HEARING TO RECEIVE TESTIMONY ON THE
CURRENT READINESS OF U.S. FORCES IN
REVIEW OF THE DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014 AND THE
FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAM

THURSDAY, APRIL 18, 2013

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS AND
MANAGEMENT SUPPORT,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:38 p.m. in room
SR—222, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator Jeanne Shaheen
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Committee members present: Senators Shaheen, Donnelly,
Kaine, and Ayotte.

Majority staff members present: Jason W. Maroney, counsel;
Mariah K. McNamara, special assistant to the staff director; Mi-
chael J. Noblet, professional staff member; and John H. Quirk V,
professional staff member.

Minority staff member present: Lucian L. Niemeyer, professional
staff member.

Staff assistants present: John L. Principato.

Committee members’ assistants present: Jason Rauch, assistant
to Senator McCaskill;, Chad Kreikemeier, assistant to Senator
Shaheen; Marta McLellan Ross, assistant to Senator Donnelly;
Karen Courington, assistant to Senator Kaine; and Brad Bowman,
assistant to Senator Ayotte.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JEANNE SHAHEEN,
CHAIRMAN

Senator SHAHEEN. Good afternoon, everyone. Welcome. I'm sorry
to be a little late; I'm not quite on military time yet, so you have
to bear with me.

At this point, I'd like to call the hearing to order and point out
that this is the—this subcommittee’s first hearing of the year. And
I'm very pleased to be taking over as chair of the Readiness Sub-
committee and sharing the leadership with my colleague from New
Hampshire, Senator Ayotte. And I hope that—and I'm confident—
that we’ll continue to lead the subcommittee in the strong bipar-
tisan way in which she and Senator McCaskill did when Senator
McCaskill chaired the subcommittee. And I'm sure you will be
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pleased to know that we will bring you, from time to time, concerns
we have from the Granite State of New Hampshire. [Laughter.]

So, that, 'm sure, won’t come as any surprise to any of you.

I think it’s also important to note that we are continuing the suc-
cessful partnership of having the chair and ranking member of this
subcommittee both be women. And I think that’s fitting, since New
Hampshire is the first State to send an all-female delegation to
Washington.

So, we're very pleased to be joined this afternoon by General
John Campbell, who is Vice Chief of the Army—Vice Chief of Staff
for the Army; Admiral Mark Ferguson, who is Vice Chief of Naval
Operations; General John Paxton, assistant Commandant of the
Marine Corps; and General Larry Spencer, Vice Chief of Staff for
the Air Force.

So, gentlemen, we very much thank you for coming this after-
noon, and look forward to a fruitful discussion. And I should say,
at the start, that we also very much thank you for your service to
this country and for the job that you do for the men and women
who serve under you. Thank you.

The Readiness Subcommittee meets today at a pivotal moment
to discuss the current readiness of our forces. Our men and women
in uniform continue to be burdened by sequestration cuts enacted
by the Budget Control Act of 2011, which, if they remain in place,
as I'm sure you all will testify today, will significantly impact the
services’ ability to conduct training, maintenance, and to sustain
their readiness.

Currently, the DOD will incur several billions of dollars in reduc-
tions to its vital operation and maintenance budget accounts in fis-
cal year 2013. As we've learned from our many past Readiness
Subcommittee hearings, for the last several years readiness rates
have consistently declined. However, I worry that this new crisis
represents an even greater loss of surge capability, risks the
grounding of pilots who may lose flight certification, erodes aircrew
readiness, and foreshadows the hallmarks of a hollow force if our
ground troops can’t train above the squad level.

It’s important to note that the impact of sequestration will be
felt, not only in our Active components, but also in our National
Guard and Reserve.

As we know, our uniformed personnel are not the only ones at
risk under sequestration. The Department has announced that it
will furlough civilian employees up to 14 days. I understand from
the Navy that, while these furloughs may garner about 308 million
in sequestration reductions, it would also delay shipyard mainte-
nance availabilities approximately 85 days and risk putting our
ships behind schedule and possibly not available for deployment
when we need them. Even worse, for the Navy, several accidents
over the past year require unscheduled and unbudgeted repair
work, such as with the USS Miami, which we’re very familiar with
because of its location at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, the
Guardian, the Porter, and others.

The capital investment for the modernization of our shipyards
will likely continue to suffer over fiscal year 2013. I know I speak
for Senator Ayotte when I say we eagerly await the shipyard mod-
ernization plan that we required in the National Defense Author-
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ization Act for Fiscal Year 2012. We're interested in hearing from
Vice Admiral Ferguson—from Admiral Ferguson on its status and
how much risk you and all of you vice chiefs plan to take in your
installation sustainment accounts.

In addition, we’d like to hear whether or not the Navy and the
other Services funded the 6 percent of capital investment program,
as required by law, in the fiscal year 2014 budget requests.

We've recently learned that the agency responsible for pur-
chasing fuel for the Department of Defense, the Defense Logistics
Agency, will increase the price of fuel on May 1 from $156.66 per
barrel to $198.24 per barrel. This fuel bill will cost DOD an addi-
tional $1.8 billion. The fact remains that fossil fuels continue to be
a strategic and financial vulnerability, not only to the DOD, but
also to our Nation.

Perhaps the most overlooked aspect of sequestration is that the
cuts are not short-term savings for DOD, nor are they realized sav-
ings for the taxpayers. In reality, sequestration merely increases
operational and strategic risk by deferring vital maintenance and
canceling necessary training. I believe the consequences of seques-
tration will, unfortunately, end up costing us more in the longrun.
And I remember the testimony of Deputy Secretary of Defense Ash
Carter, when he talked about the fact that the unit cost of every-
thing we purchase through DOD will go up as the result of seques-
tration. We are unnecessarily making it harder on our forces to
prepare for deployment by reducing flying hours for our squadrons,
delaying maintenance, and reducing training.

I understand that there are no easy tradeoffs for the witnesses
here today. Chasing resources to meet military requirements is
nothing new. And I'm not advocating that it’s financially respon-
sible to have unlimited military spending. But, as we all know, se-
questration was designed to be onerous because it was never sup-
posed to get enacted. We should solve the problem now, before we
reach a time when our ships, aircraft, troops, and equipment can
no longer train or deploy.

However, I know there’s also hope. There are always ways to im-
prove the way we operate, and there are many initiatives that con-
tinue to succeed. For example, the continued to—commitment to
pursue greater energy efficiencies and renewable energy sources of-
fers an enhanced combat capability to the DOD. I had the oppor-
tunity to see some of the efforts that are underway—the more effi-
cient generators, the solar blankets, the installation energy invest-
ments—Ilast year, when I conducted a hearing down at Norfolk on
the USS Kearsarge. And it was really impressive what all of you
are doing in each branch of our military to save on energy and to
move to alternative sources of energy. I think that these energy
policies should not be partisan. They reduce the burden upon those
in combat. And I thank you, General Campbell, for all of the great
work that the Army is doing, along with all of the other branches,
in this regard.

So, even in these challenging times, I remain confident and en-
couraged that we still have the most resilient fighting force in the
world today. I remain optimistic, because, even after a decade of
war and the severe stress from all angles, each of you find ongoing
ways to improve how you operate. For the past 11 years, our mili-
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tary has consumed readiness as quickly as they’ve been able to cre-
ate readiness. We're beginning to see some operational relief as we
draw down from Afghanistan.

I thank all of you, particularly the Army and the Marine Corps,
for recommitting to training for the full spectrum of operations in
your fiscal year 2014 budget request.

Again, I sincerely thank each of you for being here. I thank your
hardworking staffs for taking time to join us in this critical readi-
ness discussion. And we ask that you include your full statements
for the record and, if you would, summarize what you have to say,
hopefully within a 7-minute timeframe, so we can have more time
for discussion.

So, thank you all very much. I'll turn the discussion over to my
colleague Senator Ayotte.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR KELLY AYOTTE

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you very much, Madam Chair. It was
really, truly an honor to be in the leadership of this committee with
you and to serve with you on behalf of the people of New Hamp-
shire. And I very much look forward to working with you to make
sure that we work together to do the very best for our men and
women in uniform to ensure their readiness in very challenging
times.

And this is always been the—one of the things I truly enjoy
about the Armed Services Committee is the strong bipartisan sup-
port and work that we do together. And I look forward to doing
that, certainly, with you, Senator Shaheen. So, thank you so much.

I also want to thank very much our witnesses for your dedication
and your distinguished service to our Nation. And, despite these
difficult times and all that we have asked of our servicemembers,
recruiting and retention remain strong, and our units continue to
accomplish their missions. This is a testament to the quality of our
men and women in uniform, but it is also a testament to your lead-
ership. So, thank you very, very much.

The tragic events in Boston this week remind us that, despite the
heroic efforts of our military forces and also efforts on our home-
land security over the past 12 years, our country still remains vul-
nerable to terrorist attacks. We heard, this morning, from Director
of National Intelligence James Clapper, that, quote, “National secu-
rity threats are more diverse, interconnected, and viral than at any
time in history.” When faced with this ever-increasing range of
threats, our Nation expects that our men and women in uniform
have the very best equipment and training that they need to pro-
tect our Nation. And when our loved ones and fellow citizens step
forward to serve, raise their right hand, and agree to deploy and
face danger to protect the rest of us, we owe it to them to give
them the very best support they can to accomplish their mission
and to come home safely. When we fail to provide our
servicemembers the very best training and equipment, we neglect
our most fundamental constitutional duties as a Congress: to pro-
vide for the defense of this Nation.

Allies, rivals, and potential enemies around the world are watch-
ing. When we allow our military readiness to deteriorate, friends
and potential foes, alike, begin to question our resolve and capa-
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bility, reducing the credibility of our deterrent. Potential enemies
need to know that we have the capability to decisively respond to
any attack on our Nation and on our citizens.

To solidify this deterrence, we need our military forces to be con-
stantly ready to defend and protect our interests and those of our
allies. Our military remains the very best in the world, and we are
so proud of our military. But, as General Dempsey testified yester-
day, quote, “When budget uncertainty is combined with the mecha-
nism and magnitude of sequestration, the consequences could lead
to a security gap, vulnerability against future threats to our Na-
tional security interests.”

That is exactly what my concerns are, and I echo the concerns
that were discussed by the Chair about the impact of sequestration.

In January 2013, the Marine Corps reported that over 50 percent
of its nondeployed combat units were rated with degraded readi-
ness, while the Army is reporting that over 70 percent of those
same forces have significantly degraded readiness. The Air Force
has reported that less than half of its combat forces are ready, and
there is a significant risk in its ability to meet contingency require-
ments. And, General Spencer, when we met, the other day, when
you talked about the impact of sequestration in 2013 as being an
18-percent reduction in sorties, that’s really jaw-dropping.

By the end of October, a majority of the Navy’s nondeployed
ships and aviation squadrons, nearly two-thirds of the fleet, will be
less than fully mission-capable and not certified for major combat
operations.

These are alarming trends for our force readiness, given the
threats we confront around the world and given the challenges that
we have asked our men and women to do in conflicts we've been
involved in, both in Iraq and Afghanistan and other conflicts we've
supported around the world. They’'ve done their very best. But, of
course, that has taken a toll on our readiness, and we need to
reset.

