current condi-
tions in the region and we are optimistic about continued progress. 
We’re proud of our legacy and leadership role in the region and 
we’re committed to doing everything we can to guarantee continued 
success. We want to ensure our capacity and capability to succeed 
in our primary mission is not diminished, and that is to defend our 
Nation and our allies and our interests in the region. 

To do all that, we employ a strategy which concentrates on part-
nership, readiness, and presence. We think this is a blueprint for 
enhancing United States relationships and we think we take ad-
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vantage of the capability of our allies and regional partners to ad-
dress challenges and leverage significant opportunities in the Asia 
Pacific region. 

We want to enhance our position as the indispensable partner 
with all of those in the region through sustained and persistent col-
laboration and cooperation, and by employing those forces that are 
necessary to strengthen the partnerships and support all those con-
ditions which preclude the necessity for combat operations. 

Senator McCain, you asked for a little bit on the defense policy 
review initiative. We regard Guam as a strategic centerpiece for us 
in the decades ahead. It is a United States possession. We have our 
flag flying there. So any and all efforts we can make to ensure con-
tinued access to the waters and the air and the training areas 
around Guam we think are vital to our strategy. 

Our region’s characterized by what is today a remarkable level 
of stability. The continuation of those conditions underpins freedom 
and prosperity. It is not a foregone conclusion. There are chal-
lenges, to be sure, and you both addressed some of them. Foremost 
is the spread of violent extremism or curtailing and extinguishing 
violent extremism in our region. 

You asked for an opinion on Indonesia, Senator. Indonesia has 
become an increasingly important partner of ours. We have the 
Leahy amendment to observe and there are aspects of that which 
cause Indonesia certain problems. I’ll be happy to elaborate on 
those if necessary. Writ large, however, we are increasingly active 
with Indonesia. I have been there three times. 

The efforts of Indonesia to curtail terrorism are beneficial and 
productive as a direct result of 2106 funding from this body. The 
Indonesians are cooperating in a much greater fashion with the 
countries in the region. As a direct result of this cooperation, en-
hanced by or improved by 1206 money, incidents of terrorism and 
piracy in the Strait of Malacca have gone from 45 or so 3 years ago 
in 2006 to 2 in 2008. We think that’s a direct reflection of the sup-
port provided by 1206 money, amongst other reasons, including co-
operation and collaboration by those countries. 

The second important challenge, and we work with Chilly and 
his folks, is the spread or curtailing the spread of weapons of mass 
destruction and watching technology proliferation in our region. Of 
course, of particular concern there is North Korea, and we work 
closely with Skip Sharp and his folks in that area, and happy to 
address that in questions. 

Finally, a few words about the People’s Republic of China. We 
think we made some real headway in the first part of 2008 after, 
you will recall, the denial of port access by the Chinese to the 
U.S.S. Kitty Hawk battle group for Thanksgiving of 2007. Since 
then we’ve installed a hot line, we’ve provided several immediate 
response efforts, a couple of C–17s each time, to cold weather and 
earthquake relief. We’ve had senior-level officer exchanges. The 
aforementioned Chief Master Sergeant Jim Roy led an inaugural 
senior enlisted leader delegation to China and they reciprocated by 
coming back to our headquarters in Hawaii. 

All that said, the relationship certainly isn’t where we want it to 
be. The Chinese suspended mil-to-mil activity following the an-
nouncement of our arms sales to Taiwan and the USNS IMPEC-
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CABLE incident of 2 weeks ago causes us significant concern. 
Those are vivid reminders that a mature, constructive mil-to-mil 
relationship is hardly a reality today and that the PRC’s behavior 
as a responsible stakeholder has yet to be consistently dem-
onstrated. 

To be sure, the slight warming in relations across the Strait, par-
ticularly following the election of President Ma in Taiwan, we think 
that warning is a good sign that China and Northeast Asia are 
somewhat stable and are willing to consider alternatives. But the 
Impeccable incident is certainly a troubling indicator that China, 
particularly in the South China Sea, is behaving in an aggressive, 
troublesome manner, and they’re not willing to abide by acceptable 
standards of behavior or rules of the road. 

Thanks again for this opportunity, Mr. Chairman. I think the 
more familiar you become with the region and the issues, the more 
you appreciate and experience our environment, our people, and 
our challenges, the better you and our Nation will be able to retain, 
influence, and remain indispensable. Thank you very much. We’ll 
be happy to take your questions. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Keating follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, Admiral. 
General Chilton. 

STATEMENT OF GENERAL KEVIN P. CHILTON, COMMANDER, 
UNITED STATES STRATEGIC COMMAND 

General Chilton: Thank you, Chairman, Senator McCain, mem-
bers of the committee. I certainly appreciate the opportunity to be 
with you here today, and also appreciate the opportunity to testify 
with my colleagues and friends, Skip Sharp and Tim Keating. 

If I might take a moment to add my congratulations to Admiral 
Keating and Mrs. Wanda Lee. I had the distinct pleasure of being 
their next door neighbors on a previous assignment when he was 
the commander of NORAD-NORTHCOM. I think it’s not insignifi-
cant that this Nation has had the trust in this man’s leadership to 
command two combatant commands back to back, two very impor-
tant combatant commands, for this Nation, and he’s done it in such 
a spectacular fashion. 

I can’t begin to describe the love and passion this couple has for 
the men and women under their command. I saw it in person as 
their next door neighbor and I’ve admired it from afar. So I give 
my best congratulations to them both. 

Sir, since my last opportunity to testify before this committee, 
which was in the fall of 2007, I’ve been honored by the committee’s 
counsel and in the close relationship we have. I want to thank you 
all and your staffs and their time, for the time they’ve spent out 
at Omaha at STRATCOM and visiting our folks and getting to un-
derstand U.S. Strategic Command’s mission even better, and par-
ticularly for your strong support of our soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
marines, and civil servants in U.S. Strategic Command which 
make the mission happen for us every day. 

Today America faces unique national security challenges and 
equally unique leadership opportunities. These challenges include 
global population changes, serious economic difficulties both at 
home and abroad, resource competitions, bids for regional and glob-
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al power, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and an 
era of often persistent and irregular warfare, coupled with an ex-
ceptional rate of technological challenge that often outpaces capa-
bilities and policies. 

These challenges make this year an especially noteworthy year 
as we look forward to the report of the Congressional Commission 
on the Strategic Posture of the United States and prepare to con-
duct both the Quadrennial Defense Review and a Nuclear Posture 
Review. The recommendations made in these studies will shape our 
National security capabilities long into the future. 

As a combatant command chartered with a global and oper-
ational perspective, our responsibilities and relationships uniquely 
position STRATCOM to execute global operations, to support the 
regional combatant commanders and to close potential seams be-
tween those combatant commands and provide a clear and consoli-
dated warfighter position on future global capability requirements. 

I’m pleased to tell you that today U.S. Strategic Command’s ca-
pability to execute deterrence, space, and cyberspace operations 
has been enhanced and continued robustly every day. Additionally, 
our unique global perspective has given us a good platform for ad-
vocating for the Nation’s needs for missile defense, information op-
erations, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities, 
and the things we need to both enhance our information operations 
and our planning for combatting weapons of mass destruction. 

Focusing on our three main lines of operations: Today deterrence 
remains as essential to America’s national security as it was during 
the Cold War, because, as ever, we prefer to deter war rather than 
to wage it. 

Last year the Secretary of Defense approved our strategic deter-
rence plan, a significant first step toward integrating deterrence ac-
tivities across our government. Still, credible deterrence rests first 
on a safe, secure, reliable, and sustainable nuclear enterprise, in-
cluding our stockpile of weapons, on delivery, on command and con-
trol systems, and on ISR platforms, on space-based capabilities, on 
our laboratories and industrial base, and most of all on our people, 
our most precious resource. 

Since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. has substantially re-
duced our deployed nuclear weapons, dismantled our production ca-
pability, and ceased nuclear testing. Despite our reductions and 
lack of modernization of weapons and infrastructure, other states 
still seek nuclear weapons. Additionally, many of our closest allies 
continue to rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. This reliance should 
be considered as we look forward to address nuclear proliferation 
issues. 

The most urgent concerns for today’s nuclear enterprise lie with 
our aging stockpile, our aging infrastructure, and our aging human 
capital. This year will be an important year to act to relieve grow-
ing uncertainty about the stockpile’s future reliability—- and I em-
phasize ″future″ because it is safe, secure, and reliable today—and 
the stockpile’s sustainability by addressing these important issues. 

Space-based capabilities provide our Nation and our forces essen-
tial but often unnoticed abilities to act and operate. The satellite 
constellations that carry these capabilities, however, require more 
careful attention to eliminate delays that can leave us just one 
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launch failure away from an unacceptable gap in coverage in the 
future. 

We have made progress in space situational awareness, but capa-
bility gaps remain and required sustained momentum to fulfil, as 
evidenced by the recent collision between an active communications 
satellite and an inactive Russian satellite. 

Turning to cyberspace, this domain has emerged as a key 
warfighting domain and one on which all other domains in the 
warfighting environment depend. We remain concerned about 
growing threats in cyberspace and are pressing changes in the De-
partment’s fundamental network, culture, conduct, and capabilities 
to address this mission area and share our best practices. Still, the 
adequate provisioning of the cyber mission, especially with man-
power, remains our greatest need. 

Finally, the command’s advocacy efforts for missile defense, ISR 
management, information operations support, and plans to combat 
weapons of mass destruction continue to mature and I believe posi-
tively influence its acquisition processes with inputs that we collect 
from all of the combatant commands. 

In this uncertain world, your support is critical to enabling suc-
cessful execution across the command’s assigned missions and real-
izing our vision to be leaders in strategic deterrence, preeminent 
global warfighters in space and cyberspace. 

Thank you again for this opportunity and for your support, and 
I look forward to your questions. 

[The prepared statement of General Chilton follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, General Chilton. 
General Sharp. 

STATEMENT OF GENERAL WALTER L. SHARP, COMMANDER, 
UNITED NATIONS COMMAND; COMMANDER, REPUBLIC OF 
KOREA-UNITED STATES COMBINED FORCES COMMAND; AND 
COMMANDER, UNITED STATES FORCES KOREA 

General Sharp: Mr. Chairman, Senator McCain, members of the 
committee: I am honored to be here before you today. I would also 
like to thank and recognize Tim Keating and Wanda Lee for their 
friendship over the years. I had the honor to be able to follow Tim 
as the Director of the Joint Staff and then continued to work with 
him while he was at NORTHCOM and now at PACOM, and I have 
learned a lot and it’s been a great, great honor. 

As the Commander of United Nations Command, the Republic of 
Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command, and U.S. Forces Korea, it 
is a privilege to represent the soldiers, sailors, airmen, marines, 
Department of Defense civilians, and their families who serve in 
the Republic of Korea. On behalf of all these outstanding men and 
women, thank you for your continued commitment to improving the 
readiness of our forces and the quality of life for all of our service 
members and their families. Your support is vital and it allows us 
to ensure the security of the Republic of Korea, promote prosperity 
and stability in Northeast Asia, and protect our shared national in-
terest in that region. 

The Republic of Korea plays a vital role in the region that ac-
counts for 22 percent of all U.S. goods. It is a first class economic 
power, our seventh largest trading partner, and one of the most 
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technologically and scientifically advanced countries in the world. 
It is also our partner in what must I believe be considered our 
strongest and most successful alliance, an alliance that has main-
tained its strength and grown stronger over the last 50 years, an 
alliance that was forged in blood and maintained by an enduring 
commitment and the friendship and the commitment of the Korean 
and the American people. 

Republic of Korea armed forces have fought alongside Americans 
in Vietnam. They participated in Operation Desert Storm and de-
ployed troops to Iraq and Afghanistan. The Republic of Korea has 
participated in United Nations peacekeeping operations and cur-
rently have presence in six of those operations around the world. 
The Republic of Korea deployed a 4,500-ton destroyer and an anti-
submarine helicopter to the waters off of Somalia for the conduct 
of anti-piracy operations. 

Most recently, the United States and the Republic of Korea dem-
onstrated their enduring commitment to the alliance by signing a 
special measures agreement that will provide ROK funding, Repub-
lic of Korea funding support, for U.S. forces in Korea over the next 
5 years. 

I want to thank you, the members of Congress, for passing legis-
lation that elevated the Republic of Korea foreign meeting sales 
status to that of a level on par with the countries of NATO as well 
as our other nations that we have longstanding U.S. alliances. This 
legislation will go a long way to enhancing the alliance’s combined 
warfighting capability. If I might note, the Republic of Korea now 
has over $12 billion worth of FMS cases that are open, 566 FMS 
cases, and this legislation you passed will continue to contribute 
and increase our warfighting capability. 

While Northeast Asia generates a significant share of the world’s 
commerce, it is also characterized by uncertainty, complexity, rapid 
change, and has constantly posed the most difficult security chal-
lenges. Beyond the North Korean threat, the presence of four of the 
world’s six largest militaries and two proven nuclear powers, as 
well as historical animosities, territorial disputes, and resource 
competition, all combine to pose long-term regional security chal-
lenges. The Republic of Korea sits at a nexus of a region that is 
influenced by and they are influencing an emerging China, a resil-
ient Russia, and a prosperous Japan. 

