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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR
2018 AND THE FUTURE YEARS DEFENSE
PROGRAM

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 2017

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

THE CURRENT READINESS OF U.S. FORCES

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:31 p.m. in Room
SR-232A, Russell Senate Office Building, Senator James Inhofe
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Subcommittee members present: Senators Inhofe, McCain,
Rounds, Ernst, Perdue, Kaine, Shaheen, and Hirono.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES INHOFE

Senator INHOFE. I call the meeting to order.

Let me share a couple of thoughts with you. Twenty-two years
ago I became the chairman of this committee, and I haven’t since
that time, because under the rules on the Republican side, if you
chair and are a ranking member in another committee, you can’t
chair a subcommittee. This is really the committee where really ev-
erything is happening. The problems that we’re facing today are
the ones that we deal with, so Tim and I are going to do a good
job with that, Joni and the rest of the committee.

The committee meets for the first time in the new session of Con-
gress to receive testimony from you guys. I don’t think there’s a
member of this committee that hasn’t read what happened yester-
day. I know I have.

We'’re joined by the same group. We have all the vices here, Gen-
eral Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, and General Wilson.
I appreciate your sticking to this one more time here.

Last week General Mattis used the guidance on the administra-
tion’s plan to rebuild and strengthen our Armed Forces. I looked
at some of the things that were said yesterday, some of the quotes,
and I really do appreciate the fact that you folks came out and said
things that weren’t easy to say. We had General Allyn talking
about the Army. Only 3 of 58 brigade combat teams are ready to
fight. We had General Wilson talked about the hollow force, actu-
ally used the term “hollow force.” That’s what we're faced with
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right now. A lot of the characteristics that we, who are old enough
to remember it, remember from the Carter administration, know
what we had to do the following years. That’s very similar to what
we are going to have to do now. We had General Walters. You
talked about the operational tempo is as high as it was during the
peak of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars. We know the problems that
are out there.

While I didn’t always get along perfectly with Hagel when he
was in the Senate, and I wasn’t one of his strongest supporters
when he came into being the Secretary of Defense, when I read the
statements that he has made from that position, it’s a wake-up call
to the American people because otherwise they don’t know, they're
not exposed to this.

This is what he said, quote, “American dominance on the seas,
in the skies, and in space can no longer be taken for granted.” This
is something we want to address, we want to accept as a reality.
We'’re going to have to improve our readiness, achieve a balance in
addressing shortfalls, and build a larger and more capable and
more lethal joint force. Those are the statements that were made,
the three priorities that were given to this committee, the major
committee, just a week or so ago.

We have a lot of these problems that we’re going to be dealing
with. During Secretary Mattis’ nomination hearing he stated that
we are going to have to increase operation and maintenance fund-
ing while adapting to strengthening our military as the situation
dictates. This means additional resources are needed, and what I'd
like from our witnesses today is an outline of how you plan to re-
store the readiness to our Armed Forces and how we re-grow our
force, how do we maintain the equipment that has been through
2 decades of war, and how do we train that force to meet the na-
tional security requirements.

This is the committee where most of the action is going to be,
and we've got a lot of work to do, and Tim and I have already
talked about this. We're going to see to it that we start getting a
bigger attendance here and that we start addressing these prob-
lems that we should be addressing before they hit the major com-
mittee.

Senator Kaine?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR TIM KAINE

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. You've done a better
job arm twisting on your side of the table than I have.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, I guess so.

Senator KAINE. I have to up my game here.

Welcome to the witnesses. This is an interesting hearing. The
witnesses—did you know this, Mr. Chair? Our 4 witnesses have a
combined 142 years

Senator INHOFE. No, I didn’t know that.

Senator KAINE.—of combined military experience. That means I
know we’re only going to hear the most astute wisdom today.

There is a limit to what we can discuss in open session. I'd just
say at the start that all colleagues on the committee are encour-
aged to read the classified readiness reporting that is available to
members of this subcommittee.
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I am pleased to be the ranking. I work very, very well with the
Chairman. We've got a good relationship, and I know this sub-
committee will continue the bipartisan tradition that is its norm.

The military does suffer from an unacceptable level of readiness.
I said to the Chair as we walked in that some of what we’ll hear
today we heard last year, and we heard two years ago. Somebody
said maybe if we listened, history wouldn’t have to repeat itself.

The first step we ought to take to address this vulnerability is
to provide more predictable and stable funding for men and women
in uniform. The new administration has made some comments
about spending that I agree with, a desire to boost military spend-
ing and repeal sequestration for the DOD [Department of Defense].
We haven’t heard the same commitment with respect to repealing
sequestration for the whole government. The chairman of this com-
mittee, Chairman McCain, put out a report suggesting that should
be done, and even if your focus is specifically on national security,
it’s still very important that sequestration, we look at it not just
on the DOD accounts but on the whole of government, because
whether we’re talking about Homeland Security, State, the DEA
[Drug Enforcement Agencyl, the nuclear reactor portion of what
the Department of Energy does, there are so many things in the
non-defense discretionary side that really are integral to our secu-
rity challenges.

We've got the responsibility to help DOD restore readiness as
soon as possible. We'll be getting good information that we can use
as information to persuade our colleagues of this.

I am concerned about one recent development, the hiring freeze
that was issued on January 23rd for Federal civilian employees. It
was not a permanent hiring freeze. It was a temporary hiring
freeze to analyze what should be done, and I hope it is, in fact,
temporary because this does have a readiness impact on shipyards,
depots, air logistics centers, but also on other Federal agencies be-
cause the Federal agency is certainly the employer of choice for vet-
erans. When you do a hiring freeze at the Federal level, it falls
most disproportionately on the veterans that are hired so signifi-
cantly into the Federal Government.

At a time when we’re losing shipyard depot workers and others
to retirement and sequestration-related attrition, I'm afraid that a
freeze like this, if it continues, could really hurt us both on the
readiness side and be unfavorable to our veterans.

I am pleased in hearing from our witnesses today about plans to
rebuild readiness and what exactly does a fully funded ready force
look like. Each service branch has its own measures of readiness,
and some of the most interesting discussions we’ve had in these
hearings in the past is exactly what does a readiness measure
mean. I used to say as governor I can measure everything, but the
one thing that scared me was measures of emergency readiness. I
can measure an unemployment rate, I can measure a graduation
rate, but what was the measure for what we would do if there was
a hurricane tomorrow? Those measures are tough, and the need for
the committee to understand exactly how we measure the readi-
ness in the different branches is very important.

I understand the hearing today from the Air Force, they would
like to increase the number of fighter squadrons from 55 to 60.
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What are the research requirements we have to grapple with in the
committee and those who are on budget and appropriations to get
to that? What’s the appropriate timeframe that we should be look-
ing at to make that kind of advance?

This committee also deals with MILCON [military construction]
and facilities sustainment, and these are important matters to
readiness too. When we talk about increasing military spending, I
do think that there is this area where we can do better, and that’s
increasing the O&M [operation and maintenance] funding for facili-
ties sustainment, restoration, and modernization [FSRM]. We'll be
getting into some testimony that I'm really interested in on the
shipbuilding side. As a general matter, if we’re resource pressed
and we end up having fewer facilities, then it becomes even more
important if we have fewer that we maintain those we have to a
higher level. That’s not necessarily what we’re doing now in the
MILCON area or in purchasing platforms.

Our installations for a long time have had to defer necessary
maintenance, and if we don’t address backlogs soon, it just leads
to higher long-term costs and risks that decrease the quality of life
for our troops. I hope we can look at the FSRM accounts, increase
as much as possible in the fiscal year 2018 NDAA [National De-
fense Authorization Act]. I hope we can increase military construc-
tion across the Active and Reserve components. If we can increase
those two accounts in particular, we not only improve the readiness
in installations in every state, it would also bolster the resiliency
of facilities, and we need to work together to make this happen.

One area that’s important to me and I know important to the
Chairman, we have some slight differences on it, but it’s the area
of energy. DOD is the largest user of energy in the Federal Govern-
ment, and I support the military’s effort to invest in technologies
and alternative sources that not only improve readiness but in-
crease combat capabilities by extending range, endurance, lethality,
and energy resilience for our installations, and especially in some
ways for forward operating bases.

Whether DOD is confronting cyber threats or vulnerabilities in
its energy supply or protecting against severe weather events, from
a readiness perspective we've got to make sure that we make the
investments in energy resiliency, and we did those in section 2805
in the 2017 NDAA, and I hope we will continue to do that.

Mr. Chairman, thanks again for today’s hearing, to start this dis-
cussion that will roll up into the NDAA work that we will do as
a full committee. I'm excited to work with you as the ranking on
this committee and very gratified that we have the witnesses here
today.

Senator INHOFE. Well, thank you. Thank you, Senator Kaine.

It will be easy for you guys because you can use the same open-
ing statements you used yesterday, if you want to.

[Laughter.]

Senator INHOFE. We want to hear it, and we want to get it on
record. Some of the things were very bold statements that were
made. It’s worth repeating because this is for our record over here.
We're going to be very aggressive trying to make the changes nec-
essary to bring our defenses up, so feel free to do it.
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We'll start with you, General Allyn. Try to keep it down some-
where around 5 minutes, all right?

STATEMENT OF GENERAL DANIEL B. ALLYN, USA, VICE CHIEF
OF STAFF

General ALLYN. Thank you, Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member
Kaine, distinguished members of the subcommittee. Thank you for
the opportunity to testify on the readiness of your United States
Army. I appreciate your support and demonstrated commitment to
our soldiers, civilians, families, and our veterans, and look forward
to discussing the strength of our Army with you today.

This is a challenging time for our nation, and certainly for our
Army. The unipolar moment is over, and replacing it is a multi-
polar world characterized by competition and uncertainty. Today,
the Army is globally engaged with more than 182,000 soldiers sup-
porting combatant commanders in over 140 worldwide locations.

My recent travel—I have visited our soldiers in 15 countries
since Veterans Day—reinforces that the Army is not about pro-
grams; it is about people, our people executing security missions all
around the globe. The strength of the all-volunteer force truly re-
mains our soldiers. These young men and women are trained,
ready, and inspired. We must be similarly inspired to provide for
them commensurate with their extraordinary service and sacrifice.

To meet the demands of today’s unstable global environment and
maintain the trust placed in us by the American people, our Army
requires sustained, long-term, and predictable funding. Absent ad-
ditional legislation, the caps set by the Budget Control Act of 2011
will return in fiscal year 2018—that would be October of this
year—forcing the Army to once again draw down end strength, re-
duce funding for readiness, and increase the risk of sending under-
trained and poorly equipped soldiers into harm’s way, a prevent-
able risk our nation can and must prevent.

We thank all of you for recognizing that plans to reduce the
Army to 980,000 soldiers would threaten our national security, and
we appreciate all your work to stem the drawdown. Nevertheless,
the most important actions you can take, steps that will have both
positive and lasting impact, will be to immediately repeal the 2011
Budget Control Act and ensure sufficient funding to train, man,
and equip the fiscal year 2017 NDAA authorized force.

Unless this is done, additional topline and OCO [overseas contin-
gency operations] funding, though nice in the short term, will prove
unsustainable, rendering all your hard work for naught. In this un-
certain environment, readiness remains our number-one priority.
Sufficient and consistent funding is essential to build and sustain
current readiness, progress towards a more modern, capable force,
sized to reduce risk for contingencies, and to recruit and retain the
best talent within our ranks.

Readiness remains paramount because the Army does not have
the luxury of taking a day off. We must stand ready at a moment’s
notice to defend the United States and its interests. With your as-
sistance, the Army will continue to resource the best trained, best
equipped, and best led fighting force in the world.
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We thank you for your steadfast support of our outstanding men
and women. Please accept my written testimony for the record, and
I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Allyn follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GENERAL DANIEL ALLYN
INTRODUCTION:

Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member Kaine, distinguished Members of the Sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify on the readiness of your United
States Army. On behalf of our Acting Secretary, the Honorable Robert Speer, and
our Chief of Staff, General Mark Milley, thank you for your support and dem-
onstrated commitment to our soldiers, Army civilians, families, and veterans.

To meet the demands of today’s unstable global security environment and main-
tain the trust placed in us by the American people, our Army requires sustained,
long term, and predictable funding. Absent additional legislation, the caps set by the
Budget Control Act of 2011 will return in fiscal year 2018, forcing the Army to once
again draw down end strength, reduce funding for readiness, and increase the risk
of sending under-trained and poorly equipped soldiers into harm’s way—a prevent-
able risk our Nation must not accept. We all thank you for recognizing that plans
to reduce the Army to 980,000 soldiers would threaten our national security, and
we appreciate all your work to stem the drawdown. Nevertheless, the most impor-
tant actions you can take—steps that will have both positive and lasting impact—
will be to immediately repeal the 2011 Budget Control Act and ensure sufficient
funding to train, man and equip the fiscal year 2017 NDAA authorized force. Unless
this is done, additional top-line and OCO funding, though nice in the short-term,
will prove unsustainable, rendering all your hard work for naught.

This is a challenging time for our Nation and certainly for our Army. The unipolar
moment is over, and replacing it is a multi-polar world characterized by competition
and uncertainty. Today, the Army is globally engaged with more than 182,000 sol-
diers supporting combatant commanders in over 140 worldwide locations. To break
this down a bit: Over 5,000 soldiers are in the Middle East supporting the fight
against ISIL, a barbaric enemy intent on destabilizing the region and the globe.
Nearly 8,000 more remain in Afghanistan, providing critical enabling support to Af-
ghan National Security forces fighting a persistent insurgent threat. Over 33,000
are assigned or allocated to Europe to assure our Allies and deter a potentially
grave threat to freedom. Nearly 80,000 are assigned to PACOM [U.S. Pacific Com-
mand], including nearly 20,000 soldiers on the Korean peninsula, prepared to re-
spond tonight with our ROK [Republic of Korea] allies. At the same time thousands
of soldiers are operating across Africa and Central and South America, along with
thousands more preparing right here in the United States. At home and around the
world, your Army stands ready.

