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Committee members’ assistants present: Christopher Griffin, as-
sistant to Senator Lieberman; Gerald Thomas, assistant to Senator
Burris; Lenwood Landrum, assistant to Senator Sessions; and
Jason Van Beek, assistant to Senator Thune.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH I. LIEBERMAN,
CHAIRMAN

Senator LIEBERMAN. The subcommittee will come to order. Good
afternoon. We particularly welcome General Chiarelli and General
Thompson. We meet this afternoon for what is our final hearing
prior to the markup by the Senate Armed Services Committee next
week of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year
2010 .

Today’s topic, which is army modernization, merits particular
concern because of the many changes that are underway to reorient
and restructure our national defenses. There are three particular
challenges we face today as this subcommittee attempts to carry
out our responsibility to conduct oversight.

First, Secretary Gates has announced and the fiscal year 2010
Army budget implements major program changes that restructure
the Future Combat System, limit the Army’s structural growth to
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45 instead of 48 combat brigades, start a new ground combat vehi-
cle program, and direct the integration of Mine-Resistant Ambush-
Protected (MRAP) vehicles into the Army’s force structure.

These changes are reflected in the fiscal year 2010 budget re-
quest, but in a manner that I would say is incomplete. The imple-
mentation of these decisions will require detailed analysis and
planning, prioritization, and resource alignment, none of which has
been done yet. That’s why I hope our witnesses can help us under-
stand the risks that are faced by the Army’s modernization pro-
gram in the absence of such analysis.

Second, the fiscal year 2010 Army budget request does not in-
clude long-range investment plans ordinarily provided in the future
years defense program. This is not unusual, of course, in the first
year of a new administration, but it does make our subcommittee’s
work in Army modernization oversight that much more difficult.

Finally, Secretary Gates has stated that additional major deci-
sions for the fiscal year 2011 budget request are contingent upon
the conclusions of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). The
QDR is not required until February 2010. However, we understand
that initial insights, so-called, will be available to Army budget
planners as early as the end of July, with final budget guidance by
the end of September.

Even as they await this guidance, we hope that our witnesses
this afternoon will discuss to the extent that theyre able long-
range modernization plans for the Army, especially for those pro-
grams that may be at risk of reduction or restructuring.

We have an excellent—two excellent panels of witnesses: the
first, General Peter Chiarelli, Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, and
Lieutenant General Ross Thompson, the Military Deputy to the as-
sistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Tech-
nology, and Director of Acquisition Career Management.

He’s got a much longer title than you do, General Chiarelli. But
I know you’re Vice Chief.

The second panel, immediately following, will include witnesses
from the Government Accountability Office and the Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logis-
tics. That panel we will ask to examine the management history
of the Future Combat System program and the lessons that we
may learn from it as we go forward with the Army to future mod-
ernization. I look forward to the hearing.

Senator Thune.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN THUNE

Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to join you in
welcoming General Chiarelli and Lieutenant General Thompson
back to the committee and thank them for their long and distin-
guished service to our Nation. Modernizing the Army is necessary
to preserve our technological edge over potential adversaries, de-
liver better protection for our soldiers, and provide our men and
women in uniform with improved capabilities to accomplish their
mission.

The success or failure of our efforts to modernize and transform
the force of the future rests on decisions proposed, discussed, and
implemented today. There is concern among members of the com-
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mittee, which you will hear, regarding the recent history of Army
modernization efforts. The challenge of delivering capability amidst
unrelenting technological change and shifting requirements is in-
deed a difficult one. We are eager to understand the Army’s vision
for the future and the strategy to achieve it.

Last month Secretary Geren and General Casey testified that,
while the Army remains the best led, trained, and equipped army
in the world, it is out of balance. General Casey outlined for us his
plan to bring the Army into balance and he emphasized four im-
peratives: sustain, prepare, reset, and transform.

The committee has heard testimony from inside and outside the
Army this year on each of General Casey’s imperatives, and today
we hope to explore more closely the Army’s plan for transformation
and modernization. An area of special interest is the uncertain fu-
ture of the Army’s recently restructured Future Combat System.
This multi- year, multi-billion dollar program was at the core of the
Army’s weapons modernization efforts and its successor programs
will comprise a significant portion of the Army’s research, develop-
ment, and acquisition program.

The witnesses will be asked about the way forward in light of re-
structuring, the implications to current and future planning, and
;:_orllctlinuing technical challenges associated with a networked battle-
ield.

Also, the witnesses will be asked how the modernization program
will meet Army Reserve and National Guard requirements, about
progress toward resetting all components of the Army, how Army
transformation plans will impact future requirements for strategic
and tactical mobility, about the Army’s aviation requirement, the
proper mix of vehicles in the tactical wheeled fleet, including Mine-
Resistant Ambush-Protected Vehicles, and what type of future ve-
hicle and weapons programs will meet the Army’s needs to conduct
full spectrum operations in hybrid warfare.

In closing, I'd like to emphasize that, while the focus of this hear-
ing may be the weapons systems and processes that support the
soldier, the center of gravity has and always will be the soldiers
themselves. Our thanks and gratitude extends to all service mem-
bers at home and overseas and the families that support them.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for convening the hearing. I look for-
ward to hearing from our witnesses.

[The prepared statement of Senator Thune follows:]

[SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Senator Thune.

Without further ado, General Chiarelli, thank you for being here.
Thank you for your extraordinary service to our country, and we
would welcome your testimony now.

STATEMENT OF GENERAL PETER W. CHIARELLI, USA, VICE
CHIEF OF STAFF OF THE ARMY

General CHIARELLI. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Thune, dis-
tinguished members of the subcommittee: I thank you for the op-
portunity to appear here today to discuss Army modernization and
the management of the Future Combat Systems program in view
of the fiscal year 2010 budget request. This is my first occasion to
appear before this esteemed subcommittee and I pledge to always
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provide you with an honest and forthright assessment and my best
military advice as requested. I have submitted a statement for the
record and I look forward to answering your questions at the con-
clusion of opening remarks.

As all of you know, it’s been a busy time for our Nation’s mili-
tary. We are at war, and we have been at war for the past 7-plus
years. Since the very beginning, this conflict has been in many
ways different and more complex than past wars. We are dealing
with less clearly defined and highly savvy adversaries in two thea-
ters. In fact, the only thing we can know for certain in this new
strategic environment is that the enemy will purposely go where
we are not.

Therefore, in order to stay ahead of the threat and to ensure
there are forces prepared and capable to respond to any contin-
gency, we have consistently made improvements and adjustments
to our capabilities based upon lessons learned. In every aspect of
the Army’s modernization strategy, our purpose is to improve sol-
dier survivability and ensure they’re able to maintain a decisive ad-
vantage over whatever enemy they face. We are adamant, and I
know the members of this esteemed committee are equally ada-
mant, that we never want to send our soldiers into a fair fight.

The Army is currently transitioning to a brigade combat team
modernization strategy focused on building a versatile mix of
networked brigade combat teams and enablers so we can leverage
mobility, protection, information, intelligence, and precision fires in
order to more effectively operate across the full spectrum of con-
flict.

As you all are aware, on 6 April 2009 Secretary Gates rec-
ommended the cancellation of the Manned Ground Vehicle portion
of the Future Combat System, or FCS. The Army now is moving
forward to analyze operational requirements and lessons learned
from 7-plus years of war to develop the Ground Combat Vehicle as
a critical capability for the brigade combat team modernization.

Understandably, this platform has received much of the attention
and focus in recent days following the Secretary’s recommendation
and the release of the President’s fiscal year 2010 defense budget.
Some are of the belief that a majority of the money previously allo-
cated for FCS now should be reallocated elsewhere pending the
cancellation of the Manned Ground Vehicle. With all due respect,
I must strongly disagree with this position. While the platform was
a key piece of FCS modernization strategy, I believe the most crit-
ical component of the new brigade combat team modernization
strategy is the network, and I am concerned that cancellation of
the MGV has been misunderstood to mean to some cancellation of
all things FCS, to include the network.

Today the situation on the battlefield is increasingly complex. In-
formation is collected and shared by various systems across the
battle space, including platforms, sensors, computers, radios, trans-
mitters, and satellites. In the Army’s new BCT modernization
strategy, the network will serve as the hub for all these separate
nodes, connecting leaders and soldiers at all levels and at every
echelon of command in every formation—infantry brigade combat
team, heavy brigade combat team, Stryker brigade combat teams,
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and ultimately even across the interagency—with the right infor-
mation quickly and seamlessly.

Simply put, the network is the centerpiece of the Army’s mod-
ernization efforts and any shortfall in funding will put that effort
at risk. I assure the members of this subcommittee that the Army’s
senior leaders are focused on the Army’s total modernization efforts
and the management of the Future Combat System program, and
we will continue to coordinate with senior DOD officials and Con-
gress to identify the best possible solutions in order to ensure we
never send our soldiers into a fair fight.