North Korea remains the primary threat to stability and security 
in Northeast Asia. Regime survival remains North Korea’s over-
riding focus. North Korea remains the world’s leading supplier of 
ballistic missiles and related technology and remains a major 
proliferator of conventional weapons as well. North Korea’s recent 
provocation actions, to include severe restrictions on the Republic 
of Korea activity at the Kaesong Industrial Complex and the Mount 
Kumgang Tourist Resort, threats to the Republic of Korea in the 
West Sea, unilateral nullification of South-North Basic Agreement, 
the North Koreans’ stated inability to protect the safety of civilian 
airlines traveling through their air space, and its intent to launch 
a ballistic missile are all an attempt to ensure regime survival and 
improve its bargaining position in international negotiations to 
gain concessions. 
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We continue to be concerned with the threat posed by North Ko-
rea’s large conventional military, artillery, ballistic missiles, and 
special operating forces, all located very near the Republic of Korea 
and the North Korean border. 

My first priority as a commander is to maintain trained, ready, 
and disciplined combined and joint command forces that is pre-
pared to fight and win in any potential conflict. Facing any number 
of challenges that could arise on the peninsula with little warning, 
our commitment to the alliance spans the entire spectrum of con-
flict. Given the varied potential challenges, our forces constantly 
strive to maintain the highest possible level of training and readi-
ness. 

My second command priority is to continue to strengthen this 
great alliance. In addition to improving combined military capabili-
ties, U.S. and the Republic of Korea forces are adapting to the 
changing conditions in this dynamic region and are transforming 
into a more modern and capable force. This will enable the Repub-
lic of Korea forces to retain wartime operational control on the 17th 
of April 2012. 

An enduring U.S. force presence in Korea after OPCON transfer 
in 2012 will ensure a strong alliance which is fully capable of main-
taining security in this critical part of the world. I am absolutely 
confident this transition will be a success for both the United 
States and the Republic of Korea and will serve as a key founda-
tion for future regional stability. 

My third command priority is improving the quality of life for all 
service members, DOD civilians, and families serving in Korea. 
Our goal is to make Korea the assignment of choice for all service 
members and their families. Our implementation of tour normal-
ization, which is normal 3- year tours for the majority of our ac-
companied service members, will significantly increase our 
warfighting capability improve the quality of life for our personnel, 
while eliminating long and unnecessary separation of service from 
their families. 

The Yongsan relocation program, which moves U.S. forces sta-
tioned in Seoul to Camp Humphreys, which is approximately 40 
miles south of Seoul, and the land partnership program, which pro-
vides for the relocation of the Second Infantry Division to south of 
the Han River, will also significantly improve the quality of life for 
our service members and their families as they move into world- 
class training and living facilities. 

The U.S. presence in Northeast Asia is a long-term investment 
in regional stability, and the Republic of Korea-U.S. alliance today 
is more relevant to the National security interests of the United 
States than it has ever been before. The alliance will remain essen-
tial to the protection and the advancement of U.S. national inter-
ests in this strategically vital part of the world well into the future. 

The ROK-U.S. alliance could not have been successful over the 
last 50-plus years without the significant contribution of the non-
commissioned officers serving in Korea. The Army has declared 
2009 to be the Year of the NCO and it is my great privilege to have 
the dedicated and professional NCOs from all services defending 
this great alliance. Without them, none of the advances we have 
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made in the Republic of Korea-U.S. alliance would have been made 
possible. 

I am extremely proud of the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and ma-
rines, the DOD civilians and families serving in the Republic of 
Korea, who selflessly support the alliance and help maintain sta-
bility in this important region. On behalf of them, I want to thank 
you for your continued support and know you will agree how im-
portant it is to provide these fine Americans the very best working, 
living, and training environment possible. 

Again, thank you for your support of our troops and their fami-
lies and I look forward to answering your questions. Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of General Sharp follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, General Sharp. 
General, let me start with you and ask about the situation on the 

disablement of the nuclear facilities in North Korea. 
By the way, I think we’ll have a 7-minute first round here and 

try again to work through. We now expect these votes I made ref-
erence to to be at around 11:00 or 11:15 rather than 10:50. 

In October of 2007, General, there was a so-called phase two ac-
tions agreement signed at the Six-Party Talks, including North 
Korea. In that agreement, North Korea pledged to disable certain 
facilities. I understand that 8 of the 11 disablement tasks have 
been completed and the ninth task is 80 percent completed. Is that 
accurate, first of all? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir, it is. 
Chairman LEVIN. All right. Now, there was a threat last year by 

North Korea to halt their disablement activities after the talks 
broke down. In fact, are the phase two disablement activities ongo-
ing? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir. The halt was when we initially did not 
take them off the terrorism list. Once we did take them off the ter-
rorism list, they started up again the disablement, meaning specifi-
cally they started disabling and taking some of the rods out of the 
reactor. They are continuing to do that today, however at a very 
slow pace. 

Chairman LEVIN. Now, there’s also commitments made to deliver 
I guess fuel oil to North Korea as part of this agreement. Have we 
lived up to our commitment in that regard? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir, we have. 
Chairman LEVIN. Has Russia? 
General Sharp: Sir, I’ll have to get back to you on Russia. I’m 

not sure. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. Do you know whether Japan has lived up to 

their commitment? 
General Sharp: Sir, again, I’ll have to get back to you on that. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. Maybe the Admiral can— 
Admiral Keating: Mr. Chairman, it’s my understanding that 

Japan is withholding movement of fuel oil pending some resolution 
of the abductee issue. 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 12:06 Mar 30, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 C:\DOCS\09-11 SARMSER2 PsN: JUNEB



14

Chairman LEVIN. Was there a condition to their commitment to 
deliver fuel oil in the agreement that was reached with North 
Korea? 

Admiral Keating: I am unaware of it. We’ll find out, chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, you made reference to military to 

military relations with China and the importance to try to improve 
those relations. Would one helpful improvement be if there was a 
direct phone line between you as commander and your Chinese 
counterpart? 

Admiral Keating: It would, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. Has that been proposed to the Chinese? 
Admiral Keating: It has. 
Chairman LEVIN. What has been their response? 
Admiral Keating: There has been no response. Now, to be clear, 

there is a Washington-Beijing hot line which has been used re-
cently by the Chief of Naval Operations. I have used it from Ha-
waii. But it is not a direct link from me to my counterpart. 

Chairman LEVIN. It is not a what? 
Admiral Keating: It’s not a direct link. We have to go through 

other switchboards. 
Chairman LEVIN. So the most direct link and a dedicated link 

would be if you had a line directly to your counterpart in China? 
Admiral Keating: That’s correct, sir, and we do not have that. 
Chairman LEVIN. All right. But you’d like it and have proposed 

it? 
Admiral Keating: You bet. 
Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, what is the U.S. Pacific Command 

doing to assist with counterterrorism efforts in India? 
Admiral Keating: Several efforts, chairman. We have sent our 

lead intelligence team—an intelligence team comprised—led by 
Rear Admiral Rogers, to India in the immediate aftermath of the 
Mumbai attacks, to begin the process of initiating intelligence and 
information sharing with India. That is under way. 

We have had a previously scheduled exercise, that is to say 
scheduled before the attacks on Mumbai, which we elected to con-
tinue with the support of India, for counterterrorism terrorism for 
some special operations forces in India. And we have increased dia-
logue with senior levels of the Indian leadership, during which we 
discuss aspects of counterterrorism and counterinsurgency. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
General Chilton, the Director of Operational Test and Evaluation 

has issued two recent reports that express concerns about the oper-
ational effectiveness, suitability, and survivability of the Ground-
based Midcourse Defense, GMD, missile defense system. One of the 
reports says: ″GMD flight testing to date will not support a high 
level of confidence in its limited capabilities.″ 

You and I have talked about these reports. Would you agree that 
it’s important to address the concerns that are raised by the Direc-
tor of Operational Test and Evaluation about the GMD system? 

General Chilton: I would, Senator, and I’ve met with General 
O’Reilly, the new Director of MDA, and I’ve taken a review, a high-
level review of his plans for addressing testing issues as we go for-
ward there. I think he’s on the right track to address some of these 
important points. 
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Chairman LEVIN. General, your predecessor at the Strategic 
Command, General Cartwright, had constructive interaction with 
his Russian counterparts. Since you’ve become commander of the 
Strategic Command, I don’t believe you have yet met with your 
Russian counterparts for strategic forces or for space, either one. 

Do you believe it does make sense to pursue engagement and co-
operation with Russia on security matters, including the possibility 
of cooperation on missile defense efforts? 

General Chilton: Sir, I’ve always been a great supporter of mil-
to-mil dialogue with both friend and potential adversary, for the 
benefits that I think Admiral Keating has spoken about—trans-
parency and understanding. But I think they have to be in line 
with, of course—mil- to-mil has to be in line with our greater gov-
ernment policy. 

You’re correct, I have not had the opportunity to engage with ei-
ther my Russian counterpart in space or in the nuclear area. The 
last time those engagements occurred were with General Cart-
wright back in 2006, and those positions have turned over as 
they’ve obviously turned over here in the United States. 

As we look forward to this administration’s policy adjustments 
with regard to Russia, I’m anticipating and hoping that there will 
be opportunities there to reestablish those mil-to-mil contacts. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
Admiral, Senator McCain made reference to the relocation of the 

marines from Okinawa to Guam. In your estimation, are there any 
hard spots that could complicate or delay this move? 

Admiral Keating: Sure. 
Chairman LEVIN. Could you identify what would be possible 

problems that could arise? 
Admiral Keating: There is an violence impact statement affecting 

the construction of the Futenma replacement facility in the north-
east portion of Guam, initiation of which is essential to begin mov-
ing our marines out of Camp Schwab. So that impact statement, 
which is working its way through the system, that could possibly 
delay our initial move. 

There are some infrastructure challenges in Guam that will have 
to be addressed as we move 8,000 marines and a number of their 
family members from Okinawa to Guam. So there are several as-
pects of the initiative that could be challenging. 

Chairman LEVIN. Are you expecting, however, that this will move 
as scheduled and that those hurdles can be overcome? Or are you 
worried that they may not be overcome? 

Admiral Keating: I’m sure they’ll be overcome, chairman, and the 
goal remains implementation by 2014. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much. 
Senator McCain. 
Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Again, thank the witnesses for being here. Admiral Keating and 

General Sharp, today there’s an article that states that ″Japan’s 
ambassador to the United States said Wednesday that North Korea 
should not escape punishment from the United Nations if it goes 
ahead with a planned missile launch.″ We all know that North 
Korea has announced it will launch a ″communications satellite″ 
between April 4 and April 8. But the United States and other coun-
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tries think it will be a test of a long-range ballistic missile that 
could reach Alaska. 

One, what is your assessment of that launch? Do you recommend 
any action taken of any kind if that launch takes place? And what 
is the potential if that launch is successful? Is it a threat to the 
United States, or is it—exactly what is this all about? 

I don’t care who goes first here. Maybe the oldest, Admiral. 
[Laughter.] 
Admiral Keating: Senator, we at the Pacific Command are con-

tinuing our planning efforts to support various contingencies that 
would be coordinated with— 

Senator MCCAIN. First of all, with all due respect, what does this 
mean? What does it mean that they announced that they’re going 
to launch a satellite, which is interpreted as could be an interconti-
nental ballistic missile that could reach Alaska? 

Admiral Keating: I think it means nothing more or less than 
that, Senator. There are activity—there is activity under way— 

Senator MCCAIN. I mean, is that a threat? 
Admiral Keating: No, sir. I would not think North Korea would 

have issued it as a threat. It is a normal notification process, which 
they didn’t do in 2006 when they attempted a launch from the 
same facility. 

But there is equipment moving and there are personnel, in-
creased levels of personnel— 

Senator MCCAIN. I guess I’m talking about, that capability along 
with a nuclear weapon, does it pose a long-term threat to America’s 
security in your view? 

Admiral Keating: That would pose a long-term threat, yes, sir. 
Senator MCCAIN. Or a short-term threat? 
Admiral Keating: It could be a threat as early as 4 April. 
Senator MCCAIN. Okay, please continue. 
Admiral Keating: We’re continuing our planning efforts to sup-

port the lead element, Department of State diplomatic efforts, to 
ensure that our government is fully prepared to respond, we 
through the military channels, should it be so directed, should that 
response be so directed. We’re watching Taepodong carefully. We’re 
talking with Skip minute by minute. We’re getting reasonable in-
telligence as to the activities around Taepodong and we’ll be pre-
pared to respond. 

Senator MCCAIN. If the decision was made, do we have the capa-
bility to shoot that down? 

Admiral Keating: The United States has a capability to do so, 
yes, sir. 

Senator MCCAIN. General? 
General Sharp: Sir, first off, if North Korea launches any sort of 

ballistic missile, as they claim they will do somewhere between the 
4th of April, it is against UN Security Council Resolution 1718, 
which specifically says, demands that North Korea not conduct any 
future nuclear test or launch of a ballistic missile. It goes on to say 
there’s a moratorium on missile launching, and it is very clear that 
this will be against UN Security Council Resolution 1718. 

Second, I think that the threat that Admiral Keating was talking 
about is real. It is felt in South Korea, the threat of having the ca-
pability to be able to deliver any sort of warhead anywhere in the 
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world is indeed a threat, and we call on North Korea not to act in 
this provocation - - do this provocation, but instead go back and 
focus on what they promised to do during the Six-Party Talks. 

