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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN

Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody.
I want to welcome Secretary Mabus, Admiral Greenert, General
Amos to the committee this morning to testify on the plans and the
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programs of the Department of the Navy as part of our review of
the fiscal year 2015 annual budget request.

We're grateful to each of you for your service to our Nation and
for the truly professional service of the men and women with whom
you work. And we want to pay tribute to their families, because of
the vital role that families play in the success of the men and
women of our armed forces.

Our witnesses this morning face huge challenges as they strive
to balance the need to support ongoing operations and sustain
readiness with the need to modernize and keep the technological
edge that’s so critical to military success. These challenges have
been made particularly difficult by the spending caps imposed in
the Budget Control Act, caps that were modestly relieved for fiscal
year 2015 in the Bipartisan Budget Act that we enacted earlier this
year. However, these caps are scheduled to resume, full blast, in
fiscal year 2016 and beyond. These caps already seriously challenge
our ability to meet our National security needs, have already forced
all of the military departments to make painful tradeoffs. Unless
modified for years after fiscal year 2015, they will threaten our
long-term national security interests.

Last year, the Department of the Navy was facing serious readi-
ness problems caused by deferred maintenance, reduced steaming
and flying hours, and canceled training and deployments. The in-
creased emphasis on readiness in this year’s budget will address
some of the Navy’s most serious readiness problems, but results in
a serious shortfall in modernization funds to meet future threats.

The Navy budget says it continues to support a fleet of 11 air-
craft carriers. However, the budget and Future Years Defense Pro-
gram, (FYDP) include a plan to retire, rather than refuel, the
George Washington. To follow through on the 11-carrier fleet, the
administration would have to add almost $4 billion to the FYDP to
refuel and retain George Washington.

The Navy budget would continued the planned buy of 29 MH-
60R helicopters in fiscal year 2015, but would cancel the planned
buy of 29 aircraft in fiscal year 2016. The Navy says this is because
of the planned retirement of George Washington. However, the air
wing that supports the George Washington would be retired if the
carrier is retired, but it only contains, at most, five MH-60 aircraft.

Moreover, the Navy’s failure to execute the planned purchase of
29 aircraft in fiscal year 2016 would break the multiyear procure-
ment contract for the H-60 helicopters that are managed by the
Army. This action would result in the government having to pay
termination charges of at least $250 million, but get nothing in re-
turn. And that action would result in increased cost to the Army,
as well.

For Marine Corps modernization, we have yet another in a series
of changes in plans that started with the cancellation of the expedi-
tionary fighting vehicle, the EFV, several years ago. After the Ma-
rine Corps said it could not afford the EFV, we spent many months
trying to see whether we could achieve high-speed capability more
cheaply or whether marines in combat units could do their jobs
without the high speed. Now the Marine Corps has deferred all ar-
mored amphibious assault vehicle work as being unaffordable, re-
gardless of speed capability. In place of that, the Marine Corps is
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now evaluating plans for a simpler, more affordable armored per-
sonnel carrier and can operate in shallow water. That may be the
right solution, but it is vital that we promptly find a solution, and
stick to it.

The Defense Department’s most recent Defense Strategic Guid-
ance, issued in January 2014—excuse me, 2012—refocuses the U.S.
military on Asia-Pacific. Consistent with that strategy, the Defense
Department has been working to realign U.S. military forces in
South Korea and Okinawa, and plans to position Navy and Marine
Corps forces in Australia, Singapore, and possibly elsewhere in the
region. The Department has also begun implementing a plan to de-
ploy forward more ships, as shown by the Navy’s first rotational
deployment of a littoral combat ship, the USS Freedom, to Singa-
pore last year. We look forward to hearing more about the results
of that deployment.

Finally, I want to commend you, Secretary Mabus, for your ef-
forts to lead in the areas of energy efficiency and energy self-reli-
ance. You have wisely placed a strong emphasis on an area where,
as strong as our military forces may be, we remain subject to the
tyranny of energy supplies. I want to thank you for your commit-
ment to a more sustainable, stronger Navy.

Senator Inhofe.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We'd all agree that our security is being challenged in ways that
we haven’t seen in many years, and maybe ever. Events across the
Middle East, Africa, and, most recently, Ukraine, have brought into
sharp focus the reality the President seems unwilling to accept the
tide of war is not receding, in spite of statements he has made.

Continuing down a path to slash $1 trillion from our national se-
curity budget will leave us with a Navy unable to meet mission,
overtaxing our sailors and marines, and prematurely retiring ships
and aircraft. A shrinking Navy directly impacts our economic and
security interests around the world. The global economic system is
dependent upon open sea lanes, as 90 percent of the global trade
is by sea. Strong and well-resourced U.S. Navy is vital to protecting
our access and freedom of maneuvering.

The Navy projects that the fleet would be—would remain below
its 306 goal during most of the period. The Navy needs to buy 10
ships per year to sustain a 300-ship fleet. Last year’s budget
brought eight. This year’s budget will buy only seven.

Admiral Greenert has stated that the Navy would need a 450-
ship fleet in order to meet the needs of combatant commanders. A
small fleet will lead to longer deployments—that’s something we
will be talking about, a very serious problem—and more strain on
our personnel and their families. Just this week, Admiral Locklear
testified that submarine requirements in his AOR are not being
met. And while the United States is shrinking our submarine force,
the Chinese are growing theirs, as well as developing new ballistic
missiles that will provide them with credible second strike. It’s
kind of reminiscent of the 1990s, I would suggest. How can our al-
lies and our adversaries take the pivot in—to Asia seriously when
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we aren’t even adequately resourcing the requirements of our com-
batant commanders?

Further complicating our ability to meet our COCOM and the
ship force-level requirements is the future acquisition of the Ohio-
class ballistic-missile submarine, the centerpiece of our nuclear
triad. The new Ohio will require annual spending of well over $5
billion a year. Without additional Navy procurement funding, the
Ohio replacement will crowd out other ships as well as other Navy
and Marine Corps investments and our readiness needs. This
greatly increases the prospect of a hollow Navy force at the same
time our industrial base is struggling to sustain both itself and a
much smaller fleet.

Under the fiscal year 2015 budget, readiness will also deteriorate
further as the Navy is short about—from $5- to $6 billion in its
base budget. The Navy is still very dependent upon OCO funding
to meet readiness needs. The Commandant has consistently told us
that the Marine Corps requires 2 to 3 years of OCO funding for
reset after all forces return from Afghanistan. That bill is $1.3 bil-
lion. We face the prospect of a future Navy unable to meet the glob-
al presence mission, and looking more and more likely to succumb
the same fate as the befallen—the British fleet, and no longer to
be a global force. The Nation needs to reset its fiscal priorities and
embark on a second Reagan-like buildup of our Nation’s defenses,
particularly our Navy.

Before closing, I would like to say that, General Amos, this likely
will be your last appearance before this committee. And maybe
that—maybe you’re happy about that, but we’re not. It’s been great
to have you, and you're one of our heroes, and your service has just
been exemplary. Thank you for your service.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe.

And if, indeed, this turns out to be your last hearing, General
Amos, I would totally concur with what Senator Inhofe said. You
are a true hero, for everybody who knows you and everybody who’s
under your command and with whom you work.

Secretary Amos—I mean, Secretary Mabus. I don’t know if that
was a promotion or a demotion, but——[Laughter.]

Secretary Mabus.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAYMOND E. MABUS, JR., SECRETARY
OF THE NAVY

Mr. MABuUS. I'll answer to almost anything, Mr. Chairman.

Before I begin my opening statement, I would like to say that the
thoughts and prayers of our entire Navy family are with the fami-
lies, the shipmates, the friends of our sailor that we lost in the
shooting in Norfolk on Tuesday, the midshipman who died this
week, and also the sailors and family members who are missing in
the Washington mudslides.

So, Chairman Levin, Ranking Member Inhofe, members of this
committee, first I want to express my deep thanks to the com-
mittee, on behalf of the Department of the Navy, our sailors, our
marines, our civilian employees, and their families, for all your
help and all your support.
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General Amos, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, and Admi-
ral Greenert, the Chief of Naval Operations, and I could not be
more proud to represent these courageous and faithful sailors, ma-
rines, and civilians. These men and women serve their Nation
around the world with skill and dedication, no matter what hard-
ships they face, no matter how far away from home they are, and
from their families.

And, as both of you have noted, this will certainly be Com-
mandant Amos’s last posture hearing before this committee, and I
just want to say what a true privilege it has been for me to serve
with Jim Amos as the Commandant of the Marine Corps.

The architects of our Constitution recognized the inherent value
of the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. Article I, Section 8 gave Con-
gress the responsibility “to provide and maintain a Navy” because
our founding fathers knew that the Nation needed a naval force to
operate continuously in war and in peace.

Over two centuries ago, the United States had a crucial role in
the world. Today, that role is exponentially greater. Whether facing
high-end combat or asymmetrical threats or humanitarian needs,
America’s maritime forces are ready and present on day one of any
crisis for any eventuality. In today’s dynamic security environment,
naval assets are more critical than ever. In military terms, the pro-
vide presence, presence worldwide, they reassure our partners that
we are there, and remind potential adversaries that we’re never far
away. This presence provides immediate and capable options for
the Commander in Chief when a crisis develops anywhere in the
world. In the past year, our naval forces have operated globally
from across the Pacific to continuing combat in Afghanistan, from
the Gulf of Guinea to the Arctic Circle.

The 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance and the newly released
QDR are both maritime in focus and require a presence of naval
forces around the world. Four key factors make that global pres-
ence and global action possible. These four factors—people, plat-
forms, power, and partnerships—have been my priorities during
my tenure as Secretary, and they have to continue to receive our
focus, looking ahead.

In these fiscally constrained times, we have used these priorities
to help balance between the readiness of the force, our capabilities,
and our capacity. Our people are our biggest advantage, and we
have to make sure that they continue to get the tools they need to
do their jobs. In compensation, we've increased sea pay to make
sure those sailors and marines deployed aboard ship are appro-
priately recognized. However, this budget also seeks to control the
growth in compensation and benefits, which threatens to impact all
the other parts of our budget. If this is not addressed, as the CNO
so forcefully puts it, the quality of work for our sailors and marines
will almost certainly decline.

Shipbuilding and our platforms remain key elements of our mari-
time power and has been a focus of this committee. The number
of ships, submarines, and aircraft in our fleet is what gives us the
capacity to provide that global presence. While we have the most
advanced platforms in the world, quantity has a quality all its own.

I think it’s important to understand how we got to our current
fleet size. On September 11, 2001, our fleet stood at 316 ships; but
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by 2008, after one of the great military buildups of all times, that
number had dropped to 278 ships. In the 4 years before I took of-
fice, the Secretary of the Navy put 19 ships under contract. Since
I took office in May 2009, we have put 60 ships under contract;
and, by the end of this decade, our plan will return the fleet to 300
ships. We're continuing our initiatives to spend smarter and more
efficiently, and we’re driving down costs through things like com-
petition, multiyear buys, and just driving harder bargains for tax-
payer money.

Power, or energy, is a national security issue and central to our
naval forces and our ability to provide the presence needed. Dra-
matic price increases for fuel threaten to degrade our operations
and training, and could impact how many platforms we can ac-
quire. Having more varied, stably priced, American-produced
sources of energy makes us better warfighters. From sail to coal to
oil to nuclear, and now to alternative fuels, the Navy has led in en-
ergy innovation.

Since the end of World War II, U.S. naval forces have protected
the global commons to maintain the foundation of the world’s econ-
omy. In today’s complex environments, partnerships with other na-
tions, evidenced by interoperability, by exercises, and by oper-
ations, continue to increase in importance. The Navy and Marine
Corps, by nature of their forward presence, are naturally suited to
develop these relationships, particularly in the innovative, small-
footprint ways that are required.

With the fiscal year 2015 budget submission, we are seeking,
within the fiscal constraints imposed, to provide our Navy and Ma-
rine Corps with the equipment, training, and the tools needed to
carry out the mission the Nation needs and expects from them.
There are never any permanent homecomings for sailors or ma-
rines. In peacetime, in wartime, and all the time, they remain for-
ward-deployed, providing presence, and providing whatever is
needed by our country. This has been true for 238 years, and it is
our task to make sure it remains true now and in the future.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mabus follows:]

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Secretary Mabus.

Admiral Greenert.

STATEMENT OF ADM JONATHAN W. GREENERT, USN, CHIEF
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

Admiral GREENERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Levin, Senator Inhofe, and distinguished members of
the committee, I'm proud to represent 633,000 sailors, Navy civil-
ians, and their families, especially approximately 50,000 sailors de-
ployed and operating forward around the globe today. The dedica-
tion and resilience of our people continue to amaze me, Mr. Chair-
man, and the citizens of this Nation can take great pride in the
daily contributions of their sons and daughters in places that
count.

Mr. Chairman, since I've been appearing before this committee,
about 2% years, you have always thanked us for our service. And
this being the last Navy posture hearing under your leadership, I'd
like to take the opportunity to thank you for your service to the
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Nation over the past 36 years, and for all that you've done in sup-
port of the Navy, our sailors, and their families. We wish you and
Barbara the best as you complete your distinguished service.

I, too, like Secretary Mabus just passed earlier, would like to
offer my condolences to the family and the friends and the ship-
mates of the sailor who was killed Monday, in Monday night’s
shooting. The sailors, particularly those of the USS Mahan, are in
our thoughts and prayers, as well as the entire Norfolk Naval Sta-
tion family.

I am pleased to appear this morning beside Secretary Mabus and
General Amos. Your Navy/Marine Corps team is united in fulfilling
our longstanding mandate to be where it matters, when it matters,
and to be ready to respond to crises to ensure the stability that un-
derpins the global economy is in place.

General Amos has been a great shipmate. Our services’ synergy
of effort has never been better, and I am committed to continuing
that momentum.

Secretary Mabus has provided us the vision, the guidance, and
the judiciousness to build the finest Navy and Marine Corps that
the Nation is willing to afford.

Forward presence is our mandate. We operate forward to give
the President options to deal promptly with contingencies. As we
conclude over a decade of wars and bring our ground forces home
from extended stability operations, your naval forces will remain on
watch.

The chartlet, that I provided in front of you, provides—shows to-
day’s global distribution of deployed ships, as well as our bases and
our places that support them. Our efforts are focused in the Asia-
Pacific and the Arabian Gulf, but we provide presence and respond
as needed in other theaters, as well.

Now, with this forward presence, over the last year we were able
to influence and shape the decisions of leaders in the Arabian Gulf,
Northeast Asia, and the Levant. We have patrolled off the shores
of Libya, Egypt, and the Sudan to protect American interests and
to induce regional leaders to make the right choices. We relieved
suffering and provided assistance and recovery in the Philippines
in the wake of a devastating typhoon. Our presence dissuades ag-
gression and coercion against our allies and friends in the East
China Sea and the South China Sea. We kept piracy at bay in the
Horn of Africa. And we continue to support operations in Afghani-
stan while taking the fight to insurgents, terrorists, and their sup-
porting networks across the Middle East and Africa with our expe-
ditionary and supporting our Special Operations Forces.

The fiscal year 2014 budget will enable an acceptable forward
presence. Through the remainder of the fiscal year, we will be able
to restore fleet training, maintenance, and operations, and recover
a substantial part of our 2013 backlog.

President’s 2015 budget submission enables us to continue to
execute our missions, but we will face high risk in specific missions
that are articulated in the Defense Strategic Guidance. I laid this
out in more detail in my written statement.

Our President’s budget 2015 fiscal guidance through that FYDP
is about halfway between the Budget Control Act gaps and our
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PresBud-14 plan, still a net decrease of $31 billion, when compared
to PresBud-14.

So, to prepare our program within these constraints, I set the fol-
lowing six priorities. Number one is the sea-based strategic deter-
rence. Number two, forward presence. Number three, the capability
and the capacity to win decisively. Number four, the readiness to
do that. Number five, to sustain our asymmetric capabilities and
our technological edge. And number six, to sustain a relevant in-
dustrial base.

Using these priorities, we built a balanced portfolio of capabili-
ties within the fiscal guidance provided. We continue to maximize
our presence in the Asia-Pacific and the Middle East using innova-
tive combinations of rotational forward-basing and forward-sta-
tioning forces. And we still face shortfalls in support ashore and a
backlog in facilities maintenance that erode the ability of our bases
to support the fleet. We have slowed modernization in areas that
are central to remain ahead of, or keep pace with, technologically
advanced adversaries. So, consequently, we face higher risk, if con-
fronted with a high-tech adversary or if we attempt to conduct
more than one multi-phased major contingency simultaneously.

As 1 testified before you in November, I am troubled by the pros-
pects of reverting to the Budget Control Act revised caps in 2016.
That would lead to a Navy that is too small and lacking the ad-
vanced capabilities needed to execute the missions that the Nation
expects of its Navy. We would be unable to execute at least four
of the ten primary missions that are articulated in the Defense
Strategic Guidance in the Quadrennial Defense Review.