My recent travel—I have visited our soldiers in 15 countries since Veterans Day—
reinforces that all this is not about programs ... it is about people ... our people
executing security missions for all of us around the globe. In fact, the strength of
the All Volunteer Force truly remains our soldiers. These young men and women
are trained, ready and inspired. We must be similarly inspired to provide for them
commensurate with their extraordinary service and sacrifice.

READINESS: MANNING, TRAINING, EQUIPPING/SUSTAINING AND LEADER DEVELOPMENT

Readiness remains our number one priority. Sufficient and consistent funding is
essential to build and sustain current readiness, progress towards a more modern,
capable force sized to reduce risk for contingencies, and recruit and retain the best
talent within our ranks. A ready Army enables the Joint Force to protect our Nation
and win decisively in combat. Unfortunately, fifteen years of sustained counter-in-
surgency operations have degraded the Army’s ability to conduct operations across
the spectrum of conflict and narrowed the experience base of our leaders. The cur-
rent global security environment demands a shift in focus to support Joint oper-
ations against a broader range of threats. In this uncertain world, combined arms
maneuver, which enables the Joint Force to deter, deny, compel, and defeat peer
competitors and execute hybrid warfare, represents the benchmark by which we
measure our future readiness.
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MANNING:

The Total Force remains globally engaged with the Army set to meet nearly half—
48 percent—of combatant command base demand and forecast to meet over two-
thirds—70 percent—of emergent demand for forces in fiscal year 2017. This trend,
exacerbated by end strength reductions and increasing global requirements, has
been consistent for the past three years and promises to continue. Looking ahead,
any potential future manpower increases to reduce military risk related to Defense
Planning Guidance and National Military Strategy requirements, must be coupled
with commensurate funding to ensure the long-term strength of the force.

At today’s end-strength, the Army risks consuming readiness as fast as we build
it. To alleviate some of the burden, we are reallocating and reorganizing existing
force structure and leveraging the Total Force to meet operational demand. For ex-
ample, recognizing the importance of assuring our Allies and deterring our adver-
saries, last month % Armor Brigade Combat Team (ABCT) began heel-to-toe rota-
tions in Europe. This unit, representing a permanent armored presence, enables our
forces to exercise deployment systems and processes while simultaneously dem-
onstrating the United States’ commitment to the region. This ABCT deployment will
be followed shortly by a rotational heel-to-toe Combat Aviation Brigade to Europe
to provide aviation capacity and capability in that important part of the world. We
will also begin Heavy Aviation Reconnaissance Squadron rotations to Korea, rees-
tablishing full Combat Aviation Brigade capacity and capability on the peninsula.

In fiscal year 2018 we will adjust our brigade combat team force mix by con-
verting an Active Army Infantry Brigade Combat Team into an Armor Brigade
Combat Team, marking the creation of our 15th ABCT. This increased armor capac-
ity will provide much needed flexibility to meet extant threats around the globe. We
will also build two Security Force Assistance Brigades (SFABs), one in the Active
Army and one in the Army National Guard in fiscal year 2018 followed by another
Active Component SFAB in fiscal year 2019 to better support our partners and pre-
serve BCT readiness. These SFABs will also serve as the backbone of new brigades
if the Army is ever called to rapidly expand.

To address mounting challenges in the cyber domain, the Army is building 41
Cyber Mission Force teams. Currently, 30 of the Army’s 41 teams are at full oper-
ating capability (FOC), and 11 more will achieve FOC by fiscal year 2018. In addi-
tion, the Reserve Component is building 21 Cyber Protection Teams, with 11 teams
in the Army National Guard and 10 teams in the Army Reserve.

The Army has increased operational use of the Army National Guard and the
Army Reserve to support Joint Force requirements around the globe, and this trend
will continue. Today, three Army National Guard Division Headquarters, along with
numerous other formations, are supporting geographic combatant commanders here
at home and around the world. With the support of Congress, the Army can main-
tain the appropriate force mix and Total Force readiness to sustain these vital oper-
ations worldwide.

Again, we appreciate the Congress’ efforts to stem the continued decrease in force
structure, and we are underway to regrow the Army in accordance with NDAA pre-
scribed end strength. As we grow, however, we will focus first on filling the holes
in our existing units as our top priority.

TRAINING:

Training is the bedrock of readiness. The Army must continue to conduct realistic
and rigorous training across multiple echelons to provide trained and ready forces,
and this realistic training regimen is dependent upon predictable and sustained re-
sources, both time and money.

To maximize our resources, the Army has made significant progress implementing
the Sustainable Readiness Model (SRM) and restoring core warfighting skills, and
we remain focused on achieving full spectrum readiness for combined arms maneu-
ver proficiency against peer competitors. SRM, the Army’s solution to manage risk
and fight and win when called, is a Total Force effort to define readiness objectives
for current demand while mitigating risk for contingency requirements. Because
readiness objectives inform programmatic decisions, a key SRM benefit is preven-
tion of the “readiness cliff” as units redeploy from named operations.

To ensure a trained and ready Army, the Army accepted considerable risk by re-
ducing end-strength while deferring modernization programs and infrastructure in-
vestments. These trade-offs reflect constrained resources, not strategic insight.
Again, we appreciate your support in helping stem the tide of force structure reduc-
tions, and our restored strength must be coupled with sufficient and sustained fund-
ing to avoid creating a hollow force.
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Today, only about one-third of our BCTs, one-fourth of our Combat Aviation Bri-
gades and half of our Division Headquarters are ready. Of the BCTs that are ready,
only three could be called upon to fight tonight in the event of a crisis. In total,
only about two-thirds of the Army’s initial critical formations—the formations we
would need at the outset of a major conflict—are at acceptable levels of readiness
to conduct sustained ground combat in a full spectrum environment against a highly
lethal hybrid threat or near-peer adversary. Stated more strategically, based on cur-
rent readiness levels, the Army can only accomplish Defense Planning Guidance Re-
quirements at high military risk. To address this vital readiness issue, the Army
continues to fully fund Combat Training Center (CTC) rotations, establish objective
training standards, reduce non-essential training requirements, and protect home
station training to increase training rigor and readiness in our formations.

A ready Army requires highly trained units across all components. To build suffi-
cient operational and strategic depth, the Army continues to explore ways to build
increased readiness in our Reserve Component units. This includes increasing the
number of annual training days for early deployers to provide sufficient repetition
in core tasks; building multi-component and round-out units to enhance Total Force
integration; and expanding Army National Guard BCT’s CTC rotations from two to
four in fiscal year 2018. These initiatives, providing readiness for current operations
and ensuring strategic depth required for future campaigns, will require sufficient
resources.

Looking to the future, the Army continues to work with our Joint Force partners
to develop the multi-domain battle concept. This emerging concept, though in the
early stages of development, will enable the Joint force to create temporary windows
of opportunity across multiple domains—air, land, sea, space and cyberspace—to
seize, retain and exploit the initiative, defeat enemies and achieve military objec-
tives. The Army is developing a Multi-Domain Task Force to evolve and refine the
concept, based on operational lessons and experimentation that will ultimately in-
form future training.

EQUIPPING/SUSTAINING:

Our Army requires modernized equipment to win decisively, but today we are out-
ranged, outgunned and outdated. We have prioritized our near-term readiness to the
detriment of equipment modernization and infrastructure upgrades, assuming risk
and mortgaging our future readiness. Looking ahead, the Army will prioritize crit-
ical equipment modernization and infrastructure upgrades while proceeding with ac-
quisition reform initiatives to deliver optimal readiness with apportioned resources.

An unintended consequence of current fiscal constraints is that the Army can no
longer afford the most modern equipment, and we risk falling behind near-peers in
critical capabilities. Decreases to the Army budget over the past several years sig-
nificantly impacted Army modernization. Given these trends, and to preserve readi-
ness in the short term, the Army has been forced to selectively modernize equip-
ment to counter our adversary’s most pressing technological advances and capabili-
ties. At the same time, we have not modernized for warfare against peer competi-
tors, and today we risk losing overmatch in every domain.

The Army developed the Army Equipment Modernization Strategy to preserve
readiness in the short term and manage risk in the mid- to long-term. The strategy
reflects those areas in which the Army will focus its limited investments for future
Army readiness. We request the support of Congress to provide flexibility in current
procurement methods and to fund five capability areas—Long Range Precision
Fires, Cyber/Electronic Warfare, Integrated Air and Missile Defense, Active Protec-
tion Systems for combat vehicles and aircraft and Stryker Lethality Upgrades—to
provide the equipment the Army requires to fight and win our Nation’s wars.

Prioritizing readiness, given current fiscal constraints the Army must assume risk
in installation modernization and infrastructure improvement. Installations are the
Army’s power projection platforms and a key component in generating readiness. To
build readiness, however, the Army has been forced to cancel or delay military con-
struction, sustainment, restoration and modernization across our posts, camps and
stations. Right now 22 percent, or 33,000 Army facilities require significant invest-
ment to address critical infrastructure deficiencies. Additionally, the Army reduced
key installation services, individual training programs, and modernization to a level
that impacts future readiness and quality of life. The deliberate decision to prioritize
readiness over Army modernization and installation improvement, though nec-
essary, is an unfavorable one.
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LEADER DEVELOPMENT:

The single most important factor in delivering Army readiness, both now and in
the future, is the development of decisive leaders of character at every echelon. Our
deep bench of combat experienced leaders remain our asymmetric advantage. To
that end, the Army will continue to develop leader competencies for the breadth of
missions across the Total Force.

In a complex and uncertain world, the Army will cultivate leaders who thrive in
uncertainty and chaos. To ensure the Army retains this decisive advantage, we con-
tinue to prioritize leader development across the force ... from the individual and
unit to the institution level. In fiscal year 2016, the Army trained over 500,000 sol-
diers and leaders from all three components in its Professional Military Education
programs, along with nearly 30,000 more from our Joint Force teammates. Despite
budget constraints, we will continue to fund these priority programs, targeted to de-
velop soldiers and leaders who demonstrate the necessary competence, commitment
and character to win in a complex world.

Decisive leaders strengthen the bond between our Army and the Nation and pre-
serve our All-Volunteer Force. As Army leaders, we continue to express our endur-
ing commitment to those who serve, recognizing that attracting and retaining high
quality individuals in all three components is critical to readiness. The Army is ex-
panding our Soldier for Life-Transition Assistance Program (SFL-TAP) to drive cul-
tural change. Our soldiers will receive the tools, leveraging resources from their
time in service, to succeed in the civilian sector. As they return to civilian life, sol-
diers will continue to serve as ambassadors for the Army and, along with retired
soldiers and veterans, remain the vital link with our Nation’s communities. We owe
it to our soldiers and their families to ensure our veterans strengthen the prosperity
of our Nation through rewarding and meaningful civilian careers and service to
their communities.

Committed and engaged leadership is the focal point of our Sexual Harassment/
Assault Response and Prevention (SHARP) efforts. To that end, we recently fielded
the Emergent Leader Immersive Training Environment (ELITE) Command Team
Trainer and the Prevention and Outreach Simulation Trainer to train Army SHARP
professionals on how to support command teams and units. The Army is also help-
ing shape the Department’s Installation Prevention Project by sharing best practices
on case management methodology, Community Health Promotion Councils and col-
laboration efforts. These holistic prevention and response efforts strengthen our
Army culture, enrich Army readiness and support Department of Defense efforts.

Army leaders remain committed to building diverse teams. We continue to fully
integrate women into all combat roles throughout the operational force and remain
committed to a standards-based process to maintain readiness. The Army’s delib-
erate process validated standards, grounded in real-world operational requirements,
and will provide our integrated professional force the highest level of readiness and
potential for mission success.

In this increasingly complex world, decisive leaders are essential to maintaining
a ready Army, composed of resilient individuals and cohesive teams, capable of ac-
complishing a range of missions amidst uncertainty and persistent danger.

CLOSING:

Today, our Army stands ready to defend the United States and its interests. This
requires sustained, predictable funding. To rebuild readiness today and prepare for
tomorrow’s challenges, the Army has prioritized combined arms maneuver readiness
against a peer competitor as we prepare to respond to our Nation’s security chal-
lenges. The difficult trade-offs in modernization and installation improvements re-
flect the hard realities of today’s fiscal constraints.

In the immediate future, the Army looks forward to providing input to the Depart-
ment of Defense’s 30-day Readiness Review, an important document that will inform
a new National Defense Strategy. More long term and with your assistance, the
Army will continue to resource the best-trained, best-equipped and best-led fighting
force in the world. We thank Congress for the steadfast support of our outstanding
men and women in uniform. The Army is all about people ... our soldiers, families,
civilians ... and they deserve our best effort.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

All statements will be made a part of the record.
Good statement.

Admiral Moran?
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STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL WILLIAM F. MORAN, USN, VICE
CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS

Admiral MoRraN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and good afternoon
to you and the members of the subcommittee. It’s a real privilege
to be here with my fellow Vice Chiefs to talk about the readiness
of our military.

The crux of my testimony is that your Navy is less ready because
she is simply too small. It’s a simple matter of supply can’t meet
demand. The smallest Navy we’ve had in 99 years can only answer
40 percent of combatant commander requirements today.

On 9/11, we had 316 ships and over 400,000 sailors. Today we
have 275 ships and nearly 90,000 fewer sailors, and yet the world
has become a lot busier place today. A smaller fleet operating at
the same pace is wearing out faster, work is increased, and we're
asking an awful lot of our sailors and Navy civilians.

That said, we are where we are, which makes it urgent to pass
an amended budget and remove sequestration so that we can ade-
quately fund, fix, and maintain the fleet that we do have.