In conclusion, on behalf of over 1.1 million soldiers serving in the
Army today, I respectfully request your support of the Depart-
ment’s fiscal year 2010 budget, a budget that in its entirety reflects
the resources required to grow the network, field early spinout
technologies to brigade combat team on the ground in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and re-start our development of the next Ground Com-
bat Vehicle.

Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I thank you again for
your continued generous support and demonstrated commitment to
the outstanding men and women of the United States Army and
their families. I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Chiarelli follows:]

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, General Chiarelli.

General Thompson.

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL N. ROSS THOMPSON
III, USA, MILITARY DEPUTY TO THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF THE ARMY FOR ACQUISITION, LOGISTICS, AND TECH-
NOLOGY, DIRECTOR, ACQUISITION CAREER MANAGEMENT

General THOMPSON. Chairman Lieberman, Senator Thune, and
distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Airland: I want to
thank you for this opportunity to discuss Army modernization and
management of the Future Combat Systems program in view of the
fiscal year 2010 annual budget.

With all of our programs and our funding requests, the Army’s
highest priority remains the protection of our warfighters in an
operational environment that is increasingly ambiguous, unpredict-
able, and dangerous. Force protection has taken on an even greater
importance as we shift major operations from Iraq to Afghanistan.
We are grateful to the members of this committee for your guid-
ance and your steadfast support. We continue to meet the equip-
ping demands of our soldiers in ongoing overseas contingency oper-
ations and in other operations worldwide because of the resources
and guidance provided by this committee and the Congress. We
constantly strive to be good stewards of those resources.

The Army’s comprehensive modernization program is the key to
ensuring that our soldiers maintain a decisive advantage over a di-
verse array of potential adversaries while continuously improving
their survivability. In every aspect of our Army modernization pro-
grams, we leverage lessons learned from soldiers in the current
fight, speed fielding of enhanced capabilities to the force, and con-
currently develop capabilities soldiers will need both today and to-
MOrrow.
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As General Chiarelli stated, our modernization strategy is fo-
cused on building a versatile mix of networked brigade combat
teams. The most critical component of the new BCT modernization
strategy is the network. By growing the network in regular incre-
ments, we will provide our soldiers and their leaders with a contin-
ually enhanced common operating picture of the battle space,
which is a significant advantage in combat.

The Army and the Department of Defense remain committed to
the requirement for a manned armed scout helicopter capability
and in the need to deliver this capability to our soldiers in a re-
sponsible and timely manner.

We are also committed to extending spinouts of our critical war-
proven enablers to all of our brigade combat teams and working
with the Office of the Secretary of Defense and Congress to field
the new combat vehicle as expeditiously as possible, a capability
that is long overdue.

In all areas of future commitments, we are planning for contin-
ued development of systems and technologies to ensure that our
soldiers maintain a decisive advantage over potential adversaries.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Airland,
your deep and abiding commitment to our men and women in uni-
form is widely recognized throughout our ranks. We thank you for
your continued support of the outstanding men and women of the
United States Army and their families, as well as your support of
the fiscal year 2010 budget.

This concludes my opening remarks, Mr. Chairman. I look for-
ward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Thompson follows:]

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, General Thompson.

We'll have 7-minute rounds of questions.

Let me say to both of you, who have graciously thanked the com-
mittee for our support of the men and women in uniform, in the
Army in this case particularly, I'm sure I speak for my colleagues
here in saying that really it’s our honor, let alone our responsi-
bility, to give whatever support we can to the men and women in
our armed services, in this case particularly the Army; and to say
that the service of the personnel of the Army has been extraor-
dinary. Whatever the phrase is, it seems to me that this is the next
greatest generation in service of our country, who have been drawn
into a battle that in many ways—I don’t want to say they were un-
prepared for, but in its details it was hard to foresee; and with ex-
traordinary leadership, such as represented at the table before us,
the Army has transformed itself and really by personal skill, cour-
age, characteristically American goodwill and compassion, has suc-
ceeded, first in Iraq and are on the road to success, and now I
think I'm confident we’ll turn things around in Afghanistan in a
way that’s really historic and very consequential for our country.

So you evoked that by saying thank you. We don’t deserve any
thank you’s when I think about what you all are doing.

I want to—speaking about that, about the service of our troops,
General Chiarelli, this is about the Army modernization program,
but you’ve really given great leadership in a host of areas, includ-
ing as an advocate for Army personnel, which ultimately is what
the Army is all about. There are a lot of us on this committee who
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are concerned that the end strength of the Army now, the statutory
end strength, is inadequate to the moment.

While we talk about a lot of different programs for reducing
stress on our Army personnel, perhaps the best thing we can do is
to make sure there are more of them, so that the dwell time they
have between tours of active duty increases instead of decreases.
I wanted you to know that there will be a serious effort in this
committee, as there has been—I've been working with Senator
Thune on this and others—as there has, I noticed, in the House
this week, to increase the authorized end strength of the Army by
30,000.

Do you have a reaction to that?

General CHIARELLI. Well, first of all, Mr. Chairman, I'm in com-
plete agreement with your analysis. As the ranking member said
also, soldiers are at the heart of our formation. We have this con-
stant balancing act between things like modernization and soldiers,
because soldiers cost money. At the same time, I'm concerned with
dwell time and I know that individual dwell is less than unit dwell.
We have finally been able to model that and show that, and it has
tremendous significance.

As T have worked with the Secretary of the Army on suicide pre-
vention and realized this is more about the wellness of the entire
force and its families, I have come to the point to believe the Army
is stressed and there may be a requirement for us to have a tem-
porary authorization of additional soldiers to fill some of the holes
we have in our formations and to take the stress off the force in
what is going to be a critical 12 to 18-month period.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well, thank you for that statement. That’s
exactly the terms in which we’re seeing it, which is as a temporary
increase, because, as General Casey said to us when he testified I
believe before the full committee, this dwell time and stress is real-
ly a matter of supply and demand. I mean, how many troops do we
have to supply and what’s the demand? We know for a fact that
we're going to be increasing our presence in Afghanistan and not
drawing down our presence in Iraq immediately. So that will mean
in the short term there will actually be more people deployed, a
higher demand.

To help you meet that and reduce the stress, increase the dwell
time and reduce the stress on individual soldiers—as you said, very
important distinction—we’re going to work to increase the author-
ization by 30,000 and hope that together we can find the money for
the chief and you to do that as circumstances require.

Let me go on to ask you an overall general question on our Army
modernization. As you look back over the last decade or so, there
have been a lot of changes in plans and investment priorities and
even titles, names. We've gone from digitization to Force 21 to
Army After Next, Interim Force to Objective Force to FCS, and
modularity.

I understand that part of this is obviously a reflection of changes
in the battle. I remember General Shinseki said at one point that
his aim was to see us get to a stable modernization strategy in
which there was irreversible momentum in favor of that strategy.

I wanted to ask you if you’d comment on, as you look back over
the 10 years, whether there were too many changes in moderniza-



8

tion strategy of the Army and where you see this focus going in the
chapter ahead of us.

General CHIARELLI. Well, as you know, a majority of the last 10
years for me have been spent in the operational Army, deployed
with combat forces. I watched us over a period of time in Iraq, a
3-year period, move from soft- skinned Humvees up to Humvees
with frag kit 5 and now today to the MRAP, and thought, thank
goodness we were able to go ahead and make those kind of mod-
ernization leaps forward to protect our soldiers.

I have been in my current job—I'd just like to remind everyone
that the Manned Ground Vehicle was a portion of the FCS pro-
gram. FCS is spinouts, and we have now spinouts for 73 brigades.
That’s what we'’re looking at over time. It is that network, and that
network is the key and critical piece that’s going to pull this whole
thing together and provide that soldier in combat the information
he needs when he needs it to survive in the fight.

We are very pleased with the Secretary of Defense’s commitment
to an Army modernization plan and to a Ground Combat Vehicle.
And the chief and the Secretary of the Army have charged us with
moving ahead, moving ahead rapidly, and fielding something to our
forces, fielding that vehicle within the next 5 to 7 years. We are
well into the planning to do that right now.

We held a very successful blue ribbon symposium yesterday at
National Defense University, where we brought in people from
OSD, from the building, from the think tanks, to get their ideas on
where we should go. But we are committed to this in a 5 to 7-year
period.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So I appreciate your answer. I take from
that that you support the changes in the FCS program as rec-
ommended by Secretary Gates and ultimately the President. And
I take it that, based on your opening statement, that you feel that
the most important part of FCS, which is the networking capa-
bility, is being preserved.