On the back of that chartlet that I provided you, here on the
back, our ability to respond to contingencies would be dramatically
reduced, and I'm showing that. It limits our options and decision
space, and we would be compelled to inactivate an aircraft carrier
in the air wing. Further, our modernization and recapitalization
would be dramatically reduced, threatening readiness in our indus-
trial base. Reverting to BCA caps year by year will leave our coun-
try less prepared to deal with crises, our allies trust will wane, and
our enemies will be less inclined to be dissuaded or to be deterred.

So, Mr. Chairman, I remain on board with the efforts to get our
fiscal house in order. I look forward to working with the committee
to find solutions that enable us to sustain readiness while building
an affordable but relevant future force. The force has to be able to
address a range of threats, contingencies, and high-consequence
events that could impact our core interests.

I appreciate the opportunity to testify. Thank you for your con-
tinued support for your Navy and the families. And I look forward
to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Greenert follows:]

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, Admiral Greenert, for that
very pointed testimony.

General Amos.
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STATEMENT OF GEN. JAMES F. AMOS, USMC, COMMANDANT
OF THE MARINE CORPS

General AMoOS. Chairman Levin, Ranking Member Inhofe, mem-
bers of the committee, 'm pleased to appear before you today to
tell you about your U.S. Marine Corps.

Before I get into my prepared text, Mr. Chairman, I, too, want
to thank you for your faithful service. We have a great term
that’s—that, while it’s not unique to the Marine Corps, we cer-
tainly claim it as such, and that’s the term, word, “fidelity,” and
that means “faithful.” And you’ve been that for decades and dec-
ades, and you certainly have to the naval force as well as my fellow
colleagues in the other Services. Sir, thank you for your sacrifice,
you and your wife, and this Nation will sorely miss you next year
when you’re not serving the committee.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, General and Admiral
Greenert. Thank you for those very personal remarks. And I will
pass them along to Barbara.

General AMOsS. Please do, sir.

Since our founding in 1775, marines have answered the Nation’s
call faithfully protecting the American people and maintaining a
world-class standard of military excellence. Nothing has changed,
and nothing will change in the future. And yet, we find ourselves
at a strategic inflection point. After 12 years of war, we are draw-
ing our forces down in Afghanistan, resetting our institution, and
resetting and reawakening the soul of the U.S. Marine Corps.

Today, we are challenged by fiscal uncertainty that threatens
both our capacity and capabilities, forcing us to sacrifice our long-
term health for near-term readiness. As I have testified before
many times, despite these challenges, I remain committed to field-
ing the most capable and ready Marine Corps that the Nation is
willing to afford.

Our greatest asset is our individual marine, the young man or
woman who wears my cloth. Our unique role as America’s signa-
ture crisis response force is grounded in the legendary character
and warfighting ethos of our people. As we reset and prepare for
future battles, all marines are rededicating themselves to those at-
tributes that carried marines across the wheat fields and into the
German machine guns at Belleau Wood in March 1918; those same
attributes that enabled raw combat inexperienced, young marines
to succeed against a determined enemy at America’s first offensive
operation in the Pacific on August 7, 1942, as the first marine divi-
sion landed at Guadalcanal; and, lastly, those timeless strengths of
character and gut courage that enabled marines to carry the day
in an Iraqi town named Falluyjah and against a determined enemy
in the Taliban strongholds of Marjah and Sangin. Your Corps is re-
dedicating itself to those simple four timeless attributes of per-
sistent discipline, faithful obedience to orders and instructions, con-
cerned and engaged leadership 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and
strict adherence to standards. These ironclad imperatives have de-
fined our Corps for 238 years, and they will serve us well in the
decades to come.

As we gather here today, some 30,000 marines are forward-de-
ployed around the world, promoting peace, protecting our Nation’s
interests, and securing our defense. But, we do not do this alone.
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Our partnership is with the U.S. Navy, and that partnership pro-
vides an unmatched naval expeditionary capability. Our relation-
ship with the Navy is a symbiotic one. My relationship with Admi-
ral Jon Greenert is unprecedented. This is why I share CNO’s con-
cerns about the impacts associated with the marked paucity of
building ship funds. America’s engagement throughout the future
security environment of the next two decades will be naval in char-
acter, make no mistake about that.

To be forward-engaged and to be present when it matters most,
we need capital ships, and those ships need to be loaded with U.S.
marines. Expeditionary naval forces are our Nation’s insurance pol-
icy. We are a hedge against uncertainty in an unpredictable world.
The Navy/Marine Corps team provides power projection from the
sea, responding immediately to crises when success is measured in
hours, not in days. From the super typhoon that tragically struck
the Philippines late last year, to the rescue of American citizens in
South Sudan over the Christmas holidays, your forward-deployed
naval forces were there. We carried the day for America.

As the joint force draws down and we conclude combat operations
in Afghanistan, some argue, quite frankly, that we are done with
conflict. My view is completely different. As evidenced in the recent
events currently unfolding in Central Europe, the world will re-
main a dangerous and unpredictable place. There will be no peace
dividend for America, nor will there be a shortage of work for its
U.S. marines. Ladies and gentlemen, we will not do less with less.
We will do the same with less.

In closing, you have my promise that we will only ask for what
we need, we will continue to prioritize and make the hard decisions
before coming before this committee and Congress.

Once again, I thank the committee for your continued support.
And I'm prepared to answer your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Amos follows:]

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, General Amos.

Let’s try 7-minutes on our first round.

Let me ask both you, Admiral, and you, General, about the budg-
et request, which includes a number of personnel-related proposals
which would slow the growth of personnel costs. Now, included in
that is a 1-percent pay raise for most military personnel, which is
lower than the currently projected 1.8 percent that would take ef-
fect under current law. It includes a 1-year pay freeze for general
and flag officers, a slight reduction in the growth of the housing al-
lowance. Over time, it has a phased reduction of—by about a bil-
lion dollars—of the annual direct subsidy provided to military com-
missaries, which is down from the current annual subsidy of about
$1.4 billion, and some changes in the TRICARE program.

Now, the Department has testified that the savings that are
achieved by these proposals, which are estimated by the Depart-
ment to be a little over $2 billion in fiscal year 2015—those savings
would be used to invest in modernization and readiness. So, Admi-
ral and General, let me first ask you, Do you agree with these pro-
posals?

Admiral GREENERT. Mr. Chairman, I agree with those proposals.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay.

And, General?
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General AMos. Chairman, I do. I completely do.

Chairman LEVIN. And can you tell us why?

Admiral GREENERT. Mr. Chairman, for me, I think it’s about bal-
ance. I ask our folks—we spent a lot of time talking to our folks
about, “How is your compensation?” And they say, “You know, my
compensation is good, but you can’t just pay me and keep running
me into the ground.” OPTEMPO is high, and I—when I put their
discussion—the discussion together, their quality of work is out of
balance with their quality of life and compensation. What we need
to do in the Navy is, we need to improve the amount of spare parts
they have: the gaps at sea, the training, personal and unit. We
need to do more for their—the training courses.

So, for me, Mr. Chairman, it’s about balancing the compensation
they have with the environment that they work in. And so, all the
money that we would garner—so, 123 million, projected from this—
would go into exactly that, to improve their quality of work, where
they work, day in and day out, and train and become better sailors.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

General Amos.

General Amos. Chairman, the—today, the latest figure is—63
cents of every dollar that Congress gives the U.S. Marine Corps
goes to pay some form of compensation. That leaves me a small
amount to modernize the Marine Corps, to pay for training, to edu-
cate my marines, pay for fuel, ammunition, and all that. That cost,
that projected cost, will only increase over the FYDP. And if se-
questration stays in effect, it will continue to increase as it edges
up.
So, for me, the—as I travel around the marines, the marines are
not complaining about their pay. And I make no apology for the
fact that they’ve been well-compensated for and well-paid for, for
the last 12 years, because, quite frankly, they’ve shouldered a pret-
ty heavy burden for America and they deserve to be paid for ac-
cordingly. But, they’re—but, right now, we are being—we are doing
well, sir. And if we don’t arrest the increase in cost, in things like
TRICARE and things like pay raises and basic allowance for hous-
ing, none of these are we trying to take money away from marines.
What we’re trying to do is just lower the slope of growth so that
we can get this under control. And, like Admiral Greenert stated,
sir, it’s my intention to take that money and plow that back into
the U.S. Marine Corps for things like quality of life.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay, thank you.

Secretary, the President’s budget, relative to the question of the
George Washington, says that it continues to support a Navy fleet
which includes 11 aircraft carriers, but the budget and the Future
Years Defense Program includes a plan to retire, rather than to re-
fuel, the George Washington. And to follow through on the 11-car-
rier fleet, the administration would have to add almost $4 billion
to the budget and the FYDP to refuel and to retain the George
Washington. Now, if we were to try to restore the refueling plan
envisioned last year, that would require adding about $770 million
in fiscal year 2015, alone.

Secretary Hagel testified before the committee earlier this month
that the administration would modify the FYDP for years 2016 and
2019 to restore funding for the refueling in order to maintain the
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11 aircraft carriers in the Navy’s fleet if—capital “IF”—they were
to receive a clear signal that the Congress would support the De-
partment of Defense’s FYDP for those years that includes 115 bil-
lion more than the Budget Control Act caps for national defense.

So, my question—or, first question of you, Mr. Secretary, is,
What signal would be sufficient for the administration to restore
funding for CVN-73 the George Washington refueling overhaul?

Mr. MaBUS. Mr. Chairman, I was—I want to add my thanks, be-
fore I answer your question, to you, and to give you a Bravo Zulu,
well done, for your years of service and to the sponsor of the USS
Detroit

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Mr. MaBUS.—Barbara Levin.

As you pointed out, what we have done in the 2015 budget is
move the decision about the George Washington for 1 year. We can
move it for a year without impacting the schedule, without impact-
ing the cost, and without impacting the next carrier that comes
along to be refueled. We need 11 aircraft carriers, and we are very
cognizant of that fact. As Admiral Locklear testified about the need
for further carriers, we need those 11 carriers for the operations
tempo and for the stress that is put on the other carriers, should
we lose one.

What you pointed out was very accurate, in terms of restoring
the costs. We will submit a budget for 2016 that, according to the
initial guidance that we have gotten, will have money for the car-
rier. And it will be dependent on Congress to—whether or not the
funding gets restored in 2016 and throughout the FYDP, because
it is a fairly large bill for us to bear, and it probably cannot be done
if sequestration kicks back in, in 2016.

Chairman LEVIN. So, that—just to conclude that, then, you need
this—the signal during the fiscal year 2016 budget consideration
rather than during consideration of the fiscal year 2015 budget. Is
that what I understand you to say?

Mr. MaBUS. We need the decision in 2016.

Chairman LEVIN. You need a signal in 2015?

Mr. MaBuUS. I think the signal could come either in 2015 or 2016,
but a decision will have to be made in 2016.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Inhofe.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Secretary Mabus and Admiral Greenert, the Navy’s long-range
30-year ship acquisition plan calls for a 306-ship Navy. How many
do we have right now?

Mr. MaBus. We have 290.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. With—if sequestration continues to—in
full into 2023, what size of fleet would we see at that time?

Admiral GREENERT. In 2000—I’d have to get you the 2004.

Senator INHOFE. Okay, fine.

Admiral GREENERT. On the back, it’s 304.

Senator INHOFE. For the record, you can go ahead and do that.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator INHOFE. Okay.
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Admiral Greenert, with a smaller fleet, we're going to see longer
deployments, right?

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, sir, we will.

Senator INHOFE. We've gone through this before, historically. In
the 1970s, we went through this. In the—to a lesser degree, in the
1990s. Is that correct?

Admiral GREENERT. That’s correct, sir.

Senator INHOFE. The—it’s my experience, in going around and
talking to people in the—the kids that are out there, that the de-
ployments are just killing the families. It’s a real hardship. Do you
agree with that?

Admiral GREENERT. Well, that’s a strong term, but they're—it’s
definitely cost dissatisfiers around, and we—you’re right, there.

Senator INHOFE. Well, maybe I'm getting a different reading than
some of the uniforms might get, but I think it is something that’s
really serious.

You know, it seems to me that if you're building on—in the Ford-
class aircraft carrier every 5 years, it would only support a 10-air-
craft carrier deployable force. I think that’s right. Do you think
that’s right?

Admiral GREENERT. No, sir. What we—if we keep the 73, we’ll
build to 11 aircraft carriers.

Senator INHOFE. You—when?

Admiral GREENERT. In 20-—when the Fords delivers, that would
get us to 11.

Senator INHOFE. About when?

Admiral GREENERT. Oh, I'm sorry. 2016. March of 2016.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. Well, actually, the dispensation from the
law that requires 11 is good until 2015, so you’re satisfied with
that—that’s going to happen?

Admiral GREENERT. I'm satisfied that, in March of 2016, delivery
of the Ford, yes, sir.

Senator INHOFE. Okay.

Secretary Mabus, in light of the civilian personnel hiring freezes
and furloughs for fiscal year 2014—now, I know something about
this, because, while we don’t have any—ours is an ALC—our depot,
in—at Tinker—we had 15,000 that were affected by that. And so,
I know what the furlough is—furloughs do. So, are the impacts
similar on the shipyards and aviation depots as they were in my
State of Oklahoma?

Mr. MaBUS. We were able to exempt most of the shipyard work-
ers from the furloughs, and some of the aviation depot workers, but
certainly not all of them. So, there was an impact, and there was
an impact across the entire civilian workforce, to include the people
that design our ships and——

Senator INHOFE. Now, how many of those actually had to take
furloughs, of the ones that you were—the numbers that you have?

Mr. MABUS. We were able to exempt about 20 percent of our ci-
vilians.

Senator INHOFE. And you were able to also shorten some of those
furloughs, also, as we were.

Mr. MABUS. Yes.

Senator INHOFE. Yeah, okay.
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Yesterday at a hearing—I was not there, but I looked at this
chart of the hearing, and this shows—the two line—the problem
that we’re having right now is in the older and more experienced
people. This chart—the chart shows that it’s skyrocketing, the
number of—in your workforce—with experience from 0 to 9 years,
and then it’s dropping precipitously in 30 years and over. Are you
familiar with that chart? It was used—were you in the hearing yes-
terday, at the readiness hearing?

Mr. MABUS. No, sir, I was not.

Senator INHOFE. Oh, okay. But, are you—have you seen this
chart? Well

Mr. MABUS. I'm aware of the

Senator INHOFE. You're aware of——

Mr. MABUS.—trend

Senator INHOFE.—the problems. Is—what kind of a problem is
this? Because you’re losing your experienced personnel. You know,
we went through this, back in the 1990s, when we went from 8
shipyards with 70,000 personnel down to 4 shipyards with 20,000
personnel at the same time you're losing your most experienced
personnel. And that’s happening today, isn’t it?

Mr. MABuS. It is happening today, and it’s—one of the—I think
the thing you pointed out about the 1990s, that’s why we’re losing
so many people today. They’re reaching retirement age now.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, I understand that.

General Amos, the—regardless of what happens with sequestra-
tion, the Marine Corps is going to be required to reduce its end
strength from, what, 182,000 to 175,000. And, in terms of battal-
ions, that means you’re dropping from 21 to 20. Is that correct?

General AMOS. No, sir, that’s not exactly——

Senator INHOFE. From—21 from 28.

General AMoOS. No, sir. We started at 202, we’re at 194, about
193 today. We're on our way to 175. At 20-—at 2002, we had 27
infantry battalions. When we go to full sequestration, at 175, we’ll
have 21 infantry battalions.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. Now, the statement you made a minute
ago—and it’s typical of a marine’s statement, and I agree with it,
and I'm very proud of you—you say, we won’t do less with less, we
will continue to do it. I know you will. But, you will also be assum-
ing more risk. Isn’t that correct?

General AMOS. Senator, that’s absolutely correct.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. And risk equals lives, doesn’t it?

General AMOSs. Risk equals a whole bunch of things, unit readi-
ness, but, at the end of the day, it could result in increased casual-
ties.

Senator INHOFE. Okay.

General Amos, I—you may have to answer this for the record, be-
cause I should know this, and I don’t. I'm familiar with the—what
we went through with the NLOS canon and that capability in the
Army, and we went down—the Crusader program, that was can-
celed during the Bush administration; the FCS program was can-
celed the first—5 years ago, in this administration.

As you've gone through this thing—and it seems to me—and it’s
not just—it’s in all of the services—we get our expectations up, we
start working on a program, and then it’s canceled, and we start—
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and we already have an investment in that program. We went
through, in the Marines, the amphibious assault vehicle, then we
went through the expeditionary fighting vehicle, then the amphib-
ious combat vehicle, and now, I understand that the marine per-
sonnel carrier is going to be taking over, in some form. I'm not sure
what that form is. We don’t have time to elaborate on that, but can
you kind of explain to me what the problem is when we have to
go through all these programs? That isn’t your fault, that’s the—
a policy that you were handed. Is that a problem, when you go
through these various developments of equipment?