It seems that every year, to Senator Kaine’s point, we come be-
fore you and talk about making tough choices, and more often than
not, we rightly choose to support those forward at the expense of
those at home. This year is more of the same as our long-term
readiness continues its insidious decline. While we'’re still able to
put our first team on the field, our bench is largely depleted.

With your help, we have the opportunity to change all this. It
starts by strengthening the foundation of the Navy by ensuring
that the ships, aircraft, and submarines that we do have are main-
tained and modernized so they provide the full measure of their
combat power. Then let’s fill the holes by eliminating the inventory
shortfalls of ships, submarines, and aircraft in the fleet. Together,
by taking these two steps, we can achieve the ultimate goal of
sizing the Navy to meet the strategic demands of this dynamic and
changing world.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I look forward to your
questions.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Moran follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY ADMIRAL WILLIAM F. MORAN

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Kaine, and distinguished members of the Sub-
Committee, I appreciate the opportunity to testify on the current state of Navy read-
iness and the challenges we face today and in the future.

Before we discuss Navy’s readiness challenges and our plans to address them, it
is important to understand our present situation. Globally present and modern, our
Navy provides timely, agile, and effective options to national leaders as they seek
to advance American security and prosperity. Today, however, the ongoing demand
for naval forces continues to grow, which will require the Navy to continue to make
tough choices. In the classic trade space for any service (readiness, modernization
and force structure), readiness has become the bill payer in an increasingly complex
and fast-paced security environment. To address these realities, the Navy has iden-
tified investments to restore the readiness of the fleet today to shore up what we
have. At the same time, we cannot restore the fleet to full health without also up-
dating our platforms and weapons to better address current and future threats, and
evaluating the right size of the Navy so that it can sustain the tempo of operations
that has become the norm. The Navy is actively working on plans for the future
fleet with Secretary Mattis and his team, and we look forward to discussing those
plans with you when they are approved.
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To characterize where we are today, I would say it’s a tale of two navies. As I
travel to see our sailors in the United States and overseas, it is clear to me that
our deployed units are operationally ready to respond to any challenge. They under-
stand their role in our nation’s security and the security of our allies, and they have
the training and resources they need to win any fight that might arise. Unfortu-
nately, my visits to units and installations back home in the United States paint
a different picture. As our sailors and Navy civilians, who are just as committed as
their colleagues afloat, prepare to ensure our next ships and aircraft squadrons de-
ploy with all that they need, the strain is significant and growing. For a variety of
reasons, our shipyards and aviation depots are struggling to get our ships and air-
planes through maintenance periods on time. In turn, these delays directly impact
the time sailors have to train and hone their skills prior to deployment. These chal-
lenges are further exacerbated by low stocks of critical parts and fleet-wide short-
falls in ordnance, and an aging shore infrastructure. While our first team on deploy-
ment is ready, our bench—the depth of our forces at home—is thin. It has become
clear to me that the Navy’s overall readiness has reached its lowest level in many
years.

There are three main drivers of our readiness problems: 1) persistent, high oper-
ational demand for naval forces; 2) funding reductions; and 3) consistent uncertainty
about when those reduced budgets will be approved.

The operational demand for our Navy continues to be high, while the fleet has
gotten smaller. Between 2001 and 2015, the Navy was able to keep an average of
100 ships at sea each day, despite a 14 percent decrease in the size of the battle
force. The Navy is smaller today than it has been in the last 99 years. Maintaining
these deployment levels as ships have been retired has taken a significant toll on
our sailors and their families, as well as on our equipment.

The second factor degrading Navy readiness is the result of several years of con-
strained funding levels for our major readiness accounts, largely due to fiscal pres-
sures imposed by the Budget Control Act of 2011. Although the Bipartisan Budget
Act of 2015 provided temporary relief, in fiscal year 2017 the Navy budget was $5
billion lower than in fiscal year 2016. This major reduction drove very hard choices,
including the difficult decision to reduce readiness accounts by over $2 billion this
year.

The third primary driver of reduced readiness is the inefficiency imposed by the
uncertainty around when budgets will actually be approved. The inability to adjust
funding levels as planned, or to commit to longer-term contracts, creates additional
work and drives up costs. This results in even less capability for any given dollar
we invest, and represents yet another tax on our readiness. We are paying more
money and spending more time to maintain a less capable Navy.

We have testified before about the maintenance and training backlogs that result
from high operational tempo, and how addressing those backlogs has been further
set back by budget cuts and fiscal uncertainty. Our attempts to restore stability and
predictability to our deployment cycles have been challenged both by constrained
funding levels and by operational demands that remain unabated.

Although we remain committed to return to a seven month deployment cycle as
the norm, the need to support the fight against ISIS [Islamic State of Iraq and
Syria] in 2016 led us to extend the deployments of the Harry S Truman and Theo-
dore Roosevelt Carrier Strike Groups to eight and eight and a half months, respec-
tively. Similar extensions apply to the Amphibious Ready Groups which support Ma-
rine Expeditionary Units. This collective pace of operations has increased wear and
tear on ships, aircraft and crews and, adding to the downward readiness spiral, has
decreased the time available for maintenance and modernization. Deferred mainte-
nance has led to equipment failures, and to larger-than-projected work packages for
our shipyards and aviation depots. This has forced us to remove ships and aircraft
from service for extended periods, which in turn increases the tempo for the rest
of the fleet, which causes the fleets to utilize their ships and airframes at higher-
than-projected rates, which increases the maintenance work, which adds to the
backlogs, and so on.

Reversing this vicious cycle and restoring the short-term readiness of the fleet will
require sufficient and predictable funding. This funding would allow our pilots to
fly the hours they need to remain proficient, and ensure that we can conduct the
required maintenance on our ships. It would also enable the Navy to restore stocks
of necessary parts, getting more ships to sea and better preparing them to stay de-
ployed as required.

Our readiness challenges go deeper than ship and aircraft maintenance, directly
affecting our ability to care for the Navy Team. Our people are what make the U.S.
Navy the best in the world, but our actions do not reflect that reality. To meet the
constraints of the Balanced Budget Act, the Navy’s fiscal year 2017 budget request
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was forced to reduce funding for Permanent Change of Station (PCS) moves. These
reductions have been compounded by the Continuing Resolution, which imposed
even further reductions on that account. Without sufficient PCS funding, the Navy
will be unable to move sailors to replace ship and squadron crewmembers leaving
service, increasing the strain on those who remain. This is an area in which timing
also matters greatly. Even if the money comes eventually, if it is too late, necessary
moves will be delayed until the beginning of the new fiscal year. That means our
sailors with children will be forced to relocate their children in the middle of a
school year. Because we don’t know if and when additional PCS funding may come,
we cannot give our sailors and their families much time to prepare, often leaving
them with weeks, rather than months, to prepare for and conduct a move, often
from one coast, or even one country, to another.

Meanwhile, our shore infrastructure has become severely degraded and is getting
worse because it has been a repeated bill payer for other readiness accounts in an
effort to maintain afloat readiness. Consequently, we continue to carry a substantial
backlog of facilities maintenance and replacement, approaching $8 billion.

SUMMARY

Time is running out. Years of sustained deployments and constrained and uncer-
tain funding have resulted in a readiness debt that will take years to pay down.
If the slow pace of readiness recovery continues, unnecessary equipment damage,
poorly trained operators at sea, and a force improperly trained and equipped to sus-
tain itself will result. Absent sufficient funding for readiness, modernization and
force structure, the Navy cannot return to full health, where it can continue to meet
its mission on a sustainable basis. Even if additional resources are made available,
if they continue to be provided in a way that cannot be counted on and planned for,
some will be wasted. As we strive to improve efficiency in our own internal business
practices, those efforts are being actively undermined by the absence of regular
budgets. Although we face many readiness challenges, your Navy remains the finest
Navy in the world. We are committed to maintaining that position. That commit-
ment will require constant vigilance and a dedication to readiness recovery, in full
partnership with the Congress. On behalf of our sailors and civilians, thank you for
your continued support.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Admiral. Excellent statement.
General Walters?

STATEMENT OF GENERAL GLENN M. WALTERS, USMC,
ASSISTANT COMMANDANT

General WALTERS. Good afternoon, sir. Chairman Inhofe, Rank-
ing Member Kaine, and distinguished members of the Armed Serv-
ices Subcommittee on Readiness, thank you for the opportunity to
appear today and report on the readiness of your Marine Corps.

The Marine Corps remains dedicated to our central role as our
nation’s naval expeditionary force. During 15 years of conflict,
we’ve focused investment on ensuring our marines were prepared
for the fight, and they were. Today our operational tempo remains
as high as it was during the peak of operations in Iraq and Afghan-
istan.

Our continued focus on deployed unit readiness, combined with
fiscal uncertainty and funding reductions, leave your Marine Corps
facing substantial readiness challenges. Your Marine Corps is in-
sufficiently manned, trained, and equipped across the depth of the
force to operate in an evolving operational environment. Due to
years of fiscal constraints, the Marine Corps is fundamentally opti-
mized for the past and has sacrificed modernization and infrastruc-
ture to sustain our current readiness.

In addition to the increased resources for operations and mainte-
nance needed to improve current readiness across the entirety of
your Marine Corps, we require your support in three key areas to
regain the readiness levels our nation requires of us. Over the past
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18 months we have identified various end strengths and associated
capabilities and modernization required to operate in the threat en-
vironment characterized by complex terrain, information warfare,
electromagnetic signatures, and a contested maritime environment.

We need to increase our active component end strength. We are
confident that an increase of 3,000 marines per year maintains a
rate of growth consistent with effective recruiting while maintain-
ing our high standards. Our bases, stations, and installations are
the platforms where we train and generate our readiness. The con-
tinued under-funding of our facilities sustainment, restoration,
modernization, and military construction continues to cause pro-
gressive degradation of our infrastructure and creates increased
Iong-term costs. We have a backlog of $9 billion in deferred infra-
structure sustainment requirements. We require up-to-date train-
ing systems, ranges, and facilities to support the fielding of our
new equipment, and simulation systems that facilitate improved
training standards and readiness.

Supporting the joint force requirements over the past 15 years
consumed much of the life of our legacy systems, while fiscal uncer-
tainty reduced defense spending for significant delays in our mod-
ernization efforts. There are significant costs associated with main-
taining and sustaining any legacy system without a proportional
capability increase associated with that investment. As we continue
to spend limited fiscal resources to sustain legacy systems devel-
oped for threats 20 years ago, we risk steadily losing our competi-
tive advantage against potential adversaries. We need to modernize
our ground tactical vehicle and aircraft fleets soonest. Accelerated
investments in amphibious ships is necessary to reach our wartime
requirement.

If forced to continue to pursue the path of investing in legacy
systems in lieu of modernizing our force, we will find our Marine
Corps optimized for the past and increasingly at risk to deter and
defeat our potential adversaries.

On behalf of all of our marines, sailors, and their families, and
the civilians who support their service, we thank the Congress and
this subcommittee for the opportunity to discuss the key challenges
our Marine Corps faces. I thank you for your support as articulated
in the recent 2017 National Defense Authorization Act.

While much work needs to be done, the authorizations within,
coupled with sufficient funding and the repeal of the Budget Con-
trol Act, will begin to put us on a path to rebuild and sustain our
Marine Corps for the 21st Century. I look forward to your ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of General Walters follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GENERAL GLENN M. WALTERS
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member Kaine, and distinguished members of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Subcommittee on Readiness, I appreciate the opportunity to tes-
tify on the current state of Marine Corps readiness. The Marine Corps remains dedi-
cated to our essential role as our Nation’s expeditionary force in readiness, char-
tered by the 82nd Congress and reaffirmed by the 114th Congress. During 15 years
of conflict in Afghanistan and Iraq, we focused investment on ensuring marines
were prepared for the fight, and they were. This was our task and our focus. Those
15 years of conflict consumed much of the useful life of many of our legacy systems
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while delaying replacement with new equipment. A focus on those operations, the
decrease in funding levels from fiscal year (FY) 2012, fiscal instability and the lack
of an inter-war period have left your Marine Corps insufficiently manned, trained
and equipped across the depth of the force to operate in an evolving operational en-
vironment. Under the current funding levels and those we stand to face in the near
future—the current Continuing Resolution and the Budget Control Act (BCA)—your
Marine Corps will experience increasingly significant challenges to the institutional
readiness required to deter aggression and, when necessary, fight and win our Na-
tion’s battles. Rebuilding the Marine Corps will require near term actions that can
be implemented in fiscal year 2017 and fiscal year 2018 as well as longer term ef-
forts in the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP). I would like to take this opportunity
to share with you the accomplishments of your Marine Corps, provide our vision for
the Marine Corps of tomorrow, and to articulate the readiness challenges we face
as we strive to reach that vision. With the support of the 115th Congress, we can
begin the deliberate journey to overcome these difficulties and rebuild your Marine
Corps for the 21st Century.

YOUR MARINE CORPS TODAY

In 2016, your Marine Corps remained in high demand, forward deployed, and at
the same operational tempo as the past 15 years. With an increasingly challenging
and complex global security environment, the Joint Force continues to require and
actively employs our expeditionary capabilities. During the past year, your marines
executed approximately 185 operations, 140 security cooperation events with our
partners and allies and participated in 65 major exercises.

Nearly 23,000 marines remain stationed or deployed west of the International
Date Line to maintain regional stability and deterrence in the Indo-Asia-Pacific re-
gion. Our Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs) continue their support of Joint Force
requirements around the globe. Our MEUs have supported counterterrorism (CT)
operations in Iraq and North Africa, humanitarian assistance and disaster relief
(HA/DR) in Japan and Haiti, and remain forward deployed to respond to the next
crisis. In partnership with the State Department, we employed Marine Security
Guards at 176 embassies and consulates in 146 countries. Altogether, over 66 per-
cent our operating forces have been deployed or stationed overseas during calendar
year 2016.