General CHIARELLI. We must preserve the network, and we must
preserve what we need to move ourselves, too, a Ground Combat
Vehicle, in a 5 to 7-year timeframe.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So we obviously need a new Ground Combat
Vehicle, whether we call it MGV or GCV. I know that there’s been
a pledge that the funding will be preserved to transition to the new
Ground Combat Vehicle. Are you worried about that, that the
money—I suppose, are you worried about us, the pots of money
that are left unspent in short order tend to be very attractive to
Members of Congress?

General CHIARELLI. I support the President’s budget. The Presi-
dent’s budget will get us to where we need to be, and we are hop-
ing that we will not see that money taken away. That money is
made available to move ahead. We think that’s absolutely critical.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Let me ask one final question on this topic
about ground vehicles. What’s the—we’ve invested a lot of money,
appropriately so, and bought a lot of MRAPs to deal with the situa-
tion our troops were facing in Iraq and now in Afghanistan. What’s
the role of that particular ground vehicle over the next 5 or 10
years or beyond?
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General CHIARELLI. The Army is committed to integrating the
MRAPs into our formation. General Dempsey is working that right
now. The MRAP has saved arms, legs, and lives, and I hope one
day to be able to show exactly how many it has. It’s an absolutely
amazing vehicle.

But it cannot be integrated everywhere in our formation. I know
you know that there’s 16,000 MRAPs, but 200,000 vehicles in the
Army inventory. So MRAPs today represent 8 percent of the total
vehicles in the United States Army. They will be integrated into
our f((i)rmations, but in places where that vehicle is in fact most
suited.

One of the things that came out of our blue ribbon symposium
yesterday was noncommissioned officers who told us that carrying
infantry around in an MRAP is fine and it protects them, but they
have to wait from the time somebody pushes the button to the
ramp coming down 9 seconds. They feel very vulnerable in that ve-
hicle as that ramp slowly comes down. So it’s those kinds of things
that make the MRAPs better suited for certain places in our forma-
tion, and I know General Dempsey and TRADOC are working to
determine that now with our force and vehicle mix.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Of course, the MRAPs play a very different
role or have a different function than either the Manned Ground
Vehicle or the oncoming Ground Combat Vehicle, correct?

General CHIARELLI. That’s correct.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you.

Senator Thune.

Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to come back to the chairman’s last question there. The
DOD I understand is currently selecting a scaled-down Mine-Re-
sistant Ambush-Protected Vehicle which by way of greater off-road
mobility would be suited for use in Afghanistan. I understand that
at least 4500 of these MRAP ATVs would be required for use in
theater, mostly belonging to the Army.

The Army has not outlined whether or not or how they plan to
institutionalize the capability of the thousands of already fielded
MRAP vehicles. So General Chiarelli, I guess my question would
be, what does the Army intend to do with the MRAPs that are ill
suited for Afghanistan as troops are redeployed from Iraq?

General CHIARELLI. You know, Senator, we brought some home.
We're using them in the training base. We, as I indicated before,
we will in fact integrate those into our formations in the place
they're best suited. We are very, very happy with the MATV. We
think that is a great step forward. And we’re also very happy that
many of the MRAPs, the old MRAPs that don’t have the inde-
pendent off-road suspension, can be retrofitted for that off-road sus-
pension. We expect to do some of that in theater, both the United
States Army and the Marines.

I think, Ross, you've got some information on that.

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. One of the things that we’re doing
with one of the variants of MRAPs that already exist today before
we go forward with the source selection decision, which is within
the next several weeks, on the MRAP All Terrain Vehicle is to take
the suspension system that goes with the medium truck for the
Marine Corps and retrofit some of the existing MRAPs so we get
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that off-road capability to be able to use in Afghanistan and incor-
porate those vehicles, as well as the MRAP All Terrain Vehicles
once we start to produce those by the end of the summer and begin
fielding them in the fall, is the current plan.

Senator THUNE. Is the Army experiencing other shortfalls in
other areas when it comes to equipment and trying to meet some
of the changing dynamics of operations in Afghanistan relative to
what we’ve been dealing with in Iraq? MRAP’s a good example of
how you have to adapt that vehicle, either through retrofitting it
or coming up with a new model. Is the Army facing other of those
types of issues with regard to the conditions in Afghanistan?

General CHIARELLI. In fact, what we’re doing for the individual
soldiers, one of our main efforts is lightening the load for the sol-
dier. We have a brigade out of the 4th 1.D. coming out of Fort Car-
son that’ll be going into country I believe this month, that’s going
to be going with a set of gear that, depending on the position you
hold within that unit, is 14 to 23 pounds lighter than what soldiers
in country have today.

So this lighten the load effort, particularly up in MND East at
the high altitudes, is absolutely critical. It’s something that the
field has asked us for, and we are constantly working to figure out
ways that we can lighten the load for the individual soldiers. I
think that is a real need.

Senator THUNE. Coming back to the Future Combat Vehicle, the
Army has begun working groups to help define the concept for the
next ground vehicle, which would likely be tracked and armored.
The Army, as I think you mentioned already, has asserted the re-
quirements and forward planning for that will be done by Sep-
tember.

Has the Army been given any further guidance by OSD per-
taining to the cancellation of the FCS Manned Ground Vehicle?

General THOMPSON. Sir, I'll take that question. One of the things
that we’ve been working with with the Office of Secretary of De-
fense since the fiscal year 2010 budget was submitted is the word-
ing on the acquisition decision memorandum, which is the formal
guidance from the Defense Acquisition Executive on that program.
We are in the final stages of the wording on there to make sure
it’s exactly right, it captures the decisions of the Secretary of De-
fense, and it gives us the flexibility to be able to move forward to
restructure the program, to cancel the FCS program as we know
it today, to terminate the Manned Ground Vehicle portion of that
existing FCS program, but to keep the other parts of that program
that we want to move forward with, in particular the network and
the spinouts to the infantry brigade combat teams, the spinouts,
the modernization efforts beyond the first spinouts to the infantry
brigade combat teams, and then to do the concept work with
TRADOC through the summer, and then begin a new acquisition
program for a replacement Ground Combat Vehicle.

Senator THUNE. Is there an operational urgency to develop a new
ground system, General Chiarelli?

General CHIARELLI. We feel it’s critical that we work to get some-
thing that we can begin fielding into our forces, understanding the
amount of time that it’s going to take to do this within 5 to 7 years.
We've kind of taken on the Secretary’s challenge to look at how we
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can do that. I think you should take great solace in the fact that
we are working very hard to pull all those things we learned in the
FCS MGV program, all those technologies that we brought from TR
level 2, some to 6 and 7 right now. That is not money that has been
wasted. Those are all things that we will use and look at for inte-
gration into the GCV or the Ground Combat Vehicle.

Senator THUNE. There’s been some—in the 2010 budget request
there were requests for hundreds of millions of dollars for FCS ter-
mination costs. General Thompson, can the Army say with cer-
tainly what those termination costs are going to be? Can you quan-
tify that?

General THOMPSON. Sir, I can’t say with certainty. I can give you
a range, because the actual termination costs that go with this pro-
gram are to be negotiated with the contractor, who is Boeing, and
then the subcontractors, and there’s 25 tier 2 contractors and
around 600 contractors below the tier 2 contractors.

So that will be a negotiated settlement, because we are at the
government’s convenience restructuring this contract in a major
way. So there are termination liabilities that are called out for in
that contract, the guidance from the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion and the defense supplement to that. I don’t know what that
exact number is, but it’s fair to say it’s in the hundreds of millions
of dollars.

The money that is in the fiscal year 2010 budget we think is
needed to pay those termination liabilities. If that money is not
there to pay those termination liabilities, then some piece of the
work necessary to do the spinouts to the infantry brigades or to do
the network development will have to be used to pay those termi-
nation liabilities, because they are mandatory. And that’s work
:cihat won’t get done and capability that won’t be provided to the sol-

iers.

Senator THUNE. Are there lessons, General Thompson, that
you’ve learned from the FCS experience and the acquisition process
that can be applied to future developmental programs?

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir, there’s many lessons to be learned.
In addition to the blue ribbon panel that we had yesterday at the
National Defense University, we conducted a full after-action re-
view to look not just at the acquisition portion of the FCS program
over time, but also look at the requirements process and the mod-
eling and all the work that we’ve done.

One of the lessons that I take away—and this is a challenge not
just for the Army, but for the Department of Defense—a systems
of systems acquisition program and dealing with the challenge to
look at an integrated acquisition approach is hard to do. I don’t
think either the Army or the Department of Defense is well posi-
tioned to be able to deal with complicated systems of systems ac-
quisition approaches, which FCS is.

FCS was ground-breaking in that approach. To the program’s
credit, we just finished in May a systems of systems preliminary
design review, which is one step on the way to begin to do the final
integration and the testing and the prototypes. That systems of
systems preliminary design review was built on 57 preliminary de-
sign reviews of all of the other pieces of the program leading up
to that, and it shows fairly conclusively that we are where we need



12

to be at this point in the program, we have the technologies at the
right point in the technology level to be able to integrate those and
to produce the capability.