Yet, here we are, faced with sequestration, which is devastating
cuts to—we just talked about flying hours, quote, “steaming days,”
and other core training requirements, as well as reduced mainte-
nance for military systems and equipments that will result in de-
clining readiness.

As the prepared statements of our witnesses today describe, the
military is increasingly consuming readiness faster than it is being
produced, resulting in a declining margin of safety for the Amer-
ican people and also, of course, our men and women in uniform. We
are standing down flying units, canceling major unit rotations and
carrier group deployments, deferring depot and shipyard work, cur-
tailing facility repairs, and extracting limited savings from the pay-
checks of dedicated Defense civilians through furloughs. We all
know that it’s not just our men and women in uniform, but those
who work in the civilian sector have a critical role in supporting
our men and women in uniform.

We are creating a bow wave of reduced readiness and increased
risk that will take years to recover. We cannot continue to accept
this. The ultimate price for reduced readiness will be paid by the
men and women serving on the front lines for our country around
the world.
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I want to close by quoting General Dempsey from a hearing the
full committee recently held in an attempt to shed light on the dev-
astating impacts of sequestration to our National security and the
real prospect of a hollow force. He said, quote, “Sequestration will
redefine our military security role in the world. It will reduce our
influence and our ability to secure our National interests. The ero-
sion in military capacity will be manifested in our ability to deter
adversaries, assure allies and partners, sustain global presence,
and surge for contingencies,” end quote.

Madam Chair, I share the concerns you have echoed about our
military’s readiness trends, particularly in light of sequestration. I
look forward to our witnesses this afternoon providing a candid and
specific assessment as to the damage to their services’ readiness
being caused by budget uncertainty and sequestration. I hope this
hearing will demonstrate to Congress and the American people the
urgent need to craft a bipartisan compromise this year, to identify
alternative spending reductions that will allow us to eliminate De-
fense sequestration and provide our men and women in uniform
the certainty and support that they deserve.

I thank you so much for holding this important hearing, Madam
chair.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much, Senator Ayotte.

We're going to begin with you, General Campbell, and go to your
left. And I misspoke earlier when I said you had 7 minutes. I think
you only have 6 minutes. The 7-minute round is for our questions.
[Laughter.]

As it should be. So, thank you, General—

General CAMPBELL. I can beat that standard, ma’am.

Senator SHAHEEN.—Campbell.

STATEMENT OF GEN JOHN F. CAMPBELL, USA, VICE CHIEF OF
STAFF, U.S. ARMY

General CAMPBELL. Madam Chair Shaheen, Ranking Member
Ayotte, distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you
very much for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss
the readiness of your U.S. Army.

On behalf of Army Secretary John McHugh and the Army Chief
of Staff Ray Odierno, I would also like to take this opportunity to
thank all of you for your support and your demonstrated commit-
ment to our soldiers, our Army civilians, and our families.

I have submitted my written for testimony and for the record,
and I will keep my opening remarks here very brief, and look for-
ward to answering, candidly, the questions that you will ask us
today on readiness.

We certainly do appreciate the continued support from Congress
by the enactment, last month, of the fiscal year 2013 DOD appro-
priations bill. Although these measures provided the Department of
Defense some transfer authority to mitigate the risk to readiness
and alleviate nearly $6 billion of the Army’s operations and mainte-
nance account shortfall for fiscal year 2013, it doesn’t resolve the
remaining OCO shortfall that the Army has. And that is very, very
significant, and I can talk through that as we go through the ques-
tions.
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With the events in the world today, with Korea, Syria, Iran, the
continued fight in Afghanistan—ma’am, as you said, in Boston—a
discussion on readiness could not come at a more critical time. I've
only been the vice chief for about a little over a month, but I was
the Army’s G-3, the operations officer, for 18 months prior to that,
and I was a division commander in Afghanistan with the 101st for
a year. And so, readiness is always on my mind.

For combat experience, the Army remains the world’s best-
trained and -equipped land force in the world. However, as you
said, our Army is currently experiencing severe fiscal challenges
that have serious implications for our ability to provide trained and
ready forces for our combatant commanders and for our Nation.

The reality is that, if sequestration continues as it is and does
not change between fiscal year 2014 through fiscal year 2021, the
Army will simply not have the resources to support the current De-
fense strategic guidance, and we risk becoming a hollow force.

Maintaining a ready Army is not cheap, and we realize that, and
we’re not looking for more readiness than we need or that we can
afford. But, we cannot afford, from a national security perspective,
an Army that is unable to deploy, fight, and win our Nation’s wars.
Here are just a few examples of how sequestration is impacting
your Army today:

As you know, the Army will reduce its force by 89,000 Active sol-
diers through fiscal year 2017. This is in accordance with the fiscal
year 2011 Budget Control Act. Full sequestration will result in the
significant loss of additional soldiers from the active, the National
Guard, and the Army Reserve.

To meet the sequester targets to protect warfighter funding in
fiscal year 2013, we’re currently curtailing training for 80 percent
of our ground forces for the next fiscal year. We’ve canceled six
combat maneuver training exercises at the National Training Cen-
ter, in the Joint Readiness Training Center, and this impacts our
readiness. We're focusing only on those that go to Afghanistan,
}:‘hose that follow them, the forces in Korea, and then homeland de-

ense.

Sequestration will also result in delays to every one of our ten
major modernization programs, including ground combat vehicle,
the network, and the joint light tactical vehicle. In most cases, this
will increase their costs. It will create an inability to reset our
equipment after 12 years of war. We've also canceled the majority
of our third- and fourth-quarter depot maintenance. This will result
in the termination of employees and a significant delay in equip-
ment readiness for six of our ten divisions, Active divisions.

Finally, while the Army will make every effort to protect critical
Army family programs, they will be unavoidably affected by work-
force reductions, cuts to base sustainment funding, the elimination
of contracts, and the widespread use of soldiers in base support
tasks. This will also detract from training from our wartime mis-
sion. This will further complicate our efforts for the requirement
that the Army has to operate for long stretches underneath a con-
tinuing resolution. To a limited extent, the impact of spending re-
ductions can be mitigated a little if funding remains timely and
predictable, enabling the Army to plan, resource, and manage pro-
grams that yield a ready force.
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As always the Army will do our utmost to efficiently utilize the
resources that Congress has appropriated for the remainder of fis-
cal year 2013.

If I sound concerned, it is because we live in a world where stra-
tegic uncertainty is increasing. Ma’am, you heard that today in the
hearings. With that in mind, and knowing that the United States
will have interests in a range of conflicts, I am certain that our sol-
diers will be called upon to deploy and fight in the future. The les-
sons of history on this point are very compelling.

While we recognize there will be tough choices and necessary
sacrifices in the days ahead, we also recognize that we must act re-
sponsibly in order to ensure that what remains is a force of capa-
ble—a capable force successfully meeting our national security re-
quirements. Whatever its size, our Army must remain highly
trained, equipped, and ready.

Maintaining credibility based on capability, readiness, and mod-
ernization is essential to averting miscalculations by potential ad-
versaries. And our Nation can accept nothing less.

Yesterday, General Dempsey stated, “There are plenty of con-
stituents for infrastructure, compensation, and weapons, but not
readiness.” The members of this subcommittee, you really under-
stand readiness, and we appreciate you taking the time to ensure
that readiness remains a priority for our Nation.

Chairman, Senator Ayotte, and the members of the sub-
committee, I thank you again for your steadfast support of your
Army, of our outstanding men and women, Army civilians, and our
families. I look forward to your questions.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of General Campbell follows:]

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much, General Campbell.

Admiral Ferguson.

STATEMENT OF ADM MARK E. FERGUSON III, USN, VICE CHIEF
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, U.S. NAVY

Admiral FERGUSON. Madam Chair, Senator Ayotte, and distin-
guished members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity
to testify today on Navy readiness and our fiscal year 2014 budget
request. It’s my great honor to represent the men and women of
the United States Navy.

With the high global demand for naval forces, we are appre-
ciative of the support of the Congress in passing an fiscal year 2013
appropriations bill. This legislation provided us the necessary au-
thorities and reduced the shortfall in our readiness accounts from
8.6 billion to 4.1 billion for this fiscal year.

As we reconcile our spending plan for the remainder of this fiscal
year, it is clear that sequestration has impacted our ability to train
our people, maintain our existing force structure, and invest in fu-
ture capability and capacity. By the end of this fiscal year, two-
thirds of our nondeployed ships and aviation squadrons will be less
than fully mission capable and not certified for major combat oper-
ations. Due to sequestration, we reduced funding in fiscal year
2013 for our investment accounts by 6.1 billion. This will mean re-
ducing quantities of procurement, delaying the introduction of new
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systems into the fleet, and incurring increased costs to complete
systems development.

At our shore bases, we have deferred about 16 percent of our
planned facilities sustainment and upgrades, about $1 billion worth
of base operating support and improvements. We continue to re-
duce expenditures in other areas, as well. In coordination with the
combatant commanders, the Secretary of Defense has approved se-
lected deployment delays and cancellations to conserve operating
funds. Civic outreach efforts, such as the Blue Angels and U.S. port
visits, have been canceled to preserve funds for our deployed and
next-to-deploy units.

As we address the shortfalls in fiscal year 2013, we intend to ad-
dress them with the following priorities. We have to fund our must-
pay bills, such as utilities and leases; fund fleet operations to meet
the adjudicated combatant command requirements; provide fleet
training, maintenance, and certification for next-to-deploy forces;
and fund necessary base operations and renovation projects to sup-
port training, operations, and our sailors and their families.

Our fiscal year 2014 request continues the CNQO’s readiness pri-
orities of warfighting first, operating forward, and being ready, and
is especially focused on supporting our shift to the Pacific and sup-
plying ready forces for the combatant commanders. To meet our
full readiness requirements, we are dependent upon the baseline
budget, as well as supplemental funding. With fiscal year 2014
0OCO funding, we anticipate meeting our projected operational re-
quirements, and we will make every effort to recover the deferred
maintenance on our ships and aircraft. Our budget request, with
0CO, will allow the Navy to retain the ability to train, certify, and
deploy two carrier strike groups and two amphibious ready groups,
fully mission capable and certified for major combat operations. We
will also retain an additional carrier strike group and amphibious
ready group, fully mission capable and available for surge response.

If agreement is not reached to avoid the Budget Control Act re-
ductions, our fiscal year 2014 obligation authority could be reduced
by 10 to 14 billion, with approximately 5 to 6 billion coming from
our readiness accounts. This would compel the Navy to again dra-
matically reduce operations, maintenance, and procurement, pre-
venting us from meeting combatant command requirements, and
negatively impacting our industrial base.

As exemplified by recent events in the Middle East and Western
Pacific, our Navy must continue to operate where it matters, when
it matters, to conduct the missions our Nation expects of us. We
see no lessening of combatant commander requirements in the fu-
ture.

We look forward, Madam Chair and Senator Ayotte, to working
with the committee as we advance through the budget process to
ensure our Navy stands ready to protect and defend America’s in-
terests at sea. On behalf of all our men and women—Active, Re-
serve, and civilian—I thank you for your support, and I look for-
ward to your questions.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Ferguson follows:]

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much.

