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THE NAVY LITTORAL COMBAT SHIP PROGRAM

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
SEAPOWER AND EXPEDITIONARY FORCES SUBCOMMITTEE,
Washington, DC, Tuesday, March 10, 2009.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:04 a.m., in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Gene Taylor (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GENE TAYLOR, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE FROM MISSISSIPPI, CHAIRMAN, SEAPOWER AND EX-
PEDITIONARY FORCES SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. TAYLOR. The hearing will come to order. Good morning and
welcome.

Today the subcommittee meets in open session to receive testi-
mony on the Littoral Combat Ship (LCS) program.

Our witnesses today are Rear Admiral Vic Guillory, director of
surface ship programs for the chief of naval operations; Rear Admi-
ral Bill Landay, the program executive officer for the surface ship
structure; and Ms. Anne Sandel, program executive officer for Lit-
toral and mine warfare.

I want to thank our witnesses for being with us.

To call the LCS program troubled would be an understatement.
The fact of the matter is that this program has so far delivered one
ship—one ship.

But a look at the plan from just two years ago, we should by now
have at least four ships delivered, three more nearing completion
from a fiscal year 2008 authorization, six more under contract from
a fiscal year 2009 authorization, and today we should be discussing
the authorization of six more ships for fiscal year 2010. That would
be a total of 19 ships.

So instead of having 13 delivered or under contract, with another
6 in this year’s budget, we have 1 ship delivered that will likely
tip the scales well above two-and-a-half times the original estimate,
and 1 ship that might finish this summer with similar, if not high-
er, cost growth.

The Navy canceled two previously authorized ships. No ships
were placed under contract for fiscal year 2008, and no contract
award has been made for the two ships authorized for fiscal year
2009—all of this from the program that was hailed as a poster
child for its transformational and affordable acquisition strategy.

It seems all the program has accomplished is transforming a re-
alistic goal of achieving a 313-ship fleet into a very real disappoint-
ment in which neither competitor shows remorse for being a year
late and hundreds of millions of dollars over budget.
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And from what I can see, neither competitor has a plan or even
a desire to do any better, because they can count on the Navy
throwing more money at their problems.

This program is not just a lesson of over optimism, poor manage-
ment and lack of poor oversight, even though all those things oc-
curred in spades.

The fundamental lesson is flawed strategic planning, flawed in
the belief that the government can pass on to industry decisions
that are inherently governmental, flawed in the belief that untest-
ed, unproven concepts, such as reconfigurable mission modules, can
be incorporated into an acquisition program without testing and
verifying the concept of surrogate platforms, and finally flawed to
the absence of a Plan B for needed capability in the fleet.

I believe it is a lack of Plan B which has tethered the Navy so
completely to this program. Particularly in the area of mine war-
fare, the LCS is the only future they see. Dropping the LCS pro-
gram to develop another mine warfare platform is viewed as unac-
ceptable on the schedule. And they might be correct.

However, because the Navy is at this moment stuck with con-
tinuing the LCS program, it does not mean its current strategy for
buying these ships has to continue.

I have nothing against either of the lead contractors, but I know
this. They both contracted to build a ship for $220 million, and
they did not even come close.

I understand the Navy was guilty of changing the design speci-
fications with the implementation of the Naval Vessel Rules, but
I fail to see how that resulted in more than doubling the price and
slipping 18 months of schedule.

I am also concerned that the Navy has not been able to come to
terms with the contractors for the ships authorized last year. It ap-
pears to me the solution is simple. We need to bring true competi-
tion to this program, not the pseudo competition we currently have
between the two poor performers, but true competition based on
price, schedule and quality.

I have been asking for over two years if our nation owns the
rights to the design drawings of the ships so they can bid them out
directly to any shipyard with the capability of constructing the ves-
sels. The answer seems to be yes and no.

I have got to believe at this point we should know every inch of
bar, angle iron and plate in those ships, every piece of pipe. And
every inch of weld ought to be on someone’s CAD. And if it isn’t
by now, I would like to hear why.

I understand the prepared witness testimony will address this
question. However, I would like the witnesses today, on the record,
to explain that position and answer in layman’s terms, not in the
language of professional acquisition executive, the exact claim the
government has on the technical design rights to both the sea
frame and the combat system.

