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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2007

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 29, 2006

U.S. SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SEAPOWER,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington DC.

NAVY/MARINE CORPS FORCE STRUCTURE AND FUTURE
CAPABILITIES

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:35 p.m. in room
SR-232A, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator James M. Talent
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Cgmmittee members present: Senators Talent, Kennedy, and
Reed.

Majority staff members present: Ambrose R. Hock, professional
staff member; Stanley R. O’Connor, Jr., professional staff member;
and Sean G. Stackley, professional staff member.

Minority staff members present: Daniel J. Cox, Jr., professional
staff member; and Creighton Greene, professional staff member.

Staff assistants present: Micah H. Harris and Benjamin L.
Rubin.

Committee members’ assistants present: Lindsey R. Neas, assist-
ant to Senator Talent; Mieke Y. Eoyang, assistant to Senator Ken-
nedy; and Neil Campbell, assistant to Senator Reed.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. TALENT,
CHAIRMAN

Senator TALENT. Welcome to everybody. The subcommittee meets
today to receive testimony on the Navy and Marine Corps force
structure and future capabilities in review of the National Defense
Authorization Request for Fiscal Year 2007. We are pleased to have
with us today Lieutenant General Emerson Gardner, who is the
Deputy Commandant for Programs and Resources; Lieutenant
General James Mattis, the Deputy Commandant for Combat Devel-
opment and Integration; Vice Admiral Lewis Crenshaw, who is the
Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Resources, Requirements,
and Assessments; and Rear Admiral Mark Edwards, who is the Di-
rector for Warfare Integration. Welcome, gentlemen. Thank you for
taking the time to be with us today. More importantly, thank you
for your outstanding leadership and service to the country at a very
crucial time.
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These are challenging times as our Nation fights the global war
on terror. The men and women under your leadership have distin-
guished themselves by their dedication to duty and their personal
sacrifice. It’s a privilege for me to say how deeply proud we are of
our sailors and marines at their posts all over the world. It is not
possible to express the full depth of our gratitude for their service
and their families’ sacrifice, and we just jointly hope you will take
that back to them when you speak with them.

The purpose of today’s hearing is to discuss the Navy and Marine
Corps capabilities and force structure planned in this year’s and fu-
ture years’ budgets. Our first priority must be to meet the demands
current operations in Iraq and Afghanistan are placing on our
forces. At the same time, we cannot lose sight of the fact that half
of our fleet is underway on any given day, performing peacekeeping
and humanitarian operations around the world and providing a
level of security made possible only through global presence. As we
size and shape the future force, we must retain our ability to sus-
tain the current operations tempo while adding to our current ca-
pabilities in order to meet emerging threats to our national secu-
rity.

The subcommittee is interested in your current direction regard-
ing fleet operating concepts, your assessment of new capabilities,
and your insights regarding the risks and challenges you must
closely manage in developing the capabilities of the future fleet. In
particular, we're interested in understanding the capabilities cur-
rently envisioned for Seapower 21 and your efforts to employ these
capabilities through the Fleet Response Plan. We look for an up-
date on both the Marine Corps lift requirements and the seabase
concept. We're interested in your performance assessment of the
MV-22 Osprey and the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle programs
as they approach full rate production. As well, we look for an up-
date on the requirements for key programs at critical stages in
their developments such as DD(X), the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS),
the Multi-mission Maritime Aircraft, and the Heavy-Lift Heli-
copter.

Of particular interest, 1 year ago, this subcommittee expressed
heightened concern with a course the fleet was on—in fact, is on
regarding the steady decline in ship numbers and the associated
implications regarding the capability that comes with numbers.
The ability to maintain forward presence, the ability to respond in
time of crisis, the stress placed on operating forces, their hardware,
and the decline in our strategic industrial base. With today’s Navy
at its smallest size in decades, 281 ships, we concur with the Chief
of Naval Operation’s (CNO) conclusion that it is as small as it can
get, and we are encouraged by his response to our concerns. The
313-ship Navy described in the report to Congress on the future
naval force promises to turn around trends of the past 15 years and
defines a clear requirements baseline for planning, budgeting, and
execution by the Navy and the industrial base.

The CNO has been careful to describe his plan as a balanced so-
lution addressing the competing elements of warfighting require-
ments, affordability, and the preservation of critical industrial base
capabilities, and we support this approach. However, it’s important
that we understand the underlying assumptions, the things that
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have to occur in order to support the Navy’s analysis. Additionally,
and perhaps most importantly, when we discuss the plan in the
context of mission performance, we need to arrive at a common un-
derstanding of the risks that are inherent to the plan and prudent
action that would help further mitigate those risks.

Again, gentlemen, thank you for joining us today. We're all look-
ing forward to your testimony, and I'm happy to recognize Senator
Kennedy for such remarks as he may wish to make.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY

Senator KENNEDY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I
thank our panel for being here. I want to mention to our friends
in the Marines just a program that Matthew Caulfield has worked
up; we call it Helmets to Hardhats. We know that those are return-
ing from Iraq and Afghanistan, and many of those have been out
to sea. They have three times the unemployment, and this is a very
creative program that they’re working with the building trades. I've
seen it. More than 180 service men and women that served in Iraq
and in Afghanistan are involved in the program. Two hundred and
fifty are on deck to come into it. So, it is interesting.

Not only do we have an example of people that are at the cutting
edge in terms of wearing the uniform of the country, but also
strongly committed to trying to make sure that we’re going to meet
our responsibilities to these young people afterwards. I just wanted
to mention and commend that.

The buzzer has buzzed, Mr. Chairman. I'm just going to mention
the areas that I would like to see if we can’t have some of the ques-
tions answered. This is on the uparmoring of the Humvees and the
adequacy of the funding for those programs and what will be the
impact if the funding is not forthcoming in 2006 for 2007.

I'm interested in fire support systems and the DD(X) land attack
destroyer. We have a change in the number of ships. We intend to
buy only seven ships rather than the larger number of DD(X).
There’s a difference in the number of rounds being fired—the fire
support requirements. What’s the reaction of the marines on this?
How are they going to compensate for it? We haven’t seen it a
great deal in terms of additional tactical air.

The seabasing, interested in the costs of that program. Perhaps
we’ll get a chance to talk a little later about how this is going to
work in rough weather, how that is going to take place. Also, we
ought to find out in that—since some of these requirements we
want to find out what the needs and the cost would be.

Also, I've been interested—I think, as our Navy and Marines
know in terms of the mine warfare capability, the problems we
have, I understand, in remote mine hunting systems, we have
ships that are involved in that, but theyre slow in getting to the
places where theyre supposed to get. How are we balancing on
this? We have been interested in this issue for some period of time,
a}rlld 1v(vie want to try and make sure that we’re doing all that we
should.

So, these are areas that we would be interested in. I also know
we had the P-3 replacements, and I'd be interested in getting into
where we thought we were going with those issues. There are a
couple of others, but I know the bell has rung on this. These are
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the primary areas that I hoped that we would be able to get to with
the panel, and if we’re having a series of votes, as I guess we are,
Mr. Chairman.

Senator TALENT. I thank the Senator for his comments. Why
don’t we see if Admiral Crenshaw, if you couldn’t give us your
statement before we have to go vote because we have two in a row,
so at least we can get at the end of the first one and then pick the
second one up and then come right back.

STATEMENT OF VADM LEWIS W. CRENSHAW, JR., USN, DEPUTY
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS FOR RESOURCES, REQUIRE-
MENTS, AND ASSESSMENTS

Admiral CRENSHAW. Mr. Chairman, Senator, and distinguished
members, it’s a privilege for me as the Navy’s lead Resource, Re-
quirements, and Assessments Officer to appear before you today to
discuss the Navy and Marine Corps capabilities and force struc-
tures recently submitted in the President’s budget. I'm joined by
Admiral Mark Edwards to my right and of course, my colleagues,
General Jim Mattis and General Emerson Gardner. We have pro-
vided written statements, and ask that you make those a part of
the record. I am excited about this budget because it is the basis
from which we implement the findings completed by the Quadren-
nial Defense Review (QDR) which includes fundings for the first
eight maritime preposition future ships and implements some new
and emerging mission sets such as riverine warfare, the Naval Ex-
peditionary Combat Command, and maritime domain awareness.

Additionally, this budget implements the CNO’s priorities of sus-
taining combat readiness, developing 21st century leaders, and fi-
nally, building a fleet for the future, upon which this hearing is fo-
cused.

Over the last year, we have employed a capabilities-based ap-
proach to calculate the size and composition of the future force re-
quired to meet the expected joint force demands. The analysis con-
cluded that a fleet of about 313 ships is the force that’s necessary
to meet these demands with acceptable risk. This budget is a step-
ping stone to realizing that fleet.

As the 30-year shipbuilding plan evolves over the next year, it
will produce an investment plan that is both executable and afford-
able based on balancing several factors: the naval force operational
capabilities, risk, and the ability of the shipbuilding industrial base
to execute the plan. Implementing this plan will be a challenge, but
I believe it is achievable. It’s essential that we control the cost of
the ships that we build in order to maintain stability. To do this,
we have instituted a series of boards at the highest levels of Navy
leadership to come to grips with the steps necessary to control
these costs. Rightsizing capabilities and adhering to cost and pro-
duction schedules and common hull forms, common electronics, and
open architecture software are all things that allow us to control
costs. Determining the right size of the force has not stopped at the
313 ships. Right now, we’re conducting a detailed review of naval
aviation just as we did with shipbuilding.

Additionally, we continue to bring the Navy’s longstanding tradi-
tion as a seabased force to the 21st century as a joint concept. The
ongoing seabasing joint integration capability assessment being led
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by the Joint Staff and our own complementary Navy and Marine
Corps seabasing capability study, both expected to be completed
later this year, will be two of the stars that we steer by as we bring
this seabasing concept into the 21st century and the joint arena.
These studies combined with the 313-ship plan and balanced be-
tween fiscal reality and measured risk will form the roadmap for
the future naval force. We believe it is a capable force, and the re-
quirements are stable and affordable.

I look forward to the future, your continued strong support, and
thank you for your remarks today, and thank you for your consid-
eration, and we're ready to answer questions.

[The joint prepared statement of Admiral Crenshaw and Admiral
Edwards follows:]

JOINT PREPARED STATEMENT BY VADM LEWIS W. CRENSHAW, JR., USN, AND RADM
MARK J. EDWARDS, USN

INTRODUCTION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Seapower Subcommittee, thank
you for this opportunity to appear before you to discuss the Navy and Marine Corps
capabilities and force structure requirements outlined in the 2007 President’s budg-
et.

Current Operations

We are a Nation at war. Today your Navy is postured worldwide, fighting the war
on terror, deterring aggression by would-be foes, preserving freedom of the seas, and
promoting peace and security. While numbers vary with daily operations, as of 20
March 2006, 129 ships are underway (46 percent) of which 92 (33 percent) are for-
ward deployed. Navy has 5,244 Reserves currently mobilized.

There are over 10,000 sailors serving ashore throughout the Central Command
area of responsibility including more than 3,800 in Iraq, and an additional 2,600 in
Kuwait, that includes SEALSs, Seabees, military policemen, explosive ordnance dis-
posal, medical, intelligence, and civil affairs support personnel. Navy carrier and ex-
peditionary strike groups continue to deploy in support of the global war on ter-
rorism and conduct combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with humani-
tarian assistance/disaster relief missions such as tsunami relief and Pakistani
earthquake.

At the same time, our Nation took advantage of the immediate access provided
by naval forces to bring time-critical assistance to Hurricane Katrina and Rita vic-
tims in the Gulf Coast States. Twenty-three ships provided command and control,
evacuation, and humanitarian support to military and civilian personnel in affected
regions. Additionally, 104 Naval aircraft flew 1,103 sorties in support of search and
rescue and other humanitarian assistance missions. These efforts resulted in the
safe evacuation of 8,518 personnel and the rescue of an additional 1,582 people iso-
lated by the disasters. In the weeks that followed, naval relief efforts provided a
total of approximately 2.5 million pounds of food and water to people most severely
affected by the disaster.

Sailors

The men and women of the United States Navy—Active, Reserve, and civilian, are
the lifeblood and heart of the Service. They are the best, most talented, and capable
team of professionals the Nation has ever assembled. Navy Active strength totals
356,258 and Reserves have 72,022 total. Our sailors believe in what they are doing
and they are performing superbly in very challenging circumstances. From Iraq and
Afghanistan to our humanitarian relief efforts, I am very proud of what they are
doing to win the war and support our Nation and friends in time of need. They are
smarter and better trained than at any time in our history. Your continued and gen-
erous support of our sailors has provided a force second to none in the world.

The fiscal year 2007 budget request maximizes our Nation’s return on its invest-
ment by positioning us to meet today’s challenges—from peacekeeping/stability oper-
ations to global war on terrorism operations and small-scale contingencies—and by
transforming the force for future challenges.