Senator MCCAIN. We’re not the only country that has the capa-
bility of intercepting that launch; is that true? 

General Chilton: Senator, if I could try to address that. 
Senator MCCAIN. Yes. 
General Chilton: For a launch from there that might threaten 

the continental United States or threaten the islands of Hawaii, I 
believe we are the Nation that would have that capability, and 
rightly so, to defend ourselves. 

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you. 
General Sharp, I don’t expect you to have a great answer to this, 

but what do you make of the obviously very erratic, even more er-
ratic, behavior on the part of the North Koreans? They’ve always 
been erratic, but there is rumors about the health of the ″Dear 
Leader.″ There’s threats of retaliation against South Korean naval 
exercises. You could chronicle them for the committee and for the 
record. 

What do you make of all this behavior on the part of the North 
Koreans, and how do you feel that the Chinese—what’s your view 
of whether the Chinese have been constructive or not in our efforts 
to rein in some of these activities in the most oppressive regime on 
Earth? 

General Sharp: Sir, I think Kim Jong Il is doing everything in 
his power to try to ensure regime survival and his personal sur-
vival. I think the issue that he had, health issue that he had last 
summer, maybe woke him up and his people up a little bit, and 
saw that he is not immortal. You take a look at some of the actions 
as far as the balloons that have been going into North Korea that 
have been telling the truth about Kim Jong Il, the fact that Kim 
Jong Il has cut off in the western industrial complex the ability to 
be able for workers to bring simple things like CDs and news-
papers into North Korea. You look at the number of open air mar-
kets that are continuing to stay open longer than they have in the 
past. 

I think that Kim Jong Il realizes that some of the people, a small 
amount but some of the people, within North Korea right now are 
starting to realize what an oppressive regime they have and what 
conditions they live under and how just south of the DMZ they are 
living in totally different conditions. 

So I think that what he is trying to do is, number one, dem-
onstrate he is in control, he has control of his military, and to be 
very, very forceful of that within North Korea, all going back to-
wards two things: regime survival and getting the most he can out 
of the international community as far as concessions. 

Senator MCCAIN. And the role of China? 
General Sharp: Sir, I believe that China through the Six-Party 

Talks has tried their best to be helpful. Their influence in North 
Korea I think is questionable now and into the future. But over the 
recent history of Six-Party Talks, especially after the nuclear test 
that North Korea did in 2006, I think that they have been helpful. 

Admiral Keating probably has done much more talking to them, 
but I believe that they’ve been helpful on those lines. 
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Senator MCCAIN. Are not the Chinese balancing the problem 
they would have, huge problem they would have, with the collapse 
of the North Korean government and the subsequent refugee and 
economic problem, with the need to cooperate so that we don’t have 
an escalation of profound consequences in the region? 

General Sharp: Sure they are, yes, sir. They would be happy just 
to have the status quo and a non-nuclear North Korea if they could 
get to that point where they’re not threatened in any case, I think. 

Senator MCCAIN. So the question of succession of leadership in 
North Korea is a very big factor, you think, in some of the behavior 
recently, particularly since the illness of the Dear Leader? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir. I think that there is—Kim Jong Il was 
schooled by his father for many, many years before he actually took 
command, took the leadership role and not much of that, if any, 
has gone on at this time. I think that the illness not only for Kim 
Jong Il himself, but within the leadership in North Korea, they are 
looking much more, okay, what is going to be the future. 

But at the same time, I can’t underestimate: Kim Jong Il is in 
charge. Every major decision is coming directly from him, I believe, 
and he’s trying to shore up that ability right now. 

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator McCain. 
Senator Lieberman. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
As I said to the chairman while Senator McCain was asking his 

questions, on this committee we think of Senator Levin as the 
″Dear Leader.″ 

[Laughter.] 
Chairman LEVIN. Listen to him. 
Senator MCCAIN. And a great leader. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. And a great leader, too. 
Chairman LEVIN. I decline both, but thank you. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks to all three of you for your service 

and leadership. 
Admiral Keating, it’s been a great honor to know you in your 

various commands and I thank you for everything you’ve done. I 
thank your wife for the way she supported you. It strikes me, may 
I take the liberty to say, as I look out at the two of you, that you 
must occasionally be asked the question I am asked, which is: How 
did you end up with such a good-looking wife? You don’t have to 
answer that question, though. 

I want to get serious, of course, because this is serious business. 
I want to focus in on missile defense, both because of the extraor-
dinary progress I think we’ve made, remarkable progress, in devel-
oping missile defense, but also frankly because this program as 
well as others maybe recommended for cuts in the budget we’re 
going to get. So I want to explore this with you. 

I want to go to the North Korean situation that we talked about. 
Admiral Keating, do you agree that there’s good reason to believe 
that the North Korean launch will not be a communications sat-
ellite, but more likely a test of the Taepodong 2 intercontinental 
ballistic missile of North Korea’s? 

Admiral Keating: I don’t think we can make that definitive a 
statement, Senator. 
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Senator LIEBERMAN. General Chilton, General Sharp, do you 
have an opinion on it? 

General Chilton: I would agree with Admiral Keating, but I 
would say, just looking in history, at our own history, we used 
similar rockets—the Atlas, the Titan—both on the intercontinental 
ballistic missile mission and to launch payloads into orbit. So even 
if there is a satellite launch on this as the North Koreans have said 
it will be, it will help advance the technology of long-range mis-
siles. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. General Sharp? 
General Sharp: Sir, I agree. They have said it’s going to be a sat-

ellite launch and, just to reiterate what I said a moment ago, even 
if it is a satellite launch, it’s still in violation— 

Senator LIEBERMAN. It’s still a violation. 
General Sharp:—of the UN resolution. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. That’s a very important point. I’m glad you 

made it. 
Assuming it is a Taepodong 2 intercontinental ballistic missile, 

how close could it come to U.S. territory, including, obviously, Ha-
waii and Alaska? General Chilton? 

General Chilton: First of all, Senator, this is all theoretical— 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Sure. 
General Chilton:—estimations, because they have not success-

fully flown this version of the missile. But we worry about defend-
ing its ability to reach the West Coast of the United States, as well 
as the Hawaiian Islands, and of course Alaska. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. So it’s that serious. 
Admiral Keating, let me ask you this question. Based on the cur-

rent state of our missile defense, if the North Koreans did fire a 
missile, an intercontinental ballistic missile that was aimed at the 
United States, what’s the probability that we could knock it down? 

Admiral Keating: We have a high probability, Senator. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. In other words, that we have brought our 

missile defense, presumably what’s in Alaska and in California, to 
a point that you’re prepared to say that there’s a high probability 
that we could knock down, hit an incoming missile? 

Admiral Keating: Yes, sir. We can provide you specific prob-
ability of intercept numbers through Chilly and Northern Com-
mand, sir. But in this forum we can say we have a high probability. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Good. 
General Chilton, do you want to add anything to that, anything 

to that? 
General Chilton: The only thing I would add, sir, and that’s if 

given adequate warning, which we obviously I believe have, with 
the collection capability, because the system still does revert back 
and forth between test and on-line. That’s one of the things that 
U.S. Strategic Command oversees and monitors and makes rec-
ommendations on. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. So we’ve come a long way in the develop-
ment of our missile defense. 

General Maples from the Defense Intelligence Agency was here 
testifying last week and cited what he described, I believe the 
words were, a rising threat of ballistic missile capability, not just 
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in North Korea and Iran, but a lot of other countries that might 
not wish us or our allies around the world well. 

General Chilton, in your testimony you emphasize that the mis-
sile defense programs provide a critical deterrent against certain 
existing and potential threats, increase the cost to adversaries of 
already expensive technologies, and reduce the value of their in-
vestments. You also emphasize the importance of ″increasing the 
redundancy and depth of the ballistic missile system.″ 

General Sharp, in your testimony you point to the importance of 
the development of airborne laser systems. 

I want to ask the two of you—and Admiral, if you want to get 
into it—about how important you feel it is to fund the ongoing de-
velopment of our missile defense, including the redundancy of it, 
the various systems that we’re developing? 

General Sharp: Senator, I’ll start. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Good. 
General Sharp: First, I think it’s important that when we talk 

about missile defense we look at it in a couple contexts. One is with 
regard to our strategic deterrent, because it was developed under 
a policy that included that in the calculus of how we position our-
selves to deter against a potential adversary like North Korea, who 
may not be otherwise—who may not be looking for a one on one 
confrontation with the United States, but for an opportunity to per-
haps blackmail the United States or perhaps dissuade the United 
States’ engagement in the Pacific region or on the Korean Penin-
sula in a conventional conflict. 

So that links then—so we have to take it in the total context, 
which is why the NPR this year, having the NPR this year, is im-
portant, I believe, to see if that still fits as part of our nuclear pos-
ture review and our calculus for deterrence. 

Then we also need to look at it with regard to how the missile 
defense system writ large, which not only includes the defense of 
the United States, but also includes technological development to 
defend our troops deployed forward and all the regional combatant 
commanders. In my view, I think we have to make sure we strike 
the careful balance between those two and continue to look at mis-
sile defense in light of its strategic importance for the defense of 
the United States, but also for its operational and tactical impor-
tance for the defense of our regionally deployed forces. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well said. 
General Sharp, do you want to add anything to that? 
General Sharp: Just that, with the number of missiles in North 

Korea and that threat, the ability to have a multi-layer defense, to 
be able to not only see them early, but to be able to knock them 
down at various stages after they launch, I think is critical. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Admiral Keating, let me ask you a final 
question, and it’s this. Obviously our Nation’s focus generally 
speaking in recent years has been on the Middle East and now 
South Asia. But it strikes me that within the context—allowing for 
the exception of the threat that North Korea represents and the 
challenge we have, we’re doing pretty well at peacefully, construc-
tively managing our relations with China. 

My impression is that our relations in the region that you’re 
overseeing, the Asian Pacific region, are about as good as they’ve 
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been in a long term, with growing alliances with Japan, India, 
South Korea, Australia, and a lot of smaller nations. Do you agree? 

Admiral Keating: Senator, I do and we do. Wanda Lee and I have 
been able to visit nearly 30 of the 38 countries in our AOR in 2 
years and, to varying degrees, roger that. But each and every visit 
we have, not just mil-to-mil, but with ministries of foreign affairs, 
with other international bodies, including commercial partners, 
they regard, all of them, the United States as the indispensable 
partner throughout the Asia Pacific region. So I think your state-
ment is correct, sir. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. I thank you for the very important role that 
you’ve played in bringing us to that point. 

General Chilton: Mr. Senator, if I may make just one more com-
ment on the Taepodong 2, just to remind the Senators. Last time 
when they tried to launch a Taepodong 2, about the same time 
they also launched six other missiles. We are watching very closely 
to see what else they will do between the 4th and the 8th of April 
and we’re prepared for that. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. I appreciate that. So we should be prepared 
for more than the one launch. Thank you. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. 
Senator Inhofe. 
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am reminded that this week is the 26th anniversary of the ini-

tiation of the program that’s dominating this hearing right now by 
Ronald Reagan. I think it would be appropriate to read two sen-
tences into the record that were made 26 years ago this week: 

″What if free people could live secure in the knowledge that their 
security did not rest upon the threat of instant U.S. retaliation to 
deter a Soviet attack, that we could intercept and destroy strategic 
ballistic missiles before they reached our own soil or that of our al-
lies? Wouldn’t it be better to save lives than to avenge them?″ 

I think that’s a very appropriate statement to be reminded of 
today. 

During Senator McCain’s questioning of General Sharp and oth-
ers, I think your response on Kim Jong Il was that he would do 
anything. He’s at a point in life where he would try almost any-
thing. Then the scary thing is, to me anyway, that they’re going to 
be launching a missile. Is it correct or do you feel that there’s any 
way of determining, when something has been launched, whether 
it has a warhead or whether it’s a satellite? 

General Sharp: Sir, I’d like to defer to General Chilton. He’s been 
studying that very hard. 

General Chilton: Senator, that’s a really difficult problem. There 
are different trajectories that you would fly depending on whether 
you want to go to space or a ballistic missile. A ballistic missile 
typically goes on a very high trajectory. Space usually flattens out 
early and then tries to accelerate because the velocity is very im-
portant to stay in orbit. 

But being able to make that determination in real time is real-
ly—can be very difficult for us. 

Senator INHOFE. Which is scary. 
We were talking about where our weaknesses might be. I have 

a chart that I’ve been using for quite some time, and I know things 
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change, but it’s my understanding we have some level of comfort 
when you look about the boost phase, the midcourse phase, and the 
terminal phase. In terms of the midcourse phase, we actually do 
have some redundancy, and the terminal phase. It’s the boost 
phase that concerns me. 

Can you respond as to what our capabilities are and then what 
we’re looking forward to to try to improve that? 

General Chilton: Right, Senator. I think the approach for missile 
defense has been a layered defense, as you’ve described, that looks 
at opportunities to engage in the boost phase, in the midcourse, 
and then terminal. The boost phase is attractive because obviously 
the vehicle’s moving slower, a lot of heat coming out of the back 
of the rocket. So it has some easier signatures to track. 

The midcourse phase gets more difficult, relying heavily on radar 
today. Then the terminal phase, of course, the issue with that is 
it’s hard to have a broad area defense in the terminal phase. 
You’ve really got to have your defensive capabilities pretty closely 
located to what could be an indeterminate target from the adver-
sary. 