Then I would like our witnesses to explain how long it would
take, what organization would be responsible—in particular who
would be responsible—and how much it would cost to develop the
technical data package described in the prepared statement that is
required to bid ships directly to other shipyards or to current ship-
yards divorced of their lead contractors.
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Ranges of cost and time are acceptable. What is not acceptable
is taking this question for the record.

So far I have discussed just one ship, just what the Navy refers
to as the sea frame. Today’s hearing for the first time brings in an
official responsible for the mission packages that are purported to
give this vessel a multi-mission capability.

Although at least one of each type of mission modules has been
developed, I am very concerned that major components of the over-
all mission package are still under development and have not been
thoroughly tested. Therefore, I would request that Ms. Sandel up-
date the subcommittee on the remaining development and testing
for all the mission packages.

I would also like to know if anything in existing Navy platforms
can operate with an LCS mission module as a stopgap capability
filler until sufficient LCS ships are constructed.

Everyone should understand that the current situation of these
vessels, costing in excess of a half a billion dollars, cannot continue.
There are too many other needs and too little resources to pour
money into a program that was designed to be affordable.

I would also like to remind all of the parties involved, particu-
larly right now, that you do not want to be the program that is
breaking the bank. From what I read in the newspapers, there are
no protected programs in the ongoing debate on affordability.

Of course, none of the witnesses sitting in front of us today was
responsible for the program when it began. They inherited a mess,
and they are doing their best to fix it. I appreciate that.

Now is the time for frank talk on what needs to be done. We
need the best price and the best quality we can get for these ves-
sels, whether with the current lead contractors, after they finally
get the message, or changing course and bidding directly with
other shipyards.

Before I ask the ranking member for his remarks, I would like
to remind the subcommittee that competition sensitive information,
such as current estimates of prices, are protected by statute.

However, the Navy has agreed to answer these types of questions
directly to individual members in an appropriate forum and under
the conditions agreed to by the Navy, general counsel at our com-
mittee.

I now call my friend from Missouri for any remarks he may wish
to make.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Taylor can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 47.]

STATEMENT OF HON. W. TODD AKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE
FROM MISSOURI, RANKING MEMBER, SEAPOWER AND EXPE-
DITIONARY FORCES SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And welcome to the hearing. Thank you all for visiting us on
what is a rather substantial topic.

Today is my first opportunity to join the subcommittee in over-
seeing the Navy’s shipbuilding program. I have already begun to
grasp the many complexities unique to the acquisition of battle
force ships.
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I recently had the opportunity to join Congressman Taylor at
Austal USA in Mobile, Alabama, where the LCS-2 is under con-
struction, and it is certainly an innovative ship. But even a new-
comer to shipbuilding can see that much remains to be done.

I understand this program has faced many challenges, but a sim-
ple principle seems to have gotten lost. The principle isn’t exclusive
to shipbuilding: in sum, the importance of transparency and ac-
countability in acquisitions programs grounded in sound strategy.
And that cannot be overstated.

Sadly, in its early days the LCS program appears to have lacked
accountability. Many important steps have been taken to rectify
the situation, but the program still lacks a well-conceived strategy.

At various times in the last two years, the Navy has proposed
a fly-off and down-select between these two flight zero ships, to be
followed by a redesign for a flight one ship, investing in a class de-
sign services effort to convert the selected design to build to print
and recompeting the class, redesigning the ships to include a com-
mon combat system in both, and last, an apparent desire to procure
both ships from the existing teams with minimal changes.

We cannot reasonably expect the industry teams to make the in-
vestments in facilities and designs for affordability we demand, if
we cannot articulate what we want to buy.

Further, we cannot reasonably expect the taxpayers to continue
to fund ships that we cannot definitively say what we want. Even
Obama’s sweeping comments about cutting defense spending and
weapons programs, do any of us believe we can defend a program
for which we have no acquisition strategy and for which we have
long since surpassed the acquisition cost target identified in the
programs key requirements document?

Just last week, the president stated far too often that spending
is plagued by massive cost overruns and an absence of oversight
and accountability. We need more competition for contracts, more
oversight when they are carried out.

His goal is to save $40 billion a year, and many observers have
cautioned that this won’t be possible unless he starts to kill major
Pentagon weapons systems.

Now, I am in no way advocating that the LCS program fall vic-
tim to such a cut. I have every reason to believe that this program
represents a critical capability for our warfighters. Despite the cost
overruns, it can still become the most affordable ship in the Navy’s
fleet.