It’s not just MGVs. It’s not just network. It’s making all parts of
the material systems work together to give the soldier an inte-
grated capability and doing that up front, instead of after the fact.

General CHIARELLI. Just one lesson learned I have from this en-
tire experience of 2 years in Iraq. The deployability and ease of
deployability, the expeditionary capability, is always more attrac-
tive on this side of the next war. But once you get into the next
war and on the other side of that war, survivability and crew pro-
tection are key and critical elements. We've seen that happen in
Iraq, and I think we always have to keep that in mind when

we're sitting here in Washington, D.C., as opposed to downrange.

Senator THUNE. Thank you very much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Senator Thune.

Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me start by saying happy birthday, from one Army soldier
to two others, and the rest of you back there.

General CHIARELLI. Happy birthday, sir.

Senator INHOFE. I never looked that good, though.

General CHIARELLI. Don’t look a day over 233, sir.

Senator INHOFE. 234.

First of all, let me say, General Chiarelli, that during the years
that you were the ground commander in Iraq, I have said publicly
that there has never been anyone as capable as you are and the
great job that you've done. I think on the other side, you probably
would say that you saw more of me over there in Iraq during the
time than you did any other member. So I'm very much concerned
about some of the things, and I think you know one of my concerns.

Most of what I was going to ask has been covered by the chair-
man and the ranking member, except for the cannon. It just really
bothers me that since 1995, Mr. Chairman, we’ve been trying to
come up with—replace the Paladin with something that works.
Right now—well, let’s go back 15 years ago. Even then, four other
countries had a better cannon than we had: Germany, Russia,
South Africa of all places, and U.K.

Now, 15 years later, those four countries still have a better can-
non than we do. Now, we can talk about the Abrams, 1970s tech-
nology. We can talk about the Bradley Fighting Vehicle, 1970s
technology. But the Paladin is 1950s technology.

We've talked about it since 1995. We came up with the Crusader.
We were going to do something with the Crusader. Then Bush
came in in ’02 and cancelled that program. I have to say that he
did it rather abruptly. We were actually, if you’ll remember, Mr.
Chairman, we were in our markup at the time they did that. I
don’t think anyone on the committee had any warning.

So anyway, after that took place, then we started recognizing
again that we’re going to have to do something about the Paladin.
That’s when I think it was General Shinseki talked about the Fu-
ture Combat System, that we need to have the first major transi-
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tion in about—or transformation, I should say, of ground capability
in quite a number of years, maybe 30 years.

So we thought there the lead vehicle was going to be that which
we felt that we needed the most, and that is the most antiquated
platform that we have for ground capability, I believe you would
agree, is the Paladin.

So here we are, and now we’re saying that, even though we’ve
written it into the law—I believe the law, doesn’t it say 2010 we're
supposed to have that fielded and out there? That’s still in the law,
and that still has been the request and what we've done in the
House and the Senate.

So I guess I'd just ask, why is it that we don’t want to send our
kids out to battle with the better cannon than prospective enemies?

General CHIARELLI. Senator, I know that you know we are totally
committed to the Paladin Integrated Management program, the
PIM program. We plan to correct many of the deficiencies we have
in the Paladin with that program, spending $181 million from fis-
cal year 2008 to ’11, and when the program’s completed in 2021,
I believe is the final date, we will have converted over 600
Paladins.

I am a believer in indirect fire systems and I am pleased that
the Army is committed in the way that it is to this program, which
I think is absolutely critical, particularly given the loss of the MGV
pro%ram and the criticality of having that upgraded system in our
HBCTs.

Senator INHOFE. Haven’t we gone through about, what, four in-
carnations now of the Paladin, PIM programs, upgrades?

General THOMPSON. Sir, I can answer that question. Currently
the Paladin system that’s out there is version 6. So it has six major
upgrades.

Senator INHOFE. Six major upgrades. So now we’re going to do
another one. It was my understanding that originally—right now
it’s my understanding that we have 900 of these vehicles. We were
going to do the PIM program on 600 and then on the other 300 we
were going to jump ahead in terms of rate of fire, in all the things
that Paladin would still be deficient in, so that the way out we see
at the end of that tunnel, that we’re going to have better equip-
ment than prospective enemies.

Wasn’t that it, that 600 of the 900 would be upgraded, but the
other 300 would be the new system?

General THOMPSON. Senator, that was the plan with the Manned
Ground Vehicle portion and the non-line of sight cannon system as
a subset of the Manned Ground Vehicle portion. So you’d have the
new system of 300 and then the other 600. Eventually, when you've
got a new modern system like we've done with a lot of other of our
systems, you begin to replace the older ones.

So I don’t know exactly what we would have done in 2025, but
I suspect we probably would have made a decision to begin to re-
place the Paladins with the new system if it was a non-line of sight
cannon.

Senator INHOFE. What do you propose to do if the law is not
changed?

General THOMPSON. Sir, one of the things that the Office of the
Secretary of Defense has got to do is work back with the Congress
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to determine what do we need to do because of the law and adjust
the law, because it is in statute right now. My professional opinion,
though, is if we’re going to terminate the Manned Ground Vehicle,
the non-line of sight cannon program is highly leveraged and inter-
twined with the Manned Ground Vehicle program, and very, very
difficult from an acquisition and contracting perspective for us to
produce the non-line of sight cannon system that doesn’t have the
MGV program wrapped around it. It would be prohibitively expen-
sive for us to be able to do that.

Senator INHOFE. Well, that’s when you look at it from what we'’re
talking about doing now; I would agree with that. But when we
went through this change that started when they stopped the Cru-
sader, at that time it was all planned out in the future.

I guess I'd look at it—and I know I come from some—I'm a little
bit prejudiced, in that Fort Sill is in my State of Oklahoma and
that’s where they do this stuff. I don’t have a parochial interest in
this other than that, other than wanting to have the best, because
we would be doing the PIM work there anyway. In fact, we're the
only place where you can have these capabilities right next to a
live range, so it’s a logical place to do it.

But I am concerned about not going forward with a—where we
can see down the road a modernization program that would put us
in a position where we are—you know, you talk about the fair
fight. I read—I was coming back from the Air Show and I was
reading your statement, and I agree with that. The adage that we
never want to send our soldiers into a fair fight is at the core of
the Army modernization strategy.

It seems to me that if we send our soldiers out with equipment
that is not as good as the prospective enemy, then that’s not a fair
fight. What am I overlooking?

General CHIARELLI. You're not overlooking anything, Senator. We
are working very, very hard to work the Ground Combat Vehicle,
and that may be an individual vehicle, but it could be a series of
vehicles. General Dempsey and the team is working, and I would
not be surprised if we didn’t see a family of vehicles that may in-
clude a vehicle that has an indirect fire capability.

Senator INHOFE. I would hope that’s the case. Thank you very
much.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks very much, Senator Inhofe.

We'll do a second round if the members want, up to 5 minutes,
and then we’ll go on to the second panel.

That was an interesting answer, General Chiarelli, about the fol-
low-on to the Manned Ground Vehicle, the Ground Combat Vehicle,
might be more than one vehicle.

Senator INHOFE. Mr. Chairman, would you do me a favor, be-
cause I can’t be here for the second panel?

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes.

Senator INHOFE. Would you mind asking a similar question to
the DOD that’s on the second? I've been pursuing this cannon
thing. Just so we can get on the record some kind of an answer.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Of course, okay.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you so much.
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Senator LIEBERMAN. Tell us a little more about that? We may
have more than one vehicle coming out of that program?

General CHIARELLI. Well, it’s entirely possible, sir. And I don’t
want to take away any of the options that General Dempsey and
TRADOC are looking at right now. I haven’t been able to have a
readout of exactly what the blue ribbon symposium told us yester-
day, but that’s entirely a possibility, that it could make a rec-
ommendation of this vehicle morphing into more than one vehicle.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well, we’ll watch that and follow it with a
lot of interest.

I know that the fielding target, time target, for the Ground Com-
bat Vehicle is in the 2015 to 2017 range. I know it’s early, but are
you confident that we can do that, we can get it ready by then?

General CHIARELLI. I think we have to.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes.

General CHIARELLI I just absolutely believe we have to.

Senator LIEBERMAN. The need is there.

General CHIARELLI. Well, the need is there. But plus, I just think
that the technology is moving so quickly that we have got to find
a way, like we have done with the MRAP ATV, to be quicker in
our fielding of these systems, creating systems that over time may
be modified, but provide that key base upon which we will build
over time. I really believe that’s where we have to go with this par-
ticular program.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I couldn’t agree with you more that the
timeframes for the development of some of the weapons systems
are so long. It’s part of I think why the costs escalate just over
time. But obviously the relevance is diminished, as you said, be-
cause of advances in technology and even because of changes in the
threat environment by the time they get ready.