Future Navy Force Structure

The Navy of the future must be capabilities-based and threat-oriented. The
United States needs an agile, adaptable, persistent, lethal, surge-ready force. The
Navy must seek to identify the proper strategic balance of capabilities to ensure we
have the agility, speed, flexibility, and lethality to respond to any threat from any
adversary, whether that threat is conventional or asymmetric in nature. Through
agility and persistence, our Navy and Marine Corps team must be poised to fight
irregular warfare against a “thinking enemy,” able to act immediately against a
fleeting target. The challenge is to simultaneously “set the conditions” for a major
combat operation (MCO) while continuing to fight the global war on terrorism, with
the understanding that the capabilities required for the global war on terrorism can-
not necessarily be assumed to be a lesser-included case of an MCO. Our force must
be the right mix of capabilities that balances persistence and agility with power and
speed in order to fight the global war on terrorism while being prepared to win an
MCO. To do so, it must be properly postured in terms of greater operational avail-
ability from platforms that are much more capable as a distributed, networked
force. While the fabric of our fighting force will still be the power and speed needed
to seize the initiative and swiftly defeat any regional threat, FORCEnet’s pervasive
awareness via command, control, communication, computers, intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) will enable us to achieve essential effects with
less mass. Because of its access from the sea, the Navy and Marine Corps are focus-
ing significant effort and analysis in support of joint combat power projection by
leveraging the maneuver space of the oceans through Seabasing.

Seabasing—A National Capability

The Naval Power 21 vision defines the capabilities that the 21st century Navy
and Marine Corps team will deliver. Our overarching transformational operating
concept is Seabasing; a national capability, for projecting and sustaining naval
power and joint forces that assures joint access by leveraging the operational ma-
neuver of sovereign, distributed, and networked forces operating globally from the
sea. Seabasing unifies our capabilities for projecting offensive power, defensive
power, command and control, mobility, and sustainment around the world. It will
enable commanders to generate high tempo operational maneuver by making use
of the sea as a means of gaining and maintaining advantage.

Seabasing represents a complex capability, a system-of-systems able to move at
will. Seabasing, enabled by joint integrated and operational concepts, is the employ-
ment of ships and vessels with organic strike fires (including naval surface fires
support to the Marine Corps) and defensive shields of sensors and weapons, strike
and transport aircraft, communications, and logistics. We will use the sea as maneu-
ver space to create uncertainty for adversaries and protect the joint force while re-
ceiving, staging, and integrating scalable forces, at sea, that are capable of a broad
range of missions. Its inherent freedom of movement, appropriate scalability, and
sustainable persistent power provides full spectrum capabilities, from support of
theater engagement strategies, to rapid response to natural or man made disasters,
to military combat operations from raids, to swift defeat of enemies, to scale of
major combat and decisive operations. The seabased Navy will be distributed, net-
ted, immediately employable, and rapidly deployable, greatly increasing its oper-
ational availability through innovative concepts such as, the Fleet Response Plan
(FRP) and Sea Swap. At the same time, innovative transformational platforms
under development such as MPF(F), LHA(R), and High-Speed Connectors, will be
instrumental to the seabase.

The FRP is the maintenance, training, and operational framework through which
the Navy meets global combatant commander demand signals for traditional (e.g.,
global war on terrorism, major combat operations, humanitarian assistance/disaster
relief, shaping and stability operations, counter piracy, etc.) and emerging mission
sets (e.g., riverine warfare, Navy Expeditionary Combat Command, medical out-
reach). The FRP is mission-driven, capabilities-based, and provides the right readi-
ness at the right time (within fiscal constraints). It enables responsive and depend-
able forward presence. With the FRP we can deploy a more agile, flexible, and scal-
able naval force capable of surging quickly to deal with unexpected threats, humani-
tarian disasters, and contingency operations. Sea Swap is an initiative designed to
keep a single hull continuously deployed in a given theater, replacing the entire
crew at 6-month intervals. The primary objective is to effectively and efficiently in-
crease forward naval presence without increasing operating cost.

The Navy’s Naval Surface Fires Support (NSFS) program was initiated as part
of a larger strategy to meet U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) stated requirements for ex-
peditionary maneuver warfare. However, NSFS will support all joint maneuver
forces ashore at extended ranges and will provide responsive and persistent fire sup-
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port for all other operations. The NSFS program will continue to be relatively af-
fordable since fewer rounds will be required to achieve the desired effects on most
targets due to greatly enhanced accuracy, precision, and lethality. Current program
needs to meet NSFS requirements for the near term are being met by the MK 45
Mod 4 5”/62 gun, Naval Fires Control System, Extended Range Munitions, and a
Supporting Arms Coordination Center (Automated) (SACC(A)). Mid-term require-
ments will be met by DD(X) and associated NSFS programs, 155-mm Advanced Gun
System, and Long Range Land Attack Projectile. Finally, the long term require-
ments may be met by Electromagnetic Rail Gun System and Multi-Purpose Loi-
tering Missile. The programs of record that we have today in our NSFS plan will
be able to provide persistent fire support at longer ranges with better accuracy than
the battleships were ever able to provide.

Seapower 21

We developed the Sea Power 21 vision in support of our National Military Strat-
egy. The objective of Sea Power 21 is to ensure this Nation possesses credible com-
bat capability on scene to promote regional stability, to deter aggression throughout
the world, to assure the access of joint forces and to fight and win should deterrence
fail. Sea Power 21 guides the Navy’s transformation from a threat—based platform
centric structure to a capabilities-based, fully integrated force. The pillars of Sea
Power 21—Sea Strike, Sea Shield, and Seabasing—are integrated by FORCEnet.
Sea Power 21 is structured by four pillars:

Sea Strike is the projection of precise and persistent offensive power. It
leverages persistence, precision, stealth, and new force packaging concepts
to increase operational tempo and reach. It includes strikes by air, missiles,
and long-range gunfires.

Sea Shield is the projection of layered defensive power. It seeks maritime
superiority to assure access, and to project defense overland. seabasing is
the projection of operational independence. It provides the Joint Force Com-
mander the ability to exploit expeditionary maneuver warfare, and the ca-
pability to retain command and control and logistics at mobile, secure loca-
tions at sea.

FORCEnet is the means by which the power of sensors, networks, weap-
ons, warriors, and platforms are harnessed in a networked combat force.

This networked force will provide the strategic agility and persistence necessary
to prevail in the continuing global war on terrorism, as well as the speed and over-
whelming power to seize the initiative and swiftly defeat any regional peer compet-
itor in MCO. Extending FORCEnet to our allies and partners in the form of multi-
national information sharing networks will represent an unprecedented level of
interoperability for both global war on terrorism and MCO. The immeasurable ad-
vantage of this effort is the effective association of a “1,000-ship Navy” built from
our own core capabilities combined with the coordinated efforts of our allies and
partners in today’s challenging global environment.

Fiscal Year 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR 06)

The fiscal and temporal realities associated with the design and development of
modern, sophisticated weapons systems requires a significantly different approach
to procurement and operation of our forces and resources. It is this dynamic that
is propelling the Navy forward in the transformational arena. As recognized in the
Quadrennial Defense Review, the size and capabilities of our force are driven by the
challenges we will face. The capacity of the force is determined by its global posture
in peacetime and the requirement to respond from this posture, as well as to surge,
in crisis. In the case of our Navy, it is based upon the need for a ubiquitous but
carefully tailored maritime presence that can provide the President and our allies
with strategic options in support of dynamic security requirements. QDR 06 devel-
oped guidance to achieve the national defense and national military strategies and
shaping the future force to improve capabilities and expand capacity to address four
priorities:

o Defeat Terrorist Extremists

e Defending the Homeland in Depth

e Shaping the Choices of Countries at Strategic Crossroads

e Preventing Hostile State and Non-state Actors from Acquiring or Using
Weapons of Mass Destruction

QDR 06 sets a 20-year course for the Department of Defense and provides an op-
portunity to continue to reshape the U.S. Armed Forces to meet current and emerg-
ing security responsibilities. The QDR 06 construct places new emphasis on the
unique operational demands associated with homeland defense and the global war
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on terrorism, shifts focus from optimizing for conflicts in two particular regions to
building a portfolio of capabilities with global reach and serves as a bridge from to-
day’s threat-based force to a future capabilities-based transformational force.

Force Structure

Force structure requirements were developed and validated through detailed joint
campaign and mission level analysis, optimized through innovative sourcing initia-
tives (FRP, Sea Swap, forward posturing) that increase platform operational avail-
ability, and balanced with shipbuilding industrial base requirements. This force
structure was developed using a capabilities-based approach measured against the
anticipated threats for the fiscal year 2020 timeframe.

The future Navy will remain seabased, with global speed and persistence provided
by forward deployed forces, supplemented by rapidly deployable forces through the
FRP. To maximize return on investment, the Navy that fights the global war on ter-
rorism and executes maritime security operations will be complementary to the
Navy required to fight and win in any MCO. This capabilities-based, threat-oriented
Navy can be disaggregated and distributed world wide to support combatant com-
mander global war on terrorism demands. The resulting distributed and netted
force, working in conjunction with our joint and maritime partners, will provide
both actionable intelligence through persistent, maritime domain awareness, and
the ability to take action where and when a threat is identified. The same force can
be rapidly aggregated to provide the strength needed to defeat any potential adver-
sary in an MCO. The warships represented by this shipbuilding plan, along with
the naval aircraft programmed in fiscal year 2007 President’s budget, will sustain
operations in forward areas longer, be able to respond more quickly to emerging con-
tingencies, and generate more sorties and simultaneous attacks against greater
numbers of multiple targets and with greater effect than our current fleet.

Employing a capabilities-based approach to calculate the size and composition of
the future force required to meet expected joint force demands in peace and in the
most stressing construct of the Defense Planning Guidance, along with detailed as-
sessments of risk associated with affordability and instabilities in the industrial
base, the analysis concluded that a fleet of about 313 ships is the minimum force
necessary to meet all the demands, and to pace the most advanced technological
challengers well into the future, with an acceptable level of risk.

Our force structure strategy is balanced between new construction and moderniza-
tion for ships, and recapitalization and sustainment for aircraft. It is critical to our
strategy for us to have vigorous modernization and sustainment programs to
achieve the expected service life of our ships and aircraft in the face of rapidly esca-
lating global threats using advanced technologies. Modernization and sustainment
gets the most out of our capital investments.

During the last year, the Chief of Naval Operations established a focused effort
to clearly define naval force structure requirements. The Navy recently submitted
to Congress its 2007 Annual Long Range Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels.
This plan begins our movement toward a more balanced force that meets the future
national security requirements outlined in QDR 06 with acceptable risk and is de-
signed to replenish the fleet, while stabilizing workload and funding requirements.
As this 30 year shipbuilding plan evolves over the next year, it will produce an in-
vestment plan that is both executable and affordable based on balancing several fac-
tors: naval force operational capability; risk; and, the ability of the shipbuilding in-
dustrial base to execute the plan. This year the Chief of Naval Operations continues
to define naval force structure requirements with a detailed review of naval avia-
tion, in the same manner as the shipbuilding force structure requirements were es-
tablished. This effort will define a naval aviation force structure which will meet
the requirements outlined in QDR 06 with acceptable risk, is balanced with the 313
ship-plan, and stabilizes the industrial base.

Shipbuilding (30-Year Naval Force Size)

The 30-year shipbuilding plan and the resulting ship inventory, as outlined in the
fiscal year 2007 Annual Long-Range Plan for Construction of Naval Vessels, rep-
resent the baseline as reflected in the 2007 President’s Budget submission. There
will be subsequent studies and analysis that will continue to balance affordability
with capability and industrial base capacity. As part of the program objective memo-
randum development process, the Navy will be exploring alternative approaches to
attaining the future force structure and ship mix while retaining the necessary ca-
pabilities for joint force operations. Overall, this plan reflects the Navy’s commit-
ment to stabilize the demand signal to the industrial base while still achieving the
appropriate balance of affordability and capability in all ship classes. Also, although
there is risk with this plan, and not a lot of excess capacity to accommodate the
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unforeseen, we believe the risk is both moderate and manageable. Areas of special
interest include:

Carriers

Eleven aircraft carriers and their associated air wings are sufficient to ensure our
ability to provide coverage in any foreseeable contingency and do so with meaning-
ful, persistent combat power. While the Navy requirement for carriers remains a
minimum of 11 operational vessels, past delays in beginning the nuclear powered
aircraft carrier (CVN)-21 program will result in the Navy having only 10 oper-
ational carriers in fiscal year 2013 and fiscal year 2014. This anomaly will require
operational management of the remaining carrier fleet to mitigate the impact of this
shortfall in carrier force level.

Attack Submarines

Despite the fact that the total SSN numbers drop below 48 between 2020 and
2033, our fast attack submarines will provide the necessary presence throughout
their respective areas of operation and will be sufficient to sustain the minimum re-
quired deployed presence needed for major combat operations. Navy is pursuing a
number of cost reduction initiatives intended to lower SSN 774 acquisition costs to
$2.0 billion (fiscal year 2005 dollars) at a stable build rate of two-per-year com-
mencing with fiscal year 2012 as cited in QDR 06.