General Paxton.
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STATEMENT OF GEN. JOHN M. PAXTON, JR., USMC, ASSISTANT
COMMANDANT, U.S. MARINE CORPS

General PAXTON. Good afternoon, Chairman Shaheen, Ranking
Member Ayotte, and the members of the committee. Thank you for
1(:jhe opportunity to report on the readiness of your U.S. Marine

orps.

Right now, more than 23,000 marines are forward deployed and
forward engaged. More than 9,000 are in Afghanistan, while oth-
ers, partnered with our closest joint partner, the U.S. Navy, are
globally deployed, protecting influence, deterring aggression, build-
ing partner capacity, and poised for crisis response.

With the submission of the President’s budget, your Corps’ next
deployers—those who are due to leave between June and October
to Operation Enduring Freedom, on our Marine Expeditionary
Units, on our Unit Deployment Program, and for tactical aviation
integration—those next deployers will remain fully trained,
equipped, and ready. We anticipate the same for the deployers due
to leave after that, between November and February. However,
after that point, we are less confident about our sustained readi-
ness.

With the onset of sequestration in March, we commenced a delib-
erate, yet, unfortunately, unplanned and uncoordinated, series of
cuts to Defense programs and capabilities. The Secretary of De-
fense, both the current and the former, and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, our Commandant, and my own predecessor,
have repeatedly counseled that sequestration effects will be quick,
stark, often unanticipated, and potentially devastating in the long
term. As we have scrubbed our operations, sustainment, and mod-
ernization plans over the past 3 to 4 months, I can assure you that
the effects of sequester will be serious, prolonged, and difficult to
quickly reverse or repair.

Some of these sequestration impacts are in areas neither the
Congress nor DOD would have liked to have had adversely im-
pacted—most notably, on the forward deployment of individuals
and units ready for combat. I look forward to explaining examples
of anticipated adverse impacts on our training proficiency, on
equipment maintenance, and on unit readiness. In all of these
areas, the impacts will be slow to predict, difficult to localize, and
challenging to reverse.

As we navigate the current fiscal environment, we will strive to
maintain balance across the five pillars of readiness for your
United States Marine Corps:

Pillar number one is to recruit and retain the highest quality
people. Pillar two is to maintain a high state of unit readiness. Pil-
lar three is the ability to meet combatant commanders’ require-
ments with marines. Pillar four is to ensure that we maintain ap-
propriate infrastructure investment. And pillar five is to keep an
eye towards the future by investing in the capabilities we’ll need
for tomorrow’s challenges—modernization.

As we begin this hearing, I would like to highlight a few points
from my written statement.

With regard to high-quality people, your U.S. Marine Corps con-
tinues to achieve 100 percent of its officer and enlisted recruiting
goals for both the Active and the Reserve components, while ex-



11

ceeding DOD quality standards for high school graduates and men-
tal categories.

Within the ranks of our civilian marines, an integral part of our
force, they face potential readiness and human impacts associated
with potential furloughs.

With regard to the second pillar, unit readiness, the Marine
Corps has, and always will, sourced the best-trained, most ready
forces to meet combatant commander requirements. Equipment
readiness of our nondeployed units is of great concern to us. We
have taxed our home station units as the billpayer to ensure that
marines in Afghanistan and in our Marine Expeditionary Units
have everything that they need. As a result, the majority of our
nlondeployed forces are reporting degraded material readiness lev-
els.

Additionally, the tempo of operations and the harsh environ-
ments in which we have been operating over the past decade has
accelerated the wear and tear on our equipment. Money to reset
and rebuild the Marine Corps will be required for several addi-
tional years after the end of the war. This will have the added im-
pact of delaying our rebalance to the Pacific until well after the
2017 projections.

Finally, we continue to proudly support the Department of De-
fense colleagues at 152 embassies and consulates around the world.
Our fiscal year 2014 budget request funds 1,635 marines for this
program. In the aftermath of events at some of our diplomatic mis-
sions, and as requested by Congress, we are working with the De-
partment of State, the Department of Defense, and the Joint Staff,
and we seek your continued support as we determine the need for
additional manning of approximately 1,000 marines, and the asso-
ciated funding to support them. We will report back to you and the
committee by October 1st on this initiative.

I thank each of you for your faithfulness and your bipartisan
support to our Nation’s military. I request that my written testi-
mony be accepted for the record.

Your Corps remains committed to providing a Nation—the Na-
tion a ready force capable of handling today’s crisis today.

I look forward to your questions. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of General Paxton follows:]

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

General Spencer.

STATEMENT OF GEN. LARRY O. SPENCER, USAF, VICE CHIEF
OF STAFTF, U.S. AIR FORCE

General SPENCER. Good afternoon, Madam Chair, Ranking Mem-
ber Ayotte, and distinguished members of the subcommittee.
Thank you for the opportunity to share the Air Force’s current
readiness posture.

The cornerstone of our airmen’s ability to provide air power for
the Nation at a moment’s notice anywhere in the world is their
readiness. Today, we are concerned about readiness for two rea-
sons. First, two decades of sustained combat operations in missions
around the world have stressed our force, decreased our readiness,
and limited our ability to train for the full spectrum of missions
our COCOM commanders might call upon us to provide. Second,
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just as we were about to take a step forward in our fiscal year 2014
President’s budget submission to arrest that decline in training and
return to full-spectrum readiness, sequestration took us several
steps back, and its impacts are not only affecting us now, but will
continue to do so in the future.

You have already heard that sequestration will force us to induct
60 less airplanes and 35 less engines into our depots. This will
have a direct impact on the aircraft available for our missions.

You may also be aware that sequestration has forced us to re-
duce approximately 200,000 flying hours in the last 6 months of
the year. This reduction in flying hours and related support forced
us to recently stand down nine fighter squadrons and three bomber
squadrons. These standdowns are a direct hit to our readiness pos-
ture.

To put a face on this, last week I spoke with the wing com-
mander at one of our three F-15E wings. In addition to having two
combat-coder fighter squadrons, one of which has been stood down,
she also has two squadrons which are part of the formal training
unit, or FTU, that trains new F-15E pilots and weapons systems
operators. Since the remaining F-15E squadrons in the Air Force
are either stood down or preparing to deploy, she has only the re-
maining—she has the only remaining squadron that is currently
flying to full combat readiness.

Graduating from FTU is the final step before our young F-15E
pilots and weapons systems operators move on to one of the three
wings to begin their career in the jet that they dreamed of. It’s the
reason they joined the Air Force. The commander worries about the
morale of her fighter pilots and weapons systems operators with no
jets to fly. And, depending on how long the jets remain stood down,
she worries about how she and her fellow wing commanders will
get their pilots and weapons systems operators requalified.

Before I completed my college degree and became a commis-
sioned officer, I spent 8 years in the Air Force as an enlisted mem-
ber. I can tell you firsthand that all my fellow airmen and myself
wanted was to ensure we could launch and maintain airplanes and
space satellites so that we can fly, fight, and win, as our Nation
expects us to do. Whether we guard at the front gate, worked in
finance, maintained the base infrastructure, or turned a wrench on
an aircraft, we all got goosebumps when the Earth seemed to shake
beneath a space vehicle launch or the roar of a jet engine, some-
thing we refer to as the sound of freedom.

While we focus today—while our focus today is on readiness, we
cannot forget that a ready force also needs to be modern and tech-
nologically advanced. Not modernizing our force in a timely man-
ner will likely increase unit costs and drive inefficiencies for our
long-term programs, like the F-35, KC—46, and long-range strike
bomber, that are so critical to our continued ability to hold targets
at risk around the globe.

Near term, modernization is also necessary to conduct our core
missions. For example, we must modernize our fourth-generation
F-15s and F-16s until we have sufficient fifth-generation aircraft
to continue to provide the joint team with the air superiority on
which they and America rely.
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Madam Chair and committee members, our Nation is fortunate
to have world-class people who work hard to produce world-class
air power every day. Despite the current challenges we face, our
airmen are the finest in the world, and they have—throughout our
history, are stepping up to the challenge to deliver global vigilance,
global reach, and global power for America.

The Air Force supports combatant command missions that re-
quire 24/7 availability and attention. Many of our high-priority
missions cannot be done adequately, and in some cases cannot be
done safely, at low readiness levels. Allowing the Air Force to slip
to a lower state of readiness that requires a subsequent long build-
up to full combat effectiveness will negate the essential strategic
advantages of air power and put the joint forces at increased risk.

America’s Air Force remains the most capable in the world, but
we cannot allow readiness levels to decline further, and moderniza-
tion cannot wait for the next cycle of increased Defense spending.

The United States Air Force and our sister services comprise the
premier fighting force on the planet, and our Air Force leadership
team is fully committed to ensuring that we remain so.

Thank you, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Spencer follows:]

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much, everyone.

You've all spoken very eloquently to the potential impact of se-
questration. One of the things that I have been struck by as I've
listened to you and talked to other of our leaders in the military
is that this is not just a problem for 2013, but it becomes an in-
creasingly difficult problem as we go into 2014 and beyond. So, I
wonder if you could talk about what our forces are going to look
like at the beginning of 2014 if sequestration remains in place. And
then, assuming we can address it by the beginning of 2014, how
long will it take us to restore readiness to the levels that you all
would like to see?

And I don’t know if someone would like to go first or—I'm going
to ask all of you to address that.

General SPENCER. Sure, Senator, I'll start.

First of all, we don’t know what our budget is in 2014 and out
yet, so there is a lot of uncertainty there. There’s—you know,
there’s the law—current law, which is sequestration; and there’s
the President’s budget submission; and there is a House and Sen-
ate version. So, we don’t know yet what our future is. So, that un-
certainty is very unsettling.

But, let me give it a couple of examples. If you stand—I mean,
I—at home, I have a 1972 Monte Carlo—Chevrolet Monte Carlo.
And because it’s old, I have to start that car at least once a week
to get the transmission and everything working, or it won’t run
very well. It gets cranky. Airplanes are similar. If you sit airplanes
down and you don’t turn the engines, you don’t—they don’t taxi,
they don’t takeoff, they don’t work very well. So, if you stand down
airplanes over several months, that’s a problem.

Number two, obviously the aircrews are not flying those air-
planes. And so, over time, their currency degrades and deteriorates.

The same with the maintenance crews that—or, the maintenance
troops that fix those airplanes. If they aren’t fixing airplanes, if
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they aren’t working on airplanes, then they are not as sharp as
they need to be.

So, that’s airplanes. On the other—just to give you another ex-
ample, I mentioned that we’re going to send 60 less aircraft and
35 less engines in the depot. I used to be the vice commander of
the depot in Oklahoma City. For a KC-135, which is a tanker, it
takes over—a little over 200 days to get that airplane in, get it
stripped down, fully redone, and out. So, that’s 200 days for just
that airplane.

When you start backing up that line of airplanes that are
stuck—so, first of all, you have those airplanes who can’t fly in, so
now, depending on how many hours they have on them, they, too,
will be grounded and are sitting around. You've got the civilians,
there, who potentially could be furloughed. And so—and you’ve got
those engines, now, that are backed up. And so, you've got this
whole clogged system of airplanes and engines and people that
need to move and need to be active to be sharp.