We did show—I know it’s a different kind of vehicle, maybe some
would say a simpler challenge. But we did show with the MRAP
that, under conditions of urgent necessity, the Pentagon, working
with defense contractors, can turn out an awful lot of a particular
piece of equipment that is critically necessary to protect our troops.

Obviously, we'll stay on top of that as we go along.

Let me ask you about the Stryker program, either one of you
really. What can you tell us about the Army’s thinking now with
respect to the Stryker system and the potential growth in the num-
ber of combat brigades and plans to modernize and improve the ca-
pabilities of the current fleet?

General THOMPSON. Yes, sir. The Stryker program has been a
very successful program for the United States Army. As you know,
there’s about 3600 Stryker vehicles are the requirement. Over 2700
of them have been fielded and are in the inventory to date, 7
Stryker brigades. One of the things that the Army is looking at
from a force structure perspective is do we need more Stryker bri-
gades to provide a balanced force with different capabilities across
the spectrum of conflict.

Senator LIEBERMAN. What are the factors that you will consider
in making that decision?

General THOMPSON. Part of that decision, sir, is going to be made
as part of the Quadrennial Defense Review.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right.
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General THOMPSON. And it’s looking at the force mix of Stryker
brigades, heavy brigades, infantry brigades, the enabler brigades,
and there’s many other types of the brigade combat teams in the
Army, what is the right force mix. As we look at a balanced force
to handle things across the spectrum of conflict, it is a possibility
that we would want to build more of the Stryker brigades than the
seven that we have today.

Senator LIEBERMAN. What kind of reaction do you get from our
troops to the Stryker system as compared to other systems that
they're using? In other words, are the troops happy with the
Stryker?

General CHIARELLI. They're very happy with them. If you run
into a Stryker crewman, he’s going to brag on his vehicle like any
Army soldier brags on their vehicle. But they love the Stryker.

We have some concerns with the current Strykers right now in
power and in some power and weight issues that we’ve got to work
our way through. But the Stryker has proven to be an amazing ad-
dition and the Stryker brigade combat team an amazing addition
to the United States Army. As you know, we’re on our ninth de-
ployment. We have Strykers in Afghanistan today and we’ll have
a brigade up and operational in Afghanistan this summer.

So we are looking hard at the Stryker, as General Dempsey
again wraps his arms around this entire Army modernization piece
as a force mix issue to determine whether or not we may need ad-
ditional Stryker brigade combat teams.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So here, as well as in some other key deci-
sion areas, you're really waiting for the QDR to give some guidance
about where we go from here? Is that correct?

General CHIARELLI. The QDR is a critical element, Mr. Chair-
man. But in addition to that, it’s kind of stepping back and re-look-
ing at this after cancellation of the Manned Ground Vehicle and
looking at where we’re going to go. We are working day in and day
out now, between now and Labor Day, and we hope to come out
with that plan soon after Labor Day that lays out where we'’re
headed.

General THOMPSON. Chairman Lieberman, can I—

Senator LIEBERMAN. Go right ahead.

General THOMPSON. —if I could, just offer some context from my
perspective as the senior military acquisition officer. But I was also
the Army’s programmer for a number of years, looking at the bal-
anced investments across all the capabilities. There’s roughly
16,000 combat vehicles in the Army’s inventory. Abrams, Bradleys,
113s, Strykers dominate those numbers.

There is a need over time in a portfolio of capabilities to have
a modernization program. I've been associated with armored sys-
tems modernization in the late 80s and early 90s. Then we had the
Future Scout Cavalry System. We had the Armored Gun System.
We had the Crusader, and now we’ve got the Manned Ground Ve-
hicle. Five programs, and every one of those programs got to the
point where they were pretty far along in the development, getting
ready to go into testing and production of prototypes, and for var-
ious reasons all of those programs have been terminated or signifi-
cantly restructured.
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At some point in time, the existing vehicles, even the Strykers,
as good as they are, will reach their design limits. The 113s we are
not using at all today in theater because they’re not survivable and
they don’t have the capabilities. But Bradleys, Strykers, tanks, the
Abrams today, as capable as they are, eventually they reach their
design limits. They reach their design limits in two key areas. One
of them is survivability because, like the vice chief said, on the
other side of the deployment you want your soldiers and systems
that are as survivable as possible.

We need enough power margin and we need enough energy, elec-
trical energy, to be able to put the networked systems on the com-
bat platforms we put our soldiers in. So eventually we’re going to
need to modernize and replace some of those existing systems. The
Army needs a stable set of funding across a number of years to be
able to keep that portfolio of ground combat vehicles as capable as
possible, so that our soldiers are as capable as possible and never
in a fair fight.

We are not there today. It’s been over 20 years since we started
the armored systems modernization program and we’re now going
to start our sixth iteration of trying to modernize the ground com-
bat vehicle capability in the Army. That bothers me greatly.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Me too. Thank you.

Senator Thune, do you have other questions?

Senator THUNE. Well, let me just ask, if I might, Mr. Chairman.
As you all know, the President signaled his intention to move away
from the use of supplemental spending bills to deal with overseas
operations and instead to incorporate these costs into the regular
budgeting process.

My question I guess, General Chiarelli, is what challenges does
that create for the Army, that change?

General CHIARELLI. I believe we’ve been consistent in testimony,
not only I have, the chief has, but those that went before us, indi-
cating that reset is a critical piece that is going to continue in the
Army. I believe we have $11 billion in this particular budget, in
this particular OCO, for reset. It will continue as long as we'’re
fighting, and it will continue 2 years after we complete fighting.

So it’s our hope that everybody will remember that and the need
to reset this equipment that is going at OPTEMPO rates that are
ISnuch higher than they would if they were back here in the United

tates.

General THOMPSON. Senator, if I could just add to that again,
what I said earlier about having some responsibility for the Army’s
programming for a number of years. If supplementals decrease or
go away, the requirements that are covered by the supplemental
funding in most cases don’t. So if the supplemental goes away and
you don’t increase the base program, there are things that won’t
get done. There are probably fewer soldiers. The modernization
programs are the first things that people look at to be able to cut.

So if we just say there’s no more supplementals and you don’t in-
crease the base program, then something’s got to change. My anal-
ogy would be it’s like a two-income family and one of the income
earners no longer is employed. Your lifestyle’s going to change sig-
nificantly because you just can’t do the same things that you were
doing with one income instead of two. Not that the supplementals
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and the base program are equal, but there’s a lot of requirements
that are covered with supplemental funding, and you just can’t say
they go away and just do it with the base program without increas-
ing the base program.

General CHIARELLI. And so many of those are Army bills.

Senator THUNE. Let me ask, too—the Army is in sort of a finan-
cial hole, I guess. You say an estimated over $2 billion in its per-
sonnel accounts. Is there a plan for closing that gap right now?

General CHIARELLI. Well, we have a plan. We're hoping to get all
the help we possibly can, but we have a plan over the next couple
of years to go ahead and do that. We will have to do that. As I indi-
cated and you indicated, Senator, people are absolutely critical, and
thank goodness we have those people. We were able to make
547,400 and a little bit more right now as we’re kind of rolling that
number back, because it’s critical when I have almost 9,000 sol-
diers are in WTUs, another 10 to 11,000 that are currently
nondeployable, and then individual augmentees. That adds up to a
pretty sizable bill that I'm not able to put into my formations as
they deploy on a dwell that’s at 1.5 at unit dwell, less on individual
dwell today.

Senator THUNE. Can we keep up with all those personnel costs
and still ensure good recruiting and retention?

General CHIARELLI. Well, we are blessed right now, Senator. Re-
cruiting and retention is as good as I've ever seen it in the time
that I've been in the Army. We have to be concerned, though, and
we all pray that the economy turns around, but for recruiters
that'll make life difficult again, I'm sure. But we will have to con-
tinue to recruit the best for our Nation’s Army and we are totally
focused on doing that.

Senator THUNE. Thank you. Thank you, gentlemen, for your
great service to our country, and be sure that you convey that same
appreciation to your families, too, for the sacrifices that they make
and for your service. Thanks.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Senator Thune.

That last exchange with Senator Thune, we're in a most unusual
moment, which is, as you said, recruitment is going very well, a
high level of recruits coming in. We understand part of it may be
the economy, but there’s a lot of other factors. Reenlistments are
very high. So part of what originally drew our attention to trying
to increase the Army end strength is not only the effect on dwell
time, but this, as I understand it, most unusual and unacceptable
phenomenon where you may actually have to, because you don’t
have adequate statutory authorized end strength, slow down on re-
cruiting and reenlistment, in fact to let some people go, as it were,
hoping that attrition brings you down. When the demand is so high
for personnel in active deployment, we just ought not to let you—
we ought to protect you from that kind of pressure.

But anyway, we’re going to pursue that as we go to our markup
next week.