Expeditionary

Our expeditionary capability provides the joint forcible entry capacity necessary
to support the seabase as a lodgment point for joint operations but represents an
acceptable decrease in Marine expeditionary brigade lift capacity. Myriad tactical,
surveillance and reconnaissance, heavy lift, and support aircraft, as well as a vari-
ety of support ships, provide the Navy with sufficient capacity in each mission area.

A stable shipbuilding industry is essential to sustain minimum employment levels
and retain critical skills to meet our requirements for an affordable and capable
force structure. We must align the industrial base for long-term force development
through advanced procurement and incentivized cost savings. We must build ships
more efficiently, cost effectively, and quickly. To do this, we are committed to help
provide stability in the shipbuilding plan and rigorously control requirements. Costs
and production schedules must be kept within contractual limits. Industry must be
viewed as a trusted partner while we provide a stable baseline upon which to plan.

The Navy continues to analyze operational requirements, ship designs and costs,
acquisition plans and tools, and industrial base capacity to further improve its ship-
building plan. Full funding and support for execution of this plan is crucial to trans-
forming the U.S. Navy to a force tuned to the 21st century and its evolving require-
ments.

2007 President’s Budget Shipbuilding Programs

There has been considerable activity within shipbuilding over the last year. Cur-
rently, there are 37 naval ships under construction in the United States: 1 CVN,
13 DDGs, 1 LHD, 4 LPDs, 9 T-AKEs , 2 Littoral Combat Ships (LCS) and 7 Virginia
class submarines. Three additional LPDs have ongoing contract negotiations. In
2005 the Department delivered the lead ship for our newest class of amphibious
transport dock ships, U.S.S. San Antonio, (LPD 17), initiating a new era of amphib-
ious assault capabilities that are aligned to the littoral regions. In January 2006,
the Navy commissioned LPD 17. The Navy also commissioned three DDGs in cal-
endar year 2005. We laid the keel for the eighth ship of the LHD class and the sec-
ond Lewis & Clark Auxiliary Dry Cargo & Ammunition ship (T-AKE), launched the
lead ship T-AKE and commenced construction of the seventh Virginia class sub-
marine. The Navy completed the engineered refueling overhaul (ERO) and conver-
sion of the U.S.S. Ohio (SSGN 726), the first SSGN, and redelivered the submarine
to the fleet in December 2005. In March 2005, we also completed the refueling com-
plex overhaul (RCOH) of CVN 69.

Fiscal year 2007 will see the Navy’s previous research and development efforts
begin to bear fruit. The first increment of procurement of the two lead-DD(X) de-
stroyers has been requested. Follow-on LCSs are programmed that will accelerate
the Navy’s capability to defeat anti-access threats close to shore. Transformation is
most apparent in fiscal year 2007 where new construction increases to seven ships
from the four in the President’s fiscal year 2006 budget request. The total number
of new ships procured over the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) is 51, aver-
aging 10 ships per year including DD(X), CG(X), LCS, T-AKE, Virginia class SSN,
CVN 21, MPF(F), LPD 17, Joint High Speed Vessel, and LHA(R). Our fiscal year
2007 budget request calls for construction of seven ships: two DD(X) destroyers, one
Virginia class submarine, one Lewis & Clark (T-AKE) class Auxiliary Dry Cargo &
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Ammunition ship, the LHA 6 Amphibious Assault Ship, and two LCS. In addition,
we have requested funding for advance procurement of the 10th and 11th Virginia
class submarines, advance procurement of long lead material for the 9th San Anto-
nio class Amphibious Transport Dock ship, advance procurement for CVN 21 con-
struction, the second increment of CVN 70 RCOH funding, advance procurement for
CVN 71 RCOH, ERO of an SSBN, funding for Ticonderoga class cruiser and Arleigh
Burke class destroyer modernization, and the service life extension for six Landing
Craft Air Cushion vessels.

2007 President’s Budget Naval Aviation Programs

The fiscal year 2007 President’s budget procurement plan stresses recapitalization
and achieves significant advances in critical warfighting capability while continuing
the transition from a “platform-centric” approach. Fiscal year 2007 President’s budg-
et improved critical warfighting capability while lowering operation and support
cost. Fiscal year 2007 President’s budget lays out $63.0 billion in aircraft procure-
ment, Navy 1-4 for the procurement of 1,135 aircraft in the FYDP (fiscal years
2007-2011). There is $8.0 billion for 165 aircraft in fiscal year 2007.

The fiscal year 2007 President’s budget produces financial efficiencies through tac-
tical air integration, Active-Reserve integration, and Helo ConOps. These programs
along with the pursuit of multi-year procurement contracts for MH-60S, MH—60R,
and MV-22 will continue to produce efficiencies that aid in divestment from legacy
airframes and consolidation of facilities.

Fiscal year 2007 will see the procurement of 109 Department of the Navy (DON)
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) aircraft in the FYDP. Marine Corps initial operating ca-
pability (IOC) remains fiscal year 2012 while Air Force and Navy IOCs remain fiscal
year 2013. In fiscal year 2007 the F/A-18E/F program will be in its third year of
procuring 210 aircraft through a multi-year procurement buy, and remains on cost
and ahead of schedule. The Multi-Mission Maritime Aircraft (MMA) program will
procure the first P-8A in fiscal year 2010 with an eye towards transitioning the
MPRA community between fiscal years 2013 and 2019. The procurement strategy
for UH-1Y aircraft is now new-build aircraft versus remanufacture. This eliminates
the need to remove aircraft from Operation Iraqi Freedom/Operation Enduring Free-
dom for remanufacture. USMC Heavy Lift Replacement (HLR/CH-53K) program is
fully funded for fiscal year 2015 IOC.

Fiscal year 2007 President’s budget plans for $24.7 billion FYDP with $6.3 billion
in fiscal year 2007 for naval aviation research and development. These funds ensure
future naval aviation transformation and recapitalization. Broad Area Maritime
Surveillance (BAMS) Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS) is funded for technical risk
reduction activities and milestone B documentation preparation through fiscal year
2007; I0C is planned for fiscal year 2013. E-2D is currently in system design and
development with milestone C in fiscal year 2009 and IOC in fiscal year 2011. Fire
Scout is currently in engineering and manufacturing development (EMD). Fiscal
year 2007 President’s budget implements and funds a strategy that retires Navy
EA-6Bs and replaces them with EA-18G.

Future Maritime Patrol

The aging P-3C fleet continues to provide critical broad area maritime and lit-
toral anti-submarine warfare (ASW), anti-surface warfare, and intelligence, surveil-
lance and reconnaissance (ISR). P-8A MMA will provide P-3 replacement, but P—
3C sustainment measures are needed until MMA reaches full operational capability
(FOC) in fiscal year 2019. The 2007 President’s budget funds P-3C airframe
sustainment measures which include inspections and pre-emptive repair or replace-
ment of critical structural components to extend aircraft service life. The
sustainment program will sustain the P-3 until MMA FOC. MMA achieved mile-
stone B in May 2004 and entered system development and demonstration (SDD) in
June 2004. Boeing was awarded a $3.9 billion contract to design the aircraft, inte-
grate subsystems, and build up to seven test aircraft. System requirements review,
system functional review, and preliminary design review have been completed, and
MMA has entered the detailed design phase. Milestone C is planned for fiscal year
%0(110 and IOC in fiscal year 2013. The MMA program has executed on time and on

udget.

Unmanned Aircraft System

The DON is developing, acquiring, and fielding UAS technologies as a key trans-
formational initiative supporting knowledge and information superiority, persistent
surveillance, and time sensitive operations. Investments are being made in future
UAS capabilities while maintaining current war supporting capabilities such as Ma-
rine Corps’ legacy Pioneer UAS. ISR capabilities addressing improved battlespace
management, situational awareness, and persistence are the primary development
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focus to support the warfighter. The Vertical Takeoff and Landing UAV (VTUAV)
system-Fire Scout is in test and development and will reach IOC in fiscal year 2008,
providing support for core LCS mission areas. Two Global Hawk maritime dem-
onstrators will be delivered in 2006 and will support fleet experiments and concept
of operations development for the BAMS UAS to be fielded in fiscal year 2013. Drag-
on Eye, a lightweight, manportable, modular system designed to give the small unit
leader a reconnaissance and surveillance capability to see over the next hill or build-
ing has been fielded in the Marine Corps. Finally, the Navy is supporting an un-
manned combat aircraft system program to develop a carrier based UAS system
that provides ISR and operates in the same battlespace as carrier strike aircraft.
Interoperability continues to be a key element in the development of our UASs. The
Tactical Control System (TCS) is a standards-based, interoperable, open system ar-
chitecture solution that includes implementation of The North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization (NATO) Standardization Agreement (STANAG) 4586. TCS and NATO
STANAG 4586 represent the foundation for our UAV interoperability. In addition,
applicable DON UAS will comply with Congressional direction regarding use of Tac-
tical Common Data Link (TCDL). The VTUAV system will IOC with TCDL, and the
Pioneer program is funded to retrofit to meet this requirement.

Army announced Lockheed-Martin ACS contract termination 12 January 2006.
The fiscal year 2007 President’s budget sustains EP-3 until a replacement capa-
bility is fielded. Army and Navy, in coordination with Air Force, are co-leading an
Office of the Secretary of Defense-directed ISR gap analysis study.

SUMMARY

Our mission remains bringing the fight to our enemies. The increasing depend-
ence of our world on the seas, coupled with growing uncertainty of other nations’
ability or desire to ensure access in a future conflict, will continue to drive the need
for Naval forces and the capability to project decisive joint power by access through
the seas. The increased emphasis on the littorals and the global nature of the ter-
rorist threat will demand the ability to strike where and when required, with the
maritime domain serving as the key enabler for U.S. military forces.

Accordingly, we will execute the global war on terrorism while transforming for
the future fight. We will continue to refine our operational concepts and appropriate
technology investments to deliver the kind of dominant military power from the sea
envisioned in Sea Power 21. We will continue to pursue the operational concepts for
seabasing persistent combat power, even as we invest in technology and systems to
enable naval vessels to deliver decisive combat power in every tactical and oper-
ational dimension. We look forward to a future that continues the strong partner-
ship with Congress that has brought the Navy many successes today. We thank you
for your consideration.

Senator TALENT. Thank you, Admiral. We probably have a couple
of minutes left, and I think I won’t cut it too fine. Senator, I think
we’ll adjourn the hearing, go over and vote, and then come on back.
We want to welcome the students who are with us today. If you
can stick around until the questions, that’s when the fun really
starts. So, I'll recess the hearing, and then we’ll go over and vote.
[Recess.]

All right, thank you for your patience. We have another vote
coming up in a few minutes, and Senator Kennedy agreed I would
come back and continue with the statements, and he will try to
come back. He has a conference committee he has to attend, but
if he can’t, and to the extent I don’t cover his questions, we will
just submit his for the record. Thank you, Admiral Crenshaw, for
your testimony. General Gardner, I have you next on the list. We
appreciate your being here.

STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. EMERSON N. GARDNER, JR., USMC,
DEPUTY COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS FOR PRO-
GRAMS AND RESOURCES

General GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity
to appear before you today. As the Marine Corps’ Deputy Com-
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mandant for Programs and Resources, I am responsible for creating
a budget request that provides necessary funding to develop our fu-
ture capability needs. Our fiscal year 2007 budget request enables
your Marine Corps to respond to current national demands even as
we aggressively transform our forces to prepare for the uncertain-
ties of the future.

However, our baseline modernization and transformation ac-
counts cannot bear the unfunded costs associated with sustaining
the global war on terror, which is why the administration is re-
questing funds in the fiscal year 2006 supplemental to fund our
cost of war operations and to address our need to reset our forces.
Our fiscal year 2007 budget and our fiscal year 2006 supplemental
request work together to sustain readiness while providing oppor-
tunity for investment and resetting continued modernization of the
Corps. On behalf of all the marines, I thank the committee for your
continued support and look forward to answering your questions.

[The joint prepared statement of General Gardner and General
Mattis follows:]

JOINT PREPARED STATEMENT BY LT. GEN. EMERSON N. GARDNER, USMC, AND LT.
GEN. JAMES N. MATTIs, USMC

Chairman Talent, Senator Kennedy, distinguished members of the subcommittee,
thank you for the opportunity to appear before you to discuss Marine Corps mari-
time and aviation requirements. Your Marine Corps is entering the fifth year of
what has been aptly termed The Long War and because of the support received from
Congress, Marines continue to demonstrate that they are an expeditionary force in
readiness—Most Ready When the Nation is Least Ready. Scalable, flexible, and
adaptable for peacetime crises and always innovative for future challenges, your
Corps’ number one priority is fighting and winning battles.

On behalf of all marines, we thank the committee for your continued support and
commitment to the readiness of your Marine Corps.

CREATING STABILITY IN AN UNSTABLE WORLD

We remain the Nation’s premier expeditionary combat force-in-readiness. We are
primarily a naval force whose strength is our ability to access denied areas from
great distances. We project Marine forces from land or seabases for operations as
part of a joint or combined force. We provide defense of the homeland by operating
from forward deployed locations throughout the world. We sustain our deployed
forces for extended periods of time.