Since 2013, marines have increasingly deployed to land-based locations due to the
limited inventory of operationally available amphibious ships. Joint Force require-
ments remain high, and the number of available amphibious ships remains below
the requirement. Despite the limitations in available amphibious shipping, your Ma-
rine Corps adapted to meet these requirements through land-based Special Purpose
Marine Air-Ground Task Forces (SPMAGTFs). In 2016, we sourced SPMAGTF's to
Central Command, Africa Command and Southern Command. Our Black Sea Rota-
tional Force remains forward deployed in Europe. Although SPMAGTFs have met
a limited requirement for the Joint Force, they lack the full capability, capacity and
strategic and operational agility that results when Marine Air-Ground Task Forces
(MAGTFSs) are embarked aboard Navy amphibious ships.

WHAT TOMORROW’S MARINE CORPS REQUIRES

Marine Corps institutional readiness is built upon five pillars: Unit Readiness;
Capability and Capacity to Meet Joint Force Requirements; High Quality People; In-
stallation Capability; and Equipment Modernization. First, unit readiness is always
our most immediate concern. Cohesive unit teams are the instruments that accom-
plish national security objectives, and we must ensure our ability to successfully ac-
complish any mission when called. Second, when the Joint Force requires naval ex-
peditionary capabilities, we must answer with both the capabilities and capacity
necessary to meet their needs. The third, most important pillar of our readiness re-
mains our marines, the product of a time-tested yet evolving transformation process
beginning with our Recruiting and Training Commands. The fourth, often under-
stated, pillar of our readiness is our infrastructure. Our bases, stations, and instal-
lations, not only serve as locations where we train our marines, but also where we
sustain their equipment and support their families. We have a backlog of $9 billion
in deferred infrastructure sustainment requirements. We require up-to-date training
systems, ranges and facilities. We need resources to sustain our installation capa-
bilities at a higher level than we have been able to reach for the last 5 years. Fifth
and finally, we must accelerate equipment modernization, as it is essential in our
transformation to a 21st Century, 5th generation Marine Corps.

We require proper balance across these pillars to achieve a force capable not only
of assuring allies and deterring threats, but able to rapidly respond to crises and
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contingencies, while remaining good stewards of the Nation’s limited resources. Cur-
rently, readiness is not where it needs to be. Resources that would have otherwise
been applied to installation capabilities and modernization were re-prioritized to
support deployed and next-to-deploy units to safeguard near-term operational unit
readiness. We are not only out of balance but are also short of the resources re-
quired to rebalance.

We require a more stable and predictable fiscal planning horizon to support in-
creased end strength, equipment recapitalization and modernization, amphibious
ship capability and capacity, and the modern infrastructure required to rebuild and
sustain balanced readiness across the depth of the force. Looming BCA implementa-
‘cior:i continues to disrupt our planning and directly threatens our current and future
readiness.

UNIT READINESS

Despite the existing fiscal constraints, we will continue to ensure deployed units
possess mission critical resources to the greatest extent possible—trained personnel,
operational equipment and vital spare parts—required to accomplish their mission.
Deployed and next-to-deploy units will remain our priority in the current fiscally-
constrained environment while we increasingly experience risk to non-deployed unit
readiness.

The most acute readiness concerns are found in our aviation units. Approximately
80 percent of our aviation units lack the minimum number of ready basic aircraft
(RBA) for training, and we are significantly short ready aircraft for wartime require-
ments. Recapitalization of attack helicopters and reset of heavy lift helicopters are
two examples of ways we are addressing RBA shortfalls. Our tactical fighter and
attack squadrons suffer from shortages in aircraft availability due to increased wear
on aging airframes subjected to continuing modernization delays. The impact of re-
duced funding levels on our depot level maintenance capacity still resonates today.
We have temporarily reduced the number of aircraft assigned to our fighter-attack
and heavy lift squadrons. We simply do not have the available aircraft to meet our
squadrons’ requirements. This means that flight hour averages per crew per month
are below the minimum standards required to achieve and maintain adequate flight
time and training and readiness levels. Although deployed squadrons remain
trained for their assigned mission, next-to-deploy squadrons are often achieving the
minimum readiness goals just prior to deployment. Reduced acquisition rates for the
F-35 and the CH-53K require the Marine Corps to continue to operate legacy air-
craft well beyond their planned lifespan. Every dollar decremented from our pro-
curement of future systems increases both the cost and complexity of maintaining
our aged legacy systems beyond their projected life. Every dollar spent on aviation
modernization now has a direct positive effect on current and future aviation readi-
ness.

We currently maintain higher ground equipment readiness than what we experi-
ence within our aviation community, but that is small consolation given the age of
most of this ground equipment. With Congress’ sustained support of our reset effort,
the Marine Corps has reset over 90 percent of its legacy ground equipment. Despite
this effort, underlying readiness issues exist. Non-deployed forces experience supply
degradation as they source low density equipment requirements in support of de-
ployed, task organized units such as our SPMAGTFs. These equipment shortfalls
create training gaps for non-deployed units preparing for their next deployment.
Our most important ground legacy capabilities continue to age as modernization ef-
forts are at minimum production rates due to limited available resources. Our Am-
phibious Assault Vehicles (AAVs) are a prime example. Our AAVs are now more
than four decades old. Our AAV Survivability Upgrade (SU) Program will sustain
and marginally enhance the capability of the legacy AAV, but will not replace any
of these nearly obsolete legacy vehicles. The average age of our Light Armored Vehi-
cle (LAV) fleet is 26 years; our oldest vehicle is 34 years old. There is currently no
program identified to replace this capable but outdated platform, and yet we con-
tinue to incur increased costs with the LAV Obsolescence Program to extend its life.
Our AAVs and LAVs are two of the four systems that consume 50 percent of the
Marine Corps’ annual depot maintenance budget. There is significant cost associated
with maintaining and sustaining any legacy systems without a proportional capa-
bility increase associated with that investment. As we continue to spend limited fis-
cal resources to sustain legacy systems as a result of deferred modernization, we
risk steadily losing our capability advantage against potential adversaries.

Current readiness shortfalls require additional operations and maintenance re-
sources, and we have exhausted our internal options. Additional resources would fa-
cilitate exercises and training and correct repair parts shortfalls, while specifically
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addressing aviation specific operations and maintenance funding. In sum, the Ma-
rine Corps has a plan to regain and sustain unit readiness. With your support, we
can execute our plan to achieve required organizational readiness.

JOINT FORCE REQUIREMENTS AND CAPACITY TO RESPOND

The 2014 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) and fiscal constraints directed the
Marine Corps to decrease its end strength from 202,000 to 182,000. 2014 QDR as-
sessments and assumptions identified limited global security challenges compared
to what we face today. We must continue to counter violent extremist organizations
and deter both an emboldened China and a more aggressive Russia. As a result,
the need for deployed and forward stationed marines has not diminished while the
size of the force has decreased. Our current end strength challenges our ability to
support Joint Force requirements while simultaneously maintaining the minimum
adequate time at home stations and bases to reconstitute our units and train for
the full range of military operations prior to next deployment. At our current end
s}tlre?gth, the operational tempo is creating significant and unsustainable strain on
the force.

Increased support for both equipment readiness and force structure levels remain
critical requirements to improve our readiness. Time is equally as vital as funding
to generate required readiness levels. Our sustainable deployment to dwell (D2D)
ratio is 1:3, which means a deployment of six months is followed by a period of 18
months at home station. Units require adequate home station time to conduct per-
sonnel turnover; equipment reset and maintenance; and complete a comprehensive
individual, collective, and cohesive unit training program. Units need this period to
ensure they are ready to meet all core and assigned Mission Essential Tasks (METs)
prior to re-deploying.

These challenges are compounded by the requirements on today’s force. Those re-
quirements place a 1:2 D2D ratio on many of our units and capabilities. The current
ratio equates to a home station training period one third less than what our best
military judgment and experience tells us is necessary and sustainable. Some units
and personnel that possess critical high demand, low density capabilities and skill
sets currently operate below a 1:2 D2D ratio. Portions of marine aviation experience
operational tempo below a 1:2 D2D ratio. Our tiltrotor MV-22 Ospreys, deployed in
conjunction with KC-130J aerial refueling aircraft, provide previously unthinkable
reach and flexibility to the Joint Force. Deployment requirements have also brought
both communities to unsustainable D2D ratios. We recently reduced the number of
those aircraft assigned to our SPMAGTFs in order to move these communities closer
to a sustainable path. The capabilities provided to the Joint Force will not change;
however, capacity will decrease. With increasing demand, resource limitations will
further reduce Joint Force capacity and/or incur risk for home station units required
for major combat operations. Some of our formations lack the requisite days of sup-
ply to sustain a major conflict beyond the initial weeks. The Marine Corps continues
to support existing operational requirements, but we may not have the required ca-
pacity—the “ready bench”—to respond to larger crises at the readiness levels and
timelines required.

HIGH QUALITY PEOPLE

The success of our Marine Corps relies upon the high quality, character, and capa-
bilities of our individual marines and civilians; they are the cornerstone of our read-
iness. Since the establishment of the All-Volunteer Force over 40 years ago through
the millennial generation of today, we have successfully recruited and retained the
high caliber men and women we need to operate effectively in the global security
environment. Nearly 70 percent of our marines are serving in their first enlistment,
and approximately 35,000 marines leave the Marine Corps each year. They must
be replaced with the same high quality men and women. Our recruiting efforts con-
tinue to succeed in providing highly talented, patriotic men and women to replace
those marines who loyally served before. 99.89 percent of our newest marines and
recruits are high school graduates. This speaks to the quality of the marines that
make up our force. Despite our continued successes, we must continue to seek ways
to maintain the high quality people who will comprise tomorrow’s Marine Corps. We
must closely track our ability to recruit and retain our most highly qualified and
skilled marines. In order to retain marines on our team, we require the resources
to offer incentives to marines with experience, critical skills and valuable specialties.

Marine Corps Force 2025, a year-long, comprehensive, bottom-up review of the
force identified various end-strengths and the associated capabilities and moderniza-
tion required to operate in the future security environment. Through this process,
we determined that we need to increase Active component end strength to at least
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194,000, to build new capabilities that will deter, defeat and deny adversaries and
meet future Joint Force requirements. An increase of 3,000 marines per year main-
tains a rate of growth consistent with effective recruiting and accession while main-
taining our high standards and ensuring a balanced force. We thank you for passing
the 2017 NDAA that authorizes 185,000 Active component marines. Your authoriza-
tion, combined with the appropriations we still require, puts your Marine Corps on
the right path to realize necessary growth that will enhance readiness.

INSTALLATION CAPABILITY

Marine Corps installations are the power projection platforms that generate our
readiness; they build, train and launch combat-ready forces. Our installations pro-
vide the capability and capacity we need to support the force. This includes our two
depot maintenance facilities, which provide responsive and scalable depot mainte-
nance support. While prioritizing deployed readiness, we defer infrastructure and fa-
cility investments and modernization necessary to sustain and train our Marine
Corps for the 21st Century. The continued deferment of Facility Sustainment, Res-
toration and Modernization (FSRM) requires increased infrastructure investment
now to ensure that future FSRM requirements costs do not increase. We ask for
your continued support to restore and modernize our facilities.

In addition to facilities sustainment and recapitalization, we require investment
in military construction (MILCON). Those investments will support the fielding of
new equipment and simulation systems that facilitate improved training standards
and operational readiness enhancements. Improvements in training areas, to in-
clude aerial and ground ranges, require your support for special use airspace and
additional land to replace inadequate facilities.

MODERNIZATION

Modernization is the foundation of our future readiness to deter and counter
growing threats. Investing in and accelerating our modernization programs directly
correlate to improved overall readiness. Previous decrements to our modernization
efforts deferred and delayed our critical future programs and forced us to continue
investment in aged legacy systems that lack the capabilities required for the 21st
Century. Over time, legacy systems continue to cost more to repair and sustain. Si-
multaneously, we incur the opportunity costs associated with the delayed fielding
of replacement systems and the increased capabilities they will provide. When we
accelerate modernization, we reduce unit costs, achieve efficiencies and save tax-
payer money.

Our Aviation Modernization Plan requires acceleration after suffering recent
delays, many attributed to funding deficiencies. This modernization plan has proven
its worth. Our MV-22 Ospreys expand the operational reach of marines supporting
Joint Force requirements. Increasing the procurement of the F—35 and CH-53K will
result in similar and greater marine aviation capability improvements. Our first
operational F-35 squadron relocated to Iwakuni, Japan last month. The squadron
will deploy the F-35B as part of a MEU for the first time in 2018. We look forward
to the stand-up of our first F-35C squadron, further enhancing the 5th generation
capabilities of our Navy-Marine Corps Team. The CH-53K Heavy Lift Replacement
remains critical to maintaining the battlefield mobility our force requires. It will
nearly triple the lift capacity of the aircraft it is replacing. The acceleration of these
key modernization programs will directly improve our readiness and allow us to re-
tire aircraft that have reached or exceeded their intended life.

To modernize our ground combat element and ensure success against increasingly
capable 21st Century threats, we need to accelerate investments in our ground sys-
tems. We need to replace our 40-year old AAV fleet soonest. The procurement of
Joint Light Tactical Vehicles as planned will incrementally replace our High Mobil-
ity Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles that we began operating over 30 years ago and
that are still in use today. This needs to be accelerated. There is currently no re-
placement program for our legacy LAV fleet. We need to develop and invest in a
next generation replacement for this system. Additionally, we need to establish pro-
grams that develop, procure and deliver active protection systems, counter-UAS and
increased long-range precision fires capabilities. The Marine Corps will need your
support to recapitalize and modernize these key ground capabilities required for the
future operating environment.