So we look for capabilities and advocate for capabilities in all 
these areas, and I would say the area that’s least mature, least ma-
ture, is the boost phase. 

Senator INHOFE. Well, the reason I bring that up is because 
there is always resistance. They say, well, we have redundancy; 
you don’t need both systems. I think that we’re all on record say-
ing, yes, we want redundancy in all three phases. Anyone disagree 
with that? 

[No response.] 
Senator INHOFE. During our command hearings I have wanted to 

get a response from all commands that deal with some of my favor-
ite programs, 1206, 1207, and 1208, train and equip, which, Admi-
ral Keating, you and I talked about and you’ve already mentioned 
in your opening statement, as well as the CERP program, and then 
the globalization with the CCIF, I guess, program, and IMET. 

Could you comment on those programs and the significance of 
those programs? 

Admiral Keating: Thank you, Senator. Each of those to the Pa-
cific Command are very important. We cited 1206. We hope to con-
tinue support there. 1207, of similar importance. Commanders 
Emergency Response Fund, we did not enjoy funding in 2008. We 
would enjoy re-initiation of that support. It can be of critical impor-
tance to our allies who have lower, less capabilities than we do, 
and if our forces are not in the immediate area we can provide 
funding to an area, a country who has been adversely affected by 
natural disaster and they can use that money for immediate relief. 
Short-term relief is probably a better term. 

Senator INHOFE. So the CERP should be continued to be 
globalized? 

Admiral Keating: We would appreciate that, yes, sir. 
On the issue of IMET, it is one of the most important tools in 

our box. We have around 185 students attending various edu-
cational institutions, foreign students attending various edu-
cational institutions in the United States as we speak. There are 
some 70 foreign students at our military academies. These are 
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short-term investments that will have significant long-term divi-
dends. 

Senator INHOFE. I think, General Sharp, you made some com-
ments to the value of that program in Korea, IMET. 

General Sharp: Sir, of course Korea pays for their own way to 
come, to send students. But the philosophy of being able to have 
students from other countries attend all of our schools, which 
Korea has hundreds of them doing, just pays great value that we 
see over and over again. 

Senator INHOFE. I bring that up because there was a time when 
people thought that when we had an IMET program that we were 
somehow doing them a favor. I’ve always felt that—that’s why we 
made the change in the Article 98 requirement—that they’re really 
doing us a favor, and that there are countries like China out there 
that have aggressive programs and they would be doing it if we 
didn’t, which I think you probably would agree on that. 

Admiral Keating, you mentioned this President Ma. You ref-
erenced him, the president, and the fact that he’s reached out to 
China in an effort to improve the relations. How much success do 
you think he’s having? 

Admiral Keating: We would regard his success as significant, 
Senator. The measures of effectiveness are not quite that startling, 
perhaps: exchange of rare animals, increased cross-channel com-
mercial flights, the consideration of confidence-building measures; 
all of these steps relatively small in and of themselves, but they 
have led to an obvious decrease in tension across the Strait, and 
each day that goes by that there isn’t kinetic military activity, we 
would view that as a day closer to an eventual solution. And Presi-
dent Ma’s efforts have been significant. 

Senator INHOFE. You mentioned the mil-to-mil is always a good 
idea. But I think if I understood your testimony, it hasn’t achieved 
the success that we’d like to have it achieve with Russia so far. 

Admiral Keating: Is that from the Pacific Command perspective, 
Senator? 

Senator INHOFE. Well, actually I believe it was General Sharp 
that made that comment. Maybe it wasn’t. 

Okay, fine. My time has expired. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Inhofe. 
Senator Reed. 
Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Let me join my colleagues in thanking you all for your service 

to the Nation, particularly, Admiral, for your distinguished service, 
you and your family, to the Navy and to the Nation. Thank you 
very much. 

Let me follow up on the line of questioning about the activities 
in North Korea. I’ll address it to Admiral Keating first, but, Gen-
eral Sharp, General Chilton, please feel free to respond. Does the 
intelligence community have any indication that North Korea is 
planning to launch a ballistic missile, or does it assess that this is 
a launch of a satellite, which are two different systems? Admiral 
Keating? 
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Admiral Keating: Senator, I don’t believe the intelligence commu-
nity has information that would specifically rule out either option. 
It is a missile body that could be used for either. 

Senator REED. General Sharp? 
General Sharp: I agree with that completely. 
Senator REED. And General Chilton? 
General Chilton: I would agree we have just the North Koreans’ 

statement that the intent is to be a space launch at this point. 
Senator REED. If it turns out to be a launch of a satellite, does 

that automatically assume that they have the capacity to launch a 
ballistic missile, intercontinental ballistic missile? Or is there much 
more work that has to be done to design a reentry vehicle, to de-
sign a system that will deliver a missile? 

General Chilton: Yes, Senator, there’s other elements that would 
have to be matured. As you point out rightly, a reentry vehicle, 
which is not a trivial thing—obviously, the difference between a re-
entry vehicle for a shorter, medium-range, and a long-range are dif-
ferent, because it’s a much hotter environment for a long-range 
flight to survive. So working on the reentry vehicle. Then 
weaponization is an issue as well. 

But we have no insights into their efforts in this area. But cer-
tainly they also require a booster with that performance capability. 

Senator REED. So at this juncture we have their statement, 
which offers a range of possibilities, and in fact from your previous 
testimony this statement is a warning that they didn’t give prior 
to the previous launch, and the statement would be, ironically I 
think more consistent with the practice of nations who are pre-
paring to launch vehicles; is that correct? 

General Chilton: You’re correct, they did not make a similar 
statement last time and today spacefaring nations around the 
world do make announcements of their plans for launching into 
space. 

Senator REED. So again, this is hard to ascribe to North Korea, 
but they seem to be following, at least procedurally, what other na-
tions do in terms of preparation for a launch of a satellite or any 
type of space vehicle, correct? 

General Chilton: I would say that there may be an attempt 
there, not probably a specific procedure that it has done. But I 
would also pile on to General Sharp’s comment, that there’s this 
UN resolution. That is really the big, big difference. 

Senator REED. This might be completely inadvertently complying 
with the rules of the road, but it is something I think that you’ve 
noted and I think bears emphasis. 

Let me shift gears. Admiral Keating, we have special operations 
forces that are stretched considerably—the situation in Iraq, build-
up in Afghanistan. You have an area of operations running through 
Indonesia, through the Philippines, which requires and has exten-
sive commitment of special operations forces. Do you think you 
have sufficient special operations forces in your theater of oper-
ations, and associated resources? 

Admiral Keating: We could use more, Senator. An earlier ques-
tion as to the dialogue we have, the activity we have with India, 
is a case in point. If we had access to more special forces, it is like-
ly we could conduct more small unit level training with countries 
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who have terrorism challenges beyond those that we’re conducting 
now. 

Senator REED. A related question is the platforms, the delivery 
platforms for special operations troops, the surveillance platforms. 
Again, you could use more? 

Admiral Keating: The same answer. 
Senator REED. General Sharp, in your theater of operations do 

you feel pressure in terms of special operations forces and capac-
ities? 

General Sharp: Sir, of course we have a very small contingent 
that’s actually assigned to the Republic of Korea, mainly to help 
bring in additional special operating forces during times of conflict. 
In fact, we have a number that are there right now during our Key 
Resolve-Full Eagle annual exercise, doing training with the Korean 
SOF, which are also very good. 

They are key to our warfight because of the ability to be able to 
get into North Korea, to identify ballistic missile launches, to iden-
tify different locations. So their requirement is key to our war 
fight. 

Senator REED. Let me pose a question to both General Chilton 
and Admiral Keating. That is, in January 2007 the Chinese dem-
onstrated a capacity to knock down satellites in low Earth orbit, 
which would be a significant challenge to our infrastructure, tele-
communications, GPS, etcetera. What do you make of that? You’ve 
had continuing dialogue with the Chinese. Was that part of a con-
scious strategy to suggest their ability, or was that an activity that 
now it’s being reassessed and perhaps not being pursued? 

Can you comment on that, both gentlemen? 
Admiral Keating: We visited China shortly after that anti-sat-

ellite test, Senator, and the military officials with whom we had 
conversations kind of shrugged their shoulders and said it wasn’t 
any big deal, the shot wasn’t any big deal; what’s all the commo-
tion? When we mentioned the fact that it was unannounced, that 
it was in violation of the same United Nations resolutions that 
Chilly and Skip have cited, that it introduced massive amounts of 
space debris which remain a challenge for us, those Chinese mili-
tary officials said—they indicated something less than full knowl-
edge of the event, shall I say. 

So we encouraged them to be more forthcoming This is a recur-
ring mantra in our discussions with them. 

As to their continuing pursuit of that technology, I think Chilly 
is much better capable than I in addressing that part of it. 

Senator REED. General? 
General Chilton: Senator, clearly in my view that was an irre-

sponsible move on the part of the Chinese. We’re very concerned 
about debris in space. They added over 2,000 pieces of trackable de-
bris, we expect tens of thousands of other, that won’t be up there 
for days or months or years, but decades, at an orbital altitude that 
impacts other nations’ low Earth orbiting satellites. 

A day does not go by at U.S. Strategic Command where I do not 
receive reports of potential conjunctions or collisions or close passes 
from debris from that test with other satellites that are of interest 
to the United States of America and other countries. 
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So contrast that to what the U.S. did a year later, with the great 
work and coordination with U.S. Pacific Command, to intercept an 
errant NRO satellite for the sole purpose of protecting the populace 
of the Earth. We did that responsibly, at an altitude such that all 
of the debris, all of the trackable debris from that intercept, has 
reentered the Earth’s atmosphere and no longer poses a threat to 
our orbiting assets. Clearly there’s a difference between those two 
tests. Clearly the Chinese were developing an anti-satellite capa-
bility, and I think irresponsibly so. 

Senator REED. Do you think that they have received that mes-
sage that you’ve just made very clear to us? 

General Chilton: I would anticipate that they have, sir. I’ve spo-
ken of this, we have all spoken of this, on many occasions. 

Senator REED. Thank you. 
General Chilton: I’d turn to Admiral Keating— 
Senator REED. If you have a final point—my time has expired, 

but if you have a final point, sir. 
Admiral Keating: It’s been a subject of discussion and they’ve no 

doubt received it, Senator. Whether or not it has sufficient impact 
or not, I can’t say. 

Senator REED. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, gentlemen. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Reed. 
Senator Thune. 
Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Gentlemen, thank you to all of you for your outstanding service 

to our country, and to all those who serve under your command. 
Admiral Keating, during last weeks’ hearing on current and fu-

ture worldwide threats Lieutenant General Maples, the Director of 
the Defense Intelligence Agency, said: ″China from an air defense 
standpoint has developed a very modern layered air defense capa-
bility in depth and is seeking additional air defense capabilities 
that will project even out to a range of 400 kilometers. This signifi-
cantly affects potential U.S. operations in that region.″ 

In an article published in the Foreign Affairs Journal in January 
2009, Secretary Gates wrote that ″China’s improved air defenses, 
coupled with investments in other asymmetric capability such as 
cyber warfare, anti-satellite warfare, and anti-ship weaponry, all 
threaten our ability to project power in the Pacific and will require 
us to rely on long-range over-the-horizon systems, such as the Next 
Generation Bomber.″ 

My question, Admiral, is do you agree with Secretary Gates and 
Lieutenant General Maples’ assessment of China’s anti-access ca-
pabilities? 

Admiral Keating: I do, sir. 
Senator THUNE. As the combatant commander that’s responsible 

for the Pacific Theater, how important is it to you that the Air 
Force field a new long-range bomber in the 2018 time frame that’s 
capable of penetrating these advanced defenses? 

Admiral Keating: Any capability that our country can provide to 
the men and women in uniform, should the necessity arise to en-
gage in that sort of conflict, is a capability we would support, sir. 

Senator THUNE. That would include the Next Generation Bomb-
er? 
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Admiral Keating: That would be true, sir. 
Senator THUNE. General Chilton, as the combatant commander 

that’s responsible for long-range strike missions, how important is 
it to you that the Air Force field a long-range bomber in the 2018 
time frame? 

General Chilton: Senator, thank you. As an advocate for the re-
gional combatant commanders and the expressed need for the pen-
etration capability for the conventional bomber capability, we 
would advocate in support of that, development of that weapon sys-
tem. But also, when I look at our nuclear deterrent, our current 
nuclear deterrent posture and we look to the future, part of the 
credibility of that air-breathing leg is the ability to get to the target 
and to deliver its weapons. So from a nuclear posture, deterrent 
posture, we also support that that type of platform have a nuclear 
capability, in line with current policy where we are today. Of 
course, this will be an issue that we’ll look at in the next nuclear 
posture review as well. 

Senator THUNE. Right. And that was going to be my next ques-
tion, is, from your responsibility of maintaining deterrence, the im-
portance of making sure that that system has nuclear capabilities 
is a high priority? 

General Chilton: In our current strategy and policy today, that 
is an important—and one that we have advocated for in U.S. Stra-
tegic Command, and the Air Force has told us they will include as 
part of the requirement set for that weapons system. 