I thank you very much for your testimony. You've been extremely
responsive. You're two impressive people that our country is very
fortunate and the Army is very fortunate to have in positions of
leadership, and I'd really put you up against any group of people
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in any field or corporation or anything else. You represent the best
of our country. Thank you very much.

General CHIARELLI. Thank you, Senator.

General THOMPSON. Thank you, Senator.

Senator LIEBERMAN. We'll call the second panel: Mr. Ahern and
Mr. Francis.

As I indicated, David Ahern is the Director of Portfolio Systems
Acquisition in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac-
quisition, Technology, and Logistics. Paul Francis is the Managing
Director, Acquisition and Sourcing Management, at the Govern-
ment Accountability Office.

We thank both of you for being here. Mr. Ahern, I would now
welcome your testimony.

STATEMENT OF DAVID G. AHERN, DIRECTOR, PORTFOLIO SYS-
TEMS ACQUISITION, OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE FOR ACQUISITION, TECHNOLOGY, AND LOGISTICS

Mr. AHERN. Good afternoon, Chairman Lieberman, Senator
Thune, distinguished members of the committee. Thank you for the
opportunity to appear before you to discuss Army modernization
and the management of the Future Combat System program as you
review the fiscal year 2010 budget. I'll be brief in order to move
quickly to the panel’s questions.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Good.

Mr. AHERN. In fiscal year 2010, FCS will remain the Army’s larg-
est research and development investment. However, we plan to
transition from the FCS brigade combat team acquisition program
to establish at least four acquisition programs that will leverage
the FCS investment to date and deliver realistically defined, cost
effective and timely capability to modernize the Army’s ground
forces. These new integrated Army modernization programs will in-
clude as a minimum: planned early infantry BCT acquisition, fol-
low-on BCT modernization, ground combat vehicle modernization,
and incremental ground tactical network capability.

The importance of meeting the Army’s modernization needs and
the magnitude of the investment dictate that we get these acquisi-
tions right. We must do it expeditiously. By way of background, we
established the FCS BCT in 2003. The Army contracted Boeing and
SAIC to develop a system of systems design. While the system of
systems umbrella for the FCS BCT acquisition provided a unique
opportunity to optimize capabilities, the complexity involved in ap-
plying the system of systems approach offered many challenges for
the acquisition community.

The FCS investment did, however, provide us with a far better
understanding of the potential for integrated capability, with in-
sights for early application of this integrated capability across the
combat brigades. In addition, the technology coming from the FCS
investment is a game-changer for the Army modernization effort in
platforms such as unmanned ground and air systems, in sensors
such as active protection and unattended ground sensors, in vehi-
cles with hybrid electric power trains, and lightweight armor, and
in the network, with integrated battle command, sensor fusion, and
enhanced situational awareness.
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All these will transition the Army modernization acquisition as
we move forward. A key transition relative to knowledge-based ac-
quisition was a decision in 2006 to capitalize on early increments
of FCS capability for delivery to the current force. We term those
spinouts.

We will continue this incremental acquisition philosophy as we
transition to multiple Army modernization acquisitions in 2010.

Relative to our reporting requirements on FCS, while the Army
recently completed the FCS system of systems preliminary design
review, decisions leading up to the fiscal year 2010 President’s
budget have already addressed the issues identified for the DAB
milestone review. However, in satisfaction of the fiscal year 2007
and '09 Authorization Act provisions, we will provide a report that
reflects the Department’s FCS decision to the Congressional de-
fense committees.

Regarding the committee’s interest in future contracting relation-
ships, in the short term the FCS contract will be restructured to
continue the integration and development efforts in network, spin-
outs, and BCT modernization until the new acquisitions are estab-
lished. Changes in the FCS contract will address our concerns re-
garding fee structure to give the government leverage to promote
cost efficiency. As acquisition plans for the future programs ma-
ture, we’ll use contracting strategies that include competition, fee
structures to incentivize performance, and fixed price contracts
when appropriate, all leading to better control of contract costs.

We have learned much from the FCS acquisition program. Our
acquisition and program management lessons learned are con-
sistent with those learned from other Department acquisition pro-
grams. As we move forward with the new modernization program,
we will seek to match requirements to mature technologies, to esti-
mate program costs more realistically, to seek budget stability for
the programs we initiate, staff government acquisition teams ade-
quately, and provide disciplined and effective oversight.

In closing, the Department’s fiscal year 2010 budget will facili-
tate a timely, in-stride transition from the previous plan to acquire
15 FCS brigade combat teams to multiple major modernization pro-
grams to deliver much-needed sensor, networking, and vehicle ca-
pability to the Army. We will leverage the FCS development efforts
to date and deliver that capability.

We are grateful for the continued support of Congress, which has
been critical to ensuring our soldiers are the best trained and best
equipped in the world. Thank you for this opportunity to testify on
the Department’s plans to continue to equip them for today’s wars
and tomorrow’s challenges. I look forward to answering any ques-
tions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ahern follows:]

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Ahern. We look forward to the
questions.

Mr. Francis.
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STATEMENT OF PAUL L. FRANCIS, MANAGING DIRECTOR, AC-
QUISITION AND SOURCING MANAGEMENT, GOVERNMENT
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE

Mr. FrRancIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Thune. I appreciate
your inviting me to participate in this discussion of Army’s mod-
ernization in a post-FCS context. I'll say a few words about I think
what are the positive aspects of FCS that are worth emulating as
we go forward, and then talk about some of the difficulties with the
program that I think we can learn from.

So, starting with the positive aspects, I think the Army really did
break with tradition in thinking through FCS and came up with
a holistic view of what it thought the future force ought to look
like. It was able to translate that into a context and an architec-
ture for a family of systems that it would field as an integrated
force. I think this is a much better approach than developing indi-
vidual systems and trying to integrate them after the fact.

I also think the Army was innovative in its managerial approach.
It wanted to break down its stovepiped organizations and cut
across organizational lines to field an integrated force. I think it
was very candid about what its abilities were to manage that and
contracted with a lead system integrator to try to fill in some of
its own shortfalls. So I think that was a courageous approach on
the Army’s part.

We do have some concerns with the lead system integrator, but
I do think the approach the Army used in that approach did give
it I think unprecedented insight into subcontractor selection and
gave it more competition at the subcontractor level. I think that
was a good idea.

We heard testimony from the first panel about the network. I
think it was discerning on the Army’s part to observe that it need-
ed to deliberately develop an information network rather than wait
for after the fact and try to cobble it together with systems that
had already been developed.

I think a final thing I would say from a positive standpoint on
FCS is the decision to spin out or harvest technologies and give
them to the current forces was a really good idea, and I think made
even better when the Army developed the evaluation task force to
vet these technologies before they went into the field. So again, a
good idea worth continuing as we go forward.

I think in terms of some problematic aspects with FCS, I think
the first thing I would say is I believe that the program—and we’ve
reported on this—was not really executable within realistic re-
source bounds. The technology, the software, the network, the re-
quirements, the costs, were all on a grand scale and we knew very
little about them when we got started.

I think, for example, the Manned Ground Vehicles were being de-
veloped and their performance and their survivability depended on
the network, at the same time we were inventing the network. So
that concurrent development was I think a bit too much for a sin-
gle program.

FCS I think was moving too fast. Originally it was going to be
a 5-1/2 year program. It eventually stretched out to 10, but still
faster than any single revolutionary program had proceeded before,
and on FCS we were looking at 14 to 18 programs in one. I think
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if the program did continue on its existing path it would have put
you in a difficult position, because I think at least 3 years of pro-
duction funds would have been requested before we had a really
meaningful demonstration of FCS capabilities. So it was on a really
fast pace.

I think the take-away from that is these risks were knowable
and I think understood at the beginning, but accepted. So I think
going forward we have to be very careful about accepting those
kinds of risks. These were not unexpected discoveries that occurred
along the way, and I would make that distinction.

I think from an oversight standpoint the challenges were too
great. The scope of the program was such that the visibility over
cost changes and schedule changes were not visible. They were
very hard to discern. I think the scope of the program was such
that it overwhelmed some of our key oversight mechanisms. Se-
lected acquisition reports, the earned value management system,
and even our budget requests I think weren’t a good fit for a pro-
gram of the size of FCS.

The Army’s close relationship with the lead system integrator,
while it had some advantages, we saw some long- term oversight
concerns with that, in that we thought there was a risk that over
time the Army would find it difficult to distance itself from the lead
system integrator and in fact the program itself. We looked to the
Office of the Secretary of Defense to provide that oversight.

In the early years, OSD didn’t provide that oversight and basi-
cally allowed the Army to proceed with the program as planned. So
it proceeded through the start point with significant immature
technologies, significantly I think far afield of OSD’s own policies.
OSD had independent cost estimates that were much higher than
the Army’s. Yet they let the Army’s estimate prevail. I think even
though costs and schedules doubled over these years, there were no
Nunn- McCurdy breaches reported on the program.