But there remain many questions which have not been answered
to my satisfaction. I am going to list five of those.

First, is the LCS program still affordable within the context of
the overall shipbuilding program? That is, what would we have to
give up in order to afford 55 of these ships at a cost of approxi-
mately half a billion dollars?

Second, although the Navy has pushed for buying the LCS in
substantial numbers prior to an operation evaluation of the first
ships, given that the operational valuation of these ships will now
be conducted within the next 18 months, would it be prudent to
wait to procure additional vessels until the evaluation is complete?
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Third, the high cost of shipbuilding frequently has its roots in de-
cisions we make to protect the industrial base. These decisions
have merit.

We want to ensure that this nation has surge capability and
doesn’t lose the national treasure that is the shipyard worker, but
we need to be very cautious about increasing capacity for which the
Navy lacks the volume to support.

And the fourth question: When the Navy has canceled two ships,
failed to award the fiscal year 2008 ship before the appropriations
rescinded the funds, and has yet to reach agreement on the 2009
ships, it has elected to incrementally fund construction on follow-
on vessels.

Again, these decisions may be expedient in the near term to
avoid layoffs, but will we lack here in two years discussing root
causes of cost growth for the follow-on vessels and citing incre-
mental funding?

Fifth, I want to applaud Secretary Stackley’s determination to
control costs. He has wisely chosen not to award follow-on contracts
if the industry teams can’t demonstrate they are on the glide slope
to $460 million.

He has also forced behavior changes on LCS—2 to prioritize com-
pletion of construction. Yet if we accept delivery of ships or award
ships that do not have all systems fully integrated, what bill are
we leaving for a future Congress?

Lastly, the mission packages are really what make LCS a valu-
able tool for the warfighter. The Navy has not taken aggressive
steps to integrate and test these mission systems or train crews on
the systems on other platforms.

I echo the chairman’s strong concern that we cannot continue to
wait for LCS to be available in sufficient numbers to develop and
deploy these capabilities.

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding the hearing today.

Admiral Guillory, Admiral Leahy and Ms. Sandel, I look forward
to your testimony and thank you for being with us.

Mr. TAYLOR. I thank the ranking member. We have been joined
by Mr. Stupak, who represents the Marinette area, so with unani-
mous consent I would ask that he be allowed to join the sub-
committee for the day.

The chair now recognizes the gentleman from Michigan for five
minutes.

Mr. StupAK. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. And it has been 15
years since I sat on this committee. It is good to be back on this
side of the dais. And thank you for your interest in the LCS pro-
gram.

You know when you take a look at this program here from con-
cept to design to a functional ship—we built one up in Marinette
Marine, the first one, Freedom, which was actually commissioned
in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, on November 8, 2008, and will be sta-
tioned at San Diego naval base—this is a whole new ship, like I
said, a new design, new concept.

Since 9/11 we have new adversaries. We have different types of
missions. So the Navy needed a new ship, and your target started
from scratch on a concept to a full ship that was built and pre-
sented to the Navy, built up in Marinette Marine.
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Lockheed Martin had to partner with Marinette Marine to build
the first LCS because of the strong advantage of constructing a
ship in a mid-tier shipyard. Mid-tier shipyard shipbuilders facili-
tate competitiveness and establish affordable approach to a pro-
gram.

The chairman is right. We should have 19 more ships, and we
are happy to build the next 18 up in Marinette Marine.

But there has been some—because it was a new design, a new
concept, constantly changing it, there were delays, but in the
meantime as we built the first ship, since then we have had to lay
off 150 employees at Marinette Marine.

This week they were going to lay off another 200, but because
of a partial award of the LCS contract to Lockheed Martin on Feb-
ruary 27th, those layoffs have been—they are not going to do the
layoffs.

The full award of the contract and successful continuation of the
program would stabilize the employment in this region.

But the LCS is not only vital to the economy of northern Michi-
gan, it is also immensely—production prospects for the U.S. and
abroad—all of our allies are very excited about this new ship, this
new class of warfare ship.

We could bring in many, many more ships, more than just what
the Navy needs and being built and cruised here in the United
States. You know with the Navy there is also—besides warfare, we
see anti-piracy operations. We see humanitarian aid operations,
what this ship is suited for.

The recent award of the LCS contract, the one I just spoke about
that was partially awarded here on February 27th, has taken some
time to get these complex negotiations done between the Navy and
the shipbuilders.