We fight across the spectrum of conflict. However, we believe that our future will
be characterized by irregular wars. The enemy we are fighting today is different
than those in our recent past. He is a transnational actor with no allegiance to sov-
ereign nations or respect for conventional rules of war. To address this threat, we
focus on warfighting excellence in everything we do. A guiding principle of our
Corps is that we fight as combined-arms teams, seamlessly integrating our ground,
aviation, and logistics forces adapted to the complexities of irregular war. We exploit
the speed, flexibility, and agility inherent in our combined-arms approach to defeat
irregular, traditional, and emerging threats to our Nation’s security.

Every marine is a rifleman and a warrior—our link to the past and a highly rel-
evant key to the future. We train and educate our marines to think independently
and act maturely and aggressively, with speed and initiative, and to exploit the ad-
vantages of cultural understanding. We thrive in the chaotic and unpredictable envi-
ronments in which our forces are employed. We are committed to providing relevant,
sustainable, and sturdy forces to the joint task force commanders. Marines are in-
tensely devoted to each other and the defense of our Nation.

QUADRENNIAL DEFENSE REVIEW (QDR)

The 2006 QDR report highlights that seabasing and flexible options for expedi-
tionary maneuver are not only relevant; they are critical to our strategic goals. The
QDR defines achieving global freedom of action as one of the four key objectives in
the National Defense Strategy. To increase our Nation’s freedom of action, we need
to focus on the following four areas: operational readiness, global reach, building



13

partnership capacity, and strengthening alliances. Seabasing plays a significant role
in all four of these areas, but makes its greatest contributions in enhancing global
reach. The QDR specifically calls for more flexible basing and indirect operational
approaches. With its characterization of today’s security environment as an era of
uncertainty and surprise, marked by a shift from static defense and garrison forces
to mobile expeditionary operations, the QDR suggests more emphasis be placed on
agility of response rather than speed of response. It seeks tailored deterrence by
shifting from responding after a crisis starts (reactive) to preventive action so that
problems do not become crises (proactive). This requires an agile and integrated
joint force that is more rapidly deployable and more capable against a wider range
of threats. Lastly, the QDR highlights the need to develop the capability “to deploy
rapidly, assemble, command, project, reconstitute, and re-employ joint combat power
from all domains to facilitate assured access.” If we as a Nation desire to assure
we can gain access at a time and place of our choosing, it is imperative that we
continue to invest in and further advance our Nation’s seabasing capabilities to
achieve global freedom of action. There is no better way to reassure our friends
around the world while confronting our enemies with a compelling threat.

SEABASING—A NATIONAL CAPABILITY

America’s ability to use international seas and waterways, as both maneuver
space and an operating base unconstrained by foreign veto, allows our naval forces
to project combat power into the littoral regions. The littorals contain more than
half the world’s population and more than 75 percent of its major urban areas.
Highly mobile and ready for combat, our forward-deployed expeditionary forces are
critical instruments of U.S. diplomacy and central components of joint military force
packages designed to quickly contain a crisis or defeat an emerging threat. The
Navy and Marine Corps team can project unmatched amphibious forcible-entry ca-
pabilities and provide a persistent combat capability from a mobile seabase, thus
reducing the U.S. logistical “footprint” ashore. By exploiting our Nation’s premier
asymmetric advantage—command of the sea—the Navy and Marine Corps can loiter
over the horizon and project, protect, and sustain integrated joint warfighting capa-
bilities, provide muscular yet agile support for the Commander in Chief’s diplomatic
efforts, and ensure operational independence for combatant commanders across the
full spectrum of warfare.

Today and tomorrow, a most visible element of assurance to allies and deterrence
to foes will be naval forward presence, including capabilities of Marine Expedi-
tionary Units (Special Operations Capable) (MEU(SOC)) embarked, protected, and
sustained by Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG) ships. These units provide the com-
batant commanders with forward-deployed adaptive units that can conduct a variety
of quick reaction, seabased, crisis-response options against traditional challenges or
against irregular foes. To appreciate our Nation’s ability to maintain global pres-
ence, we only need to reflect back 23 years. From Beirut to Biloxi, our Nation has
responded with amphibious forces to 76 global events ranging from humanitarian
relief to combat operations, each of which provides an excellent example of our cur-
rent capabilities.
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The current force-sizing construct requires the capability to respond to two swiftly
defeat the efforts (SDTE)—each of which requiring a Marine Expeditionary Brigade
(MEB) size force. One of these crises may become a decisively defeat campaign,
bringing our most powerful force to bear, the Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF),
for highly-capable, lethal, mobile, and sustained operations. This requires 30 oper-
ational available amphibious warships (10 of which must be large deck amphibious
ships capable of supporting the aviation combat element of the assault echelon).

The future Seabasing effort will allow more efficiency in the generation of our ex-
peditionary brigades, enabling the forces to flow directly from home bases to the for-
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ward, on-scene, Seabasing ships, while leveraging the Sea Shield force protection for
off-shore, less vulnerable operating bases. As a crisis builds, one to two forward de-
ployed MEUs serve as the “leading edge” of the MEB, conducting advanced force
and limited objective, initial entry/response efforts, while the remainder of the strike
power of the MEB is assembled on scene as part of the Maritime Preposition Force
(Future) (MPF(F)) Seabasing echelon. As “proof of concept,” our Nation’s strength
and capability to operate in an anti-access environment was tested during Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF). The war against the Taliban and al Qaeda in Afghani-
stan provided a harsh dose of reality for those who assumed traditional threats and
the availability of friendly, convenient land bases to project airpower and land
forces.



16

o

1 ol SR

b B S

i o BB S

%
SR L4

#

o

H
P

..

e

H3AQYVYS 3 ONVE “HVHYONYH

HYHYANYM - ONIHY 804

ONIHY 804 ~ N3IWOUY
SLLAYN ‘NI S3ONVYLSIA

T e e

In the early phases of OEF, two forward-deployed MEUs and associated amphib-

ious shipping formed Task Force 58 and projected the first major U.S. “conven-
tone. We believe recent experiences, such as Turkey’s prohibition of passage for the

tional” combat units into Afghanistan—more than 350 miles from its seabase of am-
phibious shipping. Yet, their operations were far from traditional or conventional in
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4th Infantry Division to open a northern front in the early stages of Operation Iraqi
Freedom (OIF), are compelling insights for how operations must be conducted in the
future. When negotiating for the 4th Infantry Division to transit Turkey, the U.S.
offered to pay a multi-billion dollar option for a one time passage when this funding
could have been applied to our Nation’s future warfighting investments such as
MPF(F). In the globalized world and information age, “all politics are local” remains
a constant theme but now has strategic implications. Our naval forces, operations
off-shore, are more relevant now than ever before, when even friendly nations may
deny U.S. forces land basing and transit due to their own sovereign interests.

DISTRIBUTED OPERATIONS

The attributes of sea power are extremely useful to the combatant commanders.
However, this operational capability must also be matched by increased tactical ca-
pabilities that enhance the effectiveness of our “boots on ground” to enable oper-
ational maneuver and to create stability, especially in irregular and counter-
insurgency operations where decisive combat has shifted to ground combat against
irregular forces. After a quarter century of unwavering commitment to our maneu-
ver warfare philosophy, marines are harvesting a generation of junior officers and
noncommissioned officers who are better prepared to assume much greater author-
ity and responsibility than traditionally expected at the small-unit level. As an addi-
tive tactic and complementary capability to our Seabasing concept, distributed oper-
ations describes an operating approach that will create an advantage over an adver-
sary through the deliberate use of wider dispersion and coordinated, interdependent,
tactical actions enabled by enhanced communications, increased access to joint fire
support, as well as by enhanced combat capabilities at the small-unit level. The es-
sence of this concept lies in enhanced small units gained through taking advantage
of our high quality, combat experienced marines and the incorporation of emerging
technologies which will support them.

Once implemented, a networked Marine Air-Ground Task Force operating in a
distributed operations manner will disperse, mass, and disperse again to exploit op-
portunities the enemy offers. The integration of new doctrine, force structure, train-
ing, equipment, personnel policies, and leader development initiatives will afford our
tactical and operational commanders a significantly enhanced weapon in the in-
creasingly sophisticated global war on terror.

MARINE CORPS MARITIME LIFT AND NAVAL SURFACE FIRES REQUIREMENTS

In order to support Joint Forcible Entry Operations (JFEO), the Marine Corps
shipbuilding requirement is two amphibious MEB Assault Echelons (AE) plus two
(MPF(F)) MEBs (or equivalent as indicated below).

e 30 operationally available amphibious ships, of which 10 must be operation-
ally available big-deck aviation-capable ships to support two MEB AE.

e Note: operationally available—minimum amount of ships required to
conduct the mission. Planning factors will account for ship maintenance cy-
cles.

e Minimum of 9 LPD-17s within the LPD program to mitigate risk in-
curred by limiting each MEB AE to 15 amphibious ships.

e Both discrete and volumetric analyses have been conducted to load
the “2015 MEB AE” on amphibious ships. Seventeen ships (five LHD,
five LPD-17, five LSD—41, two LSD-49) are required, however, the Ma-
rine Corps has accepted risk with a 7-percent reduction in MEB equip-
ment by self limiting to 15 ships per MEB AE.
e Limiting the LPD-17 production line to nine ships places the Ma-
rine Corps at grave/significant risk by further decrementing the MEB
equipment for the assault echelon.
e 2 MPF(F) MEB squadrons or one MPF(F) squadron plus two legacy Mari-
time Pre-position Ship (MPS) squadrons.
e MPF(F) squadron will consist of 14 ships with two types using proven
amphibious hull designs: 1 LHD, 2 LHA(R), 3 T-AKE, 3 large, medium
speed, roll-on/roll-off (LMSR), 3 Mobile Landing Platform ships, and 2 leg-
acy “dense-pack” maritime prepositioning ships.
e We are not ready to commit MPF(F) to forcible entry in the assault ech-
elon without further experimentation in the following areas:

e Civilians (merchant marines) manning MPF(F) and associated legal
implications.
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e Survivability, preposition loading, and continued on-load/off-load ex-
periments, etc.

e Naval Surface Fire Support (NSFS) that meets the Marine Corps require-
ment of “24/7,” all weather, long range naval surface fires in support of amphib-
ious operations from the sea with continuous striking power and volume of fires
out to a range of 63 nautical miles (threshold) to 110 nautical miles (objective)
from ships at sea.

o LHA/LHD recapitalization plan.

o Recapitalization plan for LSD line to bridge from last LPD to first LSD re-
placement (must account for LHA(R) design of not having a well deck).

Marine Corps Aviation Requirements

Rotary Wing Fixed Wing UAS

360 MV-22 420 F-35B (JSF) Tier Il Initial Capabilities Document
-~ ~ (ICD) for VUAS approved by the

156 CH-53K S1C-130) Joint Requirements Oversight

180 AH-1Z Council (JROC) Dec 05. Planning for

100 UH-1Y 11 systems (4 air vehicles per sys)

o We have lost a total of 27 aircraft in support of OIF/OEF/Horn of Africa
(HOA) operations. Until last fall (28 Sep 05—MV-22 full rate production deci-
sion), we have not had a “hot” manufacturing line from which to replace these
losses because we are in the midst of recapitalizing our legacy fleet.

e With only one active production line for our existing rotary-wing aircraft, ad-
dressing near-term inventory shortfalls for this generational war requires revis-
iting the production ramp-up rates for the procurement of the MV-22, KC-130J
(procure multi-year), H1Y/Z aircraft and staying on track with the development
of the CH53K.

o F-35B (JSF)—preserve Initial Operational Capability (IOC) date of fiscal
year 2012 in order to replace legacy aircraft operating beyond the Expected
Service Life (ESL).

FISCAL YEAR 2007 AND FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE PROGRAMS—MODERNIZATION AND
TRANSFORMATION

While we continue to focus our efforts on sustaining the current requirements for
global war on terror, we must not sacrifice our modernization and transformation
initiatives in the process. Our modernization and transformation accounts can no
longer bear the unfunded costs associated with sustaining the global war on terror,
which is why the administration is requesting funds in the fiscal year 2006 supple-
mental to continue addressing the resetting of our forces. Our modernization and
transformation initiatives must plan for the procurement of replacement equipment
that will enable our Corps to be ready for future conflicts and contingencies.

The readiness of our Corps remains dependent on our ability to continue to at-
tract and enlist young men and women dedicated to the preservation of freedom and
to service to our great Nation. We will continue to inspire, train, and equip them
for success. Our fiscal year 2007 budget and our fiscal year 2006 supplemental re-
quest work together to address our essential operational and maintenance require-
ments to sustain our readiness, while providing opportunity for investment in the
resetting and continued modernization of our Corps. We will dedicate these re-
sources to the destruction of our enemies and stability for our friends and thank
you for this support. Your unwavering support is deeply appreciated.

SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE’S REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

For the purpose of this statement, we have emphasized Marine Corps maritime
lift, naval surface fires support, and aviation requirements. Additionally, we have
provided Enclosure (1) for the responses to the subcommittee’s specific request for
information.