Amphibious platforms provide the sovereignty, strategic mobility, unmatched
logistical support, operational reach, and forcible entry capability required to deter
and, when necessary, defeat our Nation’s adversaries. Our amphibious capability is
a centerpiece to the operational success of the Navy-Marine Corps Team. Our am-
phibious concepts—our Naval character and expeditionary mindset—have been vali-
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dated by history, and we will remain agents of change in the future. As the oper-
ating environment changes, the Marine Corps will continue to innovate as we imple-
ment our new Marine Corps Operating Concept (MOC). The availability of amphib-
ious shipping remains paramount to our readiness, responsiveness and the MOC.
The Nation’s amphibious warship requirement remains at 38. The current inventory
of 31 vessels falls well short of this requirement. Recurrent maintenance challenges
in the aging amphibious fleet significantly exacerbate that shortfall. The current
and enduring gap of amphibious warships to requirements inhibits our Navy-Marine
Corps Team from training to our full capabilities, impedes our shared ability to re-
spond to an emergent crisis, and increases the strain on our current readiness. We
will explore procurement strategies including the possibility of block buys and accel-
erating schedules that offer the best value for the taxpayer and allow us to retain
skilled artisans in our shipyards. Along with increased amphibious ship capacity
and modernization, we require the funding for the associated surface connectors
that transport our marines from ship-to-shore, including the programmed replace-
ment of the Landing Craft Air Cushioned and Landing Craft Utility platforms.
These investments will improve our overall amphibious capability and capacity.

The 5th generation Marine Corps for the 21st Century must dominate the infor-
mation domain. We must both enable and protect our ability to command and con-
trol (C2) marines distributed across an area of operations. This requires trans-
forming MAGTF C2 capabilities through a unified network environment that is
ready, responsive and resilient. Recently fielded C2 systems provide a significantly
increased capability associated with maneuver across the battlespace. We require
support from the Congress to fully field these capabilities to the tactical edge, both
in our ground and aviation platforms. These are examples of modern capabilities
that will facilitate improved battlefield awareness to and from small, dispersed tac-
tical units. As warfare evolves into a battle of signatures and detection, improve-
ments such as these are vital to maximize our marines’ protection and effectiveness.

For too long, we have balanced the cost of our modernization efforts against our
current readiness by extending and refreshing many of our legacy systems. While
we judge these risks to be at manageable levels today, those risks are increasing
and they are yet more examples of the trade-offs we are required to make due to
fiscal reductions that accompany operational demand increases. The continued sup-
port of this Congress can mitigate and reverse these risks.

CONCLUSION

On behalf of all of our marines, sailors—many deployed and in harm’s way
today—and their families and the civilians that support their service, we thank the
Congress and this subcommittee for this opportunity to discuss the key challenges
your Marine Corps faces. I thank you for your support as articulated in the recent
2017 NDAA. While much work needs to be done, the authorizations within, coupled
with sufficient funding and the repeal of the BCA, will begin to put us on a path
to rebuild and sustain your Marine Corps for the 21st Century. Our fiscal year 2018
plan will require adjustment for decisions in fiscal year 2017 NDAA authorizations.
We need to carry over decisions for fiscal year 2017 and fiscal year 2018 into our
FYDP planning. Along with your authorization, we ask for the continued support
of this Congress to appropriate the funds required to rebuild your Marine Corps.
Additional end strength authorized by the Congress will help put us on the path
to generate both the capabilities and capacity required in the complex operating en-
vironment our Nation faces. Additional funds will provide the “ready bench” our Na-
tion requires and the infrastructure the force needs to train and sustain itself. Our
future readiness relies upon increased procurement and modernization funding that
will facilitate amphibious ship capacity and allow us to off ramp the continued fund-
ing for sustaining legacy systems. We have a plan to reset, recapitalize and mod-
ernize your Marine Corps into a 5th generation force for the 21st Century. With fis-
cal stability and predictability and increased resources, we will provide the Expedi-
tionary Force in Readiness our Nation requires to protect its interests and security.
With the support of the 115th Congress, we will move forward with our plan and
vision to ensure your Marine Corps is organized, manned, trained and equipped to
assure our allies, deter and, when necessary, defeat our adversaries.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, General.
General Wilson?
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STATEMENT OF GENERAL STEPHEN W. WILSON, USAF, VICE
CHIEF OF STAFF

General WILSON. Thank you, Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member
Kaine, distinguished members of the subcommittee. On behalf of
the Secretary of the Air Force and Chief of Staff of the Air Force,
it’s a pleasure to be here with you today, and with my fellow Vice
Chiefs. I request the written statement be submitted for the record.

American airmen are professional, innovative, dedicated and,
frankly, the envy of the world. They are proud to be part of the
most powerful joint fighting team in our history. We provide our
leaders with a broad range of options, from protecting our country
and its interests both at home and abroad. For the past 70 years
responsive, flexible, and agile American air power has been our na-
tion’s first and often most sustainable solution in conflict and in
crisis, underwriting every other instrument of power.

We provide the nation with unrelenting global vigilance, global
reach, and global power. In short, your Air Force is always in de-
mand and always there. Look no further than two weeks ago when
your Air Force executed a precision strike in Sirte, Libya, killing
over 100 violent extremists. This was a textbook trans-regional,
multi-domain, and multi-function mission. Air Force space, cyber,
and ISR [intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance] warriors
provided precision navigation and timing while monitoring enemy
communication and movement.

Simultaneously, 2 B-2 bombers took off from Whiteman Air
Force Base in Missouri, flew a 34-hour non-stop mission, refueled
with 18 tankers from U.S., European, and Middle East bases, and
teamed with two MQ-9s to employ 108 precision munitions, meet-
ing their time on target within 10 seconds.

Meanwhile, every day your American airmen operate 60 re-
motely-piloted [RP] aircraft patrols 24/7/365, as an unblinking eye
for combatant commanders. They remotely fly these missions from
the continental United States. They team with nearly 20,000 for-
ward-deployed airmen to support the missions, like the recent
Raqga and Mosul offensives, where our fighter bomber and RP air-
men also conduct 92 percent of U.S. strikes against ISIS.

We do all of this while fulfilling two of our nation’s most critical
missions at home. We insert two-thirds of the nuclear triad and 75
percent of the nuclear command control communications remain to
ensure robust, reliable, flexible and survivable options for the na-
tion, while our fighters and tankers remain on alert, as they have
for the past 15-plus years, ready to launch to defend the homeland.

The capabilities our airmen provide to our nation and our allies
have never been more vital, and our global demand for American
air power will only grow in the future. However, this steadfast
watch comes at a price, and the demand for our mission and our
people exceeds the supply. We are out of balance.

Twenty-six years of continuous combat has limited our ability to
prepare for future advanced threat scenarios, scenarios with the
lowest margin of error and the highest risk to national security.
Non-stop combat, paired with budget instability and lower-than-
planned toplines, have made the United States Air Force one of the
smallest, oldest-equipped, and least ready in our history. We have
attempted to balance the risk across our force to maintain readi-
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ness but have been forced to make unacceptable tradeoffs between
readiness, force structure, and modernization. Today’s global chal-
lenges require an Air Force not only ready to defeat today’s violent
extremism but prepared and modernized for any threat the nation
may face.

Mr. Chairman, I'll close by quoting General Douglas MacArthur.
He sent a cable as he escaped the Philippines in 1942. He said,
“The history of failure in war can be summed up in two words: Too
late. Too late to comprehend the deadly purpose of the potential
enemy, too late in realizing the moral danger, too late in prepared-
ness.”

Distinguished members of the subcommittee, preparedness or
readiness cannot be overlooked. Your Air Force needs congressional
support for fiscal year 2017 to pass an appropriation, and support
for a budget amendment that accelerates readiness recovery. In fis-
cal year 2018 we must repeal the Budget Control Act and provide
predictable funding for the future. These are critical to rebuilding
full-spectrum military readiness, which is the number-one priority
of the Secretary of Defense. We need to act now, before it’s too late.

On behalf of the Secretary and the Chief of Staff and the 660,000
airmen, Active, Guard, Reserve, and civilians who serve our nation,
thank you for your tireless support. I look forward to your ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of General Wilson follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY GENERAL STEPHEN W. WILSON
INTRODUCTION

Since our establishment 70 years ago, the United States Air Force has secured
peace throughout the full spectrum of hostilities with a decisive warfighting advan-
tage in, through, and from air, space, and cyberspace. Without pause, we deliver
global combat power by deterring and defeating our nation’s enemies, while sup-
porting joint and coalition forces at the beginning, the middle, and end of every op-
eration. Though the intrinsic nature of warfare remains unchanged, the character
of war—and the approach joint forces must take to address new and changing
threats—must continually evolve.

As the nation plans to counter the national security challenges posed by Russia,
China, Iran, North Korea, and Violent Extremist Organizations, controlling and ex-
ploiting air, space, and cyberspace remains foundational to joint and coalition suc-
cess. Today’s 660,000 Active Duty, Guard, Reserve, and civilian airmen meet these
challenges by deterring threats to the U.S., assuring our allies, and defeating our
adversaries 24/7/365. We provide unwavering homeland defense and operate a ro-
bust, reliable, flexible, and survivable nuclear enterprise, as the bedrock of our na-
tional security.

This steadfast watch, however, comes at a price. Conducting continuous, world-
wide combat operations since 1991 has placed a dangerous toll on our airmen,
equipment, and infrastructure. Sustained global commitments and funding reduc-
tions have eroded our Air Force to be one of the smallest, oldest-equipped, and least
ready forces across the full-spectrum of operations, in our service history. The uncer-
tainty and reduction in military funding resulting from Budget Control Act of 2011
(BCA) further degraded our readiness. Such fiscal uncertainty critically challenges
our ability to sustain warfighting capacity, improve readiness, modernize our force,
and invest in research and development to maintain our advantages over near-peer
competitors.

While the Bipartisan Budget Act (BBA) of 2015 provided some space to improve
readiness and continue modernization efforts, your Air Force needs further Congres-
sional support to ensure we continue to strengthen America’s military to win today’s
fight, while building the Air Force our nation needs to meet tomorrow’s challenges.
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ALWAYS THERE

Your Air Force has been globally engaged for the last 26 years of combat oper-
ations. We relentlessly provide Global Vigilance, Global Reach, and Global Power
for the nation ... we’re always in demand ... and we’re always there. Though our
end strength has decreased by 38 percent since 1991, we have experienced signifi-
cant growth across several mission areas.

Our airmen provide joint forces with Global Vigilance using real-time multi-do-
main platforms and sensors integrated across our global intelligence and command
and control networks to find, fix, and finish a range of hostile targets simulta-
neously across the globe. Without fail, the Air Force flies 60 combat lines of per-
sistent attack remotely piloted aircraft (RPA) per day ... the unblinking eye that
supports combatant commander around the globe. Through our Intelligence, Surveil-
lance and Reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities, we provided warfighters over 6,000 in-
telligence products per day used to identify enemy targets and trigger 70 percent
of Special Operations Forces assaults on terrorists.

Additionally, the Air Force conducted 4,000 cyber missions against more than
100,000 targets, disrupting adversaries and enabling over 200 High Value Indi-
vidual kill/capture missions. In securing our networks and digital infrastructure,
2016 saw Air Force cyber operators block more than 1.3 billion malicious connec-
tions—an average of more than 40 per second. Meanwhile, our space operators pro-
vide relentless and reliable interconnectedness, global positional awareness, global
missile warning, and battlefield situational awareness for our joint forces.

Nearly every three minutes a mobility aircraft departs on a mission, providing
Global Reach and access, projecting power through a network of airfields in 23 coun-
tries and 77 locations, while providing critical aerial refueling capability. In 2016,
our aeromedical professionals evacuated over 5,700 patients and provided emer-
gency medical care resulting in a 98 percent survival rate. Your Air Force provides
unrelenting ability to maneuver, sustain, and recover personnel and assets ... at
home, abroad, and with our allies and partners.

With American fighters, bombers, RPAs, and Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles
(ICBMs), the Air Force provides conventional and nuclear Global Power that can
strike an enemy on short notice anywhere in the world. In Iraq and Syria, the Air
Force has led 65 percent of the more than 17,000 coalition airstrikes since 2014, to
deliver decisive firepower supporting joint, special operations, and coalition ground
forces to defeat and degrade ISIS and regain critical territory. All while our airmen
continue to provide two legs of the nuclear triad, resource 75 percent of the Nuclear
Command, Control, and Communications framework, deter our adversaries, and
connect the President to strategic options.

Stitched together, the fabric of our Air Force weaves multi-domain effects and pro-
vides U.S. service men and women the strongest blanket of protection and the abil-
ity to power project American’s full range of combat capabilities. Make no mistake,
your Air Force is always there.

READINESS IN A CHANGING WORLD

However, being “always there” comes at a cost to our airmen, equipment, and in-
frastructure, and we are now at a tipping point. Sustained global commitments and
recent funding cuts eroded Air Force readiness, capacity, and capability for a full-
spectrum fight against a near-peer adversary. Our force structure and our platforms
now represent one of the smallest, oldest-equipped, and least ready forces in our
service history. In 2013, sequestration abruptly delayed modernization and reduced
both readiness and the size of the Total Force.

Our readiness decline began as we entered fiscal year 2014 expecting a cor-
responding decrease in both operations and overall funding. Instead, fiscal year
2014 began with a government shutdown and fiscal planning focused on a second
year of sequestration. Compounding the fiscal austerity, 2014 presented enormous
geopolitical challenges to America. Challenges included Russia’s annexing of Cri-
mea, Chinese island-building in the South China Seas, the rapid rise of ISIS, and
ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Therefore, instead of reducing commit-
ments, we entered into a new era of great power competition coupled with persistent
war against violent extremism. The combination of decreased funding and increased
military operations required the Air Force to make tradeoffs that adversely affected
readiness. In short, our force is stressed to meet ever-growing mission demands.