General AMOS. Senator, I am mindful of the time, but—and I’ll
be happy to give you, for the record, the complete detailed brief.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

General AMOS. But, in essence, that’s exactly—I regret that this
has been the history of this vehicle. And, if you remember, I ap-
peared before this committee, 3 years ago

Senator INHOFE. Right.

General AMOS.—along with my Secretary, and said that we have
canceled that—Secretary Gates has canceled that. And he canceled
it because of cost, he canceled it because of reliability. And then
what we discovered after that, as we really got into it, was, quite
frankly, the vehicle—the EFV ashore, where it was going to live
most of its life carrying the marines, was marginalized, with re-
gards to maneuverability and protection. So, this is all the things
that we have put in the alchemy as we have looked forward over
the last 3 years to try to figure out what’s the best way ahead.

We can build a high water speed vehicle today, but the tradeoffs
in survivability protection, in maneuverability ashore, where it’s
going to live most of its life, and rely—and maintainability, is more
than I'm willing to pay. So, what we’ve done is, we’ve changed the
paradigm, Senator. We've said, “Okay, the requirement for the ve-
hicle to go high water speed from a sea base considerably off the
shore is, we can solve that with a connector.” So, we're looking in-
side, organically, to the connectors that we currently own, connec-
tors that we’re buying right now, like the joint high speed vessel,
which will go 30, 40, 50 knots in the right sea state, and we can
now buy a vehicle that’'s—that is basically one-third the cost, that
is easily much more maneuverable and safe ashore. And that’s the
direction we're going. It’s a better cost——

Senator INHOFE. And that, I do appreciate. But, for the record,
if you could elaborate on that, starting through the various entities
that we've talked about, that would be very helpful for us to under-
stand that.

General AMOS. Senator, I'll be happy to.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

General AMos. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Inhofe.

Senator Reed.

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

And, Mr. Secretary, Admiral Greenert, General Amos, thank you
for your service.
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And, General Amos, if this is your last appearance, thank you for
your extraordinary service to the Marine Corps and to the Nation,
and for your great counsel and advice.

General AMos. Thank you.

Senator REED. Thank you, sir.

Admiral Greenert, you've said that the number-one priority of
the Navy is to fund the Ohio replacement submarine. And Admiral
Richardson, from the Office of Naval Reactors, indicated that
there’s a delay of at least 6 months in the reactor core manufac-
turing because of insufficient funding, which is—could throw the
whole program into disarray. And, in fact, I think, in your state-
ment, you allude to the possibility that this will slip. And this is
not simply a Navy issue, because this is the central part of our nu-
clear triad. So, could you comment on the status and what we have
to do to keep this program on track?

Admiral GREENERT. We have two departments. We have the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of Energy, here, that help
serve us. Department of Energy—and this is the core development,
and they need high computing capability to do that. We're putting
a new-type core in the Ohio, so you don’t have to refuel it. Anyway,
we need to reconcile this. It’s about $150 million, if I'm not mis-
taken, and the NNSA and Department of Defense have been talk-
ing about it.

Senator, in the end, I've got to get with Admiral Richardson, and
we've got to reconcile this. And we will. And we’ll come to the com-
mittee if we need help. The program has to stay on track. We have
no slack in this program.

Senator REED. And—but, is there—and I'll ask Secretary Mabus
to comment, too. Since this is not just a—you know, again, you can
make this argument, probably, for every platform in the military.
But, this goes to a national security concern that transcends the
Navy. That’s our nuclear deterrence. And it is a land-based, sea-
based, air-based, and—so, is there a—the possibility that resources
from DOD could be committed to help you keep this program on
track? And then I'll ask Secretary Mabus to also comment.

Admiral GREENERT. Up to a point. But, the—you’ll get into a sit-
uation where, if you will, the charter, if you will, the mission of the
Department of Defense, you start going outside that, and then we
would need, if you will, you know, a—what do they call that, a
NIPR or something, where you cross departments. But, we're doing
all we can within DOD to reprogram from other resources within
Admiral Richardson’s programs. We'll reach a wall, though, eventu-
ally, and we’ll have to go to the DOD—DOE.

Senator REED. Mr. Secretary, comments?

Mr. MABUS. Senator, to your point, I think it’s important that we
have this conversation, this debate about how we fund the Ohio-
class replacement and the strategic deterrent. These platforms will
be at sea into the 2080s. They're—we’re driving the cost down, but
they’re expensive platforms. And if it’s all paid for out of Navy
shipbuilding, it will have a very serious and very negative effect on
the rest of the fleet, to include the rest of our submarine force, our
attack submarines. And so, we have to start building the first one
in 2021; and sometime between now and then, I think there needs
to be a very serious look at how we pay for this.
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Senator REED. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Admiral—excuse me—General Amos, you and your marines are
conducting, for the first time, a joint operation in—I think, in a
couple of years—with South Koreans, as we speak. But, it raises
a question I also raised with Admiral Locklear this week, which is
the ability to conduct amphibious operations in Pacific Command,
specifically. And you were having a conversation with Senator
Inhofe about the connector and—et cetera.

Can you give us kind of an update on the capabilities? Admiral
Locklear’s indicated to us that he needs more amphibious capabili-
ties to carry out his missions in the Pacific.

General AMOS. Senator, the—as you know well, the Asia-Pacific
area is 62 percent of the world’s surface area. Now—it’s huge. The
water—it’s a maritime theater. For us, the amphibious ships, those
three types—the large deck, the LPD, the LSD—are the Swiss
Army knives of kind of the naval force for America diplomacy
there. That’s what marines live on. We've got one marine amphib-
ious ready group forward deployed in the Pacific right now, and it’s
based out of Sasebo. That one has four ships. And we use that all
the time. Those are the very ships that are being used to—in part
of this operation. Every now and then, an ARG/MEU will come
through on its way to the Persian Gulf and swing through and par-
ticipate in the exercises.

But, quite frankly, in an area that big—and that’s part of the
reason why the Secretary and the CNO have committed, in a cou-
ple of years, to put another ARG/MEU down in the southern part
of the Asian-Pacific area, so we can move those marines around
Australia and out of Guam and use it down there. So, quite frank-
ly, we don’t have enough. We know that, sir. We're just trying to
figure out how we can cut Solomon’s baby, here, with the budget.
But, we need more ships out there.

Senator REED. Can I—a followup question, Senator. You know,
about the interconnector—because that was a term that’s been
used a few times. Is that a platform—the high-speed platform to
deliver, from over the horizon, combat vehicles to the beach? I
know the marine amphibious assault vehicles that were proposed
before were designed to be the high-speed approach the beach and
then the tactical on-the-ground equipment that you could drive for-
ward. That—now you’re just looking at a platform to get combat—
land vehicles to the beach and then beyond? Is that——

General Amo0s. Essentially, that’s true, sir. The—connectors is
just a general term we’re using for everything from vehicles we
currently own, like the air-cushioned vehicles we have right now,
the landing craft utility, LCUs, that we have in service right now.
We have JHSVs, as you’re aware of. We've already commissioned
two of them. They’re out at sea right now. There’s another eight
being built. Those will go fast, they will haul a lot of marines and
vehicles. That gives us the ability to be able to maneuver from a
sea base that could be pushed as far out as perhaps 100 miles be-
cause of the enemy threat.

Senator REED. Right.

General AMOS. So, what we’ve done is, we've changed the para-
digm and the way we’ve thought, in that we have to swim all that
way in our amphibious combat vehicle. Well, it’s impractical now.
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Can we get it on a connector, and can the connector take us in?
And the answer is yes.

Senator REED. Okay.

Just a final point, because of—my time is expiring—is that—we
talked about the Ohio class, and I think all of this, not only our
attack submarine fleet, but the ballistic missile fleet, has to be sort
of considered in the context of very sophisticated Russian sub-
marines that are coming into the Service, and increasingly sophisti-
cated and increasingly numerical Chinese submarines. We still
have a distinct advantage underwater, but that advantage is not
as great as it was previously. And just—it’'s a comment. Admiral,
you can kind of concur or—you concur, I think.

Admiral GREENERT. We're still—we don’t—we own the undersea
domain, Senator, but we have to maintain it. I'm very comfortable,
and I have pretty good empirical data, and we can get you a brief,
if you like.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator REED. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Reed.

Senator McCain.

Senator MCCAIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank the witnesses.

And, General Amos, thank you for your outstanding service over
many years. And you join other great leaders who preceded you as
Commandant of the Marine Corps. And it is noteworthy that you
served as the first marine aviator to be Commandant of the Marine
Corps. And I thank you for your outstanding service.

And you made two comments, in your opening remarks, that
struck me. One was the 62 cents out of every dollar now spent on
the Marine Corps is devoted to personnel and entitlement benefits.
It reminds me of the words of Secretary Gates, who said these costs
are, quote, “eating us alive.” I'd be interested in what you think we
ought to do in that area, given the benefit of your experience.

And the other comment, you mentioned the brave sacrifice of ma-
rines at the battle of Fallujah. Second battle of Fallujah, as you
well know, 96 marines and soldiers died, 600 injured. And today,
the black flags of al Qaeda fly over the city of Fallujah. It’s rather
difficult to explain to those family members exactly what happened
since they made that sacrifice. I believe it was a failure of Amer-
ican policy towards Iraq. But, whatever caused it, it’s really tragic.

And, as you answer the question about the personnel costs, I
can’t let this opportunity go by without asking you about the F—
35 and how it’s—how you gauge its progress and how it’s doing.

General.

General AMOS. Senator, the—first of all, on the 60-plus cents of
compensation for our manpower, I want to go on record as saying
it doesn’t—that’s not a function of marines cost more per person.
We actually—and I can prove this—we actually cost less. It’s just
a function of our proportion of the budget. And so, that’s why our
costs are up there. So, that’s the first point.

The second point is, I think there’s a balance, as we look forward,
to things like—there’s a commission that’s looking at retirement,
and we’re drawing a force down, and we’re rebalancing, and we’re



19

under sequestration, so there’s pressure to cut services, and these
types of things across the Corps. I think there’s a balance, when
we start looking at compensation, with regards to, How much will
the market bear?

And so, the proposal by the Joint Chiefs, really over the last 2
years, we think, is modest, we think it’s balanced, we think it’s rea-
sonable. And that’s shallowing the pay raise down to 1 percent, no
pay raise for general officers and flag officers. Try to come up with
a simplified TRICARE program that becomes affordable. As you
know, that hasn’t had a pay increase since 1996. That’s the only
healthcare company in America, I think, that can boast that.

Bachelor allowance for housing. Can we lower the ramp of that?
It typically goes up somewhere between 2 to 3 percent a year. So
does rents. Can we lower that? And so, there’s simply things like
the commissary. There was—the last thing I want to see is the
commissary go away from our marines. That’s a huge satisfier or
dissatisfier. But, can we get it so it doesn’t have to be subsidized?
Like the exchanges have. And you remember, from the days when
they were subsidized. And I think that’s reasonable.

So, it’s a reasonable approach, Senator, to trying to lower our
costs, our compensation costs, in addition to those things. I mean,
I pay $152 million in unemployment last year. I mean, I've got all
these things. So, we’re just trying to get it under control, a right
balance.

Regarding the F-35, sir, I'll tell you, we've got 17 airplanes at
Yuma, out in our 1st Fleet squadron. They’re flying well, they’re
doing well. We've got another 14 at our training squadron at Eglin
Air Force Base. We've got 55 airplanes under contract, so far—not
delivered, but under contract. The airplane, for us, is progressing
well. We still are working towards a July-August of 2015 initial op-
eration capability. Mindful of the GAO report that came out on the
24th, we work closely with the JPO, the program officer, program
manager. We're—we have a reasonably okay level of optimism that
the software for our version will make the 2015 IOC. We've got
bulkhead problems that we’ve discovered, by—probably in the next
60 days, they’ll have the fixes for those things, and we’ll figure out
what we'’re going to do.

So, sir, 'm optimistic about it, but I'm mindful of it, and I'm pay-
ing very close attention to it.

Senator MCCAIN. Well, thank you for your stewardship of the
program. And, I must say, it’s come a long way.

Secretary Mabus, it’s not often that I am surprised, but I must
say that I was taken aback when I heard that the Tomahawk mis-
sile program, and now youre planning to cut it so that there
would—the number would drop to 196 last year, 100 in 2015. The
number would drop to zero in 2016, to be replaced by, quote, “a
next-generation land attack weapon,” whatever that means.

Mr. Secretary, I would remind you, in Libya, we—in the Libya
exercise, we expended 220 Tomahawks. And, as far as I know,
we’ve never been briefed on any follow-on weapon that would re-
place the Tomahawk. People like Seth Cropsey and others at the
Hudson Institute say it doesn’t make sense, really moves the
United States away from a position of influence in military domi-
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nance. He went on to say they couldn’t find a better way than de-
priving the U.S. fleet of Tomahawks. It’s breathtaking.

I think we have ample testimony that it takes years to develop
a new weapon. Senator Inhofe talked about all the programs that
have been canceled. And now we’re going to have zero Tomahawks
in 2016 and begin on a followup weapon? I'd be very interested in
the rationale for this decision.

Mr. MABUS. Senator, the supply of Tomahawks that we have—
and you're absolutely correct about the numbers that we used in
Libya, but the supply of Tomahawks that we have today that have
been manufactured are sufficient to carry us——

Senator MCCAIN. Which is how many?

Mr. MaBUS. Which is about 4,000 Tomahawks in the arsenal
today, which will carry us—when you add the Tomahawks that we
plan to buy in 2015, will carry us through any eventuality that we
could foresee. The follow-on weapon, we are in the analysis of alter-
natives, and we believe that we can get that follow-on weapon in-
troduced into the fleet expeditiously, and so that there—we cer-
tainly, absolutely don’t want—don’t need a gap between the Toma-
hawk and the next weapon.

And TI'll be happy to get you a complete briefing on exactly where
we are on that second weapon.

[The information referred to follows:]
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Senator MCCAIN. Well, I thank you.

And I've overstayed—used my time. But, this is really rolling the
dice, in my view, when we haven’t even begun the assessment of
what that new weapon would look like. And I don’t think there’s
any doubt about the absolute criticality of a weapon like the Toma-
hawk, without even moving forward at least these—most of these
weapon systems takes as much as a decade to fully develop and
move into the fleet. And I really am surprised, and obviously we
will have the subject of further hearings, I would think, Mr. Chair-
man, on this particular issue.

I thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator McCain.

Senator Donnelly.

Senator DONNELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, Admiral Greenert, Secretary Mabus, thank you.

General Amos, thank you very much for all your service to our
country. We're extraordinarily appreciative.

I want to thank all the soldiers, sailors, and the marines, airmen
around the world for everything they have done.

Senator Ayotte and I just got back from Afghanistan. We were
with General Dunford on Saturday. And, Secretary Mabus, I know
you know this already—Admiral, General—but your sailors and
marines are doing extraordinary, extraordinary work over there.
And, from everyone at Crane, they wanted me to let you know how
appreciative they are for the opportunity to continue to protect our
Nation.

Admiral, when we look at what just happened, the Russians just
took 51 ships from Ukraine. Their navy, in effect, went from 280
to 331. And I was wondering the coordination that is going on now
between yourself and the Estonia navy, Latvia navy, Lithuania



21

navy, our NATO partners, and our European partners. Are their
navies chipping in? And has there been an increased look at what
is going on in that region?

Admiral GREENERT. Well, this much I can tell you, Senator. I've
communicated with my colleagues—Romania, Bulgaria, you know,
the NATO nations there, Poland—to reassure them, “Hey, we’re all
in this together.” Okay? Number one.

Number two are our exercise program remains on track, that we
have with them, staff talks. So, it’s such that there’s a—we’re reas-
suring our allies, Senator. I guess that—let me be clear with that.

Senator DONNELLY. When you look at the Russian navy, you
know, theyre looking at bases in Cuba, Venezuela, Nicaragua.
They’ve visited South and Central America. Iran has sent a naval
ship into the Atlantic. How are we responding to these encroach-
ments into our hemisphere?

Admiral GREENERT. Well, if you look at the little chartlet there
today, the places that they have chosen, if they—these are not
places where you can repair ships. You can’t do much, really.
They’re not—many of them are not deep water. The kinds of nego-
tiations that they’re doing, maybe you pull in and you get some
fuel, which we—everywhere you see a square on that chart, we can
repair, refuel, refresh. So, I keep my eye on it. They are in this
hemisphere. But, it is not unusual to be able to go in to anybody
that wants to do business. They’ll sell you fuel, and they’ll let you
buy some food and some minor things. But, can you do any reason-
ably relevant repair to weapon systems in that? That’s what we've
really got to keep our eye on. And I don’t see that yet, other than
Cuba, of course.