So, we—it’s almost like a weight or an anchor, if you will, that
we're going to pull, now, from 2013 cross the 2014 line. So, regard-
less of what happens in 2014, if sequestration goes away and we
cross that line into 2014, we've still got those airplanes and those
pilots and those maintenance people and those engines and those
aircraft who didn’t go into depot sitting on our doorstep. So, we
have to start, first, in that hole, to try to dig ourselves out.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Anyone want to add to that at all?

General PAXTON. If you wanted us to go by service, Madam
Chair, and—just a few things on the Marines side. I would echo
what General Spencer said, in that, with the fiscal cuts, the deg-
radation may be linear, but the restoration is not linear. Because
once you bottom out, things don’t repair that quickly, either the
equipment or the lack of training for the individual or the training
for the “cohesed” unit, if you will.

As an example, I would take, on the Marines side, our F-16 air-
craft—our F-18 aircraft. Right now, we have 5 of our 12 squadrons
deployed, and we have another squadron that’s a training squad-
ron. Those are fully manned, organized, trained, and equipped.
And, as I said in my written and oral statements, we believe that
those squadrons will stay that way, not only for the current deploy-
ment, but at least for the next two deployers, the one that will go
in the fall and the one that will go late winter, early spring.

What that means, though, is, for the seven squadrons who are
back at home, that they have aircraft that are not going into their
phased maintenance, and they’re what we call out-of-cycle report-
ing. So, with the passage of time, those aircraft will stay off the
line. Their gripes or their maintenance complaints will go up, and
then the repairs will go down.

So, what we will have is pilots, who need to train on those air-
craft, who will not get their minimums. So, what—right now, we
have 12 average aircraft per squadron, and normally we have
about 9 or 10 that are up and ready. Our prediction is that, a year
from now, those squadrons will only have 5 or 6 aircraft that are
up and ready, about half of that number. And the 19 pilots who are
in the queue waiting to train will then be vying for minimal hours
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on those aircraft. Plus, if you tie it in with the Navy, if they have
reduced steaming days, some of those pilots will need to get night-
vision operations or deck bounces on the aircraft. So, it's a
compounding effect.

So, the linear degradation won’t get restored the same way,
ma’am.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Admiral?

Admiral FERGUSON. I would just add, is that, as you look at se-
questration, the impacts on both the readiness accounts, where
we're adjudicating 4 billion in reductions in—so, we’ve deferred
some of that maintenance, and we’ve moved that training into this
year. On our shore infrastructure, we've deferred about a billion
dollars’ worth of work, and so that will take about 5 years to re-
cover. On our depot maintenance, if we get the fiscal year 2014 lev-
els, we can try and eliminate or—that backlog in about a year or
two, on the ship side.

But, this cumulative effect of introducing new capabilities, be-
cause a 6-billion reduction in investments and then there’s another
reduction next year—it’s going to be very difficult to catch up. And
the effects, I would agree, are cumulative, particularly on the read-
iness side. And it does take longer, and more expensive, for you to
recover that readiness later.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

General CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am, I'd agree with all my colleagues,
here. We're really compounding risks. So, as we continue to move
to the right, your Army—our BCTs—I'll use that as a measure-
ment; easier to do that—if they’re trained at a brigade level, which
is what we would send them to go fight, we talked about 80 percent
by the first quarter fiscal year 2014 being at squad level. And so,
that will take more time, more resources to get them up to a level
to be able to deploy. And it’'s—and it is about time, and it is about
risk.

An example would be if General Thurman, in Korea, had to de-
ploy BCTs for an op plan. Without going into great numbers, if we
continue on the path we’re at, he said, “I need X amount of BCTs,”
probably by the first quarter of 2014, we’d be able to provide him
the one that’s already on the ground in Korea, because we’ll con-
tinue to fund that where it is today; we have the global response
force that we’ll continue to fund; we may have one or two other
BCTs who are at a level they can rapidly respond. The rest of them
will take more time, more resources to build out of that hole. We'll
continue to dig that hole in 2013; it'll carry over into 2014.

On the aviation piece, as far as the Army’s concerned, on pilots,
the same issues with pilots and being able to train in the time. An
example: Two years ago, we had a backlog of pilots, at Fort Rucker,
of about 300. It took us about 3 years to get them back up to speed.
We're looking at, now, about 700 pilots, based on fiscal year 2013
numbers, that we’re going to have to carry over into 2014. We an-
ticipate probably 3 to 4 years to get them back up to a level they
need to be required at.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you. Thank you all.

Senator Ayotte.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you very much, Madam Chairman.
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I wanted to ask, to follow up on Senator Shaheen’s question on
sequestration, and particularly wanted to ask about the concept of
a hollow force. Something that we’ve talked about, heard about, I
think we’ve seen, historically—for example, the examples of Task
Force Smith, in Korea, when we’ve previously reduced Defense
spending and been brought to a hollow force. Can you please let me
know, on your testimony—probably starting with the—certainly,
each of the branches, but starting with the Army—you know,
what—what are the indicators of a hollow force? What—based on
those indicators, how—as we go forward with sequestration, how
close are we to a hollow force? And when does that risk become
grave?

General CAMPBELL. Thank you, ma’am.

As you know, for a hollow force, we really look at three compo-
nents: end strength, modernization, and then readiness. As you
noted Task Force Smith, after Korea—after every conflict, we con-
tinue to bring our Armed Forces down. The difference today is that
we live probably in the most dangerous times of our life, we are
in a continued fight for the next couple of years, and, as we’re try-
ing to bring down that force, we've got to continue to supply that
force.

So, we have to balance both modernization, which we’re not able
to do, with sequestration, to the level that we think is required.
End strength, as you know, we’re already coming down 80,000 on
the active side. At 490, based on the Defense guidance now, we be-
lieve that we can accomplish the missions that are required. But,
with sequestration, we will definitely go below 490.

For the active and for the Guard and for the Reserve: For the
Guard, we cut 8,000, but no end strength. For the Reserve, we cut
1,000, and no end strength. That was based off the Budget Control
Act. Under sequestration, we’ll have to go back to the National
Guard and to the Reserve and take a proportional cut from those
forces, as well.

So, when we get end strength, the modernization, and the readi-
ness out of balance—you could have a very large end strength, but
1}’7101111 can’t modernize, you can’t get them trained—then you become

ollow.

Senator AYOTTE. Any other comments on that? [No response.]

Just so our colleagues understand, even beyond this committee,
isn’t that—this concept of a hollow force is a real, tangible risk of
sequestration, that, if we follow through with this, we could end up
in this position, given, right now, I think, the readiness of our
forces; meaning we've fought valiantly in Iraq and Afghanistan,
and they’re phenomenal, but this is a real risk that we face if we
continue on this.

Admiral FERGUSON. Senator, I would just add, there’s one other
element, for us, because we're a very capital-intensive service. We
rely on our industrial base and the ability to create the new weap-
on systems, maintain our ships and aircraft. And that is an ele-
ment, as well, in addition to the three that General Campbell men-
tioned that I agree with.

Senator AYOTTE. And, Admiral Ferguson, following up on that,
where are we with our fleet size? You know, we've said that we
need, I believe, 306, is it, as a fleet size for the Nation to meet all
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of the requirements of our strategic guidance for the Nation and
for, obviously, our shift to the Asia Pacific region. So, where are we
now with that, with sequestration? And where does our fleet end
up if we continue with these cuts, going forward, over the—not
only the fiscal yearDP, but going over to the 10-year period?

Admiral FERGUSON. Well, Senator, I think, if you—when we sub-
mit our 30-year shipbuilding plan with this budget, you’ll see that
we project to be at approximately 300 ships by 2019, is what our
current projections are, assuming that level of funding. With se-
questration, that number will have to come down to keep the readi-
ness of the force in balance so that the ships we have are ready.
And we see that number, you know, in the fiscal yearDP period,
falling to about 260, I would believe; and then, over the long term,
the fleet size would decrease even smaller than that.

Senator AYOTTE. Previously, I had heard that number of—if we
keep going over the—to the 10-year period, that it could get down
to 230-235. Is that true, Admiral?

Admiral FERGUSON. That is a correct number, yes, ma’am.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you for that.

I also wanted to understand, in thinking about the Virginia-class
submarine program—first of all, how is that program performing,
operationally?

Admiral FERGUSON. The Virginia class is performing extraor-
dinarily well, operationally. It’s very stealthy, it’s valuable, it con-
tributes across a whole range of joint force missions. We're very
happy with it. In terms of production, it’s coming in on its cost tar-
gets, and it’s even being produced ahead of schedule by the build-
ers. So we're

Senator AYOTTE. How often can we say that around here? You
know? That’s great.

And what percentage right now of combatant commander re-
quirements for attack submarines was the Navy able to support in
fiscal year 2012?

Admiral FERGUSON. We’re meeting 100 percent of what the Joint
Staff adjudicates. But, of the actual combatant commander re-
quests, it’s about half of those, about 50

Senator AYOTTE. So, half of what our combatant commanders ask
for support from the attack submarines?

Admiral FERGUSON. That’s correct.

Senator AYOTTE. And obviously, if our fleet were to go down sub-
stantially, that would be even a more diminished number, based on
what they think they need in the field.

Admiral FERGUSON. That’s correct, Senator.

Senator AYOTTE. And how important is it that we go forward
with the Virginia payload module as it is now—

Admiral FERGUSON. Well, as you

Senator AYOTTE.—to the attack submarine fleet?

Admiral FERGUSON.—as you look at our force structure, we are—
the SSGN fleet will reach the end of its service life. And so, we're
investing in the RDT&E project to add a Virginia-payload module,
which would give us a strike capability from that vessel. We're tar-
geting the Block 5 buy to finish the design work to make the deci-
sion to install it. But, we think it’s important to replace that strike
capability from the submarine force.
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you.

General Campbell and General Paxton—so, at this point, as
we’re reducing the size of our forces—you talked about, General
Campbell, us going to 490 with an 80,000 reduction in the Army.
Are we in a place where we have to do any involuntary separa-
tions? And, as we move forward and we have to make—if we con-
tinue with the sequestration and have to make further reductions
to our forces, will there have to be involuntary separations, which,
of course, so people understand, we’'re—we would be issuing these,
sometimes, to individuals who have served multiple tours, who
have done what we've asked of them, and then, here we are, say-
ing, you know, “We’d like you to go.”

So, General, can you tell us what the possibility of that is?

General CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am. For the 80,000 decrease we're
going through right now, we really worked hard to get the per-
sonnel policies to make sure we could take care of all of our sol-
diers and families, working most of that reduction by regular attri-
tion, but we will have to take down involuntary separations for
colonels and for lieutenant colonels. We'll try to keep that number
low. At some point, we'll probably have to go to the captain level
and reduce some of our captains, as well. So, these could be young
captains that served two or three, maybe multiple tours, either in
Afghanistan and/or Iraq. We are working that very hard with our
leadership. We will be very compassionate. But, again, that’s
80,000. We will have to do some involuntary separation. We will
have to do a lot more of those through sequestration.

General PAXTON. Yeah, thank you, Senator Ayotte.

Much in line with the Army, we have a planned reduction. As
you know, with the—after September 11, the Marine Corps went
from about 185 or 186 up to 202,000. We’re on our way down to
186 now. We thought, prior to sequestration, and certainly in the
immediate aftermath, that we may have to go down to about
182,000. So—General Amos has articulated that in his testimony.
So, we have a drawdown plan, if you will, to get from 202 to 186
and perhaps to 182.