In fiscal year 2016 and fiscal year 2017 budgets, we made necessary adjustments
to balance near-term readiness with future modernization, but our readiness re-
mains at a near all-time low due to continuous combat operations, reduced man-
power, an aging fleet, and inconsistent funding. Instead of rebuilding readiness for
near-peer conflicts, your Air Force is globally engaged in operations against lesser-
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equipped, but still highly lethal, enemies. This requires airmen to serve at home
and abroad to underpin joint force success, but at the expense of full-spectrum read-
iness. In contrast to our joint teammates, your airmen do not reset or regroup ...
they are either deployed abroad, deployed in place, or training for their next deploy-
ment.

Your Air Force needs permanent relief from the BCA caps, increased funding,
flexible execution authority, and manpower to recover full-spectrum readiness. We
will continue to do all we can to innovate, transform, and improve how we maximize
our resources. However, we still need your help in providing funding stability with
the ability to modernize our capabilities, at the pace required to fight and win
against any emerging threat.

STATE OF AIR FORCE READINESS

During WWII, General MacArthur’s Airman, General George Kenney, said it best,
“Airpower is like poker. A second-best hand is like none at all—it will cost you
dough and win you nothing.” Today’s Air Force is at risk of becoming a second-best
hand with readiness hovering near 50 percent.

We remain America’s first and most agile responder to crisis and conflict, under-
writi?g every joint operation ... however, the demand for your Air Force, exceeds the
supply.

To meet the full requirements of our Defense Strategic Guidance and current op-
eration plans, we require 80 percent of our combat squadrons to be full-spectrum
ready. We define full-spectrum readiness as the right number of airmen, properly
led, trained and equipped, to accomplish our Air Force mission in support of joint
forces in both contested and uncontested environments.

We measure full-spectrum readiness through our five levers of readiness: critical
skills availability, weapons system sustainment, training resource availability, fly-
ing hour program, and operational tempo. If airmen are not ready for all possible
scenarios, especially a high-end fight against a near-peer adversary, it will take
longer to get to the fight; it will take longer to win; and it will cost more lives. The
following sections highlight key areas where Congressional support is needed in
order to balance our five levers of readiness.

PEOPLE

Airmen are our greatest resource and our Air Force need to increase end strength
to meet national security requirements. Manpower shortfalls in key areas remain
the number one issue limiting readiness and is our top priority. At the start of 2016,
our end strength stood at 311,000 Active Duty airmen, down from more than
500,000 during Desert Storm—a 38 percent decrease. Though we appreciate your
support to build the force up to about 321,000 in 2017, we will still be stretched
to meet national security requirements. To quote Senator McCain, we need to “dig
out” more than “build up.”

To improve readiness and attain manning levels matching our mission require-
ments, we are considering an increase to our Active Duty, Guard, and Reserve end
strength and will work with the Secretary of Defense to develop the fiscal year 2018
President’s Budget to address personnel shortages. Our Total Force model (incor-
porating our Active Duty, Guard, Reserve, civilians, and our contracted capabilities),
not only recognizes the value of an integrated team, but helps guarantee today’s and
tomorrow’s capability. We will develop plans to address shortfalls in a number of
key areas, including critical career fields such as aircraft maintenance, pilots, NC3,
intelligence, cyber, and battlefield airmen.

As we drew down Active Duty manpower in recent years, we have relied more
heavily on our civilian airmen. Our civilians make up 26 percent of our Total
Force—of which, 94 percent are in the field, providing vital mission support through
weapons system maintenance, sustainment, engineering, logistics, security, intel-
ligence, and medical functions. Currently, our civilian workforce is 96 percent
manned. At the historical attrition rate, the civilian workforce will shrink to a 93
percent manning level over the next four months.

In the aircraft maintenance field, we were short approximately 3,400 aircraft
maintainers at the close of 2016. Because of this shortage, we cannot generate the
training sorties needed for our aircrews. The same pool of maintainers that keep
our existing aircraft flying at home and in combat, must simultaneously support
fielding new platforms. Due to an ongoing shortage of Active Duty aircraft maintain-
ers, we will continue to fund contractors to fill the gap at select non-combat A-10,
F-16, and C-130 units as our Active Duty maintainers transition to the F-35. This
allows us to strike a balance between meeting today’s demand while modernizing
for the future, but masks the insufficient size of the force.
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We also face a pilot shortage crisis across all disciplines, most acutely in the fight-
er community. The Air Force has the world’s finest pilots who enable an incom-
parable duality of global mobility and combat lethality. As airlines continue hiring
at unprecedented rates, they draw away experienced pilots. Without a healthy pool
of pilots, we risk the ability to provide airpower to the nation.

Pilots are strategic national assets and the pilot crisis extends beyond the Air
Force and military. It is a national problem which requires senior-level attention in
Congress, the Commercial Industry, and the DOD. To address this national chal-
lenge, since 2014 the ’Air Force-Airline Collaboration’, formally known as the Na-
tional Pilot Sourcing Forum has increased efforts to effectively utilize and train an
adequate number of pilots to meet our nation’s pilot demand signal.

However, pilot retention has declined for five straight years. We ended fiscal year
2016 at 723 fighter pilots below requirement and 1,555 total pilots short across all
mission areas. Pilot training and retention are priorities. The increased end-
strength provided in the fiscal year 2017 NDAA will allow us to maximize the train-
ing pipeline and fill out under-manned units, which are vital to our recovery. We
are grateful for your support to increase the pilot bonus, and we will continue to
ensure our retention programs are appropriately sized and utilized.

NUCLEAR DETERRENCE OPERATIONS

We require additional resources to invest in our nuclear capabilities and infra-
structure that are the bedrock of our national security. While our nuclear forces re-
main safe, secure, and effective, we require significant investment to ensure robust,
reliable, flexible, and survivable nuclear readiness and deterrence well into the fu-
ture.

On average, our B—52 bombers are 55 years old and our nuclear facilities are now
over 50 years old, with many facility systems operating well past their 20-year de-
signed life span. Currently, all of our weapons storage areas are operating with
waivers and deviations from our high standards. Although these storage areas are
uncompromised—they remain safe and secure—we must recapitalize this infrastruc-
ture to address the recommendations identified in our Nuclear Enterprise Reviews
for facility and weapons sustainment.

Meanwhile, we must continue to invest in modernization of our air- and ground-
based nuclear weapons systems. The B-2 and B-52 require upgrades, and we must
ensure one of our main acquisitions priorities, the B-21 bomber, proceeds on sched-
ule. In addition, our ICBMs, which provide the U.S. with a stabilizing and respon-
sive strategic deterrent capability, are being maintained and operated well beyond
their planned operational life-cycles and face significant sustainment challenges.
The Ground-based Strategic Deterrent (GBSD) recapitalization program, which will
replace the ICBM fleet, must proceed as planned in order to ensure the ground leg
of the nuclear triad remains credible and effective in the decades ahead. Connecting
the nuclear triad is our nuclear command, control, and communications (NC3) sys-
tem. Accordingly, NC3 must be modernized to support accompanying nuclear capa-
bilities.

Finally, we must modernize our nuclear stockpile, by continuing to support the
B-61 modernization program, while investing in the development of the Long-Range
Standoff weapon as a survivable air-launched weapon capable of destroying other-
wise inaccessible targets in any conflict zone. Though we are grateful for modest re-
lief of spending limitations that allowed us to address a scrutinized priority list of
nuclear modernization efforts, we require additional resources to invest in
foundational nuclear capabilities and infrastructure.

SPACE

Underwriting every joint operation across the globe is our ability to use the space
domain at the time and place of our choosing. Our freedom of action in, through
and from space can no longer be taken for granted. Our potential adversaries have
had a front row seat to the many successes achieved by space integration into joint
warfighting and, unfortunately, they are rapidly developing capabilities to deny us
space superiority. In the not too distant future, our potential adversaries will have
the capability to hold all of our military space capabilities at risk.

Space is a warfighting domain. The paradigm for space operations has shifted
from a force enabler/enhancer to an integrated warfighting capability. As the Na-
tion’s lead service for space, we require additional support to build Air Force space
systems, that are more resilient and agile. This means investment in capabilities
to defend our space assets, while maintaining a cycle of continuous upgrades in each
generation of spacecraft to ensure that systems are fully ready when called upon
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by the joint warfighter and can continue to operate in an increasingly contested en-
vironment.

Maintaining assured access to space remains one of our top priorities. We are
working to mature and advance our Launch Service Agreement strategy to develop
affordable, sustainable launch capabilities that will eliminate dependence on foreign
rocket propulsion systems. Second, we are developing Space Situational Awareness
and Battle Management Command and Control (BMC2) capabilities, which under-
pin our efforts to integrate space into full spectrum joint operations. Investments
in space situational awareness capabilities, such as Space Fence, ground-based
radar and optical systems and on-orbit surveillance capabilities, like the Geo-
synchronous Space Situational Awareness Program (GSSAP) [our geosynchronous
orbit “neighborhood watch”], enables critical battlespace awareness in space and the
unprecedented ability to characterize the space operational environment.

Similarly, investments in the Joint Interagency Coalition Space Operations Cen-
ter (JICSpOC) and the Joint Space Operation Center (JSpOC) Mission System
(JMS) provide the decision superiority and data we need to deter attack, and, if nec-
essary, defend our capabilities and freedom to operate in space. Lastly, space sys-
tems provide mission-critical services and capabilities to support our Joint Forces
in theater and around the globe, every day. Continuing to modernize and replenish
our missile warning, nuclear command and control, satellite communication and
Global Positioning System constellations ensures we will have resilient, mission-as-
sured capability to support daily joint operations.

Finally, we need to continue integrating our organizations and capabilities across
both the DOD and the Intelligence Community, while improving training for our
space force and cultivating an enduring cadre of space operators and acquirers. We
must normalize and operationalize the space domain by maturing our tactics, tech-
niques and procedures and “train like we fight,” in space, just as we would in any
other domain to ensure we are fully prepared to deal with today’s adversaries and
emerging technology.

CYBERSPACE

Cyberspace capabilities are essential to joint operations. The Air Force remains
committed to providing 39 fully operational Cyber Mission teams by the end of fiscal
year 2018. Today’s cyber teams are conducting ongoing offensive and defensive cyber
operations in support of combatant commanders daily, therefore we must commit to
a robust and resilient cyber enterprise.

Today, the Air Force cyber enterprise lacks sufficient numbers of trained cyber
forces to meet the ever-increasing demands. Additionally, the increasing numbers of
attacks on our cyber infrastructure and weapon systems, from state and non-state
actors, continue to tax the limited personnel and tools to effectively defend critical
assets and preserve freedom of movement in a domain where actions happen at the
speed of light. Adequate and consistent resourcing over time will enable us to obtain
and maintain cyber superiority in this highly dynamic warfighting domain.

Additional investments in cyberspace capabilities are required. We need to con-
tinue modernizing and developing offensive and defensive tools and measures to
harden current infrastructures while baking cyber security into every new capability
to counter cyberspace adversaries. This will ensure Air Force and joint force mission
assurance—command and control, weapon system cyberspace defense, information
dominance, and integrating offensive cyberspace effects into multi-domain oper-
ations.

COMBAT AIR FORCES

The average age of Air Force aircraft is 27 years. This is the oldest in our 70-
year history. If aircraft required license plates, 54 percent of our platforms would
qualify for antique designation in the state of Virginia. The ability to fly, fight, and
win with aging aircraft is made possible by remarkable airmen in an all-volunteer
force. Modernization can no longer be delayed ... it is the capability and capacity
for a high-end fight. Today’s modernization is tomorrow’s readiness.

To continue to provide unrelenting air superiority and global precision strike, we
cannot accept a less than ready force. With current combat readiness falling below
50 percent and an ever-growing demand signal, our Air Force requires an increase
in combat air forces capacity. The more diminished our combat-coded fighter squad-
rons, the more degraded our ability to posture and project global power for America.
At our current fighter procurement rate, it will take 45 years to recapitalize our full
fighter force. We must also continue to procure the F-35 to counter rapidly advanc-
ing near-peer threats.
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To ensure our airmen are ready to face any emerging or future threat, we need
to provide our airmen with advanced threat testing, training, and associated tech-
nology. Our forces must have access to realistic test and training ranges and invest-
ment in computer-aided live, virtual, and constructive (LVC) infrastructure. LVC ca-
pability provides opportunities to test and train against the world’s most capable
threats, reduces costs, and supports full-spectrum readiness. Finally, we must have
sufficient munitions to counter current threats, while developing advanced muni-
tions to counter future threats.

INTELLIGENCE, SURVEILLANCE, AND RECONNAISSANCE (ISR)

The Air Force ISR enterprise is often the first in the fight and the last to leave
... providing continuous coverage of global threats and targets ... from the earliest
surveillance of the battlespace, to after weapon impact. However, the demand for
continué)us ISR presence is insatiable and ever growing, and our ISR enterprise is
strained.

Over the past 15 years we grew the RPA enterprise 1,200 percent ... and today
we support 60 continual combat lines of persistent attack RPAs. Within current con-
straints, we are committed to improving quality of life and work for our airmen, and
are prioritizing investments to create a dedicated launch and recovery MQ-1/9
squadron, increase training, and restore two MQ-9 operations squadrons. Addition-
ally, we are training enlisted operators to fly the RQ—4 Global Hawk and funding
a strategic basing initiative to eventually fly RPAs at new locations on schedule.

However, our ISR enterprise still needs help. More than 7,000 airmen working in
our Distributed Common Ground System are over-stressed and undermanned. These
airmen supported over 29,000 ISR missions, analyzed more than 380,000 hours of
full motion video and disseminated 2.6 million images to our warfighters in the last
year alone, attempting to quench the insatiable demand for ISR. They have oper-
ated at these surge levels for over a decade.