Senator THUNE. Good. 
I would, just as sort of a follow-up to that, make the observation 

that the B–52s are old, the B–1s don’t have that nuclear capability 
any more, the B–2s are becoming less survivable against modern 
defenses. Having said, stated, the importance that you place, the 
priority that you place on developing that bomber, I guess my ques-
tion is is that something the DOD and the White House in their 
fiscal year 2010 defense budget, as they go through that process, 
is that something that you are advocating for, that’s on your pri-
ority list in terms of modernizing the Air Force and the weapons 
systems that it provides to your commands? 

Admiral Keating: Yes, sir, it is part of our integrated priority list 
for Pacific Command. 

General Chilton: And although I can’t discuss any deliberations, 
out of ignorance, at some level certainly, as I’ve said, we have advo-
cated for the nuclear requirement on the so-called Next Generation 
Bomber as a requirement that should be part of that, and sup-
ported the need for a penetrating bomber capability under our cur-
rent policy. 

Senator THUNE. I’m not asking you to divulge your internal dis-
cussions, but simply saying, as the people who are responsible for 
the commands, you are in the best position to determine what 
those requirements and needs are. 

General Chilton: Absolutely, Senator, and we have a seat at the 
table. 

Senator THUNE. Terrific. Thank you. 
Those are the only questions I had, Mr. Chairman. Thank you 

very much, gentlemen. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Thune. 
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Senator Akaka. 
Senator AKAKA. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-

man. 
Let me express my welcome and my aloha to our esteemed panel 

of military leaders; and also express my appreciation to all of the 
men and women of the military who serve under you and with you 
to secure our country; and also my personal and warmest mahalo 
to my close friend Admiral Keating and his lovely lady, Wanda Lee, 
for being here today and coming all the way from Camp Smith in 
Hawaii; and let me thank our panel for the dedicated service that 
you’ve given to our country over the years. 

I want to commend Admiral Keating since we’ve learned that 
this is his last appearance here in Congress and thank him for his 
outstanding leadership and for maintaining the high level of capac-
ity among our military; and second, for the good relationship that 
you’ve brought internationally with other countries in your Asia 
Pacific jurisdiction. Thank you so much for that. 

Admiral Keating, I’m afraid this morning that, due to the impor-
tance of PACOM to my home State of Hawaii, all of my questions 
will be addressed to you. Admiral, only a few weeks ago—and this 
was mentioned by Senator McCain. He asked about the United 
States and China incident that occurred off Hainan with the vessel, 
U.S. ship IMPECCABLE. I’ve read some of the accounts that hap-
pened there. 

My question to you, because of your relationships with China, 
what do you think this incident has shown to our country? Is it a 
sign of increased military aggressiveness from China? 

Admiral Keating: Senator, the short answer is I’m not sure. To 
elaborate a little bit upon that, at the same time the Chinese are 
behaving in such an irresponsible, one would say illegal, fashion in 
the South China Sea, as you know they have three ships con-
ducting anti-piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden, working in close 
concert with the commander of the task force there, working for 
Vice Admiral Bill Gortney and General Dave Petraeus, while in the 
Gulf of Aden they’re doing things the right way, if you will. Our 
commander has gone to have lunch with their commander, and vice 
versa. They exchange bridge-to-bridge communications. They email 
each other. 

So at the same time they’re playing by the rules in the same 
sandbox, they’re clearly in violation of longstanding, centuries old 
rules of the road and responsible maritime behavior. So it’s con-
flicting to us and it is confusing. And this goes to the root cause, 
we think, root issue of what are really their intentions, what is 
their strategic intent, where does China expect to be 10, 20, 50 
years from now, and do we the United States have a prominent 
role in their mil-to-mil calculations. 

I think the answer to that question is yes, we do have a promi-
nent role, but for us to realize productivity and benefit we have to 
engage in discussions, and right now we are not able to do so be-
cause they have suspended mil-to- mil relations. 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you, Admiral. 
I am very pleased that PACOM has developed an approach to its 

mission of protecting our Nation and enhancing the stability of the 
Asian Pacific region through a strategy of partnership, presence, 
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and military readiness. As I pointed out, I think you’ve done a tre-
mendous job in this area. And I feel that PACOM’s emphasis on 
these three components will go a long way towards preserving the 
security of this region. 

Do you feel that the Pacific Command has the military per-
sonnel, equipment, and facilities to effectively implement this ap-
proach? 

Admiral Keating: Yes, sir, we do. We report our readiness on a 
monthly basis on a classified level to the Secretary of Defense, and 
in 2 years our readiness has remained steady. There are, of course, 
assets, as Senator Reed mentioned, as an example special oper-
ations forces, we would like more of them. It’s not just a case of 
give us more, more, more. We think we can utilize a wide range 
of forces both in capabilities and services across a very broad spec-
trum throughout the Asia Pacific region, and the JOs in the com-
mand have a bumper sticker now that says ″Virtual Presence 
Equals Actual Absence. Nothing replaces boots on the ground, jets 
in the air, marines coming ashore, whatever the service component 
you want to describe, and for us to continue to do so will require 
significant support from the Congress, and we hope we can con-
tinue that. 

Admiral Keating: You have mentioned that China is looking to-
wards the future and so I’d like to ask you, Admiral Keating, about 
China’s continuing their efforts to become a viable blue water navy. 
For example, I recently saw a report that China was considering 
adding an aircraft carrier to its navy. Cooperation, collaboration, 
partnerships will be vital if China continues to build its blue water 
navy’s capability. 

What is your assessment of China’s ability to extend its oper-
ation reach to the high seas in the near future? 

Admiral Keating: China’s ability is growing in terms of power 
projection capacity and capability. It is not close to that that we 
enjoy in the United States at Pacific Command, but it is growing, 
Senator, and is a cause for concern for us at United States Pacific 
Command. 

Senator AKAKA. Finally, Admiral, you recently completed the 
U.S.’s signature exercise in the Asia Pacific region, the exercise, 
Cobra Gold. This multinational exercise has long been an impor-
tant mechanism in our commitment to fostering multilateral rela-
tionships to enhance stability in the region. What is your biggest 
takeaway from this year’s exercise? 

Admiral Keating: This is about the 30th Cobra Gold exercise 
we’ve conducted, Senator, maybe 25 to 30, something like that, 
each of them more complex, each of them more demanding, each 
of them more sophisticated, each of them literally field training ex-
ercises. Thailand affords us a great opportunity to train in a multi-
lateral, multinational joint way, coalition way. 

Interestingly, People’s Republic of China Liberation Army forces 
observed this exercise at our invitation for 3- 1/2 days during this 
latest Cobra Gold. So you counter that, their desire to watch these 
exercises and we hope eventually participate to a degree, because 
an aspect of Cobra Gold included humanitarian assistance, disaster 
relief exercises, and United Nations peacekeeping operations. So 
Cobra Gold is, as you say, it’s a signature event for us. It gets 
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tougher, harder each year in terms of the level of engagement and 
the quality of play by all those involved, and it’s a very important 
part of our theater cooperation plan. 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much for your responses. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Akaka. 
Senator Ben Nelson. Excuse me for interrupting, Senator Nelson. 
Senator BEN NELSON. I was just checking on the votes. 
Chairman LEVIN. The first roll call has just begun, so at least 

some of us hopefully can vote now or early in this roll call, and 
then maybe at the end of the second roll call—there’s no certain 
way of figuring who will go next, but our staff will do the best to 
keep this in order. 

Senator Nelson. 
Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you, Admiral Keating. We I know 

all look forward to a very happy voyage into the sunset years, and 
we appreciate your service. We thank General Chilton and General 
Sharp for your service as well. 

General Chilton, you’ve testified before and we know that within 
DOD and STRATCOM it’s the global warfighter for cyberspace 
that’s charged with operating and defending the global information 
grid, planning and acting when directed to maintain our freedom 
of action in this domain. Obviously, cyberspace is a key front and 
is itself a warfighting domain upon which all others depend to one 
degree or another. 

So those who hack into the network vary from the unsophisti-
cated to trained military hackers who can target industry, aca-
demia, government, and the air, land, maritime, and space do-
mains. 

We know that U.S. STRATCOM is protecting DOD, but I guess 
the question is who’s protecting the networks of dot- gov sites, such 
as our networks here in Congress? My question truly is: Is this a 
mission that STRATCOM could or should undertake? 

General Chilton: Senator, the policy has been that that mission 
set beyond the defense of the military networks, defending the re-
mainder of the critical networks of America is a mission set for the 
Department of Homeland Security, one that has not been given to 
the Department of Defense. That said, we are asked to support the 
Department of Homeland Security and we have been sharing les-
sons learned with them, exchanging personnel between our com-
mand and control centers. 

So we have learned a lot, I would say, in the Department of De-
fense and particularly at U.S. Strategic Command about what it 
takes to defend our DOD networks, and we’re ensuring that we are 
sharing those lessons in support of the Department of Homeland 
Security today. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Are you comfortable that in sharing the 
lessons learned that the Department of Defense—or the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security is achieving some level of excellence in 
its ability to protect the dot-gov sites? 

General Chilton: Senator, this mission set was just given to the 
Department of Homeland Security last year, and then funding is 
just beginning to flow into this area. So they are still standing up. 
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We have been working on this problem in the Department of De-
fense since I believe the mission was first given to U.S. Space Com-
mand back in 1998- 99 time period, and of course that mission 
transitioned to U.S. STRATCOM when U.S. Space Command 
merged with us along with our space mission. 

So we’ve had the advantage of working this problem for 11 years 
in the Department of Defense. So we not only just share—we do 
more than just share information with the DHS team. We also 
share knowledge we have of threats that are coming in and how 
we’re addressing those specifically. 

Senator BEN NELSON. So it’s more than the technology. You’re 
also sharing information and intelligence, right? 

General Chilton: Yes, sir. 
Senator BEN NELSON. I think it was last week or the week before 

in the hearing on worldwide threats, I asked Admiral Blair if we 
have the capabilities to determine if an intrusion into our cyber-
space is a criminal act or an act of war? In other words, can we 
determine the perpetrator by the intrusion? I guess I’ll ask you, 
General Chilton. 

General Chilton: The question on how do we come to grips with 
activity in cyberspace and whether or not they are acts of war is 
one that is still open for debate and discussion, and needs to be 
looked at. There are some easy things to say. That is, if some activ-
ity in cyberspace caused death or destruction of American citizens 
or American resources then I think that would be an easy one to 
say. 

But there are other issues as well, for example stealing of infor-
mation or espionage, which is classically handled in this country 
you the FBI. Then in the middle there’s criminal activity, so espio-
nage, criminal activity, and then threat to life and property of the 
United States of America. So how we think about that and lay that 
out for the future I think is an important discussion point. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Well, we wouldn’t necessarily be stumbling 
over ourselves in trying to determine that. I suspect we would be 
talking to the appropriate entities to try to straighten out and as-
sign responsibility at this point in time and into the future as well? 

General Chilton: Absolutely, Senator. Today we work very closely 
with the other agencies, to include the FBI, and other intelligence 
agencies and other authorities, because, as you can imagine, the 
cyber domain crosses multiple authorities here—Title 10, Title 50, 
and Title 18. So it’s key for us to—and we have put in place in U.S. 
Strategic Command a group that allows us to make sure we’re inte-
grating and coordinating across those various bodies and authori-
ties to make sure we follow the appropriate instructions. 

Senator BEN NELSON. In another field, we’ve been reducing our 
nuclear warheads around the world for some period of time as an 
indication of reducing level of hostility potential and to try to de-
velop deterrent factors or having them work as dissuasive efforts 
of others to not engage in nuclear development. 

Given the fact that we are faced with North Korea and Iran mov-
ing toward their own nuclear capability, do you think that our ef-
forts at reducing our own arsenal, with the former Soviet Union re-
ducing its arsenal—have we achieved any deterrence or dissuasive 
effect in your opinion? 
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General Chilton: Senator, a couple facts here. One, both the Sovi-
ets, the former Soviet Union, now Russia, and the United States 
have made dramatic reductions in our strategic stockpiles and in-
ventories since the end of the Cold War. 

Two, there have been new actors on the international scene that, 
in spite of that reduction, have launched or continued more likely 
nuclear weapons development programs. But also, we can count 
many, many friends and allies who have not started nuclear weap-
ons programs because of their confidence in the U.S. strategic de-
terrence which they can still maintain today and should. 

So there’s linkages between friends and allies and confidence in 
our ability to support them and proliferation, potential prolifera-
tion. But there’s also a fair question to ask, have our reductions in-
fluenced certain countries, and the hard part is to prove the nega-
tive. Maybe there was another set of countries out there who have 
observed this reduction and have not started programs that they 
otherwise would have. I think this area bears further study. 

Senator BEN NELSON. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Have you voted, Senator Nelson? 
Senator BILL NELSON. I have not. 
Chairman LEVIN. Do you want to start, or should we just put us 

in recess? 
Senator BILL NELSON. May I just ask a couple of quick ques-

tions? 
Chairman LEVIN. Sure. After you’re done, if there’s no one else 

here would you put us in recess until someone returns. 
Senator BILL NELSON. 0kay. How much time is there? 
Chairman LEVIN. 6 plus 5. 
Senator Bill Nelson [presiding]: General Chilton, what do you 

feel is our highest missile defense priority? Should it be to provide 
our regional combatant commanders with an effective missile de-
fense against the many existing short and medium-range missiles? 

General Chilton: Senator, we have to look at both support—in 
my view, support to the regional combatant commanders, but cer-
tainly defense of the United States of America. So I think we need 
a balanced missile defense program that goes forward that address-
es both those critical needs, both for our citizens at home and for 
our deployed forces abroad. 