CONCLUSION

Your marines are fully dedicated to serving and protecting this Nation. Their
bravery, sacrifice, and commitment to warfighting excellence are well known to you.
We recognize we have an essential mission, and that we have the solid backing of
the American people. The Marine Corps fully understands that our greatest con-
tribution to the Nation is our high-level of readiness across the spectrum of conflict.
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We see Seabasing as a national capability that regional combatant commanders can
immediately apply to emerging threats transcending all levels of warfare. No longer
will we need to rely on critical airfields and seaports in the initial phases of conflict.
On behalf of all marines, we thank the committee for your continued support that
has made us more effective in the fight, saved lives, and will allow us to protect
this great Nation in an uncertain future.

SASC Seapower Subcommittee
“Future Requirements”
29 March 2006

QDR 2005 relating to Navy and Marine Corps future force structure

» Reorients DoD capabilities and forces to be more agile, prepare for asymmetric
challenges and hedge against uncertainty.

» Implements DoD enterprise-wide changes to ensure organization structures, processes
and procedures support strategic direction.

» Navy/USMC programmatic points:

Stabilize USMC endstrength at 175,000 active component and 39,600 reservists by
2011.

Establish MARSOC at approximately 2,600 Marines and sailors.
Procure first 8 MPF(F) ships.

“Completes” multi-year KC-130 procurement: 8 KC-130Js by FY 2008.

Requirements for current and future force structure

» Force Structure Review Group (FSRG)

In 2004, we conducted an extensive Total Force Structure Review recommending
approximately 15,000 structure changes to improve the Marine Corps' ability to meet
the long-term needs of the Global War on Terror and the emerging requirements of
the 21% Century.

This effort was end strength and structure neutral—offsets to balance these increases
in capabilities come from military to civilian conversions and the disestablishment
and reorganization of less critical capabilities.

» Capabilities Assessment Group (CAG)

The CAG will focus on our operating forces to ensure we have properly incorporated
lessons learned on the battlefield, QDR guidance, and the MARSOC standup in order
to properly assess our future endstrength requirements.

The CAG commenced the assessment earlier this month (March 2006) and is

expected to release an initial report to the Commandant of the Marine Corps by June
2006.

Enclosure (1)
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Tactical Wheeled Vehicle Armor

» The Army/Marine Corps Board (AMCB) has been a valuable forum to harmonize Army
and Marine Corps “long term” tactical wheeled vehicle procurement plans over the last
year. In September 2005, the AMCB established a joint tactical wheeled vehicle program,
focused on near-term joint requirements.

» The objective of these efforts is to define requirements for a Joint Light Tactical Vehicle
(JLTV) that reflect both an appropriate response to the operational threat, and the best
state of industrial art in meeting the survivability, mobility and network enabling needs of
the joint force.

> Current plans target a Milestone B decision not later than October 2007 that supports an
incremental acquisition strategy for the light fleet. We are “inventing” a new vehicle and
working hard, but this takes time.

» Near and mid-term vehicle armor strategies:

e We are nearing completion of our current/near-term requirements. All Marine Armor
Kits (MAKs) requirements for our base HMMWYV and A2 models were achieved in
November 2005. The MTVR Armor System (MAS) requitements will be completed
within two months. Our M1114 operational requirement will be complete in July
2006 (2,502 vehicles) leaving 312 sustainment vehicles to be delivered by November
2006 for a total of 2,814 M1114s to meet the MARCENT requirement.

s The Marine Corps has fielded the 26 required Hardened Engineer Vehicles (Cougar).
The Marine Corps will procure 39 JERRVs (6 have been delivered, 8 are enroute to
Iraq with final deliveries scheduled for June 2006).

o The Army and Marine Corps have been working closely together for a mid-term
solution through the M-1151/2 designed to replace our base HMMWYV and A2
models that have reached the end of their service life. The M-1151/2 is the bridge to a
JLTV solution.

Progress in fielding EFV
> 15 EFVs have been produced for a comprehensive Milestone C Operational Assessment
(OA) that began in January 2006 at Camp Lejeune and includes gunnery, land operations,

Force on Force and amphibious operations testing.

» A Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP) decision is planned for late 2006. A full rate
production decision and Initial Operational Capability are planned for the Fall of 2010,

3> The planned fiscal commitment within the FYDP (FY 07-11) for the EFV program is
$522M in R&D, $2.6B in procurement.

Enclosure (1)
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Progress in fielding MV-22

>

>

Status

Full rate production decision obtained 28 Sep 05.

The FY2007 budget requests $1.5B of procurement in funding for 14 MV-22s, associated
spares, aircraft retrofit, and Economic Order Quantity investments supporting FY 2008 —
2012 multi-year procurement and $268M of RDT&E for continued development, testing

and evaluation.

The V-22 Program will procure a total of 16 aircraft in FY 2007, 14 MV-22s and 2 Air
Force funded CV-22s. The FYDP reflects a program total of $10.1B for the V-22 Osprey.

To date, 29 Block A and 1 Block B aircraft have been procured to support developmental
testing, Operational Evaluation (OPEVAL), training and initial fleet fielding which is
underway at Marine Corps Air Station New River, North Carolina.

Two squadrons have commenced the transition from the 40 year-old CH46E to Block B
MV-22Bs, the first achieving I0C in FY 2007,

of VH-71 Executive Helicopter

The VH-71 program will use an evolutionary acquisition approach through a two-part
incremental development to deliver a secure, survivable and capable vertical 1ift aircraft
while providing uninterrupted communications with all required agencies.

The FY 2007 Budget requests $682.6M of R&D funds for System Development and
Demonstration (SDD) efforts on the VH-71 program.

IOC date was established as late 2009. 10C will be achieved upon delivery of four of the
Increment 1 (Pilot Production) aircraft. The toial VH-71A procurement quantity is 26
aircraft (23 operational, 3 test articles).

Impact of delays to UH-1/AH-1

b

We have lost a total of 19 H-1 aircraft since GWOT began, 8 of which were lost in
CONUS and 6 AH-1Ws and 5 UH-1Ns were lost in direct support of OIF/OEF/HOA
operations (4 of these H-1s were losses due to lack of engine power in demanding high
altitude and/or reduced visibility environments}.

Until fast Fall (28 Sep05 - MV-22 full rate production decision), we have not had a “hot”
manufacturing line from which to replace these losses because we are in the midst of
recapitalizing our legacy fleet.

Concerns have been raised relative to program cost and schedule. A restructure of the
program has been proposed by the Program Office to address these concerns, and
technical issues we believe will be carried forward from OPEVAL.

[

Enclosure (1)
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* ASN (RDA) directed an independent review of the proposal and an assessment of
alternative acquisition strategies before seeking approval from OSD to proceed with
the program.

o The review shall address the risks of the test program, production costs and schedule
estimates.

¢ The third LRIP lot will be ready to award in April 2006 once the independent
assessment of the program has been completed.

» Due to GWOT utilization rates and loss of aircraft, it is imperative that the H-1 program
achieve an acceptable cost/schedule profile. Should a negative decision for the H-1
program be attained, USMC requirement remains for a light utility and attack helicopter
program of record.

Vision for U ned Aerial Syst (UAS) future capabilities

» February 2005 a consolidated Marine Corps UAS approach was developed (approved by
the Marine Requirements Oversight Counsel (MROC)) for a “Three Tier” concept.

e Tier I - Supports the Battalion and below
Current — Dragon Eye UAS (man-packable system) and a Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency (DARPA) test (ongoing)
Follow on Tier I UAS — Joint Army/SOCOM/USMC system

® Tier Il - Supports Division/Regiment/Battalion/Marine Expeditionary Units
Current ~ OIF ISR Services (Boeing Scan Eagle)
Follow on — Compete OIF ISR Services
Building Joint Tier I POR (USMC/USAF/USN/SOCOM)

e Tier III - Supports JTE/MAGTF Commanders
Current POR - Pioneer UAS
Follow on — VUAS 10C 2015
JROC approved VUAS ICD Dec 05

Enclosure (1)

Senator TALENT. That was expeditious. Thank you. You'll never,
however, be able to serve in the Senate if you can’t talk longer than
that. [Laughter].

General Mattis, would you care to go next, please?
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STATEMENT OF LT. GEN. JAMES N. MATTIS, USMC, DEPUTY
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS FOR COMBAT DE-
VELOPMENT AND INTEGRATION

General MATTIS. Mr. Chairman, General Gardner’s and my writ-
ten statement has been submitted, and I ask that it be accepted
for the record. The Marine Corps is heavily committed to this war
having taken over 6,000 killed and wounded in action since 2001.
While we remain fully engaged in this fight, we’re also adapting
and modernizing for future fights in this long war. From adaptive
concepts to innovative training and the incorporation of focused
technologies, we’re transforming our Corps even while maintaining
near-term readiness from seabasing to distributed operations.
We're posturing the Corps for its role from forcible entry to irreg-
ular warfare against an elusive foe.

Thanks to our extremely hard-working recruiters and your sup-
port, we continue to enlist high-quality young men and women into
our ranks, and we are retaining our combat veterans at extremely
high levels. With your continued support, we will ensure our ma-
rines remain an elite force fully prepared for tomorrow’s chal-
lenges.

Programs such as the MV-22 tiltrotor, the fighting amphibious
ships of the LPD-17 class, the expeditionary fighting vehicles, the
KC-130J, CH-53K, and others form the composite of capabilities
that carry our troops against the enemy. Alongside our shipmates
in the Navy, we marines are confident of our future capabilities.
With 30 operationally-available amphibious ships, 10 of which need
to be large-deck amphibs, the advent of the Maritime Prepo-
sitioning Force of the future squadrons and associated programs,
we will be prepared for the next fight. I thank you for your strong
support over this last year and look forward to your questions, sir.

Senator TALENT. Thank you.

Admiral Edwards.

Admiral EDWARDS. Sir, as the Director of Warfare Integration, I
work for Admiral Crenshaw, and his statement is one and the
same as mine.

Senator TALENT. Tremendous. I appreciate your comments and
your summing them up. I guess I will go right to my questions.

Admiral Crenshaw and Admiral Edwards, the Navy’s report to
Congress, which outlined the plan for a 313-ship Navy, emphasizes
the importance—really the critical nature of budget stability and
concludes that we’re going to need at least $13.5 billion per year
in the shipbuilding and conversion, Navy (SCN) accounts, at least
on an average in order to be able to sustain that number of ships.
Now, I completely agree about the criticality of budget stability. I
hope we can do it for $13.5 billion. But that is an ambitious figure.
You know that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has esti-
mated we're going to need more than that. We're at $8.7 billion
now, which means just to get to the $13.5 billion figure, we need
an almost $5 billion increase in the SCN account. What are the
Navy’s designs or plans for fencing the necessary funding in the fu-
ture? Where are you going to get it from?

Admiral CRENSHAW. Senator, that is a great question. People ask
me that all the time in and out of the Navy.



24

Senator TALENT. To the extent that you can’t give specifics, how
confident are you that you can get it, and what, at least, is your
general thinking about where you’re going to go for it?

Admiral CRENSHAW. Yes, sir. I think to kind of simplify the
things, our basic strategy here is based on number one, as you
mentioned, being specific about the requirement, which is about
the 313 number that Admiral Mullen has produced and then being
constant on our demand on that requirement. In other words, not
changing the numbers around. One of the things that causes ships
to cost more money, quite frankly, is when we move them around.
We have not been very good about that in the past as we moved
the ships around. If you move ships from one year to the next, it
always costs more. Sometimes I want to move it back, and then it
costs me even more money, and it’s almost like lost cost. So, we re-
alize we really have to stabilize the requirement and then stabilize
what we have in the plan to buy. We worked very hard to do that
in the 2007 budget so that we didn’t change from one year to the
next. We’re going to continue our commitment to not changing
those numbers because we sometimes are our own worst enemy as
we change. So, one part of our strategy to make this affordable is
to control the cost, number one, by being consistent in our stating
of the requirement and what we’ve put in the budget, and then the
next piece of this is to control the cost of the things that we buy.

I have put into place several mechanisms in the Navy organiza-
tion to begin to take a very close look at what things drive the cost
of ships. Many times, well-meaning people who are wanting to put
the most capability they can all the time in these ships turn out
inadvertently adding cost that we probably didn’t need to add. We
have put a structure in place through the ships’ characteristics
board that Admiral Edwards is going to chair for me. Then myself
as the resources and requirements review board chairman to actu-
ally look at these things, understand the cost drivers, and then
make sure that we control the growth of requirements in those
things and figure out things we can do to produce those ships
cheaper. In the case of, for instance, the Virginia class submarine,
I've invested around $160 million or so in cost reduction-type
things to drive the cost out of those ships. Looking at the cost of
a DD(X), we have invested money, and I've looked at things we can
do to drive the cost out of that ship and deliver at cost targets. So,
we've set some very challenging cost targets for ourselves, but we
have some really smart and hard-working people and some good
models that will now help us to control the cost there.