Senator DONNELLY. After what has happened in Crimea, the
things you’ve looked at there, the other challenges that we have,
have those kind of things made it more difficult to rebalance to the
Pacific? Is it a question of—we know you're stretched. Is there a
point where the rubberband snaps, in effect?

Admiral GREENERT. There’s a point to where the rubberband
snaps. And if we go to the Budget Control Act caps and we con-
tinue on that track, then I think the rubberband’s pretty darn close
to snapping, if you will.

But, today, you see in that chartlet, we have 21 ships in the Eu-
ropean Command. I'm reasonably comfortable there. In fact, we’re
building there. As you know, we sent the Donald Cook, the de-
stroyer, Aegis destroyer, to—she’s now based in Rota, and we’ll
send the Ross, another one, this summer, two more next year. So,
we’ll have four DDTs right there, in addition to the other—again,
I refer to the little squares there. Those are places where our ships
operate out of, and we’re moving other ships forward as part of our
strategy, including the European Command.

So, need to keep our eye on it and have the right ships at the
right place.

Senator DONNELLY. As you look at the rebalance to the Pacific,
in regards to the Chinese, looking at last year, this year, next year,
are we in the same or better position this year, as opposed to the
Chinese? And as we look ahead over the next couple of years, how
would you characterize that balance between the two of us?
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Admiral GREENERT. When I appeared before you with PresBud-
14, and we talked about the Defense Strategic Guidance, one of the
things I laid out was to assure joint assured access. Some call it
anti-access area denial/defeat. And I would tell you, yes, I feel very
comfortable we can keep pace and stay ahead where we’re needed
to. We're slipping, even with PresBud-15. We go to Budget Control
Act gaps, we fall behind, and I'm very concerned at our ability to
project power in an area against an advanced adversary with those,
if you will, advanced capabilities. We're slipping behind them, and
now we need to prioritize. But, I worry about that, Senator.

Senator DONNELLY. General Amos, you have served us in ex-
traordinary ways, this country. And, as you look at the Marines
and looking forward, and the challenges we've had in Afghanistan,
which you have met so well, the challenges we’ve had in Iraq, same
thing—when you look at the things that concern you the greatest
for the future of the Marines, for the future of the success of our
Armed Forces, what would they be?

General AMOS. Senator, we spent a lot of time with my staff
working on that, because it nests—I mean, it covers everything
from sexual assault to abuse to hazing to this kind of bad behavior.
And so, when you try to look at all that, and you—how do we get—
how do we take some shameful behavior that is—that has perhaps
embarrassed the Marine Corps, how do we correct that, in light of
12 years of—singularly focused on combat?

And, in my opening comment, I talked about reawakening the
soul of the Corps. And I'm not trying to be corny, here, but, as we
go back in history, what was it that caused the marines to do so
well when they crossed the border in March 2003? You know, I re-
mind all the young marines, there were 70,000 marines there, and
there were probably less than 500 of that 70,000 that had ever
been in combat before. When we crossed the beach on August 7,
1942, in Guadalcanal, with the exception of just a few leaders, al-
most everybody was green. Same thing in the wheat fields of Bel-
leau Wood, when the 5th and 6th Marines charged the machinegun
nest and turned the tide of World War 1.

It’s discipline. It’s adherence to standards. It’s engaged leader-
ship, leadership where marines, when we come home, the staff
NCOs and the officers actually care about what that young lance
corporal is thinking, what he’s going to do on the weekend. And it
will affect all our behavior. I mean, everything from sexual assaults
to alcohol abuse to suicides. We've got to go back to the basic fun-
damentals that have kept our Corps what it is for 238%% years.

I know that sounds—may sound corny, but it really is the truth.
And the marines get it, they understand it. And so, that’s where
we are. That’s—I'm not concerned about, “Will we be courageous in
the future? Will we work through the budgets and the
programmatics?” We will. We'll figure it out. And we’ll continue to
do the Nation’s bidding.

But, we don’t want to lose the soul of us, the character of us. And
I think if we can kind of get back—we haven’t lost it, but if we can
just reaffirm it, then a lot of these really, really important things
that go on in the life of a marine, that, quite frankly, are—bring
discredit on us, I think we can help ourselves with this.

So, that’s—I don’t know whether that satisfies——
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Senator DONNELLY. It’s very eloquent and very on target.

Thank you so much, to all of you, for your service.

Mr. Chairman?

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Donnelly.

Senator Sessions.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank all of you for your leadership and serv-
ice to the country.

Secretary Mabus, I think you’re doing an excellent job in a very
difficult time.

Admiral Greenert, thank you for your service.

And, General Amos, thank you for your long career. I was in
Fallujah not long after that great battle, and talked to the marine
leaders, and it was fabulously courageous service, door to door, that
they fought, and then it was a battle that will rank high in the his-
tory of the Marine Corps. And thank you for your long service.

Secretary Mabus, and all of us, I think it’s like, as they say,
ships in the night, when we’re talking about budget and numbers.
All of us need to begin to get our heads together on the challenge
we face. I am worried about it. I'm worried about where we are,
and I intend to continue to dig into this and get a better handle
on where we are.

The projections and suggestions that we’re going to have big cuts
as a result of the sequester is not exactly correct. Secretary Hagel
said that DOD’s budget cut was 37 billion last year because of se-
questration, and, unless Congress changes the law, sequestration
will cut another 50 billion, starting—each year—in fiscal year
2016. Well, that’s not exactly right, colleagues. It’s not right. It’s
from the President’s budget, what he proposed. And they’re asking
for 115 billion above the Budget Control Act spending levels over
the next 4 years, really, which is complicated by the fact that the
Democratic leadership has made absolutely clear, not one dime
more will go to the Defense budget that’s not matched by an equal
expenditure for non-Defense discretionary spending. And so, that—
you’re talking about 230 billion more, over the next 4 years, above
the Budget Control Act that the President signed and we agreed
to, above the Ryan-Murray agreement that helped. So, we’ve got a
problem with our numbers. And, fundamentally, based on what we
spent, we’ll have 2 years more of flat budgets, with an increase of
about 2 and a half percent, or 13 billion, a year through 2020—
through 2021.

So, whether you can get by on that, I don’t know. But, you—we
can’t expect big increases on—in the current climate, in my opin-
ion.

Second, colleagues, we—and I worry that we are sending a mes-
sage that we’re not going to be an effective fighting force in the fu-
ture because of the reduction in spending and flat spending. I
think—we are going to have a difficult, difficult challenge, but we
don’t need to over-tell the world that we are on some sort of major
retreat from our responsibilities. Hopefully, that won’t happen.

So, I just wanted to share that perspective. We're all going to
have to wrestle with this, and I don’t think we’re going to see an-
other 115 billion over the next 4 years for the Defense Department.

Secretary Mabus, maybe you’d like to comment on that.



24

Mr. MABUS. We share the concern, Senator, that, if the budget
goes back—and we appreciate what Congress has done in 2014 and
2015. It’s give us some stability, it’s given us some certainty, it’s
given us an ability to plan. But, even that was significantly below
the President’s 2014 budget request for 2014 and 2015. So, our con-
cern is, if it goes back to the sequester levels in 2016 and beyond,
both the CNO and the Commandant have spelled out some of the
impacts that will have on readiness, on platforms, on training, on
steaming, on flying, and on doing what you said, which is being the
only global Navy and Marine Corps in the world, and meeting our
obligations to this country and to the world under the Defense
Strategic Guidance and also under the QDR.

Those are serious concerns. Those are concerns that are right
upon us, because 2016 is only a little more than a year away.

Senator SESSIONS. Well, I—we’ll talk about all that some more.
I just wanted to share with you that the expectation that we're
going to, dollar-for-dollar—or demand that we have to have dollar-
for-dollar increases in non-Defense as to Defense, is not justifiable.
And we'’re not going to be able to do that, number one. And I'm not
sure how much more we can go back and bust the budget. The
President’s budget, that he submitted to us, that you talk about
blithely here, is in direct violation of the Ryan-Murray bill he
signed just a few weeks ago, and Congress voted to do to help the
military. And we’re forced to double that for non-Defense. So, I just
would tell you, that’s a problem, and it’s not going to be easy for
us to solve, and we all have a responsibility to do the right thing.

Admiral Greenert, you talked about the Navy’s requirement. I
just want to briefly ask you about the littoral combat ship. The
Navy has that as a requirement, does it not? And that’s a formal
process. They have 52 of those ships, and you established 52 as the
Navy’s requirement for that ship?

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, sir. It fulfills the requirement we refer
to as the “small surface combatant.” I need 52. Today I have 26.

Senator SESSIONS. And we have that ship moving forward now.
Secretary Mabus, I know you’re alert and watch this project. But,
it seems to me, isn’t it correct, that the ship is under the cost cap
that the Congress has set and that it seems to be moving forward,
let us say, at cruising speed now?

Mr. MABUS. It’s moving forward at its high cruising speed, Sen-
ator. And, yes, it’s under the congressional cost cap. And one of the
things that industry and Congress and the American people ought
to be very proud of is the fact that the cost has been driven down
on this ship from over 750 million for the first ones to about 350
million for the ones today.

Senator SESSIONS. Briefly, Congress asked the Navy to look for
a faster ship, a more flexible ship, a ship that uses substantially
smaller crew, as this one does, a fuel-efficient ship, one that can
be utilized for a variety of activities at a reasonable lower cost. Mr.
Secretary, do you believe this ship is meeting those demands of
Congress?

Mr. MABUS. Senator, the ships that we have had delivered in the
first deployment of LCS-1 is meeting those requirements.

Senator SESSIONS. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Sessions.
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Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, to all of our witnesses today. And I want to echo
the comments, especially, General Amos, to you. Congratulations
on your wonderful service. It’'s been a treat to work together with
you.

Just picking up on Senator Sessions, I don’t view the President’s
budget submission to be contrary to the Ryan-Murray budget plan,
which I worked on and supported. The submission for 2015 is in
accord with what we did in 2015. We were able to provide 2 years,
2014 and 2015, a partial sequester relief. But, I view it as, we've
Reserved for another day the discussion about sequester relief in
the out years. And I have been impressed that the President’s
budget submission does not say “2016 and forward, eliminate the
sequester.” What the President’s budget submission says is, “Years
2016 and forward, eliminate half the sequester.”

The DOD, under the President’s budget submission, will absorb
50 percent of the sequester cuts over the length of the sequester.
But, you've asked for relief from the other 50 percent. And none of
us took oaths of office to the sequester; we took oaths of office to
try to do the best thing for the country. And I think many of us
are going to Reserve our right to try to battle for additional seques-
ter relief in 2016 and forward. And that’s really what’s before us.

Secretary Mabus, I want to talk about this issue that the Chair-
man began with you on, on the signal to send. Because this is
somewhat about timing—your timing in DOD and doing budgets,
and our timing in Congress. We’ve done a 2-year budget now for
the first time. It’s generally a good thing. But, here’s the challenge.
We won’t do a budget again until—by statute, we won’t have to
have it done til April of 2015. That budget will be a top-line budg-
et; it won’t even be a line-item budget. We'll do an NDAA in May
or June of 2015. There will be an appropriations bill sometime
after that.

You have to give a budget to the President and work with the
President on an fiscal year 2016 budget submission that he’s re-
quired by law to deliver to Congress in February 2016.

So, I gather you need some kind of a signal, about what fiscal
year 2016 will look like, from this committee in order to present
your budget to the President so that the President can give us a
budget in February. But, we don’t do a budget until April.

So, on this question of, “When do you need a signal if you're to
do things like the statutory requirement of the 11-carrier Navy?’—
my sense is, you need a signal as you’re presenting the President
material about the fiscal year 2016 budget submission, at least a
signal of some kind. Am I reading that wrong?

Mr. MABUS. Senator, you're reading that correctly. The earlier
the signal could come, obviously the better for us. We're already
working on the 2016 budget, as you know.

Senator KAINE. If we give you no signal, and then we get into
April 2015 and start talking about what we’re going to do in fiscal
year 2016, I don’t know how you could present a budget to the
President, and have the President present one to us that assumes,
you know, a 2016 budget that would support 11 carriers, that
would support the end strength that you foresee for the Marines,



26

for the Army, for the National Guard. We really need to give you
a signal sooner than next calendar year, don’t we?

Mr. MaBUS. It would be difficult, the later that signal comes. And
the earlier, as I said, the better, and the easier it is to do the budg-
et workup.

Just to—as I told the Chairman, the only thing we’ve done on the
carrier is to give that extra year for such a decision and such a sig-
nal or a notion of where we're going to be in 2016 and in the rest
of the 2016 FYDP.

Senator KAINE. But, separate from budgets, strategically, now, 1
gather there is no dispute within the DOD, Navy family, White
House, in terms of the strategy, that the 11-carrier strategy, which
is statutory, is also a strategy that is desired and preferred, in
terms of the—America’s maritime defense posture, correct?

Mr. MABUS. It is a strategy that is very desired and very pre-
ferred.

Senator KAINE. General Amos, quickly, I—your discussion with
Senator Donnelly, I thought, was an interesting one, because I've
really grappled, too, with this issue of—What is the stress on the
force, the Marines or any force, of 12 years of war? You know, we
had a 7-year war, the Revolutionary War; we had a war, I guess,
of 5 to 10 years, in the Vietnam war; but, I mean, from Sep-
tember—you know, late 2001 until now into 2014, we’ve not had
a 13-year period where we've been waging two wars simulta-
neously.

You know, there’s a lot of deferred maintenance. I kind of look
of it as deferred maintenance issues, the kind you talk about.
They’re the character issues, the kind of “returning to roots.” It’s
hard to repair your roof in the middle of the rainstorm. Nobody’s
up on the roof trying to patch it when the—you wait til the rain
stops, then you go up and try to patch your roof. And so, there’s
a—the whole series of issues that you mentioned, very important
ones—military sexual assault, suicide, other kinds of behaviors
that maybe treated things in a cavalier fashion that shouldn’t be
treated in a cavalier fashion—the pace of an Ops Tempo for 13 or
14 years breeds conditions where that’s more likely, and we’re mov-
ing into a phase now where we've got to get into those deferred
maintenance projects. Is that sort of how you see the task before
our organization right now?

General AMOS. Senator, two aspects of that.

Number one is the readiness that you talk about. Those—we
have taken money, we’ve made purposeful decisions to take money
out of home-station readiness—training ranges, building some fa-
cilities, and those types of things, programs—and move it to unit
readiness. So, readiness of our units that are deployed, readiness
of our units that are fixing to deploy, is at the highest state. The
readiness of those home-station units that are back there, that are
a long ways away from deploying, are beginning to erode. And I—
my assistant Commandant testified that today—yesterday, on a
readiness committee hearing. So, that is a concern of mine, and
that’s parts, that’'s—and that—mostly parts, and artisans to be able
to fix things, the people that will maintenance it. But, those are
things that are eroding.
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The things that—at home station, with regards to facilities and
maintenance. I've been given $6 billion, over the last probably 6 or
7 years, to upgrade barracks, and we built well over 100 new bar-
racks in the Marine Corps quality of life, and those are, bar—you
know, they’re better than they've ever been since I've been a ma-
rine. But, they’ll begin to erode. Our training ranges will begin to
erode.

So, I am concerned about that. But, I have a near-term require-
ment for the Nation, and that is to be America’s crisis response
force. So, we are meeting that. And I want to be clear that we will
continue to meet that. But, we’re eating the seed corn back here.

With regards to the marines, themselves, 52 percent—52 percent
of 193,000-plus marines that are on Active Duty today, are on their
first enlistment, which means the bulk of the Corps, bulk of that,
are somewhere between 18 and probably 22-23 years old. Senator,
they joined the Marine Corps to deploy. They joined the Marine
Corps to go from one thing, reset, wash their clothes, repack their
gear, and then go again. When I traveled around in Afghanistan—
there is a classic case—it could be 110 degrees in Afghanistan, and
you’re talking to marines that haven’t had a bath in a month; you
know, theyre just eating tray rats, if they’re lucky. And you say,
“Okay, devil dogs, what have you got?” And they’ll go, “Sir, when
am I going to get to deploy again?”

So, the morale of the marines, themselves, are high. The stress—
they’re—you know, we don’t look at the stress of the multiple de-
ployments and go, “Oh, God, this is terrible.” We're not doing that.
Marines don’t do that. They actually want to deploy.

This budget, this 175,000-k Marine Corps that we are building
will be on a 1-to-2 dwell, which is what we’ve been on now for
about the last 5 to 6 years. The young marines like that, because
they don’t want to—they want to go to WESTPAC, they want to go
to Australia, they want to go to Africa, they want to go to Europe—
a little bit harder on the—what we call the career force, you know,
the majors and the gunnery sergeants and that. So, there is going
to be stress there, sir, but the marines are a happy lot right now.

The equipment piece, the sustainment back for those that are not
to deploy, worries me, and that’s what concerns me probably the
most.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Kaine.