Senator BILL NELSON. Let me ask Admiral Keating and General 
Sharp: Since you are commanders that are facing many of the 
short and medium-range potential threats from North Korea, 
would you agree that you don’t have sufficient missile defense ca-
pabilities to meet your operational needs to defend against those 
existing short and medium-range missiles? 

Admiral Keating: Senator, we can provide for the defense of 
American citizens and America territory in the Pacific Command 
AOR with the assets that we have. We could obviously use more 
assets, in that we are not at a one to one ratio. They have more 
potential offensive weapons than we have extant defensive weap-
ons. 

General Sharp: Sir, North Korea’s got over 800 missiles. We have 
currently on the peninsula 64 Patriots from the U.S. and the Re-
public of Korea just purchased 24 and we’re starting to incorporate 
those into the defense also. Could we use more? Yes. We are work-
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ing hard to make sure that the ballistic missile defense of the Pa-
triots are properly linked together, that we have the intelligence to 
properly queue, and that we have them positioned at the right 
places to be able to defend our most critical warfighting assets. But 
it does leave other areas uncovered and we could—both we and the 
Republic of Korea could use more and we’re working hard at that. 

Senator BILL NELSON. So for the two of you, your highest missile 
defense priority is fielding effective capabilities to meet your oper-
ational needs? 

Admiral Keating: Yes, sir. 
General Sharp: Yes, sir. 
Senator BILL NELSON. Okay. 
General Chilton, hackers are trying to invade our military com-

puters and you recently had a statement which was very good: 
″Every day″—and I’m quoting you: ″Every day there are attempts 
to penetrate our network.″ 

Since I’m down to 3 minutes to go vote, let me say that we’re 
working at a lot of different levels, classified, and I just came from 
a hearing with regard to non-classified computers in the Commerce 
Committee, to try to get our arms around this problem, which we 
have to. This Senator has had his office computer—I have had my 
office computers invaded three times in the last month, and one of 
them we think is very serious. 

So we’re going to have to continue this and I underscore that for 
you. 

If you will excuse me so that I can record my vote, the committee 
will stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair. Thank you. 

[Recess from 11:20 a.m., reconvened at 11:21 a.m.] 
Senator Udall [presiding]: Admiral and Generals, if that fits your 

pleasure, thank you for responding. We have a series of votes on, 
as I think everybody knows. But the committee is eager to take full 
advantage of your presence here. Thank you again, all three of you, 
for being here. 

I thought I would, General Chilton, with no disrespect meant to 
your colleagues here, turn to STRATCOM and ask you a couple of 
questions in that area. Great to see you here. I know both you and 
Admiral Keating have Colorado ties and Colorado roots. You were 
a great leader at the Space Command, as was Admiral Keating at 
Northern Command. 

General, in your testimony you noted the strengths gained from 
our space-based and cyber-enabled capabilities, but you also 
warned that asymmetric advantages carry asymmetric challenges. 
We can’t rule out the need for capabilities force on force conflict 
areas. But you also note: ″In the near term, it’s unlikely that any 
state would choose such a course with the United States.″ I think 
we probably all agree that that’s the reality. 

In your view, how do we best prepare for such an uncertain fu-
ture at a time when our resources are so constrained? You talked 
in particular about cyber activities, cyber attacks. So if you would 
respond I’d appreciate it. 

General Chilton: Thank you, Senator. U.S. Strategic Command is 
our Department of Defense’s cyber command and we take that mis-
sion of defending the DOD global information grid exceptionally se-
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riously. What I believe we need to do in the cyber domain is to look 
at our culture, our conduct and capabilities, the three C’s, I say. 

We have all grown up with computers on our desks and they 
have been looked at as a convenience. I think all of us in America 
have. First we ignored them, and then we got used to them. Now 
we’re kind of chained to them. 

But we have to change the culture, and when we think about our 
military networks and computers, to clearly appreciate the fact 
that they are integral to the way we conduct military operations. 
So they are no longer a convenience; they are a necessity. 

The conduct piece. We need to make sure that we approach our 
systems from a commander’s perspective. Every commander needs 
to be concerned, not just about the readiness of their airplanes, the 
readiness of their ships, the readiness of their tanks, but the readi-
ness also of their networks to support their operations. 

In the capability area, there are technologies that we can field 
and field faster that will help us better understand what’s going on 
on our networks, who’s trying to get into them, what the configura-
tion of the defenses of our networks are, etcetera. I think it’s im-
portant to invest in those, in addition, I would say, in our people. 
We still in my view have not adequately resourced the people ele-
ment of this to address the threats, the requirements to operate. 

In the other what I would say asymmetric advantage domain 
that we have, and that would be in space operations, again space 
capabilities have become integral to not only our daily life as Amer-
icans, but also to military operations, whether it be missile warn-
ing from space, communications that we rely on to control Preda-
tors from the United States of America on the other side of the 
world, or to pass critical command and control information in sup-
port of nuclear forces, GPS, weather warning. 

We have come to take these things for granted, I would say 
sometimes. But they are—they have become dependencies. So as 
we look to the future, we need to be thinking about these constella-
tions as something that we could not ever afford to gap or have a 
degradation in capability. We need to take better care, in my view, 
as we look to the future to ensure that we never put ourselves in 
a position where we’re counting on every single launch of a satellite 
capability 100 percent to be successful, because history tells us, we 
know, that that won’t always happen. 

Thank you, Senator. 
Senator UDALL. Admiral, did you want to make a comment? 
Admiral Keating: No. 
Senator UDALL. I think the General covered it quite well and cer-

tainly covers all the service branches and the concerns that have 
been expressed. 

I’d like you to talk a little bit about the space situational aware-
ness concept and this collision we experienced recently. If you 
might just explain how this happened briefly, and what can we do 
to take some steps to ensure that we reduce, if possible to zero, the 
probability that this happens in the future? 

General Chilton: Happy to, Senator. We took a real close look at 
this most recent collision between a U.S.- owned and operated com-
munications satellite and a non- functioning Russian satellite. Our 
conclusion is, looking at it, that there really wasn’t much—there 
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was nothing in fact that could have been done, given the way that 
satellite operator operated their satellite, given the way we surveil 
space today and do our work today, that could have prevented that 
collision. 

But as we look to the future, there are things that we can do to 
improve space situational awareness in three areas: One, increase 
the amount of surveillance capabilities that we have. So we surveil 
space with radars and telescopes today. We need to have a more 
robust—sustain what we have, but also spread out that capability. 
There’s opportunity here, I believe, to partner with other nations 
to increase this. 

Believe it or not, geography matters in this case as you surveil 
the heavens. Most of our sensors are in the Northern Hemisphere, 
placed there because we were most interested in the Soviet Union 
of old. But we do need to increase the amount of energy we put up, 
if you will, to collect and refresh our databases more frequently on 
what’s up there and its position. 

Second, as you bring that data in—and, oh, by the way, there’s 
opportunities to cooperate with other satellite operators that can 
give us the information we need, rather than us having to look for 
it. Once we bring that data in, we have the opportunity to improve 
our computer capabilities and our display capabilities at our Joint 
Space Operations Center, to improve the fusion of that information, 
which today we’re still kind of trying to do in the commander’s 
head out there by looking at Powerpoint charts. 

Then improving the calculation capability to calculate and antici-
pate potential collisions in the future is another area that we could 
improve. Today we only do collision analysis on the top priorities 
for the United States of America, which are manned space flight 
vehicles, space shuttle, space station, and then our most valuable 
national security satellites. So we’re not doing collision calculations 
for the 19,000-plus pieces of debris and the 1300-some odd active 
satellites up there today. We don’t have the capacity. We can get 
better at that, I believe, in the future. 

Senator UDALL. Thank you for that analysis. 
It’s tempting for me, sitting here as the acting Chair, to continue 

to ask questions and prevent my colleague from Alaska from hav-
ing the floor. But I did want to yield to him, with comment for the 
record. You and I have talked about continuing our work for a com-
prehensive space treaty and there are some in place, but there are 
certainly some analogues, and the way we treat the Antarctic is 
one that’s been mentioned. It’s not one to one, obviously. There are 
differences between space and how we treat as a world the Ant-
arctic. 

But there’s still more work to be done there and I look forward 
to working with you and through the committee to find a way to 
use space as we all want to, for peaceful purposes, for economic de-
velopment, for all the marvelous advances that it’s presented us 
with. 

So thanks again to the panel, and it’s an honor to yield to the 
Senator from Alaska, Mr. Begich. 

Senator BEGICH. Thank you very much. 
Thank you all for being here. When you’re toward the end, most 

of the questions have been asked that I’m interested in, especially 
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since I saw so many Senators interested in Alaska and in missile 
defense. So I was very pleased about that. I hope that continues 
as we get to the budget process. 

But let me follow very quickly on what Senator Udall mentioned 
on cyber security, and I don’t know who could answer this question. 
Within all the military—and I might have missed this because I 
came in toward the end of his commentary on this—is there a co-
ordinating body that works together within the military operations 
on cyber security? Not by just agent, by Army or Air Force, but a 
coordinating body that actually looks at how to improve the tech-
nology and what you can do together? 

General Chilton: Well, in our command, in the combatant com-
mand of U.S. STRATCOM, I have two component commanders that 
work together very closely for operating and defending the network 
every day. That requires sending out orders, sending out updates 
to antiviruses, checking on the status and configuration of the net-
work, supporting degradations in the network. 

It also includes a great and robust relationship with the National 
Security Agency, which provides us tremendous intelligence sup-
port in this area. When we think about, as directed, if we are di-
rected to do offensive operations in cyber space, we need to have 
close ties with all of the potentially affected parties within our gov-
ernment, and we have established a coordinating body to do that, 
whether it’s with the FBI— 

Senator BEGICH. Justice, whatever. 
General Chilton: Exactly right, Senator. 
So we recognize the complexities in this area and have put pieces 

in place to address them. Again, I’d say our biggest challenge is 
properly manning those command and control elements, those cen-
ters, for the future. 

Senator BEGICH. Let me if I can—again, any one of you three can 
answer this or all of you. But again, I appreciate your commentary 
and your discussion on the missile defense system, especially be-
cause in Alaska, not to be too parochial, but we think it’s important 
where it is strategically and otherwise. I think you’ve laid out 
many reasons because of the issues with North Korea. 

Can you—and if this puts you on the spot just let me know. But 
on a one to ten scale, if each one of you could kind of give me a 
sense of how you see North Korea in the overall global picture of 
threats, and especially to our country, but around the world? I 
know that’s—if you don’t feel like you want to put a number on it, 
because I’m sure the people over here at this table with the press 
will probably pin you to it, so I won’t hold you to it. 

I just want to get kind of a feel of how you see. Because you 
know, from Alaska, we are very concerned with the missile activity 
or their launching activity, I’ll just say, their launching activity. It 
does concern me. It concerns our community and their capabilities 
of what they will do or what they say they will do and what will 
really happen. 

Admiral? 
Admiral Keating: Senator, from a theater perspective, as we talk 

with countries throughout our region, the 37 in addition to North 
Korea, I would think it would be fair to characterize North Korea 
as the largest day to day concern in the eyes of most of the coun-
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tries in our region. And it is not just because of potential 
Taepodong activity. 

Skip is the best qualified amongst us, so I’ll stop in just a second. 
Their leadership is perhap characterized as erratic. The succession, 
which Skip discussed earlier, is not clear. What happens next is 
not clear. Their day to day activities are unpredictable and can be 
very confrontational. They close certain international air space 
routes. They close their own border, to their own economic dis-
advantage. 

So, writ large, North Korea is probably one of, if not the, most 
unsettling—their policies are the most unsettling of any in the re-
gion. 

Senator BEGICH. Do most people agree with that? 
General Sharp: Yes, sir. And I’ll just add, it’s a regime that in 

order to survive depends almost solely on provocations and their 
ability to get what limited amount they can by selling technology, 
missile technology, and proliferation, and have publicly stated that 
they have a—we know that they’ve done a nuclear test and they’re 
working hard to be able to show the world that they have the 
power to be able to do, to deliver that anywhere in the world. 

So it is definitely, I believe, a regime that we have to watch very 
closely and we have to be prepared for. 

General Chilton: Senator, must from a global perspective, at 
STRATCOM I look at their activities that give me greatest concern: 
nuclear development, of a nuclear weapon, and a long-range missile 
capability; they could hold the continental United States at risk; 
and their proliferation activity with regards to their missile tech-
nology, and it gives me concern with where they might go with pro-
liferation of their nuclear technology that they’ve developed, given 
the characterization that the other commanders here have given of 
the motivations of this country in the past. 

So I look at their behavior and they do give us pause. 
Senator BEGICH. Very good. Thank you. I have maybe one or two 

more questions. Again, if these have been asked I apologize. But 
how do you see, with North Korea and China, the international im-
pact of the economy around the globe and how that’s impacting 
their ability or their capacity to move, to improve or add to their 
military capacity? In other words, is the economic conditions of the 
country, of the world, having an impact on them in a positive or 
a negative way, or are they taking some efforts because of the situ-
ation to take advantage of what’s going on? 