To meet the needs of combatant commanders, the RPA force may require addi-
tional airmen to achieve a healthy and sustainable force. Moreover, we continue to
pursue emerging ISR Cyber and Space capabilities. We must also recapitalize our
C2ISR platforms, such as our E-8C JSTARS aircraft, which provides a unique com-
bination of airborne C2, communications, and high-fidelity moving-target surveil-
lance capability. These capabilities are essential to finding and tracking our adver-
saries, conducting non-kinetic targeting, and ensuring Air Force weapon systems
cyber mission assurance.

INFRASTRUCTURE

We project airpower from a network of globally positioned bases, and we must
focus on maintaining these bases as part of our strategic force posture. However,
our infrastructure, particularly our installations in the continental U.S., are in ex-
cess of our operational needs. This is an inefficient arrangement with aging and
underused facilities consuming funds that should be prioritized for readiness and
modernization.

Budget pressures have repeatedly delayed investments in aging infrastructure
such as test and training ranges, airfields, facilities, and even basic infrastructure
like power and drainage systems. Our infrastructure problem has only been exacer-
bated by the funding caps imposed under the BCA. Every year that we delay infra-
structure repairs affects operations and substantially increases improvement costs.
It is time for another round of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) to allow us
to reinvest funds in higher priority areas across the Air Force.

CONCLUSION

Since 1947, the Air Force has relentlessly provided America with credible deter-
rence and decisive combat power in times of peace, crisis, contingency, and conflict.
However, our relative advantage over potential adversaries is shrinking and we
must be prepared to win decisively against any adversary. We owe this to our na-
tion, our joint teammates, and our allies. The nation requires full-spectrum ready
air, space, and cyber power, now more than ever. America expects it; combatant
commanders require it; and with your support, airmen will deliver it.

Senator INHOFE. I thank all of you for your opening statements.

I see this as I did 22 years ago in this committee, not just to get
our state of readiness where it should be, but also to tell the truth
about how unready we are. I think you did a good job of that, Gen-
eral Wilson.
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Admiral Moran, the thing that probably came out that shocked
most people from yesterday was your statement about more than
half the F-18s are not running. I mean, people need to hear that,
and they need to hear it from you guys who are at the top and who
are in a position to say it with more credibility certainly than I can
say it.

We know where we are right now. We know there are problems
we have. Senator Kaine and I are in very much agreement. In fact,
we have a mutual friend who put us together several years ago,
and we have a friendship. There’s a little bit of difference in how
we see what has happened during the last administration, the idea
of finding ourselves where we have to do something about seques-
tration, we have to do something about the deterioration in the
funding and the capabilities of our military.

As we do that, we don’t want to be in a position that for every
dollar we do that, we have to do it for the non-defense. I mean,
that philosophy tells me that the priority is not what I interpret
the Constitution, and I told you all of this when you were in my
offices. I think it’s important that we recognize that we’re going to
have to do a lot of rebuilding here, and we have to tell the truth.
When you talk about we're pretty good forward but we have nearly
an empty bench behind, that’s a serious thing.

You've heard a lot of the talks recently. You've heard the figures,
as some of you have referred to, the Army going to 540,000 ships,
355 marines to 36 battalions, and 1,200 fighter aircraft there for
General Wilson. These are figures that it’s going to be hard to actu-
ally come out for exact figures. We talked to [Secretary of Defense]
Mattis about these same figures, and they recognize they do rep-
resent an enhancement that has to be there.

I want to start off by asking each one of you how realistic you
think these figures are, not as if they’re going to be exact but are
they in the ball park of the threat that’s facing us now.

We'll start with you, General.

General ALLYN. Thank you, Chairman Inhofe. I'll start by——

Senator INHOFE. I neglected to say if there’s no objection, we’ll
use 7-minute rounds because we're going to have to do this in one
round.

Go ahead.

General ALLYN. I'll ignore this 4-minute ticker on my screen
here.

Senator INHOFE. Just ignore that.

General ALLYN. Yes, Chairman Inhofe, the Secretary of Defense
has directed a strategic review that we expect to result in an ad-
justed force sizing construct. As the Chief of Staff of the Army has
highlighted in prior testimony, the estimate that 540,000 in the Ac-
tive force reflects is a subset of what would it take to get the mili-
tary risk level to respond to the contingencies that we face and the
operational plans of our combatant commands down to a moderate
level.

Senator INHOFE. You're talking about moderate risk.

General ALLYN. A moderate risk level. That would require a 1.2
million total force. Now, if we get adjusted guidance, obviously we
will do our internal due diligence to determine exactly what the
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rig}i;c number is. You asked is it in the ballpark; it’s in the ball-
park.

Senator INHOFE. All right, and I appreciate that. You know,
when you talk about risk, I would hope you would always make
sure people understand. You talk about risk, which talks about
readiness, which talks about lives. We’re talking about lives now,
that’s how serious that is.

Admiral Moran?

Admiral MORAN. Yes, sir, Chairman. The number you quoted
was based on our force structure assessment, which was done over
the past year. I would tell you that that’s a good target to start
ramping towards. As you know, in shipbuilding, it takes years just
to get to one ship. We're going to have many years to assess where
new technology takes us, new war-fighting constructs.

As I said in my opening, we know we’re too small for what we’re
being asked to do today, so we have to get on a ramp to not only
arrest the decline, which I think we’re on in President’s Budget
2017 [President budget for fiscal year 2017], unsequestered, and
with an appropriations bill. It’s a target that’s worth shooting for,
at least in the beginning ramp of the next four or five years.

Senator INHOFE. Okay, that’s understandable. Would you repeat
your characterization of our capability of our F—18s?

Admiral MORAN. Yes, sir. The facts are that for our entire Hor-
net fleet, it’s the Hornets and Super Hornet fleet, we have 62 per-
cent on a given day. Yesterday was 62 percent. I doubt it’s changed
much since yesterday. We're in about 62 percent that are not
flyable.

Senator INHOFE. More than half.

Admiral MORAN. More than half. On a typical day it’s about 30
percent if everything’s going well, about 30 percent that’s either in
depot or on a flight line that’s not flyable. We're double where we
should be in non-flyable aircraft.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

General Walters?

General WALTERS. Yes, sir. The figure of 36 battalions for us,
that’s a reasonable target to shoot at if it’s a total force number.
More importantly I think is if we grow end strength. I mentioned
that we have done 18 months’ worth of analysis on what capabili-
ties we need. They’re everywhere from ISR, IO [information oper-
ations], counter-UAS [unmanned aircraft system], which is nascent
but required and I think a need right now, long-range fires.

Before we build another capacity, we need to fix the holes that
are in our current organizations. That’s a smaller number, 194,000
is about that, before you start buying any additional capability.
That’s a strategic choice that needs to be made, and a strategic re-
view will look at that.

I think the 36 battalions comes from a 2-thing strategy, doing 2
things simultaneously. I can tell you today we cannot do two things
simultaneously, and one of the stressing ones for us is Korea. We
couldn’t do that at all if we still had commitments elsewhere in the
world—Europe, Africa, or the Middle East.

Senator INHOFE. You know, they don’t use that anymore like
they used to, two worldwide conflicts almost simultaneously.

General WALTERS. Yes, sir, and I think our enemies know that.
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Senator INHOFE. Because it’s a recognition we’re not there.

General WALTERS. Yes, sir, and I think our enemies know that,
too.

Senator INHOFE. Yes, I think they do too.

General Wilson?

General WILSON. Chairman, I told you yesterday that we’re at
about 50 percent readiness today across the Air Force. We're at the
smallest Air Force ever in 2016, when we bottomed out at 310,000.
Just last year we finished the year at 317,000. We want to grow
our force to 321,000 this next year. We think the target we're
shooting for is 350,000 airmen in the United States Air Force. That
number fills 100 percent of our current manning documents. That’s
a current mission. That’s no new mission. As mentioned by General
Allyn, it’s a strategic defense review that looks at where we need
to be. That number can be adjusted even up. We think 350,000 is
the number for our airmen.

We think we need 60 fighter squadrons, in addition to modern-
izing our nuclear force and our space forces.

Senator INHOFE. I want to get to one other area before we go
around, and that is when you’re going through a starvation period,
you have two problems. One is it’s at the expense of modernization
and maintenance. First of all, do you agree with that?

What I'd like to have is just for each one of you the area of mod-
ernization that needs to be enhanced now because you’ve had to let
that go, starting with you, General Allyn.

General ALLYN. As we testified last year, Chairman Inhofe, we've
had most of our modernization programs on life support for the last
several years. We are currently—our modernization program is 50

ercent of what it was in 2009. In 2009, it was $48.5 billion. It’s
524.8 billion this year, and it’s inadequate to modernize for the
near term, let alone the long-range future force that we know we’re
going to require on a multi-domain battlefield.

We would prioritize against our near-peer competitors to ensure
our current platforms are the best that we can possibly field, and
then begin to work on the new equipment that we would need.

The good news about modernizing current equipment is it’s shov-
el-ready today if the resources are provided.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

Admiral?

Admiral MORAN. Senator, as you know, modernization for us also
comes in the form of maintenance. We modernize our ships while
they're in maintenance, just upgrading radars, weapon systems,
those sorts of things. In terms of platform modernization, our top
priority is the Columbia-class to replace the Ohio-class of sub-
marines. We're at the end of service life in Ohio if we don’t start
this year. We appreciate the anomaly in the current CR [continuing
resolution] environment for Columbia.

Second would be a close call between building to the 12th nuclear
aircraft carrier Ford-class to get us to a total of 12. Then DDGs
and SSNs, probably SSNs over DDGs if we had to prioritize them,
simply because we’re already very low on our SSN numbers, and
are going lower over time. That’s a key capability for us.

Senator INHOFE. Okay. Generals Wilson and Walters, you answer
for the record since we’re out of time here. Keep one thing in mind,



29

and that is when you'’re looking at the future, you don’t know really
what you have to—I always remember the last year I was on the
House Armed Services Committee, we had a witness. This was in
1994. They said that in 10 more years we will no longer need
ground troops. You don’t know. You're predicting in the future; it’s
very difficult to do.

If you want to meet the expectations of the American people, you
have to be superior in all areas, which we’re not.

Senator Kaine?

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to the witnesses.

First a general question for all four of you based on your verbal
testimony. Would you agree that a comprehensive national security
strategy would require a repeal of sequestration not only for de-
fense but also for the non-defense accounts that directly bear upon
national security?

General ALLYN. Senator Kaine, absolutely. We require a new na-
tional security strategy to guide both the military capability that’s
required and the other elements of national power that would be
integrated to whatever solution we would need to deliver around
the world.

Admiral MORAN. I would agree with General Allyn, sir.

General WALTERS. I agree, sir. The entire nation’s power needs
to be brought to bear.

General WILSON. I agree.

Senator KAINE. Thanks, General Wilson.

General Allyn, in your verbal testimony, in talking about readi-
ness, you talked about the link between readiness and our ability
to recruit and retain our best talent, and I'd like you to elaborate
on that a little bit. What’s the connection between these readiness
discussions we're having and the ability to recruit and retain?

General ALLYN. Thank you, Senator Kaine. As I talked in the
intro of the conversation, the Army is people. At its core, our pri-
mary weapon system is our soldier. Unless we can continue to as-
sess the great champions that continue to join the United States
Army every day and retain the best, we cannot sustain the tempo
that we are executing each and every day around the globe.

We have really endured the last several years of the drawdown
on the backs of our soldiers who have been willing to extend the
time deployed, reduce the time at home, and carry that load. We
cannot continue to bear that burden into the future without severe
readiness impacts. If we don’t have soldiers manning our forces
?I’ld carrying our weapons, we don’t have anything. That is job 1
or us.

Now, the good news is we are successfully recruiting the force
that we need, and we are seeing very positive signs in retention.
In response to the NDAA 2017 authorization, our first step was to
try to retain more of the current force, and within the first 30 days
of this effort 2,500 have said I want to extend on this great team.
We are encouraged by that, but we know that this is a long-term
effort, and we have to stay after it.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

Admiral Moran, you and I talked in my office about the mainte-
nance of ships, and as you point out, maintenance is modernization
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for a lot of what you do. If we’re down from the 300 and teens down
to 275, doesn’t that make the maintenance of the remaining 275
even more important?

Admiral MORAN. Yes, sir, it absolutely does.

Senator KAINE. Talk to me a little bit about the shipyards, and
I'll stay with Admiral Moran because there was an implementation
guideline on the civilian workforce hiring freeze that was last week
issued by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, Secretary Work, and he
authorized certain exemptions for positions in shipyards and depots
that perform direct management of inventory and direct mainte-
nance of equipment. Nevertheless, that hiring freeze still is affect-
ing your shipyard and depot workers, and many of them are near-
ing retirement. If this hiring freeze were to continue without ad-
justment, talk a little bit about the effect that that would have on
shipyards in particular.

Admiral MORAN. Yes, Senator. I'm mindful of the fact that we’ve
got several members here that have shipyards that are very con-
cerned.

Senator KAINE. Yes, I'm trying to beat the question——

[Laughter.]

Admiral MoORAN. Yes, sir. We have some pretty good assurances
that the hiring freeze, the temporary hiring freeze that’s been put
into place, that we will be able to get exemptions for our depots
and our yards. We are still working through the mechanics of that,
though. The Secretary of the Navy, who has been delegated author-
ity to allow for these exemptions, has to sign each person’s exemp-
tion, or can we do these in groups based on the lower echelon
input? We're working through those details, but I think you’ll be
pleased to know that we’re going to get through this in the very
near term.

To your point, if it were to endure, we're back to sequestration,
furlough levels of 2013, that was devastating to our force, and we
don’t want to go there.

Senator KAINE. Could I have the other members of the panel talk
a little bit about what the hiring freeze would mean if it continued?