Right now, our cohorts that have come in through entry level are
leaving, probably, at about the 3,500 to 5,000 a year. We can man-
age that over the handful of the next couple of years.

It’s obvious that recruiting and retention at the entry level will
not be sufficient. We have to grade-shape the force. This past year,
for the first time in many years, we did do selective early retire-
ments. So, at the lieutenant-colonel-to-colonel and major-to-lieuten-
ant-colonel level, those who had been looked at and not selected,
we did do some selective early retirements. Very modest number,
but we’'ve—we predict that we will probably have to do that again.

We—as you know, we’re about 65 percent first-term. So, most of
the marines are under the age of 25. So, it becomes important,
then, as we do what General Campbell said, which is to balance
our readiness and our modernization, that we’re going to have to
grade-shape those who are there. Many have stayed and served
most admirably in Iraq and Afghanistan, but, at some point, some
of the ones—whether they’re a master gunnery sergeant, sergeant
major or a lieutenant colonel/colonel, we just won’t be able to keep
them around.
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Senator AYOTTE. Thank you all for being here.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Senator Donnelly.

Senator DONNELLY. Thank you, Madam Chair.

And thank all of you for your efforts.

One of the areas we’ve been working on is the tragedy of suicide
in our military. And I would like to thank each of the services and
the Veterans Administration for recognizing the damage that this
causes. And currently our mental health system relies on the
servicemember’s or veteran’s willingness to self-report. The backup
to the system is relying on peers and coworkers and—to make
judgment calls as to the mental health of the servicemember.

Suicide mental health is often considered a personnel issue, but
I also consider it to be a readiness issue. And this is something,
when we looked—it breaks your heart that more committed suicide
than were killed in Afghanistan last year. We don’t want to lose
anybody at any time, but you think of that figure, and it is stag-
gering. And as we try to solve this problem—to each of you—what
do you see as the leading cause of this within the military?

Admiral FERGUSON. Well, Senator, we’ve done a lot of work on
that recently. We appointed a task force, headed by a two-star, that
really looked at the Navy issues, followed on the work of the Army
and the other services.

Senator DONNELLY. And, by the way, I just want to mention,
very quickly, General Chiarelli, was formerly Vice Chief, has done
an extraordinary job working on this. It is his passion, I know that.

Admiral FERGUSON. Yeah. What we’re seeing, it’s—they’re not
service- or Navy-unique. It’s relationship problems, psychiatric his-
tory, discipline, legal problems, and physical health. We don’t see
a tie, in the Navy cases, to OPTEMPO, and we actually don’t see
a generational divide, in terms of millennials being more suscep-
tible than other generations. They're actually not. They’re bringing
our rates down.

We see the main risk factors of those that lose a feeling of be-
longing—to an organization or to a family. They feel overwhelming
hopelessness, and they’ve overcome the fear of hurting themselves,
to make the pain that theyre experiencing go away. And so, we
think we have to address those factors as we go forward. That’s
what we see as the causes.

General CAMPBELL. Senator, I'd just echo that, as well. And we,
a couple of weeks ago, started our Ready and Resilient Campaign.
Really, we have to look at it from a cultural change in the Army,
on suicides. It is about education. You’re absolutely right. It is all
about readiness, and we have to make that tie. We have to con-
tinue to work to make sure that people understand the trends that
we see out there; the same ones that the Navy just talked about
are the same ones that we see.

This is not a service issue, this is a national issue. And if you
take a look at our Nation, I think it’s one every 14 or 18 minutes,
somebody commits suicide in our Nation. If you take a look at the
services and look at that population of young men and women in
the 17 to 24-25, we’re probably commensurate with the rest of the
Nation.
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But, it is a national problem. We all have to work together to get
the mental health professionals, be able to afford that, get them
down to the lowest level. And I think, for the Army, we continue
to work that very hard. General Chiarelli has led that force. He
continues to do that in the civilian world now. And I'd—I will
champion that for the Army, as well as the Secretary and the
Chief, on health of the force.

But, financial—we have not really seen that it’s deployments/not-
deployments. It’s about 50-50. There are people that have come
into the service, I think, that have stressors already, and they come
in, and they lose a sense of belonging. And we have to just continue
to work that from the lowest levels. It’s about knowing every single
soldier, and it’'s—it is a command responsibility. We just have to
get back into knowing everything we can about every single soldier,
about their family. And I think, you know, leadership will get us
through this.

General PAXTON. I was going to add, Senator—thank you—that
I agree with, obviously, my two colleagues here, and I think all the
services have, not only service-unique, but a lot of the shared ideas
and a lot of shared data about campaign plans on how to tackle
this. It is about small-unit leadership. It’s about some intrusive
leadership and really getting to know your marines—your soldiers,
sailors, and your marines.

And, I think, germane to today’s testimony, in the issue of se-
quester and fiscal resources, I know, in the specific case of the Ma-
rine Corps, and, I believe, all the Services, we’re committed to
apply resources—fiscal resources to keep these programs alive. Be-
cause, for us, this is all about the most important thing, which is
that individual soldier, sailor, airman, and marine, and the actual
Americans that go out and execute these hard missions.

Senator DONNELLY. We are working on legislation to integrate
annual mental health assessments into the servicemembers’ overall
health assessment. As you said, almost bringing it down to know-
ing your marines, knowing your airmen, your sailors, and your sol-
diers, and would appreciate it very much if, in the process of this,
we can lean on you for your recommendations and for your advice
in this process.

I just want to switch, very quickly, to the National Guard. And
we just had a situation where a number of our Indiana Army Na-
tional Guard groups were off-ramped with 6 weeks to go before
they were to be deployed. It’s been extraordinarily difficult on their
families—on the soldiers, but also on the families, as well. And we
were just wondering, when the Army off-ramps a National Guard
unit and, you know, moves it to the bottom of the patch chart,
what does this do to the unit’s readiness?

General? General Campbell?

General CAMPBELL. Yes, sir, thanks for your question, sir.

As you know, both Active and National Guard and Reserve sol-
diers are being off-ramped. And, as the President announced a
while back, we're going to cut 34,000 in Afghanistan, so we really
depend on CENTCOM and ISAF to provide us where they want to
take those soldiers, those units out, and then we continue to work
that piece. So, it is a—it is something that we do not want to do,
especially to the National Guard, because of the unique nature that
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they have to be able to get ready. We try to do that and give them
as much notice as we can. We try to work that at least 180 days
out. In the case we're referring to, I know we did not do that, and
that was compounded by a year or two ago, as we came out of Iraq
very quickly, we had to off-ramp some units. And when we came
out of Iraq, we were able to put some folks in Kuwait, we were able
to transfer some folks into Afghanistan. At this point in time, we'’re
not able to do that.

And, as we took a look at the severity of the budget impacts, we
had to look everywhere we could. And we were able to use an Ac-
tive component, as opposed to National Guard in this case, and it
saved us upwards of $80-plus-million to be able to do that. We un-
derstood the impact that that would have on the National Guard.
It was a very, very tough decision. But, again, we’re making those
decisions, taking everything into consideration. Both the Active,
the Reserve, and National Guard have

Senator DONNELLY. You know, on such a short notice, 60 days
out—I know that has been changed to make it 120 days now—Dbut,
to those soldiers who in—who it did happen to, how do you ever—
what do you say to them to convince them they are still considered
a partner and a teammate in this effort?

General CAMPBELL. Sir, as on the suicide piece, you know, lead-
ership can make anything happen, here. And you've got to get
down to small-level unit, you've got to talk to them about how im-
portant they really are. This was a timing issue. This is nothing
against National Guard, verse Indiana, verse another State, verse
Active. It was all about timing. And I think that the leadership
needs to grab those soldiers, sit them down, tell them we appre-
ciate what they’ve been doing for the past year and a half to get
ready to go, and that we need them to continue to stay ready. And
the next time that they are asked to go, that they will be ready,
and that they have value—that we value their service. And—you
know, but it’s hard for me to do it up here. I need that leadership,
down on the ground level, to grab them, look them in the eyes and
talk about that. And again, we have to do that across the force.

Senator DONNELLY. Thank you all for your service.

General CAMPBELL. Thank you, sir.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Senator Donnelly.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you all for being here today.

One of the things that I've been doing to climb the learning curve
as the new guy is—on this committee and in the Senate—is, during
recess weeks, traveling around to installations around Virginia.
And I've been to, let’s see, Belvoir and Lee, and at Oceania and
Norfolk Naval Base, Quantico, Langley, Guard armories, VA hos-
pitals, military contractors—to just kind of climb the learning
curve. And, you know, one of the things I think we’ve said about
sequester, for example, is that the warfighter is exempt. You know,
we're protecting warfighting. And obviously that means that—the
operations in Afghanistan or—and elsewhere. But, it does seem, as
I travel around to the installations and I found out what the actual
effect is, that it’s a pretty thin line. I mean, I think we need to say
we’re protecting the warfighter, and we are, if you define it pretty
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narrowly, but some of the things that we’re allowing to degrade
have a pretty direct effect on warfighting.

So, for example, I mean, each of you—each of your service
branches makes extensive use of civilians for very important and
critical missions. Am I right about that? And you use them in dif-
ferent ways, and you have different strategies about how to man-
age things, like furloughs. But, I mean, the—you know, a civilian
could be an—you know, a nurse at an Army hospital at Fort
Belvoir that’s taking care of warfighters, that are in a Wounded
Warrior Brigade, or it could be a maintainer of F-22s at Langley,
you know, that are pretty critical. So, the fact that it’'s—"Oh, it’s
just civilians,” I mean, this is pretty critically related to the
warfighting mission.

The effect on contracting and capital—you mentioned, Admiral,
you’re pretty capital heavy, on the Navy side, and the shipyards in
Virginia, the shipyards in New Hampshire and Maine, and these
are directly connected to our ability to forward-deploy force. And
when maintenance or other things, you know, gets delayed, or we
decide not to deploy the Truman or something, I mean, it has a di-
rect impact upon the support for warfighting missions.

And I was wondering about this, General. You referred briefly to
the embassy security, which, you know, we know, in the aftermath
of Benghazi, how important that is. I visited the marine security
guard Training facility at Quantico, and you’re in a phase-up there.
You're both doing a—you know, physical infrastructure phase-up,
with a mock embassy, you know, compound. But, you're supposed
to significantly increase the number of marine security guards that
you're training. Is that a warfighting mission that’s protected from
sequester, or is that something that’s subject to sequester?

General PAXTON. No, sir. In the short term, it’s not—it is pro-
tected, because it’s the next-to-deployer. So, we will take a look at
those classes of watch-standers and those classes of NCOs that are
going through, and we will pull them out of—you know, they—most
of them have probably done two, three deployments—Afghanistan
or Iraq; they've just recently reenlisted, or are about to; probably
a corporal at the 4- or 5-year mark. So, that’s the talent pool that
will go to the school. So, we will ask the commands, as they look
at reenlistment stuff, to send that talent to Quantico, and we’ll
keep the next couple of classes going.