I just want a little discussion on that. Admiral? 
Admiral Keating: To the best of our ability to determine, Sen-

ator, there has been no short-term demonstration of a reduced ca-
pability, capacity, or intention on the part of the People’s Republic 
of China in terms of military development. Counter that with the 
observation that containers are stacking up in Shanghai, so their 
export market is reduced. There have been numerous, hundreds 
and hundreds of factory closings in the past couple of months. 
Their economic growth, while not— while a number that might be 
the envy of other countries, 6 to 8 percent if that’s an accurate fore-
cast, it’s down by about 50 percent from what China had been ad-
vertising, 12 to 15 percent growth hoped for in ’09. 
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So all of that combines to lead us to be a little skeptical of their 
professed percentage of gross domestic product applied to defense 
in the People’s Republic of China. Those are suspect numbers to 
begin with. The Chinese tell us, we are beginning—we China are 
beginning to understand the costs attendant to an all-volunteer 
army. They don’t have that yet, but they are realizing, because of 
the efforts of folks like Chief Master Sergeant Jim Roy, how impor-
tant a senior noncommissioned officer corps is, how expensive qual-
ity of life improvements are for their forces. And they say most of 
their percentage—a large percentage of their budget is going to-
wards those human factors elements and less toward hardware and 
technical capabilities. We don’t necessarily subscribe to that theory. 

Long answer to a short question. We don’t see any short-term im-
pact because of economic downturn. We’re watching it very care-
fully. 

Senator BEGICH. And North Korea? 
General Sharp: The same. North Korea, because of the very few 

amount of exports, the amount of money they come in has for 
years—and Kim Jong Il just recently said again in his, if you will, 
state of the union address several months ago that it’s a military-
first policy and that he will do everything to make sure that his 
military’s as strong as possible, and even went as far as asking the 
common people to understand the shortages that they will have to 
endure in order to be able to maintain and continue to improve a 
strong military. 

Senator BEGICH. Thank you very much. My time has expired and 
I do have to go, so I’m turning it back to the chairman, even 
though I would love to hold this away from him. But I will turn 
it back to Chairman Udall. 

Thank you. 
Senator UDALL. I think Senator Begich and I are thrilled to be 

able to have a chance to have a conversation with all three of you. 
I know the second vote was voiced and we’re now in the process 
of debating the third vote, so I’d like to take advantage of your 
presence, and also alert you. If there’s something you didn’t have 
a chance to mention in your earlier testimony you’d like to touch 
on, I’m happy to make sure that we hear it. 

But, Admiral, I thought I’d turn just to an interesting question. 
I know you’re well aware of this, but when you look at the interface 
between CENTCOM and PACOM, you have oversight of India, 
General Petraeus has oversight of Pakistan. So much of what we 
see in Pakistan we believe is the Northwest Territories and that 
interface with Afghanistan. But when you drill down into what’s 
happening in Pakistan historically and politically, often it’s about 
their relationship with India. 

Would you talk to whatever extent you’re comfortable about that 
relationship and how you interact with General Petraeus and his 
important responsibilities? 

Admiral Keating: Yes, sir. Thank you. It’s a great question. It’s 
an important question and it’s topical. There are those who think 
a reexamination of the unified command plan, which as you de-
scribe affords CENTCOM authority and oversight of Pakistan and 
affords Pacific Command oversight and mil-to-mil relations with 
India. We at Pacific Command think the unified command plan is 
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well written, it is sound, and we don’t think that there is sufficient 
reason to change the border between CENTCOM and Pacific Com-
mand with respect to the India-Pakistan border itself. 

The reasons are several. I had the privilege of going to India in 
the mid–1980s as a member of the Pacific Command staff and I 
have been there once. I’m going in a couple of weeks and, as I men-
tioned earlier, we have frequent dialogue at many levels of mil-to-
mil and diplomatic agencies throughout India. The dialogue today 
is much healthier, it is more robust, it is more vigorous, it is more 
comprehensive, it is more forthcoming than that I observed in the 
mid–80s. 

In addition, India is a significant strategic partner for us, the 
United States writ large and us the Pacific Command in particular. 
Their demographics are significant. Their economic engine con-
tinues to churn. They are the world’s largest democracy, of course, 
and their national elections are coming up. All this combines for 
me to recommend to you that the unified command plan as written 
is sound and that I assure you that mil-to-mil relations and Pacific 
Command and India are solid and actually bearing direct produc-
tive fruit. 

Senator UDALL. Thank you for that insight. Of course, India is 
already a strong economic powerhouse, as you point out, the 
world’s largest democracy. I see nothing but a bright future for our 
relationship with the kind of leadership and the kind of connec-
tions we have. I too have spent time in India. They’re wonderful 
people, a fascinating culture, a long history, a much older nation 
than the United States of America. They have the potential to 
teach us. 

General Sharp, they’re trying to hook me, but I thought I’d give 
you a chance to talk a little bit about the point you made, that one 
of the challenges you face is insufficient training range capacity 
and capability when it comes to our air forces in Korea. You have 
some ideas, I’m sure, about how those challenges could be miti-
gated. Could you take a minute or 2 and share those with the com-
mittee? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir. I also have a connection with Colorado 
in that my son will graduate, get his master’s degree, from the Uni-
versity of Colorado in climatology on the 8th of May, and I look for-
ward to visiting back to your State on that day. 

Senator UDALL. Outstanding. Forgive me for not mentioning your 
connection as well. 

General Sharp: You should get a better intel officer, sir. 
[Laughter.] 
Senator UDALL. Maybe one of my fellows could be your intel offi-

cer. 
General Sharp: Yes, sir. 
[Laughter.] 
General Sharp: Sir, first let me comment upon the strength of 

this ROK-U.S. alliance and the capabilities that we have and what 
we need in the future. First, I was stationed in Korea from 1996 
to 1998 as a colonel and a one-star. The Korean military at that 
time were good. But the professionalism and the capability that 
has improved over those 10 to 11 years is absolutely phenomenal. 
They track and abide by and believe in our training, the way we 
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train our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines. They completely 
work through the AAR systems, after action review systems, and 
they really have got a strong capability right now, especially on 
their ground forces, in order to be able to do what we’re doing or 
be prepared for any sort of a contingency. 

I am absolutely confident when they take command of the war 
fight and take control of that on 17th April 2012 they will be ready 
for that. We are going through many different exercises in training 
and establishing plans, processes, and organizations to make sure 
that we are ready for them to do that. 

After OPCON transfer the U.S. will be just as necessary, but 
we’ll be in a supporting to supported role rather than the opposite. 
The 28,500 troopers that we have there now from all services I be-
lieve to be about the right number for the future well past OPCON 
transfer to stay in this very, very important part of the world, in 
a country that has wanted us there for over 50 years and is key 
to security and stability in Northeast Asia. 

We are working very closely with the Republic of Korea military 
in order to make sure that we do have all of the training ranges 
that we need in order to be able to properly train our service mem-
bers. The most difficult one is the one that you mentioned, is 
ranges for the new modern systems of our air forces to be able to 
have significant size and safety in order to be able to drop the ord-
nance, given the precision and the safety requirements that we 
have. They’re committed to it. We’re committed to working this 
very closely together to be able to do it. 

The last thing I’ll say is the agreement by our Department of De-
fense and the direction to move to 3-year accompanied tours also 
will greatly increase the capabilities we have in Korea. 3 years in-
stead of 1 year at a time just gives me great capability. It reduces 
stress. Why have an unaccompanied tour anywhere in the world if 
you don’t have to? And it really does show our commitment, not 
just to Korea, but to all of Northeast Asia, which I think goes 
straight back to the security and stability for this important part 
of the world. 

Senator UDALL. Your point’ s important, but Wanda Lee’s really 
nodding behind you like that would really make a big difference. 

I thank you for your indulgence and, on behalf of the ranking 
member and the chairman, thank you all. The committee’s going 
to stand in recess until further notice. Thank you very much. 

[Recess at 11:44 a.m., reconvened at 11:45 a.m.] 
Chairman Levin [presiding]: Well, you folks have been around 

here long enough to know how the Senate works. I won’t apologize 
for it. It just goes with the territory. 

We’ll be back in order and Senator Webb is recognized. 
Senator WEBB. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
If any of you gentlemen can figure out how the Senate works and 

let me know, I would appreciate it. It’s the one body in government 
where they say you can keep things from getting done rather than 
doing things. We tend to be pretty good at that. 

Gentlemen, I would apologize also for the delay here. 
We’ve got a couple hearings going. We had a hearing on Russia 

in the Foreign Relations Committee this morning and also these 
other delays. I would say, first of all, I appreciate the visits that 
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a number of you have made personally to my office to talk with me 
and with my staff, and I hope we can continue to do that. 

General Chilton, as you may know, my father served in the Stra-
tegic Air Command. We had a discussion about that. I’m very 
proud of his service. He was not only a bomber pilot, but was a pio-
neer in the missile program, put the first Atlas missile in for the 
United States Air Force. As I think I told you, I used to play base-
ball right across the street from where you live right now. So I 
have great memories of the Air Force and also of Offutt. 

Admiral, I’d like to wish you and your wife the very best into the 
future, and thank you for your long years of service. Actually, as 
some of this testimony was going back and forth I was thinking 
about how long I’ve been doing this as well. I think I was in my 
last year at the Naval Academy your plebe year. 

We were talking about the move to Guam. I actually wrote about 
this proposing this 37 years ago. it’s kind of scary to say that. I 
wrote the first book that I wrote on our strategic positioning in the 
Pacific and how it would affect a Guam-Mariana Islands axis. I 
went out, I spent time as a consultant to the governor of Guam, 
walked or drove every square inch of that territory in Guam, 
Tinian, and Saipan. I’d like to reiterate my offer to your staff or 
your successor: If they want to come by and bounce any of these 
thoughts off of me, I’m happy to respond. I don’t think Guam and 
Tinian have changed that much over the years. I’ve had a number 
of conversations with the Marine Corps in terms of what they are 
attempting to do. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say something. I had a long con-
versation with Admiral Keating in my office the other day with re-
spect to China. I’m not going to go into it in the same kind of detail 
during my time today, but I would like to say that I have concerns, 
I think, that are greater than any of those that have been ex-
pressed, at least in the parts of the hearing that I’ve been involved 
in today. 

One of the things that Admiral Keating and I were discussing 
was what is this going to look like 10 years from now. It actually 
came back to me that I wrote fairly extensively on this 10 years 
ago. I wrote a piece 10 years ago last month in the New York 
Times about China’s change in military policy from defense to 
power projection. I wrote a piece in the Wall Street Journal right 
after the E- 3 incident in April of ’01 expressing my concern about 
how vulnerable we’d become strategically to the Chinese, not only 
in the military sense, but in an overall national strategic sense, 
with the way that we overinvested in their economy, to our poten-
tial detriment. 

I just think we tend when we have these hearings and when we 
talk about these snapshots to confuse the ramifications of tactical 
confrontations with what we might be taking away with respect to 
China’s larger strategic goals. I think we must keep those on the 
table. I think that these tactical confrontations—it’s rather inter-
esting thinking about the P–3 incident 8 years ago because it was 
very similar in terms of responding on a tactical level to what had 
gone on to the incidents that occurred early this month. 

But these tactical confrontations are largely data points that, if 
we think about them, can illuminate the larger changes that are 
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taking place in this region. They’re not simply military issues, 
which makes them difficult to discuss in a military context or even 
in this committee. They are very largely with respect to the waters 
off of East Asia sovereignty issues. 

They have taken place in concert with our unprecedented vulner-
ability in terms of our own economic situation and our trade poli-
cies and these sorts of things, and they aren’t limited to us. You 
could do the data points on the Spratly Islands from 1996, when 
I was out there as a journalist, ’96 and ’97, compared to today in 
terms of China’s presence and its military capabilities. 

We’ve seen incidents in the Shikaku Islands, which are claimed 
by Taiwan, Japan, and China. I was in Vietnam in December and 
they were very concerned about, as I mentioned to you, Admiral, 
during our meeting, with the pressures that the Chinese govern-
ment have been putting on American companies doing business in 
Vietnam. 

So this isn’t something that can clearly be addressed in the con-
text of an incident, but I think it’s very important for the record, 
Mr. Chairman, that we attempt to examine these issues in a larger 
strategic framework if we’re going to make judgments about what 
relation really look like between our two countries. 

The piece that I wrote in the Wall Street Journal I started with 
a quote from Sun Tzu when he said: Draw them in with the pros-
pect of gain; take them by confusion; use anger to throw them into 
disarray.″ If you compare the tactical with the strategic, that’s 
probably a fairly good summation of the way that these incidents 
have accumulated. 

So I don’t really even have a question about that, and wanted to 
say it for the record and I wanted to extend my appreciation to 
you, Admiral Keating, for all the service you’ve given to our coun-
try and all of you for what you’ve been doing to try to maintain the 
balance in that region as we sort this out, hopefully on a national 
perspective. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Webb. 
General Sharp, let me go back to the issue of the Six-Party Talks 

with North Korea and who hasn’t done what and who has done 
what according to the phase two agreement. My understanding is 
there was a commitment, in exchange for dismantlement, that 
there would be a delivery of some fuel oil, about apparently a mil-
lion tons of fuel oil, to the North Koreans. I guess the right word 
is ″disablement″ instead of ″dismantlement.″ Phase two is disable-
ment. 