Senator Wicker.

Senator WICKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, to all of our witnesses, thank you for your service, and
thank you for your testimony.

I have a letter here that my colleagues and I received from a
group of 20 retired Marine Corps generals, including former Com-
mandant, General Conway, and former CENTCOM Commander,
General Mattis. The letter from this distinguished group highlights
concerns about our current 30-year shipbuilding plan. And we've
talked about that earlier today in the testimony.

I look forward to receiving your plan next month. As you know,
not having a stable and predictable shipbuilding plan creates a rip-
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gle effect that extends beyond the demise of our Defense industrial
ases.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that this letter be entered into the record
at this point.

Chairman LEVIN. It will be.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

Senator WICKER. Let me quote from it. “Experience over the past
decade demonstrates that the demand for amphibious warships
will not decrease. These Swiss Army knives of the sea have proven
to be much more than just troop transports. Their versatility and
interoperability with our allies have repeatedly caused them to
serve as the cornerstone of America’s visible forward presence, pro-
jecting metered power and response to crises ranging from non-
combatant evacuations and humanitarian assistance to direct mili-
tary intervention,” unquote.

Admiral Locklear, our PACOM commander, testified before our
committee on Tuesday. He stated that we have insufficient amphib-
ious ships to meet the current global demand.

So, this is a concern to me and other members of the committee.
So, here’s my question to you three gentlemen, and we’ll start down
here with General Amos and go down the table. In this fiscal aus-
tere environment, if sequestration level cuts to Defense spending
persist beyond 2016, what sort of gap will these cuts create be-
tween America’s Asia rebalance strategy and maintaining a pres-
ence in Europe? What gaps are we seeing today regarding the right
number and type of ships required?

General Amos?

General AMOS. Senator, thank you. We have a gap right now in
the Mediterranean. And in the late 1990s and early part of 2000s,
we had ARG/MEUSs, marine amphibious ready groups, in the Medi-
terranean all the time. Quite frankly, we just—we don’t have them.
We don’t have them available right now, because they’re spending
their time in the Central Command area of operations, of necessity.

There’s no question that we would like to have more amphibious
ships. I've made the statement publicly a couple of times, I'd like
to have 50-plus amphibious ships. The demand for steady-state op-
erations all around the world would indicate that that’s probably
somewhere around the right number: 50-plus. But, we simply can’t
afford it, because it’s capital ships, and they cost a lot of money.
So, that’s—I mean, that’s the reality that Admiral Greenert and I
and the Secretary deal with, with a $14 billion-a-year shipbuilding
account, trying to figure out how you cut that and parse that out.

So, the truth of the matter is, is that, I can say this

Senator WICKER. Is 50 your requirement, sir?

General AMOs. Pardon?

Senator WICKER. Is 50 going to be your requirement?

General AMOS. Three-eight is the requirement for forcible entry,
Senator, but the steady-state requirement for day-to-day operations
around the world is something well above that. And if—and it’s in
the 50s. But, it’s impractical, and we’re not going to be able to af-
ford that. Can we get more, and should we get more than what we
have? And the answer is yes. It’s a function of where we’re going
to get the money, Senator.
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Senator WICKER. Mr. Secretary?

Mr. MABUS. To pick up on what General Amos was saying, for
forcible entry, the requirement—and that’s to do the war plans—
the requirement is 38. But, Marines and Navy have agreed that,
because of budget constraints, it can be done with 33, as long as
you have 30 of those available at any given time.

But, as General Amos said and as the CNO will reiterate, the
steady-state requirement, the things that the letter mentioned,
things like humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, engagements
with our allies and with nations around the world, that number is
certainly greater than 38. It ranges from a low of probably 45, that
the CNO has talked about, to above 50 that General Amos just
mentioned.

One of the things we’re doing to try to mitigate that is using
other types of ships to do the things that—to do certain missions
that amphibious ships have done in the past—joint high-speed ves-
sels to move marines and equipment rapidly across wide areas,
afloat forward staging bases, and mobile landing platforms to be
the sea base with the afloat forward staging base; and we’re asking
for—our budget has another one of those—an additional one of
those in 2017—to have different ways to move marines, to get ma-
rines to where they need to be, to do the engagement, to do the hu-
manitarian assistance, to do the disaster relief that amphibs do so
well. But, because, as the General said, they are such capital-inten-
sive ships, we're looking for other smaller-footprint, more afford-
able ways to do this. But, to meet steady-state requirements, we
would need a good many more of all types of ships.

Admiral GREENERT. Senator, I think you have one of these
chartlets in front of you. And on the back, in the lower right-hand
corner, I kind of summarize: This is what’s going to happen to your
shipbuilding plan at the Budget Control Act level. We’ll probably
have to cancel three destroyers, a submarine, the carrier we talked
about, and, as the Secretary mentioned, a ship called an afloat for-
ward staging base currently built on the West Coast. But, these
things can be built in other shipyards, too.

I agree that the—there’s kind of request, require, and reality.
The request out there for ships to do, I'll call it, expeditionary
things—because if we try to do it all with amphibs, we’ll do one of
two—well, we won’t get it done or we’ll wear them out. And that’s
what we’re doing today. We are wearing our amphib ships out.
That letter probably addresses that pretty well, that you men-
tioned.

I agree, the requirement is 38, with an affordable 33, but our re-
ality is, we're at 29, and it will be difficult to hold that. But, am-
phibious shipbuilding is a requirement of mine. I'm very concerned
about it, and it has a high priority. And my partner, down to my
left, and I will work on that.

Other things we can do, we will continue the rebalance to the
Asia-Pacific, because the—and the way to do that is to move ships
forward, join high-speed vessels, like the Secretary mentioned, mo-
bile landing platforms—and there’s a picture of that up there—and
to do the things with these ships that you might normally do with
an amphibious ship. They don’t do joint forcible entry, they do
lower-end kind of things.
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So, we have quite a conundrum. It will hurt the shipbuilding
plan. We have to be judicious and innovative. But, it still won’t
meet all the requirements in the future.

Senator WICKER. Well, that—thank all three of you for your an-
swer. And my time is gone. But, Admiral, if we look at the dif-
ference between requirement and reality, and we stick with what
you view now as reality, you say that we’re going to wear these—
that we're wearing these ships out. Are there any other con-
sequences that this committee needs to know about?

Admiral GREENERT. You'll wear the people out. And I worry
about that more than I do the ships. You can build ships in less
than a decade, probably, with money, if you’ve got the industrial
base. That’s a problem. But, it'll take you more than a generation
if you wear this force out. And we’ve seen this before, and we lived
it twice—after Vietnam and in the 1990s.

Senator WICKER. Thank you. And thank you all.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Wicker.

Senator Blumenthal.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank each of you for your extraordinary service, and thank you
for being here today, and very helpful testimony.

Let me ask, if I may, Secretary Mabus and Admiral Greenert, as
the requirement for the Ohio-class replacement draws closer, what
can we do, in Congress, to make sure that we accomplish this mis-
sion? I know you’re going to say money. But, in what form, over
what period of time, and what amounts do you think are necessary
to guarantee that we do the Ohio-class?

Mr. MaBUS. Senator, I'll take a very quick crack at it and turn
it over to my submariner CNO, here.

We are exactly on track now, in terms of the early engineering,
the research and development that need to happen for the Ohio-
class replacement to come online in 2029, when the first ship will
need to go on patrol. The big milestones that are coming, we have
to start buying advanced procurement in 2019, we have to start
construction on the first one of these in 2021. And so, the amounts
of money will go up pretty dramatically in that timeframe.

The common missile compartment that we are developing now
with the British has to be ready earlier, because the British sub-
marines will put to sea before ours, their replacement for their
strategic deterrent. And so, we have to have that capability ready
so that they can do the early testing on that.

In answer to an earlier question from Senator Reed, when the—
those additional amounts of money, fairly—very substantial addi-
tional amounts of money, become necessary in the early 2020s, if
all of that comes out of a steady dollar-number Navy shipbuilding
account, we will keep the Ohio-class replacement on track. What
we will do is, we will devastate the rest of the shipbuilding—attack
submarines, our surface force. And I don’t think that is a—an
event that anyone wants to see happen.

So, I think that the—there has to be a serious discussion about,
How do we pay for this once-in-a-generation replacement of a stra-
tegic deterrence—because some of these Ohio-class replacements
are scheduled to be at sea until the 2080s—in order to keep from
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just taking our fleet down to where we cannot operate and do the
missions that our country requires us to do?

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Thank you.

Admiral?

Admiral GREENERT. Secretary Mabus did a pretty good descrip-
tion, there. I'd—we need a predictable budget, and on time. When
we have a continuing resolution, as you know, we can’t do what’s
called “new starts.” So, things you want to start during that fiscal
year, you can’t. So, we are building up engineers, we’re doing the
computations now on the designs, so that when we reach 2021, we
have all the detailed design and we can start building. Because, re-
member, we slipped it 2 years. Well, we said, “Well, if we're going
to do that, when you start building it, you’d better have all the de-
tailed design done, because 2031 on patrol is just not waverable,
sir.” So, predictable and on-time budgets.

And there’s two elements undergoing this design phase. One is,
of course, the Navy part, the DOD part, but then there’s the
NNSA, the Department of Energy part, that—to help us with the
reactor and the uranium and all that, to make it a life-of-the-ship
core. I'm concerned about that, and those need to come together
Witclll that—working with the United Kingdom, as the Secretary
said.

Thank you, sir.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Predictable and on time, which is what
the sub building program has been, very proudly, for Connecticut,
where we make them, but I—I thank you for those answers.

Let me ask you, Mr. Secretary. I know that you’re considering
some initiatives, in terms of reducing tobacco sales at exchanges.
And I think those kinds of changes in tobacco consumption, or the
incentive surrounding them, could be very important for health of
the men and women under your command. Could you describe, a
little bit, specifically what you’re planning to do?

Mr. MABUS. Senator, we’re looking at several things to do.
We're—we have the fittest force ever. We know that tobacco hurts
that fitness. We know that we spend far more money in healthcare
than the exchanges make in profit from tobacco sales. So, we're
looking at a range of options that, hopefully, we will be able to
come forward with fairly soon.

We want to build on what has been done in the submarine force.
Smoking was banned on submarines in—January 1st, 2011. And
we have a fitter submarine force because of that. But, we know the
dangers of tobacco. We know what it does to the fitness of our
force, and we'’re looking at a good number of initiatives.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. And you already have a cessation pro-
gram—I think it’s called You Quit, or something like that, which
I think——

Mr. MaBUS. We have——

Senator BLUMENTHAL.—is also commendable.

Mr. MABUS. We have a pretty aggressive cessation program, and
we will continue to make that available to our sailors, our marines,
to help them quit this addiction.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Let me ask, finally, about the tuition as-
sistance program. I'm somewhat disappointed to see that—if I'm
correct in my reading of the budget—that the—both the Navy and
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the Marine Corps are reducing available funds—the Navy cuts are
about 25 million, and the Marine Corps has proposed cuts of tui-
tion assistance over 67 percent, from 45 million to—in fiscal year—
14, to only about 15 million. I don’t need to tell any of the leaders
at the table today how important this program is, and I wonder
whether there is something we can do about it.

General AMOs. Senator, the—it’s a little bit misleading, the num-
bers. We have 15 million in the 2015 budget for tuition assistance,
and what we’ve done now is, we're trying to figure out how we did
in 2014. We had the $44 million in there. We didn’t—as I recall,
we didn’t use it all. There was a—so, there was a usage issue. So,
we’re trying to capture as much money as we can, so we don’t
waste it. So, we put 15 as a placeholder in 2015, and we’ve agreed
that, internally, with my budget head, that we will then feed that
account with quarterly offsets as we adjudicate our budget as it
goes through the year.

So, the Marines will not fall short on tuition assistance for the
remainder of this year. We're going to pay 100 percent of it. What
we have done, though—truth in lending—is, is that we’ve said that,
for the first 2 years of a marine’s life, you're not eligible for tuition
assistance. You should be worrying about your MOS credibility and
learning to be a marine and learning about your unit. And then
from the third year on, then theyre eligible for tuition assistance
at 100 percent reimbursement.

Admiral GREENERT. Senator, that one got by me. My intention,
in talking to my Chief of Naval Personnel, is to fund at 100 per-
cent. We'll work that out in the budget execution.

But, I want to look closely and make sure our kids are—we have
a process to sit down and put together a good plan with them so
they know what they’re taking, why it is, what’s it going to do for
them, and make sure what they’re signing up for are credentialed,
respected universities or colleges or whatever—trade schools—that
get them something relevant when they complete service.

Senator BLUMENTHAL. Well, your responses are very reassuring
and welcome, and if there is anything that we can do to make pos-
sible full funding, I hope you'll let us know.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Blumenthal.

Senator Blunt.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you, Chairman.

Thank you all for being here today.

And, General Amos, thanks, particularly, for your great service.
And we may not see you again in this particular setting, but I
know we’ll continue to rely on your advice and your judgment on
these issues as long as youre willing to give it, and I appreciate
your service.

I'm sorry I missed the Defense Approp’s hearing yesterday. I had
another Approp’s hearing going on at exactly the same time. But,
I did look at what some of the comments were made there about
aviation, which is what I think I want to talk about in my 6 and
a half minutes that are left.

In terms of the electronic attack analysis, General Greenert—Ad-
miral Greenert, where are we, in a study that will provide what we
think we need to know about what combination of aircraft works
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best together and what’s the best way to approach that package of
aircraft?

Admiral GREENERT. We've done a Navy study. Our Naval Air
Systems Command did a study, and we—what we looked at was,
you know, What’s a good knee in the curve, if you will? Where do
you get the most for the number of aircraft? We’re talking about
platforms, and we’re talking about the Growler. And, right now, we
have five Growlers in a squadron, and we looked and said, “You
know, for the kind of packages we would have in the future to get
joint assured entry against the kind of defenses that we would be
up against in the future, you need closer to six, seven, eight.” Eight
is premier. Something close to that.

So, now what we want to do is look joint-wide. Okay, that’s good
for us, but we are the joint provider for all electronic attack. We’'ll
do that this summer, look joint-wide.

Senator BLUNT. And will we have the—the Navy analysis that
you talked about, will that be available to us before the markup
that this committee would have?

And what would that time be, Chairman?

Chairman LEVIN. We have a scheduled markup at the——

Senator BLUNT. End of May?

Chairman LEVIN.—right before the Memorial Day recess.

Senator BLUNT. Would we have the Navy analysis—not the sys-
temwide analysis, but the Navy analysis—is it available now, or
will it be by sometime in May?

Admiral GREENERT. Oh, it’s available now. I'll take that as a fol-
lowup for you, Senator.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERTI]

Senator BLUNT. All right. And, in terms of the Growlers, that you
brought up, when flying the Growlers together with other aircraft,
you have a lot more electronic attack capacity? That would include
the F-35, when that becomes part of the system?

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, sir. Make no mistake, the F-35 has a
good electronic attack. However——

Senator BLUNT. Right.

Admiral GREENERT.—that’s just one of its attributes. We'll need
Super Hornets in that package for some time, well into the next
decade. So, somebody’s got to do the suppression. And the beauty
of the Growler is, it has not only the anti-radiation missiles—it can
protect itself and the units—it has extraordinary capability. And it
isn’t linear. You know, when you add another Growler, it’s more ex-
ponential, what you get for that package.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you. Thank you.

Secretary Mabus, on the F-35, the F-35B or the F-35C, when
does the Navy expect that to be operationally ready for combat?
And I'm not asking initial operational capability. 'm asking when
you would expect that to be operationally ready for combat.

Mr. MABUS. Senator, as you know, the B, for the Marines, the
STOVL version, is the first out of the pack. General Amos has fol-
lowed that very closely. And we’ve stood up our first squadron in
Yuma, and I0OC would be next year, in 2015. And ready for combat,
the threshold would be about 6 months later than——

Senator BLUNT. For the Marines. What about——
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Mr. MABUS. For the Marines. For the Navy, our—the C version,
the carrier version, is the last of the three versions to come online.
We are looking at about a 2019 IOC, and the threshold for combat
operations, again, about 6 months after IOC.

Senator BLUNT. So, sometime in 2019 or 20207

Mr. MABUS. 2019 or 2020.

Senator BLUNT. Depending on when you get that, to start with?

Mr. MaBus. That’s correct.

Senator BLUNT. General Amos, I know you're a former pilot, an
F-18 pilot. Any comments on either of these questions would be ap-
preciated.

General AMOS. Sir, I hope I'm not a former pilot.

Senator BLUNT. Exactly.

General AMOS. But, I do, the Secretary is absolutely correct, that
10C, although it sounds kind of squishy, that’s 10 pilots, 10 crews,
complete maintenance, airplanes all set up, completely combat-
ready. So, if—by the late summer of 2015—so, if something should
happen and our Nation should need to a deploy of fifth-generation
capability, by the end of next year we’ll have those capabilities to
be able to do that. But, that squadron is scheduled to deploy to the
western Pacific in 2017, so thatll be the first debut of a fifth-gen-
eration airplane for the United States of America around the world,
in 2017.