So, in the short term, it is protected. In the long term, you’re ab-
solutely right, it’s like everything else. What—we want to increase
the number of marine security guards out there. We have a master
plan with the State Department, where I think we have 13 that are
projected to grow, and four of which we will source by the end of
this calendar year.

But, there’s a larger appetite there, a larger requirement, for
both consulates that have not been protected or embassies that
need additional protection, that we are—we feel obliged to support,
that we are ready to support, operationally, but it’s going to require
extra end strength; or, if we take the end strength out of existing
end strength, as we have on hand now, then those are other mis-
sions that we have not—that we may not be able to do.

So, this is—it’s an ongoing discussion. It’s part of the initiative
that the Congress asked us to take a look at, and they’re working
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with the State Department. But, we're going to have to carve out
our way ahead, in any set of circumstances, and now it’s aggra-
vated by sequestration.

Senator KAINE. The Accountability Review Board, in the after-
math of Benghazi, suggested not only that the Marines bulk up,
but that the Foreign Affairs security training also bulk up, on the
State Department side. The State Department had proposed, or
were pursuing, that recommendation to do a significant coordinated
training center. They had an EIS out, they were about to make an
announcement, this month, of that, down at Fort Pickett, and
they’ve pulled that back in and said that we’re going to have to
delay doing this. And again, the sequester effect, either on your
side or on the—you know, we may be protecting the warfighter, but
if we’re not doing the—all the things we need to do to—with dis-
patch about embassy security—we know that’s a vulnerability;
we’ve been made painfully aware of it

General PAXTON. And we’re—continue to look at it, Senator. We
have a good model. We can predict the number of people we need.
We can predict the facilities that we need. We can predict the
training pipeline and everything. So, now it’s a matter of the re-
sources. And, consequently, when you get to the resource piece and
sequestration is in effect, how you fund that and how you take care
of that is going to be

Senator KAINE. How much of the readiness in each of your divi-
sions is related to the issue of the retrograding of equipment back
from Afghanistan and then, you know, refurbishing and reusing
that equipment? And, to the extent that there’s, you know, delays
or that that’s a challenge, how does that affect the readiness issue?

General CAMPBELL. Sir, I think it’s going to be—it’s going to be
huge. You know, for the Army, we have about 80 percent of the
equipment over there. It’s about $28 billion worth of equipment.
We need about $22 billion back here to make sure that we can
maintain readiness for our Army in the future. And it’s a little bit
more difficult than Iraq. In Iraq, as you know, we could drive it
out. We had Kuwait as sort of a catcher’s mitt. Afghanistan, land-
locked, the problems we have with Pakistan—we developed some
routes through the Northern Distribution Network—will help.
We're flying a lot more out, so that’'s much more expensive. But,
the equipment that we have here, we can—that we have there, we
cannot afford to just leave it there and then buy new equipment.
We just can’t do that. So, we need $22 billion worth of equipment
out of Afghanistan, here in the next 18 or so months. So, I'm very
concerned about that. But, we need that for the readiness of our
Army to continue in the future.

Senator KAINE. And just to kind of cross X or go a little farther,
so you need to have 22 billion of that back. And then you've
factored in—Dbecause it’s been there and been in use. I mean, it’s
not just about getting it back and then you can immediately use
it. You’ve got to get it back, you have to then put some investments
into making it, you know—

General CAMPBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator KAINE.—suitable for the next deployment. And, to the
extent that we're delayed getting it back or the dollars for the in-
vestments are not there or it’s delayed—you know, you're—
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General CAMPBELL. Sir, we've been very consistent, the last 3 or
4 years, that we need 3 years of OCO money after the last piece
of equipment’s out of Afghanistan. Three years.

Senator KAINE. And that’s largely around the equipment issue?

General CAMPBELL. It’s around the equipment, yes, sir.

Senator KAINE. General Paxton, were you going to—

General PAXTON. Yes, sir. And Army and the Marine Corps have
been pretty much in step on this, sir. So, it is 3 years from the time
the last individual last piece of equipment comes out of Afghani-
stan. That’s about the time we estimate that it’ll take to reset. The
Marine bill is about $3.2 billion right now, sir. And we also have
indicated that, because we have so much of our—so many of our
equipment sets in Afghanistan, as well, that, with the sequestra-
tion, that’ll mean less equipment to do home-station lane training
with here. If the depots are adversely impacted with sequestration,
it’s a slower rebuild and restoration of the equipment that comes
back. And a real issue to the committee and to the Congress is, we
have pledged to rebalance to the Pacific, in line with the Defense
strategic guidance, and we think that that—the rebalance to the
Pacific will now be delayed beyond 2017, unless we get all the
equipment out and then can maintain all the equipment.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Senator McCaskill.

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you.

Thank you all for being here, and thank you for the work that
you have done and others have done along with my colleagues on
the Armed Services Committee, some of whom are here today, on
our effort at getting at—after sexual assault in the military.

But, today I want to talk about DCGS, the system. As you all
know, DCGS is a—about a 15-year project from concept to today,
around $4 billion. And the idea was, we were going to integrate
hardware and software, and take all the decision items and put
them in a package that would make it interoperable platforms in
each branch, be able to do everything from intelligence, commu-
nication, to weather, all in one package with a bow around it.

Your lab, last year, General Campbell, said that it was not oper-
ationally effective, not operationally suitable, and not survivable.
Their words. In spite of that report—its strongest—by the way, the
strongest criticism was around the intelligence capability, on top
secret, which obviously is incredibly important to our fighters, that
they know what we know about what danger there is in any envi-
ronment they’re in, based on our intelligence. We're spending an
awful lot of money on intelligence, and the notion that we’ve spent
this kind of money on this system, and we can’t get that intel-
ligence information to them in an effective way is, frankly, unac-
ceptable.

What really worries me is that AT&L went ahead and approved
it, in December, for full deployment, calling it Release 1. And obvi-
ously, a budget justification for this was—for DCGS—was oper-
ating a networked environment at multiple security levels. I'm dis-
turbed, confused as to how this could be deployed at this point.
There’s 270 million in the budget for 2014 for more money for
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DCGS. And I—it has been reported, and I have personal awareness
from folks, that units have filed urgent needs—the ones who have
gotten DCGS have filed urgent needs—these are warfighters—say-
ing, “Please give us this different program that has additional ca-
pability,” and the Army has resisted that.

If we—if there is program out there that is off-the-shelf and has
this capability, in light of these programs and problems, shouldn’t
we be offering that to our units that are asking for it, who have
used it and said, “This is what we need right now”?

General CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am. I mean, I've been a beneficiary
of the ONS, of rapid equipping fielding, as a division commander,
as a brigade commander, and as a deputy division commander in
both Iraq and Afghanistan. And the ability to grab a piece of equip-
ment off the shelf, provide that to the warfighter, is critical. So,
I've been a beneficiary; it has saved lives.

In the particular case you’re talking about, on DCGS, on the TS,
or the top-secret piece, that’s a very, very small percentage of the
capability of DCGS. I want to say less than 10 percent. And so,
having seen DCGS in combat myself as a commander, although I
didn’t make that decision with AT&L, I would support that, 100
percent.

The system you’re talking about, I believe, is Palantir. DCGS
takes over 500 feeds, as a system of systems, to be able to integrate
the intel and fuse that. Palantir is just a complementary piece of
it. It is a easy-to-read piece. If you're down at a small combat oper-
ating post and you just need a localized area, if you hook Palantir
into DCGS, that’ll give the young soldier on the ground a better
picture, it will help him out, but he may be missing a lot of the
intel feeds that DCGS would get him. So, if they use that by itself,
you’re going to put more people at risk. And I'm telling you that,
from my experience on the ground, that is the case.

My son is a soldier in the 82nd. He’s a specialist. He deployed
to Afghanistan. He was one of the units that asked for DCGS—or
his brigade did, not him, himself. All the units that have asked for
Palantir, which is a complementary piece that fits into DCGS, the
Army has been able to give that to them, and the training, for the
most part. The ones that they did not—I believe there’s about three
units—there was an exception why they didn’t, that either they
didn’t have enough time in country to get the training, they were
in an area that it would not work, and then one I think a request
was put in, and, again, they just couldn’t get the equipment to
them in time. But, all the units that asked for that, both the Sec-
retary and the Chief wanted to make sure, if it was out there,
we’re going to give that to them, and we’ll continue to work that
piece of it.

So, I'm a believe in DCGS. I'm a believer that Palantir and
DCGS, if they continue to work together, that they can make that
system more effective. But, Palantir is a very, very small part of
DCGS. It does—you can’t even compare the two; it’s like apples
and oranges.

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, 'm—you know, I'm not here to push
anything.

General CAMPBELL. Right.
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Senator MCCASKILL. I'm here to get to the bottom of whether or
not we should have a system that has been deployed without full
capability after we spent $4 billion.

General CAMPBELL. Ma’am, DCGS has saved lives. I mean,
that’s—

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, I—I'm all for that, but I still want it
to work and do everything that the budget justification said it
would do.

General CAMPBELL. Absolutely.

Senator MCCASKILL. And, frankly, that intelligence piece that it’s
missing right now would also save lives.

General CAMPBELL. It would.

Senator MCCASKILL. And so, that’s what I’'m focused on, is, How
do we get to that place? And what is the—what’s it going to cost
to get to that place? And what is the problem? And is—was it a
good idea for it to be pushed forward in December, even after the
finding by your own lab that it was a problem?

General CAMPBELL. Ma’am, I believe it was a good decision.
Again the top-secret piece is a very small piece. That’s about a
year-old data. And most of those corrections have been made to
that system. And I think we deploy a lot of systems into combat
that we can incrementally improve, and we learn as theyre in
country, and we apply lessons learned, and we continue to add to
that. If we didn’t do that, we’d have people asking for stuff over
there. And if wait for the 100-percent perfect solution, you know,
we’d put more lives at risk. So, I'm

Senator MCCASKILL. Is the intelligence piece fixed now?

General CAMPBELL. Ma’am, I don’t have the exact answer of the
particular problem you’re talking about. I know we’ve done a lot of
improvements on that. I can get somebody to come back and talk
to you—

Senator MCCASKILL. That'd be great.

General CAMPBELL.—specifically on the top-secret piece——

Senator MCCASKILL. That'd be great. And I'd love to learn
more—we’ve had a little difficulty on this one. I wrote to Odierno
and McHugh about it. But, I'd really like to know about the inte-
gration and how the other systems—regardless of what it is, are
there other systems off-the-shelf that can complement, in a way
that’s less expensive than going back and doing some reconfigura-
tion of DCGS? Because, I mean, here’s—the good news and the bad
news is, after 6 years of this, you guys are given a job, you figure
out how to do it. You just do.

General CAMPBELL. Ma’am, we’ll get the folks over——

Senator MCCASKILL. That’s

General CAMPBELL.—to come——

Senator McCaskill:—that’s what the military does. On the other
hand, you are so good at getting the job done, it’s very hard some-
times for you guys to say, you know, “Maybe we need to stop here
and not go further with this, because maybe we’re not going to get
it where it needs to be in a cost-effective way.” I—in a way, I'm
glad that happens, because that just means everybody has such a
determination to get something done that we start, that no one
wants to stop. And I want to make sure that we’re not so wedded
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to DCGS, that’s been very expensive, that we’re not complementing
with whatever is available off-the-shelf.
A C;xleneral CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am. No, we’re with you, ma’am.

n —_—

Senator McCASKILL. Okay.