There were many production standards that are shifting to try
to get these contract details without changing so we can get the
ship that can be built at the cost of chairman spoke of, but not the
first few.

The lead ships are always—a lead program on anything is al-
ways more expensive than originally thought of, but as you put
more ships out, that price will go down.

As the Navy continues to fix the contract awards for ships au-
thorized and funded in fiscal year 2009, I encourage the Navy,
Lockheed Martin and General Dynamics to expediently address the
contract details so that construction can proceed without further
delays.

We are willing, ready and able and can produce the type of ship
that the Navy needs.

So with an experienced team in place and production facilities on
line, the program is ready for an early transition to full rate pro-
duction. Doing so will reduce the costs and minimize the learning
curves.

The LCS program is not only important to my Menominee
Marinette area, but also the future capabilities of the Navy and to
the defense of this nation.

So I urge the committee to consider not only the local impact of
the award and the shipbuilding technology that we brought with
this brand-new type of ship, but also to continue its discussions re-
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garding the future of the current contracts and of the LCS program
with the Navy, because this ship, which is needed with our new ad-
versaries and the new demands on our country, the LCS is a ship
that is appropriate to meet the needs of the Navy.

And we are proud to be playing a part in building such a ship
for the Navy and for this nation.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With that, I yield back.

Mr. TAYLOR. The chair thanks the gentleman from Michigan.

Our witnesses today are Rear Admiral Victor Guillory, Director
of Surface Warfare Division, United States Navy; Rear Admiral
William Landay, Program Executive Officer for Ships, the United
States Navy; and Ms. Anne Sandel, Program Executive Officer of
Littoral and Mine Warfare.

The chair recognizes Admiral Guillory.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. VICTOR G. GUILLORY, USN,
DIRECTOR, SURFACE WARFARE DIVISION, N86, U.S. NAVY

Admiral GUILLORY. Excuse me. Chairman Taylor, Ranking Mem-
ber Akin, distinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today to address the
Navy’s Littoral Combat Ship program.

Along with Rear Admiral Bill Landay and Ms. Anne Sandel, we
thank the committee for its continued support and active interest
in the Navy shipbuilding programs.

We have prepared a written statement and asked that it be en-
tered into the record.

Mr. TAYLOR. Without objection.

Admiral GUILLORY. I would like to begin my remarks, Mr. Chair-
man, by stating the Navy remains committed to the LCS program.
LCS fills warfighting gaps in support of maritime dominance in the
Littorals in its strategic chokepoints around the world.

The LCS expands the battle space by complementing our inher-
ent blue water capability. The LCS program will deliver capabili-
ties to close validated warfighting gaps in mine countermeasures,
surface warfare and anti-submarine warfare.

In addition to LCS’ inherent speed, agility, shallow draft, payload
capacity and reconfigurable mission spaces, the ship is an ideal
platform for conducting additional missions in support of the mari-
time strategy to include irregular warfare and maritime security
operations, such as counterpiracy operations.

The strength of LCS lies in its innovative design approach, ap-
plying modularity for operational flexibility. LCS has over 40 per-
cent internal volume, giving reconfiguration capabilities for up to
200 tons of equipment.

This ability to modify the LCS’ physical configuration with dif-
ferent mission packages give the operational commander credible
options for responding to changing warfighting requirements.

The Navy also remains committed to procuring 55 LCSs. We are
systematically pursuing cost reduction measures to ensure delivery
of future ships on a schedule that affordably paces evolving threats.

Affordability will be realized through a regular review of
warfighting requirements and applying lessons learned from the
construction and that test and evaluation of sea frames admission
packages.
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The Navy, as part of its annual review of its shipbuilding pro-
gram, expect there will be sufficient force structure with our exist-
ing frigates and mine warfare ships until LCS delivers in quantity
to meet deployment requirements.

Legacy mine warfare ships and frigates are planned to be phased
out gradually. These decommissioning to be balanced with LCS
mission package and sea frame deliveries to mitigate warfare risk.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the Navy remains committed to the
LCS program. A 55-ship LCS class will give our Navy the advan-
tage it needs to maintain dominance in the Littorals.

In the near term, the Navy continues to work diligently to find
efficiencies in construction and test and evaluation phases so that
the Littoral Combat Ships are delivered as deployable assets in as
timely a manner as practical.