Senator BLUNT. And any—do you want to give me any—your
sense—and I'm—former pilots—try to quickly replace that with
former A/F-18 pilot—any—your sense of the diversity of aircraft
that’s necessary to perform the mission in the best possible way?

General AMOS. Senator, I think the way we’re headed right now,
the Department of the Navy, is a great blend. We've talked, a little
bit earlier, you’re going to have fifth-generation airplanes which
are highly stealthy, you have capabilities for information-sharing in
electronic warfare, in and of their own class, that will be what I
would consider first—I don’t want to say “strike aircraft,” but first
aircraft in a contested arena, followed up by the rest of the force,
which doesn’t have to be fifth-generation. So, I think we’ve got the
right blend and the right balance.

Senator BLUNT. Admiral Greenert, on your unfunded priorities,
back to your earlier comments, you had—the unfunded priority for
the Growler was 22. Could you tell the committee why you need
those 22?

Admiral GREENERT. Well, Senator, in a previous discussion, we
looked at the study that—which we’ll get to you—and I saw the
electronic—the electromagnetic spectrum is a huge issue for us.
Electronic warfare will be bigger and bigger. The capabilities are
going to expand, theyre not going to be less. What we have today
in the budget, as I looked at it, is acceptable. It is the minimum.
That would be five Growlers per squadron. But, when I look in the
future and I think of the study coming up, studies never say, “Hey,
guess what, you have too much.” All vectors pointed to needing
more. The question posed to me was, “How—what do you need to
reduce programmatic and operational risk?” And, to me, Growlers
were clearly one of those.

Senator BLUNT. And I would think, also, just as my comment,
when we add the new plane, that’s a very expensive plane. What-
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ever you can do to protect that package, to use it in the most effec-
tive way, would be a good thing for us to be sure we're thinking
about. I think the initial cost per copy of those planes, if I'm—di-
vide correctly, is about $400 million a copy. So, whatever package
you have there should be the best possible package, not of the
Growlers, but of the new plane.

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, sir. As General Amos said—I agree with
him—that’s an extraordinary plane. It’s fifth-generation. We have
to have it. It can go in by itself. It networks, it’s got payload range,
and all of that. But, we have a whole air wing that has to come
together, from the Hawkeye through the Growler to the strike
fighters. And, you're right, the Growlers will just enhance. The syn-
ergy will be expanded. And again, it’s exponential, when you add
additional Growlers.

Senator BLUNT. Thank you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Blunt.

Senator Hagan.

Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, to all three of you, I just want to say thank you so much
for your service, the incredible job youre doing on behalf of our
country.

And, General Amos, I know we’ve got a lot of bases in North
Carolina—Camp Lejeune, in particular, and just—I appreciate all
of our marines and what they do in North Carolina.

General Amos, I know Senator Blumenthal was asking a ques-
tion on tuition assistance. I wanted to follow up on that, the tuition
assistance benefit. Because this is something that, across the serv-
ices, is a benefit that’s a great recruitment benefit, retention ben-
efit, and the outcome that it does for so many of our military men
and women, to help them get that college education by taking that
one college class a semester on their own time.

And I guess my concern is, the 65-percent cut that’s being pro-
posed, of almost 30 million, would—and including the cost-share
arrangement, adding—placing a 25-percent burden on the marine.
So, I wanted to say, Why such a huge cut? And also, why putting
that burden on the marine?

And I also understand that you're looking at changing the meas-
ures so that the marines would have to be in—on duty for 2 years
after they enter the service before—to see how they’re adapting to
the military and how they’re comfortable with their duties. But,
shouldn’t we wait to see the effectiveness of these new measures
before we cut this benefit?

General AMOS. Senator, the—we have—we went from 44 million
in 2013’s budget—excuse me, 2014’s budget—to 2015 budget—
2015’s budget, budgeting 15 million. We’re going to fill the rest of
that in throughout the year. It’s a commitment. We're going to pay
100 percent of a marine’s—if a marine signs up for a course, and
it costs X amount of money, we're going to pay 100 percent of that.
And it’s true. So, we’ll add money into that pot through the annual
execution of our budget. So, please understand that that will be
fully funded at 100 percent.

It is true that we’ve set some criteria. We've set the criteria of
2 years. You have to have been a marine on Active Duty for 2
years. And that’s predominantly so that that young marine is



36

spending his or her time focusing on their MOSs, their growing im-
maturity, their understanding, their unit. They've probably de-
ployed at least, maybe, once, maybe even getting close to twice. So,
they’re tightly focused on being a marine.

Once they get to enter their—the—just past the end of the 25th
month, then they're eligible for this. And, as you know, once you
get to the 36th month, then you’re eligible for the Webb GI Bill.

So, Senator, I think we’ve got the right balance here.

Senator HAGAN. So, you’re saying youre not making the cut
down to 75 percent.

General AM0Os. We are not making the cut to 75——

Senator HAGAN. Okay.

General AMOs.—percent.

Senator HAGAN. Great.

And, Admiral Greenert, in the Navy it looks like you've decided
not to cut, too, that you're going to do 100 percent, but reported
that—you said you might eventually ask the sailors to put some
skin in the game. And the way I understand it, the average sailor
using the tuition assistant benefit is an E-5 with 8 years of service,
66 percent of them are married, with two children, and they earn
$33,000 in base pay. And, I guess, do they need to put more skin
in the game, when we’re talking about a recruitment-and-retention
benefit like the tuition assistance?

Admiral GREENERT. Senator, I don’t know. I have to look at this
closely, but I'm not ready to put skin in the game, as they say,
through 2015. That’s where I am. I like the program. I'm more fo-
cused on making sure what they take is of value to them, because,
to me, this is not a lot of money. In fact, this is a good return on
investment that we’ll get, but, more importantly, society will get.
Sooner or later, we're all going to go out and do something else. I
want our kids to go out there feeling confident that what they did
here in the Navy accelerated their life and made them a better per-
son.

Senator HAGAN. I thank you for that.

General Amos, I wanted to ask you a question about the Marine
Security Guards. With the rise of the instability in countries like
South Sudan, Mali, and then, obviously, the Ukraine, the demands
and the need for Marine Security Guards in support of our diplo-
matic missions is obviously apparent. And this—the Marine Corps’
Embassy Security Group has, as I understand it, 1,300 marines
stationed throughout the world at detachments, regional head-
quarters in over 135 countries, supporting the Department of State.
The Marine Security Guard Program is growing. How do you de-
scribe the relationship between the Marines and the Department
of State?

General AMOS. Senator, I think it’s legendary. Every time I—
which is not often, but several times through the year, I go to the
State Department for different functions and different meetings.
Now—and, as I travel around and visit marines at embassies, and
I talk to the Ambassadors, and I talk to the Charges, and I talk
to the rest of the embassy personnel, I think it’s legendary. I think
we train them that way. They’re inoculated down at Quantico when
they go to school that way, in very rigorous training. It’s a hugely,
highly successful program.
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We have 163 diplomatic posts today, because some countries will
have more than—they’ll a consul, and then they’ll have an em-
bassy. So, 163 posts. We’re going to grow another 35 as a result
of the NDAA, when we got the other 1,000 marines.

And probably one of the, really, you know, fallouts of the 1,000
marines that Congress gave us this last year is, we've developed a
Marine Security Augmentation Group, which is—which are a
squad of marines. We've got a bunch of them. And we blow that
balloon up, or shrink it, and we send it to an embassy when an em-
bassy is beginning to sense high threat. When the President of the
United States is going to go into a country, or the Vice President
is going to travel, we’ll send this augmentation unit. They're MSG
marines, they're trained in diplomatic skills, they have all the
weapons skills, and they fall in on the marines that are there. And
then, either once the crisis goes away or the threat goes, or, in this
case, in some cases, the VIPs leave, we pull them out. We've got—
we've deployed that, now, 17 times in the last year since Congress
gave us those 1,000 marines. It’s a huge success story.

Senator HAGAN. Then I also wanted to follow up on one of Sen-
ator McCain’s questions, General Amos. And that is, Will the F-
35B still achieve the initial operational capability by July 2015?
And what’s being done to ensure that the program stays on track?

General AMOS. Senator, the last part of your question is, the
thing is being managed, not only at my desk, but at the program
office desk at my head of Marine Aviation. I mean, and to include
Admiral Greenert and General Welsh, there is an awful lot of over-
sight on this thing, a lot of people paying very close attention.

So, paying more attention, I don’t know that that’s possible. Now,
we've got a great program officer—program manager right now,
with Lieutenant General Bogdan, and so, he’s working through the
nuances of this, trying to bring this new program in, which is very
challenging.

So, we are still on track, at this time, for a July initial operation
capability of next year, for us. But, that’s predicated on the soft-
ware delivery, block 2B, for us. We are—the program officer is—
or program manager is moderately okay, thinking that he’ll make
it. If, for some reason, things don’t fall in place, then I'm not going
to declare IOC in July 2015. This is event-driven.

Senator HAGAN. Right.

General AMOs. But, we're keeping the oversight and the pressure
on the program, and I'm hoping, and I'm anticipating, a July I0C
of next year.

Senator HAGAN. I appreciate that, thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Hagan.

Senator Ayotte.

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank all of you here for your leadership and for your
service.

And I very much want to commend and thank General Amos for
your distinguished service to our country and all that you have
done for us to keep us safe. And please pass our gratitude on to
your family, as well, for their sacrifices.
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I wanted, first of all, to commend you, Admiral Greenert. As I
understand, I got a report from the Military Times that you were
in Mayport last week, or recently, apparently, and were asked a
question—was asked a question about our naval bases worldwide,
and, in particular, another BRAC round. And, as I understand it,
you're quoted as saying, “People ask me, about BRAC, do you have
the need?” And you said, “Do you see a need for BRAC? And I say
no, I don’t.” I want to commend you for that, because, as I look at
our needs for our Navy right now, particularly the work being done
at our shipyards, including the Portsmouth Naval Shipyard, they're
booked out, in terms of their work. And so, I'm not sure, if we were
to go down a BRAC round, we could do what we need to do, in
terms of not only the—really adding to the fleet but also maintain-
ing the fleet in the way that we would need to.

I wanted to ask you—the issue that I'm very concerned about as
we look at the overall posture of our attack submarine fleet, as I
understand it, you know, even without a—without going down the
sequestration road, we’re in a position that the number of attack
submarine fleets actually decline from 54 currently to, as we go to
2029, 42. And as—so, when we think—obviously, sequestration is,
I imagine, even worse, and I—in fact, I would like to hear what you
would say about the size of the fleet then. But, in addition to that,
just even looking at where we are, I'm concerned that, with the two
replacements of Virginia-class submarines, we aren’t going to be
able to meet all our needs in the Asia-Pacific region and other
areas around the world.

Can you comment on that?

Admiral GREENERT. Yeah, sure, Senator. The—we were—I was
under the ice last weekend with Senator King on the—on a Vir-
ginia-class submarine, the New Mexico. And it reminded me that
we do own the undersea domain. We can go anywhere in the world
with these things——

Senator AYOTTE. Right.

Admiral GREENERT.—and they absolutely valuable.

But, to your point, the Asia-Pacific will remain our priority. So,
I would say, other regions of the world may have to take a backseat
to that. But, that still won’t fulfill Admiral Locklear’s requirement.
He needs about—I think it’s 10-ish, or whatever. We get about 70
percent of what he can do. If we are—under the Budget Control Act
of caps, and we are sequestered—back of this little chartlet shows
you—I don’t see how we can sustain two Virginia-class a year. And
that’s tough. Breaks my heart to lose the Miami. And I thank you
for doing all that you could to help us, you know, maintain that.
But, these “eaches” really hurt.

Senator AYOTTE. Yeah. No, that broke our hearts, too, and we
were hoping to, obviously, put the investment back into the Miami.
And I think that, as we go forward, that this is an issue, I know,
that Senator King is concerned about, as well. But, the fact is that
the Chinese are investing more in their submarine fleet. And do
you think we can take for granted our supremacy underneath the
seas that’s so important to the protection of our country, but also
of our allies?
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Admiral GREENERT. No, ma’am, we can’t do that. We have it
today. And that’s what’s so critical. It would be a shame to lose it.
So, I have to do everything I can to maintain that.

Under the Budget Control Act caps, that going to be very dif-
ficult. And it’s more than subs, as you know. It’s a network under
there. It involves——

Senator AYOTTE. Of course it is.

Admiral GREENERT.—the P-8A, and it involves unmanned under-
water vehicles——

Senator AYOTTE. Right.

Admiral GREENERT.—and fixed systems. And we have to do the
research and development to do that, to get—to stay ahead. We are
slipping, and we will slip further. And I'm very concerned, if we go
to BCA caps.

Senator AYOTTE. Well, thank you, Admiral.

I also wanted to ask you, Admiral and Secretary Mabus—as Sen-
ator Donnelly mentioned, we were in Afghanistan, but then we
were also in Ukraine on Sunday. And one of the issues that was
brought to our attention was the exercises by the USS Truxtun in
the Black Sea. And what I was hoping to really make the point to
both of you is that I believe the presence there, whether it’s the
USS Truxtun or other of our naval assets, is very important right
now, in terms of the signal it sends, not only in terms of our sup-
port for the sovereignty of Ukraine, but as well as our signal to the
Russians.

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, Senator. And we intend to remain on
track for the exercise plan that we have, which—we have an exer-
cise, usually, with the Ukraine, called, I think, Operation Sea
Breeze, if I'm not mistaken. We intend to keep that on track until
further notice.

Senator AYOTTE. And I would say I'm glad we’re keeping it on
track. We might want to consider increasing our exercises in that
region, as well. So, I hope that’s something that both of you will
consider, in light of what we see with regard to Russian aggression
against the territorial integrity of Ukraine right now. Our pres-
ence, I think, very much matters.

I thank you.

And, General Amos, I wanted to—you know, yesterday, I think
as you testified, we had General Paxton before the Readiness Sub-
committee, and we were talking about the size of our Marine
Corps. And one of the things that struck me that I wanted to ask
you about today is, if we go down to the 175,000, and that num-
ber—what does that do, in terms of—you know, General Paxton de-
scribed, yesterday, that, if we have to fight a conflict, you've got—
as I understand it, that brings us down a 1-to-2 dwell, even if we're
not involved in a conflict. Isn’t that right? So, let’s say we have to
go fight a conflict, which none of us wants to do, but we always
need to be prepared for. Can you describe for us what that means?
Because I think that people need to understand that—as I under-
stand it, we’re all in and we don’t—when we’re all in, what that
means.

General AMOS. Senator, that’s exactly what it means. It means
we empty the bench of the Active-Duty Forces. I mean, we’ll have
folks back at home station that’ll be keeping the fires going, back
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home, but the combat forces of the Marine Corps are all in for a
major theater war, and will come home when the war is over.

Now, in the context of what else could be done around the world,
we’d activate our 39,600 Reserves, and they’d come on. And they're
very experienced now. They’re an integral part. They would per-
form some of the shock absorber. They would become part of our
combat replacements. But, as far as other things going on around
the world, the Joint Force, then, would—you know, we’re not the
only service, as you know—the Joint Force would then have to ad-
dress that. But, for a major theater war, for 175,000 marines, we're
all in, Senator.

Senator AYOTTE. And I have supreme confidence in the capability
of our Marine Corps, but that’s a tough operational tempo for the
Marine Corps, is it not, when we’re all in like that?

General AMOS. Senator, it—the 1-to-2 for the steady-state is not
optimum. The optimum for all of us—and what we’ve been really—
all of us have been trying to get back to, is a 1-to-3, so you’re gone
6 months and you’re home 18 months. And it gives you time to
reset, go to school, move new leadership in, train

Senator AYOTTE. See your family, we hope.

General AMoOS. Yes, thank you.

Senator AYOTTE. Exactly.

General AMOs. Families actually get to see their spouse and dad-
dies and mommies. So, 1-to-3 is the ideal thing. It just is the right
amount of tension and the right amount of, I guess, relaxation. 1-
to-2, we’ve been at now for at least 5—6 years. The young kids in
the Marine Corps, our youngsters, they’re okay with that. That’s
why they joined. It’s the career force that the 1-to-2 dwell begins
to put pressure on. Those are the marines that have been on Active
Duty for 13-14 years, they've got a family, they’re trying to get
kids in school and think about high schools and stuff. It becomes
hard for them, Senator.

Senator AYOTTE. Well, thank you, General.

I want to thank all of you.

I just think it’s an important consideration for us, because we're
talking about the career force, we’re talking about the leadership
within the Marine Corps and those that are providing the
mentorship and the standards for our newer and younger members
of the Marine Corps, so we cannot—I'm very concerned that, if we
continue at that tempo, we’re really jeopardizing our most precious
asset, which is our men and women in uniform in our Marine
Corps. We're very proud of them. And so, I think this is an impor-
tant consideration as we look at the impact of sequester; and, even
without sequester, there are serious issues here.