Now, we’ve seen an improvement in OSD’s oversight in the last
2 years and maybe Dave Ahern here has a large part in that. So
we've seen that occur, but again OSD oversight early, really impor-
tant.

So, going forward, I think we’ll see the Army with at least three
efforts: spinouts in some form, a network program, and manned
ground vehicles. I think each of these will require some different
types of management approaches, but they need to share some
common principles. That is, they need to be anchored in knowledge
and they must adhere to DOD’s current acquisition policy. We have
to have realistic cost estimates that are informed by independent
estimates and we need to budget to most realistic cost. I think that
we have to have programs that are transparent and accountable for
oversight.

I think we have to realize that a unique contractual arrangement
or a bold managerial approach are not a substitute for knowledge
or sound systems engineering.

So I would say in conclusion, I think there’s no question that the
Army needs to be well equipped. I don’t think there’s any debate
about that. I think the Army needs to be innovative about its ap-
proach, but needs to be pragmatic and knowledge-based when it
comes to individual systems.
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I would ask a broader question. If we accept the Army’s vision
of the future and how it wants to equip, I think we can all point
out things that could be done differently than FCS. But I think a
real challenging question is, how would we do that differently
today? I think the burden there is a lot more what would have to
be done prior to the acquisition phase. The question becomes, do
we have the people, the organizations, the facilities, the transition
mechanisms, and so forth in place to do that kind of work up front?
I don’t know that there’s a good answer for that.

So I'll conclude with that and be available for any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Francis follows:]

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Francis. That was very inter-
esting testimony.

I guess the beginning—we’re at a point where significant changes
are being made in the Future Combat System program. Now, one
explanation of that is that it is totally the result of budgetary con-
straints. But I would take it the neither of you would agree with
that. Am I right? It’s not totally because of budget pressure?

Mr. AHERN. No, sir, I would not agree with that. No, sir, I don’t
think that that was the issue at all.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So—right, Mr. Francis?

Mr. FrRaNCIS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. The Congress had mandated
that go-no go decision in 2009, and I don’t think FCS was going to
measure up to that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Yes. So this leads us to the conclusion that
if it wasn’t just the shortage of money that something was wrong
with the program, at least as it was going forward. And now the
Secretary has come in, and the President, with a restructuring of
it.

Mr. Francis gave us some negatives. You know, it’s an inter-
esting question—I made notes on your positives and negatives from
the FCS experience—whether the negatives were inherent and un-
avoidable in the positives or whether they were avoidable. In other
words, if you have, on the positive side, a holistic program that’s
a breakthrough, where you have an innovative managerial ap-
proach, were the shortcomings that you then see about the pro-
gram not being executable within resources available, oversight
challenges too great, etcetera, were those inevitable or were they
really—was it possible to achieve the positives here without incur-
ring the negatives?

Mr. Francis. I think it was, Mr. Chairman. If we kind of look
at where the program is now, after I think an extraordinary effort
to develop the requirements, the software, the technologies, and so
forth, the program’s at the point where the Army could now start
a manned ground vehicle program based on a solid basis of tech-
nology where it knows what it can and can’t do.

So I think if you took an approach like this—and we have to be
careful of scale. I think I agree we have to be thinking in terms
of systems of systems, but there are different sizes and perhaps
that was a bit too large to manage. But I think if you took that
managerial approach and took a system of systems perspective and
pushed very hard in the pre-acquisition phases, then I think when
you came up for a decision on whether to start an acquisition pro-
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gram you would then allow the requirements to be tempered by
what you can do technically, be technically realistic.

So I think the start point was really the problem.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Mr. Ahern, let me ask you to respond to
some of Mr. Francis’s comments, just in terms of lessons learned
and where we go from here. You made an interesting, I thought
significant, statement that at different times OSD actually had
higher cost estimates for the FCS system than the Army did, but
essentially let the Army go ahead. I think I've heard it correctly.

How do you respond to that?

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir, that’s what Mr. Francis said. I was not
aware of that. There are always program office estimates and OSD
or CAIG estimates. Typically, we look, try to reconcile the dif-
ferences between them, get the right cost estimate going forward.
I would have to go back in history and ask a question about that
specifically. I don’t have that.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Okay, good enough. Why did that happen,
do you think? Why did OSD yield to the Army?

Mr. AHERN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t think there’s a require-
ment that the OSD estimate be adhered to. But I think the big dif-
ference was over software and the OSD estimate forecast a much
larger software effort than the Army had programmed. I'm not sure
why they deferred to the Army, but I do know that was the main
difference between the two estimates.

Senator LIEBERMAN. How about, Mr. Ahern, the conclusion that
Mr. Francis presented that the Army had in some senses or cases
too close a relationship with the lead systems integrator?

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir. The relationship between Boeing, SAIC, and
the Army—the Army depended upon Boeing to a greater degree
going forward. I'm not sure of the characterization as too close a
relationship with them. It is a government-contracted, FAR-con-
tracted relationship with them, with the standard clauses and
structure to it. So 'm not sure where he’s referring to.

I do understand, initially anyway, there may have been a percep-
tion, there was a perception, that Boeing was undertaking some of
what had been government jobs or government—normal govern-
ment positions. But of late, at least to my knowledge, it’s a stand-
ard government and prime relationship between Boeing and the
government.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Do you want to flesh out that conclusion
just a bit, about why did you conclude that in some cases the Army
was too close to the lead systems integrator? In other words, what
was the basis of that conclusion?

Mr. Francis. A few things, Mr. Chairman. One was the immatu-
rity of the program when it started. So requirements were very
soft, technologies weren’t well defined. So the lead system inte-
grator was involved in decisions both on what was required as well
as what the solution was.

I think a second thing is the level. In this case, the lead system
integrator, rather than in a traditional prime arrangement, where
you have, say, a contractor who’s developing a platform and inte-
grating subsystems, in this case you had a contractor developing a
system of systems where the subcontractors had major platforms.
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The third thing was, the lead system integrator was to act as the
Army’s agent in a lot of these decisions. Initially when the contract
was set up, the Army was careful and this subcommittee in par-
ticular made it emphatic that the lead system integrator was to
focus on development. There was a pretty high fee on development
and there was an attempt to keep the lead system integrator finan-
cially disinterested in production, so it could focus on the Army’s
interests.

Over time that focus was lost and in 2007 the Army decided it
would allow the lead system integrator to be the prime for the
spinout production and low rate initial production of FCS core sys-
tems. So it did develop a financial interest in production. Given the
size of the FCS program and it being almost synonymous with the
future Army, we could see that developing naturally. I'm not saying
it was necessarily improper, but you did then need another layer
of oversight to make good decisions about the program, which is
where we are looking to OSD.

Senator LIEBERMAN. That was not there?

Mr. FraNcis. That was not there, yes.

Senator LIEBERMAN. You listed the innovation in the managerial
approach, which is to say the lead system integrator, as one of the
positive take-aways as well. So am I correct in putting these two
together and saying that you would go with something like that
again with the lead system integrator, but provide the greater over-
sight that was not there this time?

Mr. FRANCIS. I guess I wouldn’t rule it out. So I would think——

Senator LIEBERMAN. But you apparently don’t favor it, really, on
balance?

Mr. FrANcIS. Well, there are a number of risks with it, and it
hasn’t worked out in other programs. The Coast Guard has tried
it with the Deep Water Project. There was an attempt in missile
defense, and I think there are some problems with it on SBINET.
So it’s unproven. So if we’re going to try it, maybe it needs to be
tried on a smaller scale.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Thune.

Senator THUNE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The FCS as a system of systems was an enormously complicated
develop and acquire. What steps has the Army taken to increase
the capacity of its acquisition work force to develop and buy these
complicated systems?

Mr. AHERN. The Secretary of Defense has articulated the grow
the acquisition community over the next couple of years, the next
fiscal yearDP period of, I believe it’s, 20,000 individuals, of which
5400 are intended to go to the Army. There’s a split in that. I be-
lieve 10,000 are actually growth in strength and the other 10,000
in round numbers are transition from contractor to government in-
dividuals. Again, the Army will be growing 5400 of those.

Senator THUNE. In recent years the Army has had difficulty both
in developing a holistic modernization strategy and in executing
particular modernization programs. I would use the Comanche, the
Crusader, Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter, and of course the FCS
probably come to mind as the most notable examples of programs
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that were cancelled or restructured after large investments of time
and money.

You’ve touched on this, Mr. Francis, in your testimony and in re-
sponse to questions from the chairman. But just if you could again,
sort of lay out what your—in your view, what are the key prin-
ciples to improving the force modernization programs?