We appreciate your strong support and the opportunity today to
testify before the subcommittee regarding the LCS program. I will
be pleased to answer your questions following the opening remarks
by Admiral Landay and Ms. Sandel.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The joint prepared statement of Admiral Guillory, Admiral
Landay, and Ms. E. Anne Sandel can be found in the Appendix on
page 54.]

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, sir.

Admiral Landay.

STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WILLIAM E. LANDAY, USN,
PROGRAM EXECUTIVE OFFICER, SHIPS, U.S. NAVY

Admiral LANDAY. Chairman Taylor, Congressman Akin, distin-
guished members of the committee, I would also like to thank you
for the opportunity to appear here today and discuss the Navy’s
Littoral Combat Ship program.

I appreciate your personal attention to LCS, including recent vis-
its by members of the committee to some of our shipbuilders.

When the LCS program was initiated, it had two overarching
goals: to address, identify and validate the warfighter in require-
ments in the Littoral battle space and to challenge many of the ex-
isting processes, procedures and conventions in naval shipbuilding
that many believed had become too slow, risk adverse, and focused
on a narrow set of solutions sets.

There was a belief held by some in both the Department of De-
fense (DOD) and the shipbuilding industry that we needed a dif-
ferent approach, one that allowed less conventional designs, greater
use of commercial standards, and be focused on adapting existing
systems available from throughout the world instead of along the
R&D development effort.

LCS was seen as a class of ship that would benefit greatly from
such an approach. Today we are 6 years into this effort, and as we
look back, the results are mixed.

In some areas we have been successful. We have the first ship
delivered 6 years after the program started, and based on initial
inspections and evaluation, it is performing as required.

And we are close to delivering our second ship of a significantly
different design later this year, two ships delivered in the time we
traditionally would be completing initial design studies.



9

These are ships with unique capabilities to support mission pack-
ages, unmanned vehicle launch and recovery, open architectures,
and a number of proven Hull, Mechanical and Electrical (HM&E)
and combat systems from outside our traditional sources.

The reduced crew size of this vessel and its reliance on many
practices from the commercial maritime industry drove us to more
aggressive use of electronic navigation, unmanned and automated
engineering spaces, improved focus on human interface to reduce
workload, and automated damage control systems practices, which
will have a great applicability to other ships throughout the fleet.

These parts of the program we have executed well.

Unfortunately, there are other aspects of the program where we
have not had similar success. While we wanted to challenge our
practices and processes, in a number of cases we overlooked hard
learned, fundamental lessons of shipbuilding.

You must have a solid, mature design before you start construc-
tion. You cannot be negotiating standards and adding new tech-
nical requirements while you are building a ship. And if you have
to make major changes, you need to stop and get them right, be-
cause rework Kkills productivity.

And you must have sufficient experience to management dedi-
cated to the program to be able to identify and deal with rapidly
emerging issues.

We have addressed these issues and LCS today in the following
ways.

The design for both ships is mature, and we are incorporating re-
visions to specific areas based on lessons learned from the construc-
tion of the initial ship, proposed production improvements, accept-
ance inspections and early stages of the post-delivery testing pe-
riod.

These revisions will be in place by the start of construction on
the 2009 ships.

The Navy has increased the staff assigned to the program office
and at the shipyards to monitor performance. The program staff
has grown from eight to 20 personnel, with additional 12 billets as-
signed as the two lead ships complete delivery and post-delivery
milestones this year, and more ships are placed under contract.

Similar increases have been made in the waterfront oversight
area.

The fiscal year 2009 and fiscal year 2010 options will be fixed
price contracts to ensure that costs and schedule adherence remain
a primary focus both to industry and the government program
teams.

There are no new technical or warfighting requirements added to
the fiscal year 2009 ships.

We have two shipbuilding teams, who have the experience of
building their initial ship, and we have worked to incorporate the
lessons learned from the first ship into their follow-on production.
Learning curve benefits should be evident on the fiscal year 2009
and 2010 ships.

In closing, LCS brings a critical capability to our nation. The
Navy is committed to controlling costs and has taken actions to cor-
rect issues in the program. These corrections are in place, and we
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continue to work on improving our performance and that of our in-
dustry teams.

There are challenges that still remain in this program as we
work to get to steady-state production, but we believe that we are
prepared to handle them as they emerge.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to appear before the com-
mittee, and I look forward to your questions.

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Admiral.