So, I want to thank all of you.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Ayotte.

Senator King.

Senator KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We all talk about sequester. And I think we have to step back
a moment and remind ourselves that the sequester was designed
to be stupid. It was designed to never take effect. It was designed
as an incentive to Congress and the President to figure out how to
deal with these—necessity of getting our budgets under control. I
call it “the Wile E. Coyote theory of budgeting,” where we throw
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an anvil off the cliff, run down to the bottom and act surprised
when it hits us on the head. And that’s exactly the situation we'’re
in now.

And I just think we’ve got to step back and say, “Wait a minute.
This isn’t the way it was supposed to be.” I—Senator Kaine said,
“We didn’t take an oath to the sequester.” Our obligation is to fig-
ure out how to replace the sequester. And I think that’s something
that we all need to set ourselves as a goal over the next year.
We've got the Budget Act in place now, we've got a little bit of
breathing room. But, instead of relaxing and saying, “Oh, we'’re
going to have to deal with the sequester in 2016,” we ought to fig-
ure out, How do we replace it? And the Budget Control Act con-
templated that, it instructed that. And we haven’t been able to do
it.

Now, one follow-on question. How could you—could you live
under the Budget Control Act caps without the sequester? Sec-
retary Mabus, how does that world look? If you—if take away the
sequester, there’s still those caps that were imposed in 2011. Is
that an adequate level of funding to meet the requirements and the
needs of the U.S. Navy over the next 8 years?

Mr. MABUS. Senator, it’s far preferable to sequester. And I think
that the thing that Senator Kaine talked about is, the President’s
budget, going forward, is about half of sequester, which is about
what the BCA caps would be.

We would have some risk, but we would be able to perform the
missions that the country has given us, both from the Navy and
the Marine Corps. The Marine Corps, under that scenario, would
stay at 182-1, almost certainly. The Navy and our shipbuilding
plan would stay on track to get to the fleet size that we need with
the right mix of ships.

So, the President’s budget that was submitted in—for 2015 and
then on out for the out years, I think—I haven’t seen exactly the
lines as they go along, but is about where that—where those caps
would be. So

Senator KING. I think we should take our obligation to meet the
caps but to deal with the sequester, as the Budget Control Act con-
templated in August 2011.

Let me move on for a minute. I just want to thank Secretary
Mabus and Admiral Greenert for your work to move forward with
the fifth destroyer, which is going to be built up in Maine at Bath
Iron Works. It’'s—as you know, it’ll probably be the cheapest ship
in the whole series, and it’s important to us, it’s important to the
people of Maine. We're very proud of that shipyard and proud of
the work that they are doing.

And, Mr. Chairman, on April 12, we’re commissioning the
Zumuwalt, which I've seen under construction now, and it’s one of
the most amazing ships, I think, in the world. And I would cer-
tainly invite members of the committee and anyone else to join us
in Bath, Maine, on April 12. That’s going to be an extraordinary
day. And that ship—I talked to somebody the other day who
crossed the bridge at Bath and looked back and said, “What is that
ship that they’re building out there?” It is an amazing piece of mili-
tary equipment. And, of course, my hope is, the Navy’s going to like
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it so much, they’re going to want half a dozen more. But, that’s a
discussion for another day.

Tradeoff between personnel costs and readiness. We had a hear-
ing yesterday on the Personnel Subcommittee of this committee,
and I think we need to remind ourselves that, within the budget
constraints we're talking about, this is a zero-sum game. And if you
aren’t able—if you don’t make the personnel reductions that you're
talking about, that’s $2 billion a year that has to come out of readi-
ness. And, General Amos, is that the way you see it?

General AMOS. It is, Senator. The—even—there’s a difference be-
tween reducing the personnel costs and reducing personnel. When
I reduce personnel, I go to 175, there’ll be less overall cost in my
budget for people——

Senator KING. Right.

General AMOS.—but my proportional part of the budget for peo-
ple will also go down. But, it’s the compensation piece inside of
each one of those young marines that I need to get adjusted down-
ward.

Senator KING. And what I asked at the Personnel Subcommittee
was to get a figure from the Defense Department on the growth of
personnel cost—per capita, as opposed to overall. Because if—
which says, yes, it’s only 50 percent; but if you’re down 100,000 or
150,000, then that masks the increase of cost per person. So, I'm
searching for that data.

But, the other piece is, as you said earlier, if we don’t make sav-
ings like this, then the—then it has to come out of your readiness
budget.

General AMOS. Senator, I think it’s—maybe I can state it just a
little bit differently. What worries me is that, if we don’t get this
under control, then, over time, we will become an entitlements-
based Marine Corps instead of a warfighting-based Marine Corps.

We exist for only one reason, to fight our Nation’s battles. So,
we’ve got to rebalance this. We can do it. We can do it within rea-
son. We can do it with keeping faith with our own marines and our
sailors. But, it’s got to be rebalanced. Because I exist to do the Na-
tion’s bidding, not to become an entitlements-based Marine Corps.

Senator KING. Well, I think it’s important that—in the figures
that we were given, it’s 2.1 billion in the first year, in this budget
year, the savings from these personnel changes, but something like
30 billion over the next 5 years. So, this is a significant number.
Now, of course, we—there is a commission, as you know, on com-
pensation. The inclination is to wait until that happens. But, if we
do, that makes it a year later that we make changes that are nec-
essary to provide more funds for our troops’ readiness.

Secretary Mabus and Admiral Greenert, the Navy recently re-
leased the Arctic Roadmap. And, as the Admiral mentioned, he and
I were on the USS New Mexico, this past weekend, 400 feet under
the Arctic ice, which was an extraordinary experience.

I have to say, Admiral, that my wife said, “What was your major
impression of the trip?” And she expected me to say, “the cold” or
“the ice” or “the ship” or “the nuclear power plant.” It was the peo-
ple on that ship. Those young men on that ship were amazing, and
particularly—I was particularly impressed by the enlisted people
that had worked their way up through the ranks. And you—they
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felt it was their machine, and they were so proud and patriotic and
idealistic. That was a tremendous experience, and that was the—
my overall impression.

However, the Arctic is opening up. It’s, essentially, a new ocean.
Admiral Greenert, what does that mean for us, in terms of naval
assets? Because you've got the chart, here, and there’s nothing up
here. What do we have to be thinking about, in terms of naval as-
sets? And I know it isn’t within your bailiwick, but we only have
one icebreaker in the whole shooting match of the U.S. Govern-
ment, and that’s a 40-year-old Coast Guard icebreaker that’s pow-
erful enough to go up there. What do we need to be thinking about
as the Arctic Ocean opens up?

Admiral GREENERT. Well, Senator, there’s—I've got—working
with my oceanographer and with the Coast Guard and my staff,
here’s the way we're approaching this:

Number one, just when is it ice-free, and where is it ice-free?
And we need to figure that out. So, we went to 2025; a good bit
of the icecap that we now know will be ice-free. Well, what does
“ice-free” mean? Well, that you can take a normal ship that doesn’t
have to be ice-hardened, commercial ship, and you could go through
some of the sea lines of communication, if you will.

Well, where are those? Number two. Where are these sea lines
of communication? You have the Northwest Passage, not really
highly traveled, sort of shallow. Then you have the northern route.
Well, that goes up near Russia, fairly deep. How often is it open
during this—these summer months? And then you have a polar
track. So, how deep is the water? Because that draft, for the big
ships that would make it commercially viable, that’s important. So,
we're analyzing that, talking to industry, Maersk and others that
do that. So, that’s number two.

Number three, Is there a threat such that we need to be up
there, or is this no different from, say, the south Atlantic or some-
where, where you just travel? And you say, “Okay, just travel.” And
t}ﬁen—and we need to figure that out. So, my people are analyzing
that.

And then, number four, What kind of agreements do we need to
make if there is an issue? Are there sovereignty claims that we
need to settle down with and talk about? We were in staff talks
with the Russians, and we want to continue that, when we’re ready
to do that. The Chinese have joined a group. They're interested. So,
we want to talk with the—what I'll call the community of nations
who are interested in using the Arctic. Obviously Canada, obvi-
ously all the Scandinavian countries and Norway. Those are all in
progress. From that will become a global force management de-
mand signal, if you will, as to what we need up there. Today, we
average one submarine, oddly enough, in that upper Arctic region.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator KING. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator King.

Senator Cruz.

Senator CRUZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Admiral, General, Mr. Secretary, thank you for being here.
Thank you for your service to our Nation.
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Secretary Mabus, I'd like to talk some about the proposed reduc-
tions to our military in the context of alternative avenues for cost
savings. The Army, right now, is planning on reducing its size by
six brigade combat teams by 2019, according to this year’s budget
request. And those proposed cuts concern me greatly.

The Department of Defense continues to spend billions of dollars
on alternative energy research in programs at DOD that I think
are far less essential than maintaining our readiness and ability to
defend our National security interest. For example, the Navy spent
$170 million on algae fuel, which costs four times as much as reg-
ular fuel, which means, potentially, $120 million was spent unnec-
essarily. And even in these tight budgetary times, the Navy budget
now contains nearly $70 million, in this year’s budget, for a request
for the Navy Energy Program, which funds research and develop-
ment activities such as the Algae Fuel Research Program.

And the first question I wanted to ask is, Instead of buying algae
fuel, which even the National Research Council says is currently
not sustainable, the Department of Defense could, instead, field
nearly a battalion’s worth of Active Duty soldiers, or even more Na-
tional Guard troops. And, Secretary Mabus, I would welcome your
views, in light of the threats we face, whether you would support
more Army infantry troops instead of money spent on algae fuel.

Mr. MABUS. Senator, now is exactly the time that we have to—
have to diversity our energy sources. We're facing, in Navy—in fis-
cal year 2011 and fiscal year 2012, we got an unbudgeted $1 billion
increase in fuel cost for each year—$2 billion that we had not
budgeted for, because of the spikes in the price of oil. The—if we
don’t get a American-made, more stably-based source of fuel, if we
don’t get some competition into the fuel, we’re looking at fewer sol-
diers, fewer sailors, fewer platforms. That’s exactly why we’re doing
this.

The $170 million you mentioned is not for algae fuel, it is for al-
ternative fuels. And you’ll be happy to know that we now are work-
ing with four companies that will—that are obligated to provide us
with 163 million gallons of biofuel by 2016 at less than $3.50 a gal-
lon. So, we’re not going to buy any alternative fuels that aren’t ab-
solutely price competitive, but if we don’t do this—because oil is a
global commodity; oil is traded globally, and every time there’s
something happening in the world, every time you have somebody
threatening to close a strait, or just instability—oil traders add a
security premium. And every time the price of oil goes up a dollar
a barrel, it costs our Navy and Marine Corps $30 million additional
in fuel. So, now is exactly the time that we have to do it, or we
will face more cuts just like the type you were talking about.

Senator CRUZ. Now, your comment was that we needed an Amer-
ican-produced energy source that was stable and reliable. And, as
I'm sure you’re aware, we're in the midst of an energy renaissance
right now, where the United States is on track, in the next few
years, to become the world’s top producer of natural gas, and, a few
years later, the world’s top producer of oil. Is it your view that the
Department of Defense is going to somehow revolutionize the study
of algae or alternative energy? I mean, is that really the core func-
tion of the Navy, and at a time when the Navy is proposing, for
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example, cutting 5,000 marines, eliminating two marine infantry
battalions?

Now, obviously, your job is to prioritize. And my question is,
Which is a higher priority, preserving those two marine infantry
battalions or continuing to research algae fuel, in the hopes that
somehow the world energy market can be transformed by the
Navy’s research?

Mr. MaBuUS. Well, to start with, I'm very glad that America is in-
creasing its production of oil and natural gas. But, oil is a globally
traded commodity, and, even if we produce as much as we could
need—and the military’s going to go to the head of the line, in
terms of fossil fuels or any other kind of fuels—we are dependent
on the world price. And that’s what’s been just skyrocketing our
fuel costs. That’s what I talked about, about a more stably priced,
American-produced version.

We’re not researching algae, Senator. The research has been
done. The production is there. We are moving toward changing the
way we use fuel. We're doing energy efficiency, as well. If we don’t
do these things, the cuts that you talked about—and you’re abso-
lutely right, you have to set priorities—this is a priority that will
save ships, this is a priority that will save marines, and it is a pri-
ority that will save marine lives.

Senator CRUZ. At a price

Chairman LEVIN. Senator Cruz, if I could interrupt, because
there’s votes on, here, now, I'm going to call—Senator McCaskill
will follow you, and then she’s going to have to vote; and Senator
Hirono is here, as well. We’re going to—if there’s no one here when
they’re done, we will recess for 10 minutes, because I will be com-
ing back. So, when you’re done, Senator Cruz—you have about an-
other half minute or so—it will then go to Senator McCaskill.

Senator CRUZ. Very good. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

My final question is this. In a hearing before this committee, Sec-
retary Hagel responded to this same line of questioning, and he
characterized the algae fuel program, and also programs such as a
wind farm in Alaska that was built where there’s no wind, as,
quote, “luxuries.” Now, from your testimony today, it sounds like
you don’t agree with Secretary Hagel’s characterization. And so, I
would welcome your views on whether you think he’s right or
wrong that these programs are “luxuries,” and whether the pri-
ority—in my view, the priority, the number-one priority, should be
maintaining readiness in the capacity to defend our National secu-
rity, which means the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines nec-
essary to protect our interests. And that should be prioritized above
luxuries. Do you agree with that, or not?

Mr. MABUS. I absolutely agree that the number-one priority
?uglht to be readiness, and that’s why we’re doing the alternative
uels.

Senator CRUZ. And do you agree with Secretary Hagel’s charac-
terization?

Mr. MABUS. Senator, I didn’t hear Secretary Hagel’s character-
ization, but I'm confident that, in these energy terms, that he did
not state that they were luxuries.

Senator CRUZ. Thank you.

Senator MCCASKILL [presiding]. Thank you.
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Thank you all for being here today.

And I know you have gotten plaudits today, General Amos,
which you deserve, for a career that should make every American
proud of you and those marines you love so much. And if anybody
doesn’t know that General Amos loves the marines, talk to me. He
loves the marines.

But, I wanted to give a shout-out to Bonnie. I think that one of
the things that happens, so many of you come in front of this com-
mittee that have had incredibly long service and have done all
kinds of sacrifices, and I'd like to have a hearing someday and just
have everybody’s spouses up here. Frankly, we could learn a lot
about the good, the bad, and the ugly of our military. And it—I
would love the opportunity to have them sitting there, to thank all
of them. But, please give my best to Bonnie and thank her for the
important role she’s played in helping you lead the Marines.

General AMoS. Thank you, Senator. And T'll be happy to tell
Lynn and Mrs. Greenert that you’ll—and Bonnie—that you’d like
to hold a hearing for them.

Senator McCASKILL. Well, I don’t know—they probably wouldn’t
think that was a love note. So, I [Laughter.]

I don’t know that that’s a good idea.

Let me talk, first, about the Growler, Admiral, about—I know
that Senator Blunt covered it with you, about the Growler capa-
bility. I notice that it was put in the unfunded priorities. I'm curi-
ous as to what was the analysis that went into a request for these
additional Growlers, in terms of airborne electronic attack issues.

Admiral GREENERT. The analysis was, looking toward the future
air wing, the laydown of the aircraft that we intended to have—
really, capability, starting from the Hawkeye, which is the man-
ager—that’s the radar plane—and then what we would have for
electronic attack in a joint—and our strike fighters—look toward
the future. Today, what do our potential adversaries have out
there, and whether theyre proliferating—it’s not just one; these
systems are proliferating—and what are they made up of? And so,
what kind of threats would we have in the future for what I call
joint assured entry? And so, when doing that, we realized, you
know, we're at bare minimum right now. Yes, we are at require-
ment, but if this is going to grow, and this line is shutting down,
and this capability is not available, and we are the entire Depart-
ment’s source, I felt the opportunity existed to reduce risk oper-
ationally and reduce risk programmatically. It’s time to act.

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, I appreciate that, and I think—you
know, this is one of those moments, you have these moments—be-
cause all of us are, frankly, sometimes appropriately accused of pa-
rochial concerns. This is a time that I almost with that I wasn’t
from St. Louis, because I think it—I'm afraid that my advocating
for this very important aircraft could be seen as parochial. And, in
reality, Admiral, what I'm asking you is—this is—in fact, should be
a national priority, not a parochial priority.

Admiral GREENERT. Well, it is certainly a Department priority,
because we provide all electronic attack—airborne electronic at-
tack. And so, again, there’s another study coming, so I couldn’t use
that for analysis, but we looked at the last, and you've seen many
of these. They don’t get smaller.
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Senator MCCASKILL. Right.