One thing I might add, on the CBO study, while it does postulate
there’s a large amount of money, I think it’s around $19 billion or
so—a lot of that number is driven by some assumptions that were
made in the out-years on what we’re going to do to recapitalize the
SSBN force and recapitalize the DDG force as they reach the end
of their service life. In the near-years, we’re not that far off. So, our
challenge is to control the cost and then do what we can in the
near-years or the far-years to keep the cost of those things from
growing out of control.

Senator TALENT. It’s reasonable to believe that, with a sustained
effort, you can hold these costs down. A lot of that is going to be
culture change, which is going to have to start at the top. Admiral
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Edwards, you're going to have to be committed on the requirements
side. I certainly don’t want to keep you from going into that, but
the $13.5 billion assumes you can do all of those things. If you can’t
do all those things, the number goes up. Look, I'm not going to ask
you to say this program, this program, this program I’'m going to
take out in order to be able to fund that, but do you have a con-
fidence level that you can get there by fencing off dollars from your
current budget? How much would your confidence level grow if we
could increase the top line above what you expect, and the Navy
could get a piece of that?

Admiral CRENSHAW. Sir, I think two parts to that. Number one,
yes, if I get more money on the top line, my confidence would grow
in that area. Having a number for us to shoot for, in my opinion,
is better than not having a number and let it drift. So I have a
number and I have a goal, and part of my financial strategy now,
if I know what that is, there are other things that drive my cost
in the Navy, and the way that I sort of parse out the budget, in
macro terms, is it depends on a couple of things happening in order
to have that $13.4 billion average: One is I have to continue to very
carefully manage the manpower cost associated with the Navy—
one of our most expensive assets, but also our greatest asset. So
part of the strategy is to continue to do what we need to do to con-
trol the growth in the manpower accounts. Some of that is putting
technology in the ships. Some of that is working smarter. Some of
that is doing some military-civilian transfers where it makes sense
to do so. Some of that is looking very closely at our shore require-
ments. I can tell you exactly how many ships or how many sailors
I need to man a ship at sea. I'm not quite so certain if you ask me
about an air station or a naval base exactly, and I'm working on
coming at that.

Senator TALENT. Let me interrupt and ask you about that. I was
going to ask about Sea Swap anyway. Now that we have been
working with it for a few years, is it working? Because critical to
holding down your personnel costs, I assume, is you’re going to con-
tinue Sea Swap—maybe even try and expand it. Digress for a
minute and tell the subcommittee, is it working? What are the
long-term impacts in terms of wear and tear on the ships? Crew
morale? Are there any negatives you see emerging that might im-
pair your ability to continue it to this degree or expand it? Digress
for just a minute and cover that.

Admiral CRENSHAW. I think Admiral Edwards, as the surface
warfare lead, also will have some very definite comments on this.
In our second round of experimentation with Sea Swap, we learned
a lot. Sea Swap, although we call it that, is not necessarily a new
concept for us. We've done that for a long time in our submarine
force and in some of the other forces. In our mine warfare force,
we've been doing that for a long time, but we haven’t done it on
the ships that have large crews, and we’re learning a lot, and I
think I will keep it at that and let Admiral Edwards answer.

Admiral EDWARDS. Sir, we have an experimentation that’s going
to happen on the east coast. It’s going to continue the Sea Swap
experiment and has the metrics embedded in it that we’re going to
need in order to make some decisions on where to go. Clearly, on
the destroyer-class ship type, the DDGs, the FFG, or the LCS, the
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smaller combatants, Sea Swap is definitely doable. There are some
challenges there, but we can get the crew there. We know what the
issues are. On the larger amphibious platforms, for example, the
jury is out on that. We will have to be very careful how we proceed
on that, and we have not done the experimentation and sea trials
we need to do to see all of the ins and outs of being able to make
that happen. LCS is a ship that’s going to have approximately 75
crewmembers onboard. We are going to swap the crews on that
ship, and the first two ships have four crews that have been as-
signed already. So that is going to be a force multiplier with that
particular ship.

Senator TALENT. The crew morale is holding up?

Admiral EDWARDS. Everybody is leery when something new
comes in. The crew morale at the end of the day with the experi-
ments we have done was overall good. The material condition of
the ships were satisfactory, and the experiments we have done to
date would say that the crew swap can be performed on DDGs and
DD-type ships.

Senator TALENT. Okay, Sea Swap I think we’ve pretty much cov-
ered. Admiral Clark was pretty good at getting money out of the
personnel side, and I don’t know how much there is left—how
much gold is left in that mine, in that vein for you to get—but
going back for just a minute and then finishing your discussion of
your confidence level in getting to the $13.5 billion.

Admiral CRENSHAW. We talked about controlling the manpower
costs. The other piece that I think is critical is when we talked
about controlling the cost of the things we buy and keeping a lid
on what exactly we need to buy there and buy what we need, not
necessarily what we want. The third piece that I kind of look at
and worry about is controlling my operations and maintenance
(O&M) costs, making sure we're getting the best value for the dol-
lar there as well because if you look at a display of the major budg-
et categories—the manpower, the O&M costs, the research and de-
velopment (R&D) costs, and procurement cost, everything is rel-
atively flat and under control. The R&D accounts are going down
as we are now shifting that investment from R&D of new things
to buying the new things. So there is no money there.

So to the extent that the money is in procurement, it requires me
to do those other things. The O&M piece is very important to me
as well. Now, some of that I don’t have control over. As fuel prices
go up, I just have to deal with what happens. But we have done
a very good job, I think, over the last couple of years, particularly
in the naval aviation enterprise, of beginning to run the business
part of the Navy, if you will, the back shop, as an enterprise and
looking at the Commander of Naval Air Forces, Admiral Zortman,
and Admiral Massenburg is his Air Systems Commander, and Ad-
miral Kilcline, who works for me as his resource guy, and looking
at this in terms of a business and how we go about doing the main-
tenance and how we go about providing things.

The naval aviation enterprise has found some significant savings
in the things that they have done. There are several anecdotes
about how they have gone from producing at one facility—maybe
5 engines a month with 3 shifts to producing 20 engines a month
on a single shift because of putting into place good business prac-
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tices. I'm very encouraged with what the aviation enterprise has
done. We also are beginning to do the same thing in our surface
and our subsurface enterprises. I also think in terms of the Expedi-
tionary Combat Command that we have talked about in this 2007
budget as also being a new emerging enterprise that pushes things
and combat capability out the door for us.

So, to sum up, controlling the cost of the things that we want to
buy, controlling my manpower costs by a variety of techniques, try-
ing to be innovative and efficient in how I'm doing the business
part for the O&M piece of that are all things that will allow me
to meet that target. The money is in the budget for me to do that.
I just have to keep it from eroding for the things we talked about.

Senator TALENT. I don’t know that I would have the same con-
fidence level you do, that you have just described $5 billion worth
of additions to SCN. It’s a crucial time for the Navy, for all of us
to be very direct with each other

Admiral CRENSHAW. Yes, sir.

Senator TALENT.—and I have concerns along those lines. I hope
you're not counting on savings that involve perhaps key policy dis-
putes between the Navy and Congress. In other words, there may
be some savings you’re looking at where you know that from past
experience, that Congress might disagree about the appropriate-
ness of that action. If there’s a bank of those you’re looking at, I
would caution you to be careful—not because we can’t be convinced,
but just because you can’t be certain that we will be convinced. I
take what you said before, your confidence level would be substan-
tially increased if we could get the top line up and you could get
a piece of it. Is that a fair statement?

Admiral CRENSHAW. Yes, sir.

Senator TALENT. I have 2 minutes left in the vote. Fortunately,
Senator Reed has voted already and is willing to take the hearing
over and ask his questions while I go vote so I appreciate that.

Senator REED [presiding]. Mr. Chairman, if I run out of ques-
tions, I'll just put it in a slight recess for a while. Thank you, gen-
tlemen, for your testimony and your service. Admiral Crenshaw,
the QDR talks about repositioning naval forces in the Pacific, and
it says consistent with the global shift to trade and transport and
essentially calls for six operational and sustainable carriers to-
gether with 60 percent of our submarines. Just in terms of sort of
strategic concepts, trade and transports usually imply surface ac-
tivity, aircraft carriers and submarines, stealth air support, the ki-
netics of the battlefield. Is this justified simply because trade and
transportation patterns are changing in the Pacific, or is it some-
thing else?

Admiral CRENSHAW. Good question, sir. Number one, we are a
maritime nation. Most of the things that we consume around here
generally come by sea, and the things we sell go by sea and so, for
that reason alone, it’s good for us to focus in that area.

It is an emerging powerhouse economically, but one of the things
strategically and maybe operationally that sometimes escapes peo-
ple in the Pacific area and the western area is the tyranny of dis-
tance. It’s a long way to go anywhere over there. I've been a Medi-
terranean sailor most of my career. From the time we left port, in
about 10 days or so, we were crossing through the Strait of Gibral-
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tar. Within 2 weeks, we would be operating in the Mediterranean
theater. If you look at the Pacific, it takes me a month from the
west coast to get to anyplace where it’s important to be, and it
takes me another month to get back. So the tyranny of distance
here is such that wisely positioning those forces allows them to not
only be there to protect the trade and commerce that we have, but
it allows them to be positioned with the type of speed we need in
case something happens in that neck of the woods. So by having
forces over there, we begin to take some of the edge off of the tyr-
anny of distance, if you will.

It is a risk-reduction maneuver on our part because we know we
have trouble sailing people from the east coast. It takes a long time
to get them over to that theater of operations. So, it is an impor-
tant area to us. Those areas of the world are less stable right now.
So that is another reason why we are moving over in that direc-
tion, sir.

Senator REED. One of the concerns that several of my colleagues
and I have is with the production rate of submarines. We're build-
ing one Virginia class submarine per year up to fiscal year 2012,
at which time we’re scheduled to go to two-a-year production. That
has been a threshold that keeps slipping and slipping away it
seems. But with this projected build rate, anticipated inactivations
of submarines, and scheduled maintenance, the SSN inventory will
dip below the minimum 48 to fulfill mission requirements from
2013 to 2035 to as low as 40 submarines. At the time, Navy offi-
cials today, I think, would acknowledge that our submarine force
of over 50 fast-attack submarines is unable to perform many of the
missions. As I go out, and as my colleagues go out and talk to com-
batant commanders, when you ask them what do they really need,
what more do they need of, they say we need more submarine plat-
forms for intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance and for
many other capabilities. How is the Navy going to deal with the
shortfall come 2013 and 2035 if we don’t get the two-per-year pro-
duction quickly?

Admiral CRENSHAW. The submarine numbers are an interesting
dynamic, Senator. I had a couple of tours in the Pentagon, and it’s
been interesting for me to see how we have evolved our thinking
on this. When we undertook the 313 plan, the CNO challenged us
to take a broad look at all of the things and all of the good work
that has been done over the years from all of the people in the De-
partment and outside of the Department and studies like the CBO
study. We did so specifically as we looked at the submarine force
structure. The number 48 was kind of a sweet spot when you took
all of these together for us to meet what we considered to be the
minimal acceptable requirement which is about having, on any
given day, about 10 submarines out doing things, and the 48 num-
ber gives us that.

We looked at the availability of the submarines as we began to
build the Virginia class and there’s an interesting dynamic here.
One of the things that’s the real strength about this great sub-
marine, is that it is unmatched in the world. It is one of our asym-
metric strengths. By the way, sometimes you hear about the enemy
having asymmetry. We too, have asymmetry, and our submarine
force is one of those. The capability that we have built into that
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ship, particularly from the maintainability standpoint, is such that
that ship will not be required to be refueled, making it more avail-
able than the 688 class was. The 688 class has spent about 40 per-
cent of its time doing various maintenance things and refuelings.
The same figure for the Virginia class will be 10 percent. So, that
alone will mitigate some of that 48 number.

There are also some things that we can do in terms of our con-
cept of operations (CONOPs) on how we actually employ the surge
of those submarines and have them available at certain key times
when we need them as well as some of the initiatives that we have
done in forward basing some of these submarines—once again, get-
ting back to that tyranny of distance thing. So we will drop below
but there are some mitigating things we can do in terms of reduced
maintenance. We will need to do some CONOPs and managing that
force more closely than we normally would. Although we manage
it pretty closely, we will have to spend more time on the mainte-
nance cycles and how we do that. So, we will drop below that num-
ber. That is true, and we will come back and get to that number.

Senator REED. Again, just to clarify for my own information and
the committee’s, after a lot of deliberation with a range of numbers,
the Navy essentially said well, 48 is the optimal number of sub-
marines, and there’s a lot of debate whether it’s actually sort of a
range. It could be 52, but we will go down in certain periods of
2013 to 2035 to 40 operational submarines, and I'm not that good
at mathematics, but that’s 8 submarines out of 48 that aren’t there.
That’s a pretty big chunk. That is not one or two, and I think it
is raising the risk factor, frankly, and I think we do have to get
to two-a-year much faster than we are doing. Another aspect of this
argument I would like you to comment upon is that one of the pres-
sures we see is the expense of these individual one-a-year sub-
marines—over $2 billion, but it’s hard to get the contractors down
to $2 billion if they’re only building one a year. Is that something
that the Navy is prepared to bring up also, the notion of being able
to get the price down by going quicker to a two-a-year build?