Mr. FrRaNcIS. Sure. I think, Mr. Thune, as you look back on those
you can identify flaws in what we would call the business case at
the start. I think in the case of Comanche the requirements—and
I worked on that program back in 1983 when it was called the
Light Helicopter Experimental, when the original concept was for
it to be like the Humvee, just a universal air frame that you could
equip to perform different missions.

When it exited the requirements process, it became the Next
Generation Reconnaissance Helicopter Tank Killer. It was actually
more capable in many ways than the Apache. At that point then,
the requirements outstripped the technology. So we had to go
through a significant technology development effort to meet the re-
quirements.

By the time the program really got on a sound footing, the threat
had changed, and I think that’s the reason the helicopter was can-
celled. So again, I’d look at the business case there.

I think on ARH, it was a little bit different scenario in that most
of the technologies were mature. So the idea was to take different
technologies off the shelf and bundle them together in a single air-
frame. But in that case the Army didn’t allow enough time for the
integration and presented a program that was going to move really
fast. For those of us who were around when the OH-58D was
equipped with a mast-mounted sight, we knew how long that inte-
gration effort took. So again, I think the business case for ARH
wasn’t a technology issue, but a schedule issue.

I think in FCS, I think we’ve seen both. I think on the one hand
why you can be a bit frustrated with that, I think these are all
take-aways. I think really tightening down on what we need to
know about requirements and technology and costs and schedule
when we launch a new system is somewhere where the Army can
get real payoff here and some real help from OSD.

Senator THUNE. Mr. Ahern, the Office of the Secretary of Defense
is charged with overseeing major defense acquisition programs, in-
cluding FCS. Yet with all that oversight, the recommendation to re-
structure FCS came very abruptly. I guess my question is, should
the challenges that were noted by Secretary Gates in his rec-
ommel(}dation have been addressed sooner by the Office of the Sec-
retary?

Mr. AHERN. I think that we were—as I noted in my statement,
sir, we were beginning to move toward the spinouts and focusing
on the early spinouts as early as 2007 and 2008, and breaking
them out with an entire set of documentation, the capability pro-
duction document, an acquisition strategy, a test and evaluation
master plan. So I think we were moving in that direction.

In regards to the networking and the additional BCT moderniza-
tion the Secretary called for, I think we were on top of that and
working in that direction. The Secretary’s work on the Manned
Ground Vehicle, his concern that it did not address some of the les-
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sons learned and that perhaps it needed to, as Mr. Francis indi-
cated a couple of minutes ago, look at it again, were areas that—
were other areas that he looked at, I think is the way for me to
say it.

It wasn’t a question of the need, and the Secretary’s been very
clear about that. It was whether the Army program was the right
program at the time going forward, recognizing lessons learned out
of Iraq and the incorporation of some of the other vehicles, as the
MRAP, that had been put into the field.

Senator THUNE. Mr. Francis, how would you characterize OSD’s
oversight of FCS?

Mr. Francis. Well, Mr. Thune, I think that early on OSD was
rather passive about FCS and the program proceeded in 2003 even
though it was I think by any measure of DOD’s acquisition policy
not ready for a start. Yet it did go ahead. And there have been a
number of occasions, I think, where OSD could have stepped in and
taken some action.

So for example, after that initial decision in 2003 OSD said in
18 months it was going to have a second milestone decision to kind
of clean up the issues that it hadn’t covered in the first one, and
then never held that milestone decision. So I think early on OSD
could have done a lot more. We talked about cost estimates before.
I was thinking about the question that you just asked, about the
Secretary of Defense’s intervention. I know this committee had a
leadership in the acquisition reform legislation that just went
through. I think it’s a question that I think a taxpayer would ask
or anyone here, which is, with all the processes that were in place
at the time and all the policies, why did it take an extraordinary
action on the part of the Secretary of Defense to kind of right-size
the kr;lodernization? Why didn’t all the things, all the standards
work?

I think going forward we have to think in terms of acquisition
reform, if we don’t stay true to those standards and those reforms
and allow programs to go through that, say, don’t abide, then we'’re
actually rewarding programs with money that fly in the face of all
the hard work on policy. So I think it’s a really good question to
ask and something that will provide some I think instruction for
going forward.

Senator THUNE. Mr. Ahern, would you agree that the require-
ments that FCS was developing toward were unrealistic?

Mr. AHERN. No, sir. Holistically, the requirements theyre work-
ing for, no, sir. I think in terms of the system of systems, of the
networking of the sensors that they intend to have, of the vehicles
that they’re going to be utilizing, the incorporation of those is valid,
and I think that the recently completed preliminary design review,
as I understand—I haven’t gotten a full debrief on it—indicates
that the requirements are stable for the individual capabilities and
that as a system of systems that they've taken it under configura-
tion management and that it is a valid set of requirements going
forward.

Senator THUNE. Mr. Francis, do you agree?

Mr. Francis. I don’t think we know if theyre realistic yet. I
think the requirements were set before we knew what was tech-
nically feasible. So I think there’s been a lot of work to rationalize
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or reconcile the requirements and technologies. I would agree on
the Manned Ground Vehicles a lot is understood now, but, for ex-
ample with the network, the network is quite a revolutionary net-
work. There’s nothing like it today. It’s mobile, it’s ad hoc. It’ll han-
dle a huge volume. There are requirements for it that we don’t
know whether it will meet yet.

So I think a lot of the feasibility of the requirements is to be de-
termined yet.

Senator THUNE. Thank you. Thank you, gentlemen, very much
for your testimony.

Mr. Chairman, thank you.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Senator Thune.

Just sort of one more wrap-up question and then one on behalf
of Senator Inhofe. Bottom line, can we say that we or, to put it an-
other way, that the taxpayers have gotten or will get their money’s
worth out of what we’ve invested in the FCS system?

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir. I think that the payoff, what we’ve learned,
the technologies that have been developed, matured, in the 5-year
period of time that the program has been under way, that will be
implemented initially in the spinouts and then in the generation to
follow of the vehicles, there isn’t any question in my mind that,
with the right discipline in the system, the acquisition system—and
that’s what I think we’ve been talking about for the last few min-
utes, the discipline that’s needed as we go forward with the four
or five separate programs, whether it’s the network or the vehicles
or the sensors—yes, sir, I am sure that we will achieve that capa-
bility.

We're going to be working to modernize the Army for a number
of years holistically across it, but doing it in a realistic way, using
the mature technologies to begin the spinouts in 2011, decision
some time next year to move forward in that direction. Yes, sir, I
think it was the right approach, the discipline. We will realize the
investment that’s been made in the Future Combat System, as evi-
denced by the preliminary design review, which I take it was quite
successful.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Mr. Francis, how would you answer that?

Mr. Francis. Well, Mr. Chairman, I'd say the FCS program has
been very productive. I think what has been accomplished has been
phenomenal in terms of understanding the software, the require-
ments, moving all the technologies, developing the concepts for em-
ployment, and so forth.

But the question of value I think is a very good one, and I don’t
know quite how to answer that, because I would hypothesize that
had we attempted to do this, say, in a pre-acquisition phase with
a smaller work force, perhaps focusing first on the network to see
what we could do there and then allow that work to inform what
we could do on the vehicles, it’s possible we could have been nearly
as productive for a smaller investment. I'm hypothesizing there,
but I think that’s the question.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well, I hope we’ve all learned. I agree with
you, we're going to get a lot out of it, we've already gotten a lot
out of it, some of it quite amazing really in technological advances.
But clearly—and hopefully, we’ve learned a lot about how to better
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manage a program like this. Your word, Mr. Ahern, is a good one:
discipline.

Let me finally, on Senator Inhofe’s behalf, ask you the question.
I think you were here, but I gather that he wanted me to ask, to
follow on, that he has asked Secretary Gates for his comments on
the Department’s plan or recommendation for accommodating ex-
isting law on the cannon, on the line of sight cannon, but has not
yet received a reply. What is your reply? What is DOD’s plan
there?

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir. As were working through, as General
Thompson said, working through the language, the precision to en-
sure that we get it right, to represent the direction that we have
as well as the statutory requirements, we will be communicating
with the Congress—I am confident of that—in order to get it right,
straight across the board.

Senator LIEBERMAN. One thing I'm confident of is that Senator
Inhofe will stay on this until he gets that answer.

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir.

Senator LIEBERMAN. So the sooner the better.

Mr. AHERN. Yes, sir.

Senator LIEBERMAN. I thank you both. It’'s been a very construc-
tive panel and it helps to guide us as we go forward to our markup
next week, but really more to the point, to guide you and us, the
Department and Congress, about how better to oversee the expend-
iture of large sums of taxpayer money to achieve the result that we
want for our soldiers.

Thank you very much. The record of the hearing will stay open
until Thursday at 5:00 p.m. for additional statements or questions,
and if you get additional questions we hope that you’ll answer
them as soon as possible.

Senator Thune, do you want to add anything?

Senator THUNE. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you both for your service.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:06 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]