. General CAMPBELL.—I'll make sure we get the right folks
ere

Senator McCASKILL. Okay.

General CAMPBELL.—to give you a more in-detail depth of it.

Senator MCCASKILL. Thank you all for your service.

Senator SHAHEEN. General, if you could also share that with the
rest of the subcommittee, we would appreciate that.

[The information referred to follows:]

[SUBCOMMITTEE INSERT]

General CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am.

Senator SHAHEEN. I want to follow up—we’re going to do at least
one more round. I have some additional questions. I'm sure that
others here do, as well. But, I want to follow up on the issue that
Senator Kaine was raising about furloughs, because—General
Campbell, I was struck, in your testimony, when you talk about
canceling the majority of depot maintenance, that—for third and
fourth quarters—that that will result in the termination of an esti-
mated 5,000 employees and a—not only a delay in equipment read-
iness for six divisions, but also an estimated $3.36 billion impact
to the surrounding communities. Now, given what everyone has
said about the potential for furloughs and—I'm assuming that we
can multiply that impact across the services and see that that will
have a significant impact on the civilians that we count on to keep
our forces ready and also the communities in which they work. I
know it’s an issue at the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, because I've
heard from shipyard workers there.

So, I wonder if you all could talk about any mitigation plans that
you have in place to prevent the furlough of civilian workers, and
how hopeful you are that those will be successful.

General CAMPBELL. I'll go first, ma’am. Again, we value our great
civilians; I know all the services do. We could not do what we do
every single day without their great support. And I understand the
uncertainty, the stress of furlough/no-furlough, 21 days, 14 days,
will put on them and their families. And I would hope that we
wouldn’t have to put them through there—through that.

For the Army—and I think it’s different for each service, but for
the Army, our biggest issue—we have a huge, huge hole, and it
comes from our OCO piece, and it’'s about 2.8 billion after—if we
get all the reprogramming that we think we may get. So, if you
Iook at a $2.8-billion hole that we do not know how we’re going to
fill, and then you rank-order everything out there and kind of cre-
ate a one-to-end list, and furloughs is on there, and you take a look
and prioritize, again, to the warfight, to Korea, to global response
force, where furloughs comes, and it’s below providing to the
warfight. And we just have to rack and stack that way.

Out of our O&M account, it’s a little over 500—about $530 mil-
lion for the Army. There’s some RDA piece here, based on some
other furloughs, that take it up into the neighborhood 700-plus mil-
lion for the Army. So, if we were to buy back $700 million on fur-
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loughs, we would, again, eat up $700 million of readiness, poten-
tially for next deployers going into Afghanistan, because that’s why
the Army really is looking at that very hard. Were working
through the service secretaries, through the Joint Staff at the OSD.
This is not a place we want to go, but it’s a place that we really
have to look hard at, based on the prioritization of everything else
we have out there.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, based on some of the testimony, are you
not concerned, all of you, that, in the short term, the savings from
those furloughs are going to get added on in the long term because
we're going to lose those skills and capabilities? And then, of
course, the impact on maintenance from the equipment that’s
going—that’s not going to get done? Is—have you costed out the
long-term impact of that?

General CAMPBELL. Again, ma’am, we don’t know what our budg-
et is for 2014, as was discussed earlier by General Spencer, but we
have, we've looked at all that. And again, we have—it’s about
prioritization, it’s about risk. And so, we've taken a hard look at
that. And, right now, the decision—there has not been a decision
made. I think this will be a department-level decision, not a service
decision. And we do realize and understand that morale, produc-
tivity, all those things will continue to go down. And it’s not a deci-
sion that we’ll take lightly.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Admiral?

Admiral FERGUSON. Senator, I would say that we’re—all of us
are involved in a very productive dialogue with OSD on this issue.
Secretary Hagel’s made it clear that if we can do better, we will
do better.

From our perspective, furloughs impact mission readiness. And
it’s especially critical in our shipyards. It is critical as we look at
the nuclear repair work that’s done on our submarines and our air-
craft carriers. There’s a cascading effect that takes place that will
reduce operational availability of those forces in the future. And,
second, if we attempt to recover later, that there’s a higher cost
through the use of overtime and other means, at that point, to try
and recover it.

It directly affects several carrier availabilities in Norfolk Naval
Shipyard, submarine work up at Portsmouth. And so, for us, you
know, we recognize each service is in a different place, and we have
to make—and we’re compelled to consider the furloughs, because of
the O&M reductions that we’re seeing under sequestration. And so,
you know, we're looking at a range of options because of the impact
on readiness that we see.

Senator SHAHEEN. Are there other efforts that you all are under-
taking, General Paxton, General Spencer?

General PAXTON. Senator, I think the other efforts—as General
Campbell alluded to, this is—it’s an issue of prioritization and rank
order. And none of these are palatable—

Senator SHAHEEN. Right.

General PAXTON.—solutions. We would prefer not to do any of
them. But, as you and Senator Ayotte brought up earlier, none of
us, by our DNA—we’re not in the business of saying no. So, we're
going to, unfortunately, mortgage long-term readiness to guarantee
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short-term readiness, because we really think that’s what we’re in
the business to do for the Nation, to be ready if the balloon went
up tomorrow, each service to a different degree.

Admiral Ferguson brought up a great point, that when you look
at continuing resolutions, sequestration, and OCO, each of the four
services is really in a unique place. We're not radically different,
but the impacts of those three different fiscal constraints affect
each service differently. So, you're not going to get a one-size-fits-
all. And in the issue of furloughs, you won’t get a one-size-fits all.
And I think both the Chairman and the Secretary talked, yester-
day, about the trade space they’re trying to carve out between
short-term fiscal gain, the long-term fiscal problem, and what’s
good for both the performance and sometimes good for the optics
for the team. So, these are just tough decisions, ma’am.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

General Spencer?

General SPENCER. Senator, I really appreciate your question, be-
cause I think all the services are in a similar place, in that 80 to
90 percent of our civilians, you know, don’t work in the Pentagon,
they work out in the field. And I'm not sure everybody quite under-
stands that.

And, as an example, at our training bases, where we train pilots
to—for pilot training—at several of our bases—Ill just pick one:
Laughlin Air Force Base, in Texas—100 percent of the mainte-
nance on those airplanes is performed by civilians—Civil Service ci-
vilians. And so, if you talk about a furlough—I mean, that’s a di-
rect cut to the amount of airplanes they can provide and the
amount of pilots we can train.

I think—and, on top of that, if you add onto that—you know,
we’ve stopped overtime, as you know. We've got a hiring freeze on.
So, it’s really a bad problem. We all are in a little bit different
place. But, I think, as Admiral Ferguson said, we are trying to
work through this as best we can with OSD to see what is possible.
We're at a point where, you know, we're looking at our checkbook,
if you will, and we have, you know, flying hours, furlough, depots—
you know, we're trying to balance all of that. And the issue is—and
I don’t, frankly, separate—I don’t draw any distinction between
Civil Service—we call them civilian airmen—I don’t draw any dis-
tinction between civilian airmen and readiness, because it—they
are so key to readiness.

And so, trying to balance all that is really pretty difficult and is
something that we're fighting every day.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Senator Ayotte.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you very much.

I just wanted to follow up briefly, General Campbell, just to clar-
ify one point that you made earlier. I think you said, at one point,
the Army faces a $2.8-billion shortfall in operations and mainte-
nance funds without OCO for 2013. Is it actually 7.8 billion? I just
want to make sure that we get all the

General CAMPBELL. It’s 7.8 right now. Yes, ma’am.

Senator AYOTTE. Okay.

General CAMPBELL. It’s fluctuating a little bit. We're looking,
hopefully, to maybe get some reprogramming, potentially at 5 bil-
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lion. That would put it at 2.8. That’s not guaranteed at all. So, 7.8
is really the OCO shortfall.

Senator AYOTTE. Okay. I just wanted to make sure. Thank you.

And, in fact, as we look at the—you know, the testimony—cer-
tainly, both of you, General Paxton and General Campbell, you've
both testified that the Department will need 3 years of OCO fund-
ing post the last piece of equipment from Afghanistan. And one of
the things that I worry about is that—I sit on other committees
here, and there have been a lot of people trying to claim that OCO
money for other purposes. And so, it may be news to some people
around here, outside of the Armed Services Committee, that you're
going to continue to need the OCO money for the reset, the 3 years.

So, is it clear, the 3—I assume that the 3-years reset require-
ment, that’s been made clear to OSD. And so, just making sure
that everyone here within the Congress understands that so that
we don’t try to designate that money for other purposes. This is ab-
solutely critical to our readiness, not something we can skimp on
or use for other purposes.

General CAMPBELL. Ma’am, I think we’ve been very consistent. I
would tell you, I was a colonel, XO to the—our Chief of Staff, Pete
Schoomaker, in 2003, 2004, 2005. And at that time, we were saying
we needed OCO reset, 2 to 3 years. And as we’ve looked at it over
the last several years, we’'ve moved toward 3 years, as that equip-
ment has been in country much longer than people may have
thought, years ago.

We've been able to mitigate a lot of that, based on the great sup-
port we've had from this committee and Congress with the OCO,
to reset in theater, reset back here. And as kind of—people think,
as you bring down the number of forces, that the OCO should come
down. If you take a look at Iraq, at the end of that, we came down
very quickly. The price of bringing soldiers out increased.

We've closed all of the small combat op posts, all the—all of
those. The ones we have left to do to get out by the end of 2014
are the big ones, the Bagrams, the Shanks, those type of things.
And so, it’s going to cost a lot more. We expect that has to come
out of OCO. And what we’re doing right now, because we already
have an OCO shortfall, is, we’re taking from our base to pay some
of those bills, putting us farther into the hole.

But, 3 years OCO for reset, yes, ma’am.

Senator AYOTTE. Could I follow up, as well, on this OCO issue,
going forward, with respect to the Navy and the Air Force? Because
I understand, certainly, you have some of the same issues with
0OCO, as I understand it. So, if you could make sure that that’s
clear to all of us.

Admiral FERGUSON. If you look at our base budget submission,
compared to the OCO submission, we require, absolutely, the OCO
funds both to sustain operations forward as well as depot mainte-
nance during depot maintenance requirements. So, about 20 per-
cent of the depot maintenance on aircraft and ships is funded in
0OCO for us. So, we’re absolutely dependent on it.

Senator AYOTTE. And, Admiral, as we think about winding down
in Afghanistan—you know, obviously, but with what else is hap-
pening in the world—that 20 percent, is that something that we're
going to have to incorporate in the base for the Navy, going for-
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ward? Or is there a period of time—you know, we’ve heard, obvi-
ously, from the Marine Corps and the Army, the 3-year period.

Admiral FERGUSON. Right. We—we’ve been on a path to reduce
our dependence on OCO for that enduring maintenance. And you've
seen reductions in that from 2011 to 2013. We are going to need
some period of transition, as we come out of Afghanistan, for us to
make that migration, or an increase in the top line for the readi-
ness accounts, for us to accommodate it.