Admiral CRENSHAW. I think in the near-term, getting to a two-
a-year build will probably not significantly decrease the cost. What
will, I think, deliver more cost savings are the investments that I
have made in this budget—over, I think, about $170 million or so
in reducing the costs of the submarines. There is no doubt that
when we get to two a year, there will be some benefits realized
from driving the costs down, and that is part of our cost-target cal-
culations as we look at that. So, submarines are interesting. The
advance procurement lines have to be laid in to buy the reactor
plant, and some of the very specific high-end items—reduction
gearing and those kinds of things early on.

In order to do that, we would need significant investments this
year to start doing that any earlier. With the CNO, we struggle
with this, trying to look at balance with all of the warfare areas
we have to deal with. Going to two a year in fiscal year 2012 was
a commitment we made. We have to get there. We have to do that.
I have put the money in to drive the costs out, and I am continuing
to look at any and all ideas I can to reduce the cost of those things.

Senator REED. Let me ask a final question before I turn to the
Marine Corps, your colleagues. I know Senator Lieberman and oth-
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ers, Senator Dodd and myself, are interested in the follow-on and
new design, and I wonder if you could just comment upon where
we are on the new design.

Admiral CRENSHAW. I mentioned the asymmetry that we have in
areas, and certainly our submarine design capabilities that we
have are one of those asymmetric advantages that we in the United
States enjoy. In my opinion, they’re a national treasure. There is
nobody like them, and this is a serious issue we have to deal with.
We have a RAND study going on right now that is going to help
us work our way through that. I think there are two pieces of
this—there is the submarine design part, and then there is the nu-
clear engineering part. We can mitigate some of the nuclear engi-
neering things by some of the things we’re doing with the aircraft
carriers, but the submarine design part is something that we have
to deal with, and we’re working hard at that. I talked to Admiral
Munns about that and Admiral Walsh—he was my resource spon-
sor that does that sort of thing regularly on things that we’re look-
ing at working with the industry and working with Congress. But
my opinion is they are a national asset we’re going to have to fig-
ure out how to protect. Theyre not only important to the Navy,
they’re important to the Nation, and we’re going to have to figure
out how to deal with that.

Senator REED. Thank you very much. General Gardner, your ma-
rines are doing a fabulous job across the globe, partlcularly in Iraq
and Afghanistan. I've had the occasion to go visit them. What is
their readiness status given the fact that theyre being exercised
very vigorously in this global war on terror and the conflict in Af-
ghanistan and Iraq? Do you have any units that are C-3 or below?

General GARDNER. Can you say that again?

Senator REED. Do you have any units that are C-2, C-3?

General GARDNER. Sir, the units in Iraq are at the highest level
of readiness, and we are pulling out all the stops to ensure that
that stays the same in terms of our logistic support procedures and
satisfying any urgent need requirements that they have. We have
taken risks in our homestation forces and in some of our preposi-
tion stocks, as you are aware, to maintain that readiness forward,
and we are using our supplemental funding request to backfill that
bathtub of readiness that has developed, if you will. We call that
reset the force. We assessed where we were with how deep was
that bathtub. We picked a point in time, October 1, and we felt our
estimate was based on about $11.7 bllhon that we needed to back-
fill that bathtub of readiness and to recapitalize those assets that
have been so heavily used in theater. That’s our estimate of where
we are, but I would say the readiness of the troops in theater is
where it needs to be and is at the highest levels.

Senator REED. Does the supplemental represent a complete fill-
ing up of that bathtub, that $11.7 billion?

General GARDNER. The $11.7 billion represents all that we
know—our estimate, as of October 1. It is a very detailed estimate
which we based on some pretty detailed analysis of about 300 indi-
vidual table of allowance material numbers, but there are some
limitations on how fast we can execute that. Most of those limita-
tions come from the size of the industrial base, but we’re confident
we could execute that amount of money in about 2 years’ time.
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With what Congress gave us in the title IX bridge supplemental,
what we have requested in the 2006 supplemental that’s over here
on the Hill now we think we’ll have about $5.1 billion towards that
$11.7 billion. We will be looking for another $6.6 billion next year.
Could I use some of that $6.6 in additional money this year? Yes,
we could. We believe that we could spend about another $1.4 bil-
lion this year. We could execute that amount, but that’s probably
the extent of the amount of procurement we could actually execute
in 2006.

Senator REED. Thank you, General Gardner. General Mattis, end
strength numbers, I know the commandant has spoken about this,
and one wrinkle is the creation of the 2,600 marines, the Marine
Special Operations Command (MARSOC). My understanding is
that essentially the Corps has sort of taken that out of your hide
currently because there is not an increase in end strength. Any
comment on that and just the overall end strength situation?

General MATTIS. Thank you, Senator. The 2,600 marines we took
out, some of the missions went with them. In other words, some
of these marines were on amphib ships when they deployed before.
They will still be there. Their chain of command shifts slightly so
that we have this special operations capability out there for the
commander of Special Operations Command. Some of them are ad-
ditive. We have a review group going on right now looking at which
ones we need to restore. For example, do we need to bring some
more signals intelligence marines on Active-Duty or enlist more? I
think we could move some over with this group, reconnaissance
marines, some very highly-skilled marines. We should have a re-
port out on this by June.

The 5,000 end strength that basically the Hill has given us over
the last several years, we can’t thank you enough for them. They
have been great against the enemy. You've resourced us sufficiently
to recruit and train and equip them, and we’re looking right now
at whether we have to keep at that number, which we think we
do for the current fight. But can we go down to 175,000 and have
a fully capable Marine Corps and still take care of MARSOC and
these new things that came up? I think we can give you a very de-
finitive answer by June. Right now, with what you’re doing, you're
keeping us balanced where we want to be. We probably don’t want
to go higher than that right now because it would take an extraor-
dinary effort on the part of our recruiters to maintain the high
quality standards we're insisting on maintaining for reasons you're
fully aware of.

Senator REED. Thank you, sir. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator TALENT [presiding]. Thank you, Senator. I fully agree
with the point you made regarding the submarine fleet, and I
would just say that unless we can get to two a year more quickly,
I don’t think we can maintain 48, and I'm not sure 48 is enough.
I see the list of the 313-ship Navy, and I put question marks next
to two things—the 48 attack submarines and the 81 surface com-
batants. Now, depending upon how flexible LCS is, it’s not a sur-
face combatant, but maybe it can pick up some of those require-
ments, but they are certainly not going to be able to use them as
submarines. We know that. So, I would concur in Senator Reed’s
questions on that front.
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General Gardner and General Mattis, I am very interested in the
distributed operations concept. I'm intrigued by it. I wonder if you
would give me an overview of how it’s going to affect future force
structure requirements as well as Marine doctrine and expedi-
tionary force capabilities. Then, if you would tell me how you're
planning to fund it. I know youre funding out in the fiscal year
2006 supplemental, but what are your plans for funding it after we
discontinue the supplementals? Just share your thoughts on dis-
tributed operations.

General MATTIS. Sir, if I could take the first whack at this as far
as the requirement that we see and why we turn to this. As you
are aware, back in the 1990s, our former commandant, Krulak,
came up with the three block war. There were many of us who
doubted that he was right, but we divested ourselves of self pro-
pelled artillery. We didn’t buy the F-18 E and F and decided to
wait for the JSF. There were a number of things going on that
were based on a different view of how war was developing. Part of
that was could we distribute marines more widely, not just geo-
graphically across the battle space, but with skills distributed dif-
ferently within those ranks that would allow us to move against
the enemy using modern communications and joint fires to mitigate
the risks that are obvious to all of us.

The experiments have been going on. They have been very en-
couraging and we just had a test unit that deployed as part of its
battalion to Afghanistan, and we had a very stressful situation
where a unit came under heavy attack. We were losing people,
killed and wounded, and this unit was able to use the skills and
the equipment they were given to reverse a very difficult situation.
The experiment basically continued when we went into Afghani-
stan with a data collector observing what was going on.

We have British Royal Marine and Australian noncommissioned
officers (NCOs) as a part of this to take advantage of the skills that
they brought from various operations overseas. What we’re finding
is that the combination of very high recruiting standards for the
last 20 years and the intense combat operations have given us one
of the most capable NCO corps we've ever seen in the Marine
Corps’ history, and we’re known for some pretty strong NCOs.

Right now, distributed operations is going to be an additive capa-
bility to allow us to aggregate those marines, distribute them, and
bring them back together. The bottom line is using various plat-
forms—MV-22s and Expeditionary Fighting Vehicles—we’ll be able
to move them in ways that will confront the enemy with some very
menacing dilemmas. I think it would be better if I turned over the
funding of this capability to General Gardner.

General GARDNER. Sir, I would say there are two aspects to the
funding of this concept, and it is a concept, and that is the material
aspects. We're pushing capabilities down to a lower level as far as
command and control capabilities, weapon systems, and it comes to
around $19 million per battalion. We intend to outfit all 35 Active
and Reserve battalions. Another point I would like to emphasize is
that we're distributing this capability throughout the entire Marine
Corps.
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The other major expense would be the training aspects. We're
putting a great deal of emphasis on training in the Marine Corps,
and it 1s principally successful because of that training.

So both of these costs are being paid for in supplementals as you
stated, and we have most of those costs in the 2006 supplemental
and what we do not, we have in the 2007 bridge supplemental,
which you also have before you. But it’s not just the material as-
pects of what we’re actually giving those marines and those units,
but it is also the training facilities and the O&M costs necessary
to conduct that training. Those costs are also necessary to support
this concept.

Senator TALENT. Do you think you can fund it through the
supplementals?

General GARDNER. Initially, we would like to get up on the step
with the supplementals. We can do that, and then we will need to
finance those to conduct that training in the ongoing years the
O&M cost out there.

Senator TALENT. It’s plausible to me that you could at least take
care of the material costs through the supplemental.

General GARDNER. That is our intent.

Senator TALENT. Admiral Crenshaw, let me go back to one more
30,000-foot question with regard to the force structure plans in the
313-ship Navy. The report describes that as meeting the needs of
the national military strategy with an acceptable risk while point-
ing out there are capability gaps. What are the capability gaps?
What impact do you think they are going to have and discuss a lit-
tle bit how you draw the line between acceptable and unacceptable
levels of risk.

Admiral CRENSHAW. If I could tackle the risk piece first, risk is
an interesting discussion. We think about that in a couple of di-
mensions. The first thing is that when we begin to talk about risk,
we begin to lay out sort of a matrix, if you will, of sort of a three-
dimensional kind of cube. Put simply, the first thing we do is, we
think about the possibility of something happening. Then we say
if that were to happen, what would be the consequences. Then we
look at it in a time dimension too. It may not happen now, but it’s
going to happen in 2020.

As we look at things, we try to figure out and make some judg-
ments on, obviously, if this is something that’s not going to happen
very much, and even if it didn’t have a big impact on us, we
wouldn’t look at that too much. That would sort of be the last thing
we would look at funding. We're also very concerned about the
things that may not happen very much but could have some very
catastrophic effects if they did happen. So we have to hedge against
that, and we have to look at making sure that we have accepted
only the risk necessary so that if that were to happen, the cata-
strophic event is mitigated, and it doesn’t happen. There is a mid-
gle ground of things that can happen and have various levels of ef-
ect.

That said, we kind of look at a matrix like that and then try to
think about what are things that are just absolutely redline things
that we can’t do without, and we've talked about some of those
things. One is in the capability area of being able to deliver a cer-
tain amount of presence, looking across the spectrum of how many
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carriers need to be present at any given time and how many sub-
marines need to be present at any given time. Then, there is this
area where it doesn’t happen very much, and even if it did, there
is not a big impact. There isn’t a lot of risk there. The big category
in the center is sort of that measured risk/acceptable risk category.
As we began to stack those up, we looked at things that are
uniquely naval, and those are things that only we can bring to the
fight, and that’s a category where we cannot afford to take much
risk in those missions—undersea warfare being an example, if
that’s ours to do.

So, I don’t want to take much risk in that area because nobody
is going to do it but me. Then we begin to look at what other capa-
bilities are in the joint force where we may be able to get some help
from our joint partners. Those are areas where then we work joint-
ly with the other Services to figure out if there are some risks we
take in the Navy, depending on some of our joint partners. One of
those is in the area of some of our tactical air forces where we're
not the only Service that delivers that. That’s an area that we can
explore in coordination with the other Services to make sure that
if we're going to take some risks there, we have coordinated with
the other guys to make sure that they’re not. So, it’s kind of a com-
plementary affair there.

So, I would say those are some of the areas where you might be
able to find some of those gaps or those areas where there is over-
lap and things that our joint partners do. There may be things in
the future that we might have to rely on our joint partners to pro-
vide so that we would divest ourselves totally of something. There
are other areas where we are complementary to them, and we
would sort of back away and do that.