My understanding is that we and South Korea and Russia have 
completed our 200,000 tons, the Republic of Korea—I’m sorry. We, 
China, and Russia have completed the 200,000 tons. The Republic 
of Korea has gotten most of it, like 145,000 tons, but the missing 
piece of the million is that Japan has not provided any energy aid 
because of the question of the abduction. Is that a fair summary 
of where we are? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir, very close. I’ve got 146 is what the Re-
public of Korea has donated, so 54 short. 

Chairman LEVIN. All right. 
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General Sharp: I think I ought to point out also, though, that the 
agreement was kind of a step by step in order to be able to make 
sure that as much as possible North Korea lives up to its expecta-
tions. So of really the 11 steps that need to be able to take place, 
as you noted, 8 are complete, so around 80 percent. About 80 per-
cent of the rods have been pulled out of the fuel pond, so again 
about 80 percent. And the amount of heavy fuel oil that has been 
given to the Republic of Korea is right at 75 percent. 

So again, there’s a balance there, I think, of them, North Korea, 
doing what they promised as this fuel oil gets delivered. 

Chairman LEVIN. All right. My understanding is it’s 8 of the 11 
disablement tasks have been completed and the ninth is 80 percent 
complete; is that correct? 

General Sharp: That is correct, the ninth being the taking of the 
fuel rods out. 

Chairman LEVIN. Now, whether or not the Japanese work out 
with the North Koreans the issue that obviously is a major issue 
in Japan, that military ton commitment is not conditioned upon the 
Japanese and the North Koreans working out their difference, is it? 
In other words, the million ton commitment has got to come from 
somewhere? 

General Sharp: I would have to go back and look at the exact 
language, whether each of the five countries promised 200,000 or 
whether there was a million total promised, and I’ll get back with 
you on that, sir. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. If you would, that we be helpful. 
Now, one other question. I think you were the one who testified 

about the interest of the North Korean regime being their own sur-
vival, essentially. That’s it; I mean, that’s their goal. They’ll starve 
their own people in order to support their military, but their goal 
is the survival of that regime, number one, number two, and num-
ber three goal. Is that basically fair? 

General Sharp: Yes, sir, that is fair, and he has proven that over 
the years, and will go to any measure in order to make sure that 
happens. 

Chairman LEVIN. Is there any doubt, do you think, in their mind 
that if they attack the United States that that would be the end 
of their regime? 

General Sharp: I think there’s no doubt if they attack the alli-
ance, the Republic of Korea alliance and the United States, which 
has been so strong over the last 50 years, that they would not be 
successful and that their regime would end. They would cause huge 
damage, though, on South Korea. 

Chairman LEVIN. I understand that. The damage is clear. But 
could there be any doubt in their mind that if they attacked us or 
the South Koreans that that would be the end of their regime? 

General Sharp: Sir, there should not be, because I believe it 
would be. 

Chairman LEVIN. General Maples, who’s Director of the DIA, at 
our hearing a few days ago said that the North Koreans announced 
that they are going to do a space launch, ″and I believe,″ he said, 
″that’s what they intend.″ That’s our DIA Director. Do you have 
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any reason to disagree with his assessment, any of you? Well, let 
me start with you, General. General Chilton? 

General Chilton: I wouldn’t disagree with the DIA assessment on 
that. That’s what their assessment is. 

Chairman LEVIN. General Sharp, do you have any reason, or Ad-
miral? 

General Sharp: Sir, I know no reason to disagree. Again just to 
remind, as I said earlier, I believe he will do other things that day 
also, as he tried to do back in 2006. 

Chairman LEVIN. General Chilton, I made reference before to the 
Director of Operational Test and Evaluation’s report, where he said 
that ″The GMD flight testing to date will not support a high level 
of confidence in its limited capabilities.″ Your testimony is that 
there’s a high degree of probability that we could knock down a 
North Korean attack or missile. There seems to be a pretty clear 
difference. Do you agree there’s at least a difference between the 
two of you on that point? I’m just wondering, how do you explain 
that difference between our Director of OT and E saying that the 
testing to date won’t support a high level of confidence in the lim-
ited capabilities of GMD and your statement earlier today? 

General Chilton: Senator, I have not had the conversation spe-
cifically with the individual, so I would presume as part of this now 
a contextual issue here on this particular point. One point that I’d 
make is the testing that was done in the deployment of this sys-
tem, which really didn’t begin until around 2003, I guess, time pe-
riod, is very different than what you would do in a classic develop-
ment program. In fact, if we followed a classic development pro-
gram—I’ll just use an aircraft development for example—we would 
have nothing deployed today, because there is much more rigorous 
testing in that development area. 

But a decision was made to take risk in the testing part and also 
to allow different authorities to the Missile Defense Agency to ac-
celerate the development of this program because of the perceived 
need. I think as a result of that we’re in a pretty good position 
today to be ahead of North Korean capabilities as they field them. 

Not to say that this—so my position is that I believe that we 
have in the limited deployment capabilities that we have out today 
for the system, it is adequate to defend against what we believe the 
North Koreans could potentially put forward as a threat to the 
United States today. For the future, I would say no. So as we look 
to the future, we have an opportunity—and I think General 
O’Reilly is on the right path here—to improve the testing of the 
current system, to fill in, if you will, the dots on the matrix of a 
normal test plan for the purposes of increasing our confidence, but 
also to fill out the models, the points on the models. Realizing we 
can never test this system, because of cost and expense, at the level 
that you would take an airplane to Edwards Air Force Base and 
fly hundreds of times, we will rely on sophisticated models for the 
future to anticipate its performance. And filling in those key ele-
ments of that model I think is the right path forward here to en-
sure that we stay ahead of threats as they develop in the Pacific. 

Chairman LEVIN. Are you saying that we’re going to rely on mod-
eling; we’re not going to have testing to show that it’s operationally 
effective? 

VerDate 0ct 09 2002 12:06 Mar 30, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 6601 Sfmt 6602 C:\DOCS\09-11 SARMSER2 PsN: JUNEB



45

General Chilton: No, sir. I think you need both. You need both. 
But I think there’s a realization—if you look at a classic test regi-
men, for example, for an airplane, you have the opportunity, be-
cause of the affordability and the availability, to do a lot of testing. 

Chairman LEVIN. A lot more testing. 
General Chilton: To fill in those test matrices. So here the key 

will be to continue testing, but pick the points on the graph that 
allow you to connect the dots, if you will, through modeling to in-
crease your confidence in the system and validate the design of the 
system. 

Chairman LEVIN. You used the word that North Korea has lim-
ited capability and that we’re ahead of that current limited capa-
bility. It’s your goal and our goal hopefully to stay ahead of their 
capability. One way to stay ahead of it would be if we can negotiate 
the end of their nuclear program. Now, that doesn’t directly affect 
the missile program, but it affects the strength or the impact of 
their missile program. So the effort to get them off of their nuclear 
program I think you would agree would be also very, very impor-
tant in terms of limiting their capability in the total world? 

General Chilton: Senator, when you combine what General 
Sharp has described I think very accurately, the Korean leader-
ship, North Korean leadership and regime, and their motivations, 
and combine that with a long-range missile technology that can 
reach the United States and combine that with their nuclear weap-
ons program, it gives us great concern. So I agree— 

Chairman LEVIN. I understand the concern. 
General Chilton: —that eliminating that part of it would be very 

important to us. 
Chairman LEVIN. I understand the concern, but I think it’s 

also—what General Sharp said is also I think generally agreed 
upon, which is that the North Korean leadership has only their 
own survival in mind. That’s their goal. And if they believe—and 
General Sharp I think agrees with our intelligence that they do be-
lieve and must believe—that any attack on us or the South Kore-
ans would lead to their own destruction, in other words defeat their 
number one goal, that that deterrence should work with North 
Korea. 

It may not work with Iran. It’s a different kind of regime. But 
it ought to work with a regime whose only goal in life is their own 
survival; should it not? 

General Chilton: Well, you bring up a great point, that there’s no 
one size deterrence that fits all. So your point about an Iranian, 
what would deter Iran versus North Korea versus another poten-
tial adversary, is I think an incredibly important point. We need 
to think about our deterrence posture force and the way our gov-
ernment approaches this and look at each individual country. 

The only thing I would offer, as not even a counterpoint, but a 
consideration with respect to North Korea, is this. One, there is al-
ways the possibility that when put in a corner where one’s survival 
is recognized to be very, very low probability of the use-or-lose ca-
pability that you might develop, and so being postured to defend 
against that low probability but high consequence condition I think 
is important to us. 

Then the other thing, we always have to— 
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Chairman LEVIN. Who would put them in the corner? 
General Chilton: If you could imagine a conflict, a conventional 

conflict that would break out on the peninsula, and our great South 
Korean-American alliance would be very effective, I believe, in de-
fending that and then bringing that to resolution in our favor, that 
could be a case where the leadership there could feel cornered. 

The other thing we have to ask ourselves, though, as we look at 
ourselves, what deters us and what might influence us, and does 
the risk of this capability alone, the thought of would you trade an 
attack on the United States versus our desire to engage on a par-
ticular problem on the Korean Peninsula, etcetera, etcetera, how 
we perceive that potential threat is something we have to consider 
as well when we consider the value of a missile defense system 
against this type of regime. 

General Sharp: Sir, there’s another element of this deterrence of 
North Korea. I agree that if he ever attacked us, or South Korea, 
the regime would come to an end. But his ability to be able to 
launch a ballistic missile and demonstrate he has that capability 
goes a long way in the road of helping him proliferate that to other 
countries around the world and to be able to get cash back in order 
to go again back into regime survival. 

So this missile launch is not so much in my view about the abil-
ity to attack the United States. It’s: I’ve got the ability; countries 
that need this and would be willing to negotiate with North Korea, 
they’d now have a demonstrated capability. That’s where I think 
the real threat is, is the proliferation side. 

Chairman LEVIN. I agree with you. 
[Pause.] 
Chairman LEVIN. I don’t know if anyone else has asked this 

question. But Admiral, let me ask you this question. In terms of 
the current readiness of our forces, given the focus that’s been on 
Iraq and Afghanistan, has that, if you haven’t already been asked, 
in any way detracted from your ability to deal with the challenges 
you face? 

Admiral Keating: Senator, Chairman, it has, but not to a great 
degree. In the case of supporting Skip should we be so tasked, we 
would not have at our immediate disposal as many ground forces 
as we would have absent commitments to the Central Command. 
That said, we work with Skip all the time and we could in some 
cases supplant or supplement the ground force requirement with 
naval and air power projection capability. 

I report our readiness on a monthly—we report our readiness on 
a monthly basis to the Secretary, and in 2 years it has not worried. 
The actual valuation is classified, but it hasn’t changed in 2 years, 
sir. 

General Sharp: Sir, just to follow on to that, I agree that where 
we are in Iraq and Afghanistan affects the ground forces, the way 
that Admiral Keating—but there should be nobody that has any 
concern those forces would get there and we would win the conflict. 
It would be a little longer than what we would like if forces are 
not committed in other places around the world. But they would 
get there and we would be successful in our war plan. There is no 
doubt in my mind about that. 

Chairman LEVIN. Well, that’s reassuring news 
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There just was one other question about the disablement issue, 
if I can just get the facts on this. It has to do with the parts that 
were disabled of the nuclear—in the nuclear program, we were dis-
abling the—the disabling of the reactor and the reprocessing facil-
ity, those two facilities, began, as I understand it. And there was 
a threat on the part of North Korea that they would reverse it. 

General Sharp: Roger. 
Chairman LEVIN. Has it been reversed, do you know? 
General Sharp: There was a threat when we did not immediately 

take them off the terrorism list, that they were going to—in fact, 
they did—kick the IAEA inspectors out. They said they were going 
to start taking the seals off the different parts. 

We then took, we then took them off the list, and then now they 
have continued down the process of those 11 steps, to the point 
where the secondary cooling loop has been disabled, the drive 
mechanisms have been disabled, some of the overhead cranes have 
been disabled, the mechanism for fuel and de-loading has been dis-
abled. 

So as you accurately said, 11 steps that are required for the dis-
ablement, 8 of them have been completed. The ninth one, of remov-
ing the rods, is about 80 percent. Then there is the last two that 
will need to happen after the rods are completed, of the rod control 
mechanism being disabled; and the final one is the disablement of 
the fresh fuel system, for all 11 of those steps to be completed. 

Chairman LEVIN. But the threat to reverse the disablement was 
not carried out and the disablement has continued, as I understand 
it. The threat was made at the time they were not taken off the 
terrorism list; and when they were taken off some months later, I 
believe, then that threat was removed and the disablement has 
continued? 

General Sharp: That’s correct, although at a very, very slow rate. 
They could have been well done with this months ago if they had 
done it at a reasonable rate. 

Chairman LEVIN. And the rate that was continued, at the same 
rate as fuel has been delivered, approximately? 

General Sharp: Approximately, yes, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. And you’re going to let us know for the record 

whether or not the commitment to deliver the fuel is going to be 
carried out by four countries if Japan does not participate? 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
General Sharp: My great staff says that it was agreement of one 

million tons; did not break it out, 200,000 per for each one of the 
five other countries. And I don’t know whether there’s been discus-
sions among the five countries in the Six-Party Talks of how to 
make that up or not. 

Chairman LEVIN. We thank you all. Sorry for this kind of chaotic 
way to approach this, but your service has been terrific and con-
stant, a lot more constant than our hearing this morning. We will 
stand adjourned, again with our thanks to you and your families. 

[Whereupon, at 12:12 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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