Admiral GREENERT. And the future in the electromagnetic spec-
trum is expanding dramatically.

Senator MCCASKILL. It’s going to explode. I mean, I just can’t
imagine that this isn’t going to be one of our highest priorities, in
terms of our readiness and capability for decades to come, because
of the potential that’s there.

I also wanted to talk to you—I—it made my heart beat a little
faster, Secretary Mabus, when I read your opening statement be-
fore the hearing today, and I saw you talking about your estimated
savings on contractual services, alone, of more than 2.5 billion. You
know you're playing my song. I have worked very hard on the con-
tracting piece, and I—seeing that you’re going to have $15 billion
of savings over 5 years, in terms of contractual services, do you—
is most of that attributable to cutting programs, or is most of that
attributable to more aggressive contracting practices and getting a
better bang for our buck?

Mr. MaABUS. Door number two. Senator, you and I are both
former State auditors. My father was probably the cheapest human
that God ever saw fit to put on this Earth, and I am his son.

We—what we have done—we spend $40 billion a year on service
contracts, more than we do on acquisition. And so, we decided to
take a close look at it. We've set up things like contract courts to
have every contracting officer, every year, bring in their contracts
and justify them. We have very senior oversight now of all contract
activities. Some of these contracts just go on and on, and get re-
newed, whether they’re needed, or not. And we are absolutely con-
fident that we can save the 2 and a half billion a year, and we're
hopeful that we can do better than that.

This is an area that—it’s hard, it’s not just as obvious as cutting
a program. But, it’s where very large amounts of savings can be
had. And what we are getting to is the ability to track a dollar
from the time it is appropriated by Congress all the way through
the process to, “What do you get in that contract at the end for that
dollar?” And—hasn’t been an easy process. But, we're a long way
down the road, and we’re absolutely confident of the savings.

Senator MCCASKILL. And these are the kinds of savings that
are—it’s just money in the bank for all the needs we have. So, I
hope their experiences in doing this, and how you’ve done it—I
hope you certainly take it to Secretary Hagel so that we can have
some joint activity around what you—the processes you’re using
and what you’ve learned in the process. Because I know that there
is still—while I join with, I think, every member of this committee,
with grave concerns over the notion that we would get back into
a sequestered environment, and what it would mean to our mili-
tary—at the same time, I know there’s still some squeezing we can
do, especially in that contract arena.

Secretary Amos, I've got to go vote, but I don’t want to leave
without recognizing the survey that was taken in the Marine Corps
that has not gotten very much attention. In 2011, you conducted,
in the Marine Corps, a survey on unwanted sexual contact, and
then you did another one last year, that the Department of Navy,
did that measured the prevalence of unwanted sexual contact.
We—you've—we found that it went down, between 2011 and 2013.
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It decreased, both for men and women, from 2011 and 2013. Now,
I know that’s because of a lot of factors, and part of it is that we
are all working harder at it. I think the work that this committee
has done has made a difference, in terms of the environment in
raising this problem to the very top of everyone’s list. I also know
we’ve had an increase in reporting.

So, that’s the goal: decrease in incidence, increase in reporting.
And it looks like it—for at least this year, we’re on that track for
your service. I want to make sure that I recognize that I know
you're working at it very hard, and I just wanted to point out that
we do have both of those things going on right now, an increase
in reporting and a decrease of incidence. And I think that’s very
important.

General AMOS. Senator, thank you. There’s an enormous—as you
say, enormous amount of work and attention being paid, from the
very senior level, to include this committee and our President. And
my service Secretary is absolutely committed to this thing, as are—
as the Chief of Naval Operations and myself. I mean, there—this
is—we’ve got a lot going on. There’s—I guess you could probably
say there’s a lot of job-ones. But, this is one of those job-ones that
are really, really, really important. We're a little bit more than 2
and a half years into our campaign plan—excuse me, we’re just
about 2 years into our—into a campaign plan we launched in July
2012. The vectors are encouraging. Nobody’s dancing in the end
zone, in my service, right now. We’ve got a lot of work to do in—
so, we're going to stay at it, Senator. You have my word on that.

Senator MCCASKILL. Well, I know you will. And just as I think
everyone in leadership of the military knows that I'm not going
anywhere, and this is going to be something that I will continue
to—I've joked with some people. I was accused of coddling the com-
mand during this debate, and I said, “I think people have not been
coming to the Armed Services hearings,” because I don’t think that
would be the way they would characterize, typically, the aggressive
questioning that sometimes I engage in—in order to make a point,
and hopefully make positive change for the military that we all
care about so deeply, and for—more importantly, for the men and
women who serve nobly and courageously.

And I thank all of you for being here.

I know that members are coming back to ask questions. If I don’t
go now, I'm going to miss this vote, so 'm going to recess the hear-
ing briefly, and then I'm sure the Chairman will be back momen-
tarily to continue the hearing.

Thank you.

[Recess.]

ghairman LEVIN [presiding]. The committee will come back to
order.

I don’t know if any colleagues are going to be coming back, but
if their staff is here, let them know that I only have a few ques-
tions, and then we will adjourn unless I have notice that a col-
league is coming back.

Admiral Greenert, first, you made reference to an unfunded pri-
ority list. And when will that list be coming in?

Admiral GREENERT. Mr. Chairman, it’'s due by the 18th of April.
I'll—I would like to have it within 2 weeks.
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Chairman LEVIN. All right. Now, do we—we also get, I think, an
unfunded list from the Marines. Is that correct? General, we
have—there’s an unfunded priority list which will be forthcoming
from the Marines, as well?

General AMOS. Yes, sir, it'll all come in, here, shortly.

Chairman LEVIN. At the same time? Will they come the same
time, generally?

General AMos. Yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay. And we will also expect the list from the
other services, as the practice is.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, I wonder if you could tell us about the
efforts that we’re making relative to Malaysia Flight 370, if you're
free to tell us that. Can you tell us what ships are steaming in that
direction, what area they’re going to, or what their mission will be?
And I guess we’ll leave it—start with that, if you know—have that
information.

Admiral GREENERT. When the plane went down, we steamed a
ship, the—a destroyer that happened to be in the area—that’s the
goodness of being here it matters, when it matters—the Pinckney,
and then we had another ship, just a few days later, the Kidd.
Both of those ships steamed in the area until released. And they
were released within about 5-6 days, because it was determined—
when there became uncertainty as to the location, they said, “Look,
we need to do an aerial search so we can do this.” So, although we
had aircraft there at the same time, and a more, I'd say, organized
or, say, laydown—more organized laydown, we had a P-8, which is
our maritime patrol, our new one, and a P-3, searching in a north-
ern and a southern region. When the area shifted now to just a
southern region, we are now working with the Australians, and we
fly one of our maritime patrol aircraft daily.

Chairman LEVIN. So, are our ships going to go to the area where
that debris field has been identified? Or is it—are we going to just
rely on our planes, in terms of our contribution?

Admiral GREENERT. Our contribution—when tasked, we will go
to the debris field. I'm not familiar, right now, with which ship.
We've agreed to provide a sensor—it’s a pinger sensor, effectively,
using remote and—so, we’ll deploy that from a ship. So, there’ll be,
as a minimum, an auxiliary ship of some sort that will go down
there, and I'll take that for the record and get you a synopsis of
that.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]

Chairman LEVIN. All right. But, as of right now, there’s been no
specific area where we have assigned our ships—ships to go, as of
right this moment?

Admiral GREENERT. Other than the one that would tow this
search for the pinger, no, sir, not at this time, that I'm aware of.
And I'll take for the record and——

Chairman LEVIN. Okay.

Admiral GREENERT.—get it right to you.

[The information referred to follows:]

[COMMITTEE INSERT]
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Chairman LEVIN. All right, thanks.

Just a couple of questions. Let’s see, I guess, Admiral, this might
go to you, as well. Well, let me start, first, with Secretary. The
Navy is going to be conducting a review of the Littoral Combat
Ship Program to assess options for future purchases, beyond the 32
ships currently approved. Is that correct?

Mr. MABUS. That’s correct, Senator.

Chairman LEVIN. And will the Navy’s review include the current
designs, derivative of the—derivatives of the current LCS designs
and a new ship design?

Mr. MaBUS. Senator, the review that was ordered by the Sec-
retary of Defense—and I think it’s very important, as you pointed
out, to go exactly with what the Secretary has ordered—is that we
do a review of the ship, as we do of almost every Navy type of ship,
that there are three options coming out of this review. One is to
continue to build the littoral combat ship, as is; one is to build a
modified version of the littoral combat ship; and one is to build a
completely new ship. But, the instruction also continues that we
are to take cost and delivery time to the fleet into account. And the
only thing that has been paused now is that we are not to enter
into contract negotiations past 32 ships. But, that 32 ships will
take us to 2019.

Chairman LEVIN. And there’s not—and you’re not to enter con-
tract negotiations beyond that until this review is completed. Is
that correct?

Mr. MABUS. That’s correct. And this review will be completed
this year.

Chairman LEVIN. All right.

Admiral, let me ask you about the survivability requirements for
the LCS program. Are those requirements different than the sur-
vivability requirements for cruisers and destroyers?

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, sir, they are. There are levels of surviv-
ability, what we call them. Survivability three, that’s a cruiser or
destroyer and a carrier, and that means you take a missile hit,
guns hit, mine, and maybe torpedo, and you continue to fight on.
So, the build—the militarization, if you will, the building stand-
ards, are different.

Level two, amphibious ships and some submarines. And in that
one, you are able to continue fighting on in some circumstances
very late out.

And then, there’s level one. And level one is where we have frig-
ates and the littoral combat ship.

If T may, sir, the—“survivability” is a broader term than we’re
giving it credit for. There are three elements to survivability. The
susceptibility to get a hit—in other words, your ability to defend
yourself; then there’s the vulnerability—and that would be taking
the shock, the effect of the hit itself, the compartmentization; and
then, lastly is the recovery, the damage control—firefighting, auto-
matic firefighting, automatic dewatering, and all that. All of those
go together.

We've looked at the littoral combat ship and compared it with
our frigate, which folks have been happy with, and it meets or ex-
ceeds the same standards of those elements of survivability and
recoverability that I just kind of laid out to you.
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I will tell you, we can do a little bit more in susceptibility, but
the littoral combat ship does meet the standards in the design that
we laid forward and everybody, if you will, signed up to. Sometimes
the question is, “Well, that’s—I want better survivability.” And
that’s fine. We can work on the susceptibility, and we do have a
plan in place.

Chairman LEVIN. Now, are the requirements for the LCS ships,
in terms of survivability and the other elements mentioned, ap-
proved by the Joint Requirements Oversight Council?

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, sir, they were.

Chairman LEVIN. Okay. Are you a supporter of this ship?

Admiral GREENERT. I am, yes, sir.

Chairman LEVIN. Can you tell us why?

Admiral GREENERT. Well, first of all, we need small surface com-
batants. I have 26. We need 52.

Number two, I look at the potential of this ship. All the discus-
sion that we just had on survivability notwithstanding, we can get
there, in that regard, but this ship has the ability to grow. It has
speed, it has volume, and it has capacity. And we can put payloads
in there, as we’ve proven and as we have in the program of record.
We talk about it as only a counter-surface, counter-—anti-sub-
marine, if you will, and my warfare ship, but I think there’s more,
because of the ability to grow, as we have just talked about with
Secretary Mabus. We'll go to another flight, and that ship could
look quite different from—although look in the same hull. And if
you look at our strike fighter, the Hornet, if you look at our de-
stroyers, we're on our fourth—coming up on our fourth flight. And
the very, very satisfying Arleigh Burke destroyer.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator Hirono?

And, Senator, would you—when youre done, if there’s no one
else here, would you then adjourn? If there is someone else here,
would you then call upon them? Because I'm going to have to leave.

Senator HIRONO. Certainly.

Chairman LEVIN. Thank you.

Senator HIRONO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ghairman LEVIN. Thank you all very much for your testimony
today.

Senator HIRONO [presiding]. I want to start by, of course, thank-
ing you for your service, and all of the men and women that you
lead, and their commitment.

Secretary Mabus, as I was reading your testimony and you noted
that there are four key factors that enable our global presence and
global—that make our global presence and action possible, and one
of these factors is the people. Your testimony went into some detail
about your initiatives in regard to meeting the challenges of sui-
cide, sexual assault, and alcohol-related incidents. And I want to
commend you for these initiatives, because, as you know, this com-
mittee spent considerable time on the issue of sexual assault. And
so, of course, I will have a continuing interest in the outcomes of
your initiatives in this area.

Turning to my questions. You responded to a number of ques-
tions regarding your efforts to become more energy self-sufficient
and to decrease our reliance on very expensive oil to fuel our ef-
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forts. And I agree with you that, over the long term, that we do
need to move toward energy self-sufficiency, because that does en-
able us to pay for the soldiers and sailors and the platforms that
we're all talking about. So, I commend you for your forward think-
ing in this area. And I wanted to ask you, you know, What is the
importance of research and development in helping the Navy meet
the energy security goals that you've outlined and that you've set?

Mr. MaBUS. R&D in this area, as in all areas, is one of the edges
that we have. We—as I've said in answer to a previous question,
in terms of much of this alternative energy, the—we’re there, in
terms of production, in terms of what we can do now. There are
still many areas that we need to research, that we need to look into
because of potential for growth, potential for savings, potential to
make us better warfighters. And that’s one of the reasons that we
have fought so hard in this budget submission to protect research
and development funding all across the Navy, because our people
are our first edge; our technology and our research and our devel-
opment is the other edge that we bring in the world.

Senator HIRONO. And, of course, I am very aware that there are
efforts underway in Hawaii that is actually already saving money
in this area.

Admiral Greenert, you mentioned that, due to fiscal constraints,
the Department of the Navy will not meet the mandated capital in-
vestment of 6 percent across all shipyards and depots described in
fiscal year 2015. The Navy projects an investment of 3.5 percent in
fiscal year 2015, and the budget proposal does fund the most crit-
ical deficiencies related to productivity and safety at our naval
shipyards. Of course, we have a very large naval shipyard in Ha-
waii, as well as in other States.

Can you comment to the importance of the sustainment, restora-
tion, and modernization funding for the shipyards, and what the
impact of this reduced level of capital investment will be?

Admiral GREENERT. Yes, Senator. It—it’s more than just main-
taining, if you will, buildings and utilities and all that. It will in-
crease the efficiency of the shipyard, as well. We've seen payback
in that.

I regret that we didn’t meet that. I will tell you that I'm com-
mitted in the execution of this budget as we look for opportunities
to reprogram money. It is my intention to do as much as feasible
to do that. We’ll look for, you know, other programs that aren’t ob-
ligating right. That—this will be a priority of mine in a reprogram-
ming request.

Senator HIRONO. I'm glad to hear that, because I have certainly
seen firsthand how, for example, modernizing of our—a shipyard
really enables for better efficiency, not to mention the impact on
the morale of the men and women who work in our shipyards. So,
thank you for your efforts.

General Amos, as the rotational movements in Hawaii continue
for the marines around the Pacific and we are—we, in Hawaii, are
going to see an eventual movement of more troops, additional ma-
rines to our State from Okinawa, mainly, can you talk to the im-
portance of the availability of training ranges for our marines as
they rotate to Hawaii, for example?
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General AMOS. Senator, I'd be happy to. You know, we’re in—
we're joined at the hip with the Army National Guard and the
Guard folks there in Hawaii right now, and the U.S. Army, with
regards to Pohakuloa Training Area on the Big Island. There’s a
lot more that we can do there. There’s discussion underway right
now about building a runway, where we could land C-17s down
there in the PTA area itself, making some building areas down
there, temporary building areas that both the Army and the Ma-
rine Corps could use, and the Guard when we deploy down there.
We use our forces in Hawaii—that’s really their—the ground
forces, that’s really their sole ground training area. You can fire ar-
tillery, you can fire mortars, we can do air-to-ground there. It’s sig-
n}ilﬁcant for us, so it’s very, very important for the forces that are
there.

And as we bring in—we’re going to bring in another 900 marines
over the next couple of years that will fall in on Kaneohe, on the
facilities there. But, even beyond that, the other 2,700 marines that
we’ll bring into the Hawaii area at the end of the Pacific realign-
ment for us—it’s at the end of—it’s one of the last things that hap-
pens, but it’s 2,700 marines coming to Hawaii—and those will be—
those are marines that’ll—that will need training ranges and facili-
ties. And so, this is very important.

Senator HIRONO. Thank you. And TI'll certainly do my part to
make sure that the people of Hawaii understand the importance of
the training facilities. Because, as you know, those kinds of issues
can become very controversial in the community, with regard to
both Pohakuloa and Makua and other areas.

So, I see my time is up, and I don’t see anyone else here. I thank
you, once again, for being here and for your testimony.

This committee will stand in recess.

[Whereupon, at 12:42 p.m., the committee adjourned.]