General SPENCER. Senator, we're about in the same place as the
Navy. We've got a lot of our weapons systems support, depot sup-
port, if you will, in OCO that would, at some point, have to roll to
the base. We've also got about a 2- to 3-year—we think—about a
3-yea1ilperiod after the—after we draw down Afghanistan, for reset,
as well.

Senator AYOTTE. Well, I appreciate—and that’s certainly some-
thing we want to work with you on, because that is a core part of
readiness. When we have a conflict, we're involved, you know, the
OCO piece goes well beyond just the immediate conflict, because
virle have to reset. And, sir, I appreciate that and your giving us
that.

And, you know, when you think about where we are right now—
and I'm just going to ask you all a very straightforward question.
What is it that most keeps you up at night with your responsibil-
ities and the challenges you’ve faced?

General CAMPBELL. We have no certainty on where we’re going
with the budget. And, as we talked about earlier, you've got three
of them out there. You're going to ask us which one we would give
you prioritization on. It’s hard for us to answer that. We've got
great planners wholl continue to work it. As you said, it’s not in
our DNA. We're going to do the best we can. The problem we have
is, we never say no. And, at some point, we’re going to have to tell
you, “We can’t do that. We can’t continue to do more with less,”
and—or else we’re going to put soldiers, marines, airmen, sailors’
lives at risk. And so, I'm worried that too many people here in
Washington forget that we'’re in a fight.

Senator AYOTTE. Right.

General CAMPBELL. We’re going to be there for several more
years. And tonight there’s 60,000 people—troops in Afghanistan
that are in harm’s way. And we can never forget that. And we can’t
forget the sacrifice of their families.

Senator AYOTTE. And also, less than 1 percent of our Nation de-
fending:

General CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am.

Senator AYOTTE.—defending the rest of us, gratefully. Thank
you.

Admiral FERGUSON. I would echo that concern about the fiscal
uncertainty. And for us, it’s coupled with the extraordinarily high
operational tempo that we’re operating the fleet at. Over the last
decade, we've decreased the fleet size by about 10 percent, while
our deployed presence has been—remained about the same. We're
seeing squadrons and ships spending an average of about 15 per-
cent more days away from home per year that they—than they did
10 years ago. And you’re seeing deployment lengths go up, in terms
of the average carrier. An amphibious-ready group will deploy, 7 to
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8 months. Eisenhower came home, turned around and went back
for an additional deployment. Several will go for 9 months. And our
ballistic missile defense ships are at 9 months.

And so, this cumulative stress, with a very high OPTEMPO, fis-
cal uncertainty, and decreasing resources, you know, from my per-
spective, is the one that I spend the most time thinking about.

General PAXTON. Yeah, Senator Ayotte, three things, if I may.

First, on your previous question on the OCO, like—as with the
Army, we’ve been fairly clear and consistent about the first 2 to 3,
and now closer to 3 years, OCO after the closure of operations and
activities in Afghanistan. But, I would just caution that that’s not
time-driven, that’s event-driven.

So, you can actually finish something over there, and you can
have the PAC GLOC closed for 15 months because of negotiations
and movement of vehicles. And that will further delay things.

Senator AYOTTE. Right.

General PAXTON. So, we are obviously obligated, in terms of the
way we do our fiscal planning in Washington, or the way we do our
recruiting and training, to look at things in quarters and years, but
it’s an event-driven issue instead of-

Senator AYOTTE. Obviously, we have a bilateral security agree-
ment that has to be worked out

General PAXTON. Right.

Sﬁnator AYOTTE.—and there are so many other contingencies,
yeah.

General PAXTON. And then, in terms of, Senator, the things that
keep me up at night, as General Campbell said, the unpredict-
ability of the fiscal environment is one thing. It’s easy to get lulled
into a sense that the only big thing we have going on is Afghani-
stan. And there’s a lot of unease and unrest and potential danger
elsewhere around the world that you expect your soldiers, your
sailors, your airmen, and your marines to be ready for. And, in-
deed, in the case of the Marine Corps, where we think, since 1950—
1952, that’s our mandate. We’re supposed to be, with the Navy,
most ready when the Nation’s least ready.

So, I worry that, at—if we continue to focus on Afghanistan, then
the gradual and seemingly negligible, but obviously compounding-
over-time impact on home station training and the readiness of the
next-to-deploy units. If the balloon goes up and youre relying on
a home-surge capability, it’s not going to be there. And, unfortu-
nately, the readiness—I worry less about a hollow force than I do
about, particularly, broken units, and you won’t see it until it’s in
the rearview mirror.

General SPENCER. Senator, along with my colleagues, I'm really
concerned about the uncertainty of our budgets, going forward.
But, that’s sort of a Pentagon worry, for me.

As I mentioned to you, I—you know, I haven’t always been a gen-
eral. I started off as a E-1. And so, when I go visit a base, although
we can’t visit that much anymore, we don’t have much money to
travel, but I go right to those E-1s and E-2s and E-3s. I don’t
want to talk to the colonels.

And if you visit a base that’s had a—one of their squadrons stood
down, I mean, they look at us and say, “What in the world is going
on? What are we doing?”
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And I'm going to be very honest. I mean, everyone at this table
could get out of the military and go make more money. But, we're
here for one reason; it is those troops that are out there getting the
mission done, and that’s all they want to do. And, as you men-
tioned, only 1 percent of the public are even eligible to serve, and
we—they don’t deserve that. I mean, all they want to do is come
in and serve. And they watch the news, and they know the threats
as you—as well as you do. And we’re going to—you know, if we get
called to go do something, we want to go, trained, ready, we want
the best equipment we can have, and we want to go over there and
get the thing done and come back. That’s all that troops want to
do. And we owe it to them, I think, to make sure that we’re doing
everything we can to get them the training and the equipment that
they need. That’s what keeps me up at night.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. General Spencer, just one question, real quick, to
connect a couple of the points. And it really picks up on what you
just said.

You know, you talked about the—your maintenance folks are all
civilians in Texas, high number of civilians at Langley, in Virginia,
this tiered readiness structure, where you're standing down combat
wings. Without saying more than you should—I mean, I—we're
doing a lot of contingency planning for things like Syria or North
Korea or Iran right now, and I would be fair to assume that the
Air Force has got pretty significant roles in all that contingency
planning. And if any of those contingencies, or, God forbid, more
than one, were to come to pass, there would be a pretty immediate
need for an awful lot of Air Force activity that depends upon train-
ing and maintenance and folks being ready to roll right at the mo-
ment. Yeah, that’s what keeps me up at night.

So, thanks. Thank you.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Senator Kaine.

I—apropos your comments, General Campbell, about, “At what
point might we have to say no when the country comes and
asks?”—one of the things that I'm not going to ask you all about,
but I just want to put on for the record today, is, as you all know,
we’re changing over the system by which you report on readiness
to this committee and to Congress. And I know there have been
some challenges in getting that new system up and running. And
I just think, given the comments that you and—all of you really
have had, testifying about the readiness challenges, that it’s incum-
bent on all of us to figure out how to get that reporting system
done in a way that better reflects the real circumstances that
you're experiencing so that Congress can better understand what’s
going on and, hopefully, be very responsive to that.

I just want to follow up with one more question about energy, be-
cause, as I said in my opening statement, it’s one of the things that
has significantly affected your budgets. And, while, over the last 10
years, there’s not been much fluctuation in DOD’s fuel consump-
tion, there has been tremendous volatility in the price of—the cost
of fuel. And so, I wonder if you all could talk about the link be-
tween readiness and fuel price volatility and how—what you think
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is going to suffer in this budget because of the additional cost of
fuel because of the increases.

Admiral Ferguson, you want to begin?

Admiral FERGUSON. We're very, very dependent on fuel, and, you
know, we're facing a bill, due to this recent price jump, of about
450 million that we have to resolve. A good rule of thumb for us
is, every dollar change in the price of oil is 30 million to me in my
readiness accounts. And so, it ends up we have to curtail existing
operations, start to curtail some other base operating support, and
move the money within the account to cover it. We're going to be
relying on a reprogramming action, I think, to cover some of these
costs this year for that. But, our—that’s kind of our rule of thumb,
when you see those dollar amounts change.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

General SPENCER. Senator, as you know, the Air Force uses the
bulk of the fuel in the DOD. And we’ve done a lot of work in that
area. Since 2006, we've reduced our requirement by about 12 per-
cent, which is actually 2 percent ahead of where we thought we
would be.

And to sort of put a dollar on that, if we were to pay for this
same amount of fuel today that we did in 2006, we're paying, now,
a billion and a half less, based on those efforts. So, we've really
taken a—we’ve gone to these metrics—for example, large airplanes,
the ton-mile-per-gallon. And I don’t know if you’ve flown in a C—
17 lately. I had that experience. I was up in the cockpit with the
pilots, and a young—former C-17 pilot, here—and I was pleasantly
surprised; as I was sitting there sort of looking around in the cock-
pit, they were talking to each other about optimum fuel load, opti-
mum speed, optimum altitude to get the best fuel efficiency. So,
i%—it’s becoming a culture. And so, we’re really working hard at
that.

The thing that bothers me about sequestration, frankly, is, we've
got, like, 220 energy projects in our FSRM budget, or our installa-
tion support budget, that we can’t get to now, because we’ve had
to cut that account by about 50 percent, and we'’re only doing emer-
gency repairs only. So, that’s a problem. We aren’t able to, now,
fund a lot of those energy projects that we have.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Any—General Campbell?

General CAMPBELL. Yes, ma’am. A lot of our fuel really is embed-
ded in our OPTEMPO, and—but, I think we will see increase in
costs for TRANSCOM or secondary destination transportation costs
will come up that’ll impact retrograde, as well.

But, at a different level, at the tactical level, the investment that
we’re making in the operational energy piece—and you talked a lit-
tle bit about that—whether it’s battery packs or solar panels we
put on soldiers to decrease the weight by 40 percent by changing
out—you know, 40 percent of the fuel we use in Afghanistan is in
generators for the Army. And so, by investing in a different type
generator, by putting a different type fuel cell in at different FOBs,
I mean, we really reduce the fuel dependability on the soldiers
there. So, I think, at that level, we’ve been doing a lot of great
work there to help out, and we’ll continue to work that very hard.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.
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General Paxton, do you want to add anything?

General PAXTON. Yes, ma’am. It’s the same thing. Because you
get—fuel benefits will be seen tactically, operationally, and strate-
gically. I mean, you’ll have—you’ll be able to lift more people fur-
ther distances if you have less load to carry. You'll be able to have
less dependency on the internal lines of communication for the
amount of fuel you need to support an operation, and then you’ll
have greater flexibility to move, strategically. So, we all pay atten-
tion to it at all three levels.

Senator SHAHEEN. Yeah. I think the story of what you all have
done with addressing your fuel consumption is an amazing story
that’s really little known to the public, as a whole, and it really
provides a great model for what—where I think the private sector
is going. And they’ve figured out what you all have figured out, is
that it’s not just a cost to your bottom line, but there are other ben-
efits, as well.

And so, 'm—I hope we’re going to continue to tell that story, be-
cause I think it’s very impressive.

So, thank you all. I don’t have any further questions. Anyone
else? ’[No response.]

Well, thank you very much for being here. We will continue this
discussion and look forward to working with you.

The hearing’s adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:21 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.]