Senator TALENT. That’s a very logical assessment matrix, and
what I was thinking of when you were going through it was apply-
ing that matrix to seabasing. I said this to Admiral Clark when he
came up with this; is the risk of not having the seabasing capabili-
ties worth the cost given the risk as you have defined it? Because
you have to make certain assumptions about our inability to go
through certain countries. Other Services can do some of the power
projection you want to do through seabasing. It’'s an area where
you can anticipate concerns and maybe use diplomacy, and I have
been skeptical. As supportive as you all know I am of naval spend-
ing and shipbuilding, I have wondered whether, in the context of
this budget environment, this isn’t a risk that we should take, not
having this capability and then trying to prevent a situation where
we can’t go through a country or using some of the other Services.
I have an ongoing concern about whether this is something we
ought to be funding.

Admiral CRENSHAW. Seabasing, in my opinion, is one of those
asymmetric advantages that we enjoy. Nobody can do it like us. I
think in this uncertain world, as we look forward, our ability to get
access when and where we want it may not be as assured as we've
had in the past. General Mattis was certainly the beneficiary of
that asymmetric capability, of being able to provide a seabase from
which we didn’t have to put a footprint ashore. Sometimes, for var-
ious reasons, our friends may not want us to be ashore, and some-
times it’s difficult for us just because they don’t mind us being
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there, but they don’t want a large footprint ashore. So, I think
seabasing is one of those asymmetric capabilities that is worth the
investment here because it’s something that only we do. It’s in that
category of nobody else can do it but us. Seabasing is not new to
us. We've been doing seabasing since John Paul Jones was sailing
around. But sometimes people tend to confuse the term seabase
with the concept of seabasing.

So, I would offer up that I think it’s a very important capability.
It’s an evolutionary, not a revolutionary capability. Those are not
my words, those are General Mattis’s words. He was much smarter
than I am to come up with that, but it’s about not having to put
that whole iron mountain of things ashore because when we do
that, number one, we have to get it there, then we have to protect
it and it becomes a liability to us. Our seabasing vision is that
we’re able to not have to rely on permission or political consider-
ations that we can go where we want and project that power. We
can first assemble our forces at sea with the right equipment with-
out having to go through and get people’s permission. We can then
project those forces ashore to do things.

I will admit we have not been as articulate as we could in talk-
ing about seabasing from a joint area because it’s not only Navy
and Marines. Those soldiers and airmen that are ashore eat the
same beans and shoot the same bullets, and those things can come
from the seabase without having to have a fully-developed port in-
frastructure to support it and without having to have anybody’s
permission. So, this is a tremendous capability for us.

Now, one of the things we tried to do in thinking about seabasing
is realize that when we come up with something, it can’t be some-
thing that we just don’t use. It has to be something that is out and
about and engaged in the global war on terror and doing the mis-
sions in those phase-shaping things. Many of the seabasing ele-
ments we have designed are doing just that, taking advantage of
successful designs that we already know about that are already in
production and being able to take some of the concepts and do
some evaluation of being able to selectively offload things instead
of just having to unload everything at once.

Now, in our concept, we can now select what we need, pick and
choose, go to the supermarket and then send ashore those elements
of support and power we need. So I think it is a great asymmetric
advantage that only we can do, and we have proven—in just the
last few years, we’ve done it many times. I would maybe ask Gen-
eral Mattis to comment.

Senator TALENT. General, comment from a marine perspective.
How substantially does this reduce risk for you? How enthusiastic
are you about it?

General MATTIS. Sir, we're very enthusiastic. Mr. Chairman, al-
though your question is very valid, and we have looked at this
amongst the officers at the table to make certain this is going to
really deliver something we need, not something we would like to
have in a less fiscally-constrained time, the point I would make is
it’s an increasingly anti-access world. As best I can determine from
open sources, this city offered $28 billion of loans and grants to
Turkey for a one-time passage of one U.S. infantry division, and
Turkey, that stood by us in Korea, lost billions, and the sanctions
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against Saddam, said no. I think what we are seeing is that all pol-
itics are local, not just in Chicago.

When we went, the admiral in 5th Fleet asked me to go into Af-
ghanistan, I will tell you that had I not had the seabase, the
amphib ships, those beautiful Navy greyhulls, we would never have
opened a naval ground campaign of conventional forces in southern
Afghanistan. When I went into Islamabad, it was still early after
September 11. They didn’t know if we were going to stay the
course, and they were eager to hide what we were doing. Every
night when it got dark, the ships would come in against the coast.
We would land the marines across the coast. We would have Ma-
rine KC-130s, Air Force C-17s pick them up and fly them in. This
is after the assault troops took Rhino, the operating base there.

President Musharraf was betting his political life we were going
to be victors. At one point, he brought newsmen down to the beach
and said, “I told you we’re not supporting the Americans.” If they
would look closely, they might have seen the waves washing the
tracks off the beach. That is all they would have seen. I think that
when you look at the cost of this, it’s a lot less than the $28 billion
we offered Turkey. It gives us the use of the sea where the Navy
is sovereign and nobody can take on the U.S. Navy there. But it
does not put the second order and third order negative effects of
a large U.S. footprint ashore in a country that may even be our
friend but cannot absorb, for local political reasons, some of the
negative aspects that come with a heavy U.S. footprint. I think
we're enthusiastic about seabasing. Now, what the seabase looks
like, we can work on that, sir.

Senator TALENT. On that point, Admiral Edwards, are you con-
cerned about whether we have the surface combatant capability to
protect the seabase given the change, which I think I agree with,
going to ships that are going to be more vulnerable because they
are just less capable? It does seem to me, though, that that is going
to draw away a lot of your surface combatant capabilities.

Admiral EDWARDS. Absolutely. We have to commit what we
would call the sea defense portion of the Seapower 21 in order to
protect the seabase, and that’s in the dimension of anti-air, which
includes ballistic missiles, mine warfare, and surface warfare to
protect these. But we do that. We do that today with the expedi-
tionary strike groups and the other amphibious shipping.

Senator TALENT. All right. Now, you were in the middle, and I
keep making you digress, but that’s because your answers are so
interesting, Admiral Crenshaw. You talked about risk, and I also
asked you about capability gaps in the future force structure plan.

Admiral CRENSHAW. I think the risk, Senator, is in terms of ca-
pacity. We have a lot of platforms that deliver a lot of capability.
The question is, do we have the right capacity for this, have we an-
ticipated the right stuff? We have the right capabilities. As we
begin to do the capabilities-based approach, we begin to realize
that capacity is very important, just like capability.

So I would say we talked about the capacity in the 48 sub-
marines. If we had more, there would be less risk there. So if we
had more of that type of capacity, then that would retire some of
that risk. As you said, there’s a range, and there’s a judgment that
we have to make here. Of course, working with you and others,
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hopefully we’ll make our case that we have accepted the right
amount of risk across the board where it was prudent to do so, re-
tired risk in certain areas, for instance, in the riverine area, where
we used to do riverine in Vietnam, and we used to have Navy pa-
trol boats going up in the rivers. As we looked at the monolithic
Soviet Union, that was not necessarily a capability that was one
that we needed right away. We elected to take some risk in that
area. Actually, the Marine Corps sort of took over that mission for
us. Now we have realized, as we look at the shaping of our partner
nations, as we look at the types of threats we’re facing in a global
war on terror and in the long war, this is now a place where we
need to reduce risk, and we need to make some investment.

Senator TALENT. How important is it for you to fund the riverine
squadrons through the 2006 supplemental?

Admiral CRENSHAW. The money that is in the supplemental,
that’s requesting the money that we need to outfit the first of three
squadrons we're going to have in our CONOPs. The first thing that
this first riverine squadron is going to do next year is to relieve the
Marine Corps guarding the Haditha Dam area. The marines have
been doing that, and they have been doing it with their riverine
forces. So the money that we have requested in the supplemental
does several things. It allows us to outfit that first group that
needs to start training very soon. It allows us to give them the
basic equipment they need. It allows us to get the training done.
We'’re going to use the Marine Corps facilities at Lejeune and their
small boat and riverine capability to actually train those forces up.
Then they will fall in on the boats that are over there right now
with the marines. Now, that squadron will be over there for a pe-
riod of time, and we’ll rotate them out.

We also have money in the supplemental to request boats so that
when the second squadron begins, the first rotation comes out.
Those boats will have been over there a long time. Some of them
have been ridden hard and put away wet. Some of them have been
shot. So we're going to need to replace and refurbish those, and
have equipment back in the States for that second group to be able
to go over to and fall in on. Then there is the third one. So, it’s
very important to us in the near term to be able to relieve the
stress on the marines and take over that mission, and this is our
first step in getting back in there. We can’t do it all at once, but
we’re going to take this first step, get back in the business and
then ramp up from there. The supplemental is important for us to
get back in the business, and I appreciate your support on that.

Admiral EDWARDS. Sir, if you look at the lead time for some of
the equipment that we’re going to need to go over there, and you
back that up to when it will be available, the lead time on some
of these boats is 12 months. The lead time for the training and
equipment part is about 9 months before we’re trained and
equipped and get ready to go. So, there is a lag time which kind
of puts it right into the window of this supplemental.

Senator TALENT. We're strongly supportive of the riverine con-
cept, and I agree with you. I think you need that money in the sup-
plemental. It’d be a significant impact if you had to delay that to
the regular 2007 budget.
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General Mattis and General Gardner, let’s talk about H-1 for a
second. Now, we’re covering a lot of ground. I only have a couple
more. I've been meandering back and forth between my questions,
and I appreciate your responsiveness. It’s my understanding that
the third low-rate initial production (LRIP) you want on H-1 is ex-
pected to coincide with the start of operational evaluation, which
is approximately—well, I guess next month. We know that the pro-
gram has been over budget and behind schedule with regard to the
first two LRIP lots.

Given the fact that we have cost issues and that H-1 delivery is
behind schedule, why do you think you need to move forward with
the third contract at this time? I'm not saying that it is not an im-
portant program. I'm not saying the problems aren’t going to be
solved, but I just wonder, if we're behind schedule on the first two
lots, why you want to move ahead with the third LRIP contract
now.

General GARDNER. Sir, the Marine Corps has no hot production
lines for its aircraft primarily the CH—46. With the full production
decision on the V-22, we now have a hot production line for that
one particular aircraft, but the LRIP production that you're talking
about for the H-1s is the only potential that we have to replace the
17 H-1 aircraft we have lost since September 11.

The aircraft that are over operating in theater are operating, in
the case of the UH-1, at a margin. When you are operating in the
high-altitude areas, for example, in the Operation Enduring Free-
dom as they were, it’s the high altitude, the dust conditions, it is
marginal to operate there. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Research, Development, and Acquisition, Dr. Etter, is conducting a
study, which is due to report out next week, to assess the program
and where it is with the necessary restructuring. But we stand
firm behind our requirements to replace these aircraft we have lost
in the war, and we need the capability that those aircraft bring to
the fight, the light utility and the light attack. We look to the ac-
quisition community to provide those. We have been looking for
these replacement aircraft for over 3 years now.

Senator TALENT. I understand your commitment to the program,
and I've certainly lived with and worked in programs that have
had problems. That happens once in a while, but I'm not sure why
we need to move ahead with a third when we are behind on the
first two. Take a minute and update us on I guess what I will call
the mishap with the MV-22. I know that you haven’t had time for
a full investigation, but tell us where you're at, if you would, and
if you're drawing any preliminary conclusions. We do want to stay
in touch with what happened there.

General GARDNER. Sir, that incident took place just 2 days ago,
as you're aware. It was a post-maintenance functional check evo-
lution. It was a VMMT204, which is our training squadron down
in New River. There was some sort of engine malfunction, and the
result was severe damage to the wing and the engine nacelle. It is
under investigation.

Of course, the investigation is focused on the maintenance activi-
ties that took place that led to the requirement to do the functional
check as well as the actions of the crew, which we always do in this
case, and we'll keep the committee informed.
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Senator TALENT. Okay. I know it’s early, I just wanted to bring
that one up for the record. Let me go back to you, Admiral
Crenshaw, and also Admiral Edwards, if you want to comment on
this. One of the assumptions behind the 313-ship number is that
you'll be able to extend the life of surface combatant ships to 35
years.

Now, you said before, for example, that you're hopeful of getting
some money out of O&M accounts by reforming the way you do
that, hopeful of getting some more out of Sea Swap. But it seems
to me if you're going to try to extend service life to 35 years and
also, with regard to Sea Swap, there is additional wear and tear
on the ships, that those are pressures to increase the O&M budget.

So maybe you could tell me what your plans are for moderniza-
tion and sustainment, let’s say, for the Aegis destroyer because I
think the first flight of that is going to reach its mid-life within the
Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). How are you going to get
to the 35 years. It would be great if we could, and I know we
stretch a point again at 30, but I think historically, you would rath-
er retire them after 20 or 25 years. So, this is a major leap and
a major assumption, and maybe you could fill me in on what your
plans are for getting there.

Admiral CRENSHAW. Yes, sir. This is really in Mark’s category,
but one thing that I think is im