The chair now recognizes Ms. Sandel.

STATEMENT OF E. ANNE SANDEL, PROGRAM EXECUTIVE
OFFICER, LITTORAL AND MINE WARFARE, U.S. NAVY

Ms. SANDEL. Chairman Taylor, Ranking Member Akin, distin-
guished members of the subcommittee, good morning. My name is
Anne Sandel.

Mr. TAYLOR. Ms. Sandel, you going to either have to turn on your
mic or get closer to it.

Ms. SANDEL. Good morning. Chairman Taylor, Ranking Member
Akin, distinguished members, I am Anne Sandel, the program exec-
utive officer for Littoral mine warfare.

I welcomed the opportunity to be here today to testify before the
committee and to talk about the Littoral and Mine Warfare (LMW)
programs, which have made significant contributions in developing
and acquiring and maintaining operationally superior and afford-
able systems, providing assured access for U.S. and coalition forces
to Littoral.

Our efforts are sharply focused to meet the joint warfighting
forces requirements for dominance and for system access.

Today I am here specifically to discuss the LCS mission modules
program and share with you the progress we have made in design-
ing, developing, procuring, integrating and testing the mission
modules for the Littoral Combat Ship.

The Navy has completed the rollout for the first of each type of
mission package, has installed the mission package computing en-
vironment within LCS-1, and has initiated American Customer
Satisfaction Index (ACSI) integration testing for the anti-sub-
marine warfare mission package.

Each package provides warfighting capabilities for the one of
three focused mission areas: mine countermeasures, which are de-
tection and neutralization of mine threats; surface warfare for mar-
itime security missions and defeating small boat attacks; and anti-
submarine warfare, countering the shallow water diesel submarine
threat.

These mission packages can be changed out over a 96-hour in
port period so the ship is reconfigured and optimized for a different
mission.

Mission package reconfiguration in LCS affords the combatant
commander of flexible response to changing warfighting environ-
ments and is one of the signature design elements of the LCS class.

The quantity of each mission package type differs, based on anal-
ysis of projected operational requirements. Therefore, mission pack-
ages are developed and procured separately from the sea frame, a
revolutionary concept to shipbuilding.
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Employing an open business model facilitates upgrades to the
LCS to warfighting capabilities as the threats evolve, and the open
concept also helps us to reduce the total ownership cost of LCS
over the years to come.

Again, we appreciate the sport of the House Armed Services Sub-
committee, and I personally thank you for the opportunity to talk
to today, and I look forward to answering your questions.

Mr. TAYLOR. The chair thanks all of our witnesses.

Admirals, again, I very much appreciate your many, many years
of service to our nation and the hardships of your time you spent
away from your families, and the hardships you have endured.

My frustration is not with your service records. My frustration
is with your program.

If 60 Minutes were to walk through your door, put a microphone
in front of you and say, “Admiral, you got something that was sup-
posed to be a simple ship, mass-produced for about $220 million
apiece. They are 18 months behind schedule, $300 million over
schedule. Apparently every inch of the second vessel was welded by
hand rather than by machine, and I don’t see any plans that any
future vessels are going to be produced any cheaper or any faster.
And by the way, the competition that was supposed to be winner
take all is now you have basically said, ‘No, we are going to build
some of each, so you got two D-minus students, who are being
graded on a curve, and so they have automatically got a C now, be-
cause they are only competing against each other.”

Tell me how you would answer that question.

Admiral GUILLORY. Well, sir, I would like to start.

If, as you laid out, they walk through the door with a microphone
and asked me about LCS, I think I would start out by reassuring
them that the requirements for the ship was based upon a lot of
study and a lot of analysis.

It clearly focused on the capability gaps in three major areas, as
Ms. Sandel has laid out.

Mr. TAYLOR. Admiral, it is not about the need for the vessel. It
is about the delivery and the cost of the vessel. No one is doubting
the need. What we are doubting is whether or not these vessels at
the present time are affordable, whether the next series is going to
be any more affordable, that they will be built on time, because
these weren’t built on time.

So what has changed between vessels one and two that gives
you, or more importantly, this Congress, which has to look the
American taxpayer in the eye, any confidence that any follow-on
vessels are going to be any closer to being on time and anywhere
near the original projected cost?

I ought to also remind you that the price of aluminum is one-half
of what it was two years ago, the price of copper is down just as
dramatically, that there are machine shops and shipyards