General WALTERS. Sir, I'll just give you a short example. We're
doing a lot of planning to increase readiness and grow the force
and do these things. I'm short contracting officers 50 percent. If I
can’t hire contracting officers, we can put any plan we want in
place, we can put the money in place, but I can’t execute it, it’s not
going to come to fruition. That’s one of our challenges.

Senator KAINE. General Wilson?

General WILSON. You mentioned shipyards; depots are the same
way. We need to be able to—today, 96 percent of our civilian work-
force works outside of Washington, D.C. They work in places like
our depots or on our flight lines. If we can’t hire, that has a direct
impact to readiness. We're confident that we can get the procedures
}qn place to move through this, but we can’t have it slow down the

iring.

General ALLYN. For the Army, we've begun to triage our depots
based on those temp and term hires that were about to expire.
We've worked through February. We're just about through March,
and we find that the waiver is meeting the need that we have for
our commanders, and we have a direct link between our com-
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manders and the Secretary to ensure that bureaucracy does not get
in the way of taking care of our people.

Senator KAINE. I’'m going to use the remainder to allow General
Walters and General Wilson to answer the question that Senator
Inhofe asked, because I was really interested in the prioritization,
if there were restoration of funds, what are some of the highest pri-
ority items that you’ve not been able to do that you would want to
do, and I think this is really important testimony to get on the
record today.

General WALTERS. Yes, sir. We are like all the other services that
have taken hits in modernization. We're at about 50 percent of
where we were even 5 years ago. It caused us to make decisions.
Our ground combat vehicle program, our 40-year-old amphibious
vehicles, our Humvees need to be replaced, and we have programs
for that but they’re a very, very minimal amount, minimum sus-
taining rate, and it caused us to do things like an obsolescence pro-
gram on our light armored vehicles instead of buying new ones.
We're putting—I don’t like the term “band-aid,” but we’re putting
that program on a light armored vehicle when we really should be
buying a new one.

Senator KAINE. General Wilson?

General WILSON. Senator Kaine, just like Admiral Moran talked
about, our first priority would be nuclear modernization. We de-
layed investment in that for far too long. Today we have 75 less
F-35s than we had planned on in 2012. The F-35 program is a sig-
nificant modernization program going forward.

Additionally, the KC—46 and the B—21 are significant programs
going forward. Today’s modernization is tomorrow’s readiness, and
right now our average fleet is over 27 years old. We've got 21 of
39 fleets of our aircraft that exceed the 27-year average. Building
this new capability will help the modernization going forward.

Admiral MORAN. Senator, if I could add, if you don’t mind, Gen-
eral Wilson reminded me that for Navy I was focused on the ship-
building part, but aviation is clearly a priority, either in the near
term buying Super Hornets to replace the Hornet fleet, the legacy
Hornet fleet, but also we’re in the same position. We are well be-
hind where we wanted to be when it comes to the F-35. Those are
two very important modernization

Senator INHOFE. I know that’s true, along with the pilot problem,
which I'm hoping members will get into.

Thank you, Senator Kaine.

Lieutenant Colonel Ernst?

Senator ERNST. Thank you, sir. I appreciate that.

Gentlemen, thank you very much for being here today. I told a
friend earlier today that I think what I’'m going to hear from you
gentlemen today is very similar to what we heard from last year,
and that’s extremely disappointing I think for all of us. Thank you
for working under such tight constraints.

General Wilson, I'll start with you. The Iowa Army Ammunition
Plant produces components for some of America’s most advanced
ammunition. Since 1941 it has played a role in ensuring America’s
forces are ready, and I noted in your written statement that you
say we must have sufficient munitions to counter threats. You're
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stating in your opinion that your munition supply is low; is that
correct?

General WILSON. Yes, Senator. Today we're expending about—
well, in the ISIS fight we expended 43,000 munitions. We’re spend-
ing about 1,500 a month. Replenishing that stock we think will
take about a billion dollars a year of added investments over a sig-
nificant period of time, just to replenish those stocks. Our preferred
munitions to meet all the combatant commanders needs, we have
a deficit across all of them that we need to dig our way out of.

Senator ERNST. As far as Congress is concerned, simply by pro-
viding the dollars necessary, you would be able to secure those mu-
nitions?

General WILSON. Yes, ma’am. We've put investments not only
into the munitions but into what you described, the infrastructure
that makes those munitions. All the plants that produce the fill for
the munitions are part of the investment going forward. It’s a sig-
nificant investment we believe of about a billion dollars a year for
about a decade, just on munitions.

Senator ERNST. Very good. I appreciate that. Thank you very
much, General.

General Allyn, thank you. I appreciate you leading the way in ev-
erything that you do in your travels around the globe to visit our
soldiers. That has been very important, and it has been noted in
many conversations that I’ve had. Thank you so much.

You stated that our greatest asset is our soldiers, and I firmly
believe that. I believe that we have some of the finest young men
and women out there. As you know, I've been a long-time pro-
ponent of upgrading small arms capabilities within the Army, and
I know, I know that readiness begins with the individual soldier.
If they are not ready, none of our higher echelons can be ready.

I do commend the Army’s recent action on upgrading its hand-
gun. I did receive a call from the chief, and I was glad to hear
about that. The fact remains that it took far too long for that to
happen, but we are on our way.

Russia continues to upgrade its rifles, and this really needs to be
a priority as well for the Army.

Again to you, besides more money, what can we do to upgrade
other small arms, and how can we do it faster?

General ALLYN. I know that you're aware we have a soldier en-
hancement program that is part of our program executive officer
soldier, and we are focused on a number of initiatives to ensure
that our soldiers have the best possible equipment as they go into
combat in the future, as we have been able to do in the past.

We have many of those programs, just like every other mod-
ernization program that we have. For instance, our multi-year pro-
grams for our aviation fleet are all on the floor, right? They’re abso-
lutely at the minimum level to keep those contracts alive. We can-
not operate that way. The unit cost for every aircraft is increased
each time we do that, and yet year over year we’re put into this
dilemma.

In our soldier portfolio I can provide for the record specifics, but
having reviewed that in detail and visited PEO [Program Executive
Office] soldier at Ft. Belvoir, we have a number of lighter, better
human dynamic and next-generation FLIR [Forward Looking Infra-
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red] capability that we need to get to the force. We've got to have
money to enable that to happen, so I appreciate your continued
support as we move forward.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Army is actively taking steps to accelerate development, procurement, and
fielding of improved U.S. Army small arms capabilities across the board. Small arms
continue to provide a critical capability in the overall effort to ensure the U.S. Army
is and will be the dominant power on any current or future battlefield. A new Ma-
neuver Force Modernization Strategy, which addresses soldier weapons to the pla-
toon level is currently under development at the Maneuver Center of Excellence,
and should be completed in third quarter, fiscal year 2017 (FY17). The Army also
leverages the Soldier Enhancement Program (SEP). The SEP is designed to evaluate
existing prototypes or commercially-available items that can enhance soldiers’ capa-
bility. Specifically, the following initiatives are in progress: The Army completes the
pure-fleeting of the Force with the M4A1 Carbine NLT FY23; Fielding of the Squad
Designated Marksman Rifle begins in fiscal year 2019; Fielding of the Precision
Sniper Rifle begins in fiscal year 2020; the M3 Carl Gustaf 84 millimeter Recoilless
Rifle is in fielding to Infantry Rifle platoons now and the lightweight Carl Gustaf
begins fielding in fiscal year 2020; and, ammunition improvements are synchronized
with weapon system enhancements to enhance range and lethality. Further, when
the Small Arms Ammunition Caliber Study concludes in March 2017, the require-
ments for a Next Generation Soldier Weapons (NGSW) will be finalized. The NGSW
family of small arms will replace current squad (rifle/carbine, squad automatic
weapon, and sub-compact) weapons with production slated for fiscal year 2023.

Senator ERNST. Outstanding. Thank you, General.

Admiral Moran, thank you. I enjoyed our conversation the other
day. We agreed that readiness is really a mutual obligation, some-
thing that we have to commit to in the Congress. You committed
to continue to look for ways to make major acquisitions like the
Ford-class carrier and the F-35C more efficient. That’s imperative.
I recognize Congress’ responsibility to provide better budget plan-
ning and execution.

Can you commit to me here again that you’re going to hold pro-
grams like the Ford-class carrier accountable?

Admiral MORAN. Yes, ma’am, absolutely.

Senator ERNST. Thank you. In our meeting you painted a very
grim picture of our Navy’s current state of readiness, and I think
ensuring that we are being fiscally conservative with major pro-
grams like that is key to establishing that readiness.

A question for you and something that we just briefly touched on.
If our Navy had to answer to two or more of the so-called four-plus-
one threats today, could we do that?

Admiral MORAN. I hate to use the lawyer answer here and say
it depends, because it does depend on which two of the four we're
talking about. To answer it more specifically than that, I think we
probably need to go into a closed hearing to really fully flesh that
out for you. We are at a point right now, as I said in my opening
and in my written statement, that our ability to surge beyond our
current force that’s forward is very limited, which should give you
a pretty good indication that it would be challenging to meet the
current guidance to defeat and deny in two conflicts.

Senator ERNST. Absolutely. Thank you very much, Admiral.

Finally, just very briefly, General Walters, you listed the growing
concern for the end strength as one of your top priorities. Right
now it looks like you’re going to have to pull in 3,000 marines a
year to meet those recruiting goals. Is that accurate?
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General WALTERS. To be quite accurate, Senator, we think we
should not grow any faster to ensure our standards are met.

Senator ERNST. Very good. Given that——

General WALTERS. We'll buy their

Senator ERNST. Very good. The legal answer.

[Laughter.]

Senator ERNST. Given that women make up about 50 percent of
our population, actually a little bit more, that’s a good place to
start. Do you have a plan for utilizing women? What role will they
play as you try and increase your readiness and reach your desired
end strength?

General WALTERS. As you well know, the policy now is that all
MOS’s [Military Occupational Specialties] are open to women in
the Marine Corps. We have a battalion that’s starting a great
woman right now. I can’t report to you on any results of that. We
have three female infantry down there and three in the staff, and
that was out of 380 that were trained and three volunteered. We've
turned the recruiters to start recruiting for that MOS, and we have
13 in the pipeline right now. It’s going to be the law of small num-
bers for a while, I believe.

Senator ERNST. Great. Well, I appreciate it very much, General.
P.S., the marines need more amphibs.

Thank you. Thank you very much.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

Senator Shaheen?

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for being here today and for your service to the
country.

I just want to pick up on Senator Ernst’s comments about hand-
guns for the Army and point out that I was very pleased to see that
get done and very proud to report that those handguns are going
to be made in New Hampshire by Sig Sauer, which is an excellent
company. You're going to get the best.

Admiral Moran, as we discussed when we met, one of the things
that I found very concerning was when the first meeting of the
Navy caucus met last fall, that Admiral Richardson said to us that
the Navy no longer plans any spending in the first quarter of the
new fiscal year because of the ongoing continuous resolutions that
you all have had to deal with and the uncertainty that that means.

I think we are probably looking at another CR for the remainder
of this year, and I wonder if each of you could identify what you
think will be the most challenging impact of that CR as you look
at what you’re facing in this current budget situation.

General ALLYN. Thank you, Senator Shaheen. I'll start, and I
know they’ll be ready to pile on here.

Our fiscal year 2017 NDAA authorized an increase in our oper-
ations maintenance account of over $4 billion. None of that will be
executable under a continuing resolution. That will have severe im-
plications to not only planned operations here in the homeland but
OCO missions as well, contingency operations overseas. That will
be a significant problem.

We also have 50 new starts that are part of our President’s
Budget for 2017. None of those will get started.
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To the point that Senator Ernst made about ammunition, we also
have a severe backlog in our war reserves which we were trying
to get after by increasing production at our plants and facilitizing
those plants. None of that will be possible under a year-long con-
tinuing resolution.

That’s just the top couple for the United States Army.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Admiral MORAN. Senator, thanks for the question. The top for us
would be deferral of 14 ship avails, to include one submarine that
would add to the current bow wave for backlog that we have, which
is rather enormous. We would probably—we will begin to shut
down two air wings completely. That means no flying for two air
wings, and we’d go to what we refer to as tactical hard deck for
two additional air wings, which is 11 hours a month per pilot, just
to keep them safe. Then we would—well, it would definitely impact
the other flight hour accounts which do pilot production, so where
we train pilots to become pilots. I'm about to go over to the Naval
Academy tonight to welcome the newest selectees for naval avia-
tion. I’'d hate to tell them that they’re not going to be able to train
to be pilots for a while. That’s what we're being faced with if we
go to a year-long CR without trading, moving accounts around
where something else has to give.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

General Walters?

General WALTERS. Yes, Senator, I'm with the Navy on this one.
The definition of a CR is spending at [fiscal year] 2016 levels. Our
flying hour accounts are nowhere near. I think I testified yesterday
that if we don’t get a supplemental, we’ll probably stop flying in
July. It could be more. We could burn through our 2016 levels be-
cause we have more RBA [ready basic aircraft] aircraft in 2017
than we had in 2016, and that’s how it works. That would be the
effect on us.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

General WILSON. Senator, we would have a $1.5 billion math
problem to make up. It would impact 60 new starts. To meet that
math problem, we’d have to directly—the only place we can go for
money is our readiness accounts. It would be flying hours, WSS
[weapon systems sustainment], or facilities, FSRM accounts. Much
like the rest of the service, we’'d stop flying in the summer, we’d
backlog the depots, we’d have to delay, further delay any mod-
ernization of our infrastructure on our bases. The thing we'’re try-
ing to stop or dig our way out of, readiness, would impact the most.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you all.

General ALLYN. If I could, Senator

Senator SHAHEEN. Please.

General ALLYN.—just to add for all of us, you authorized an end
strength increase. That would not be funded. We would be starting
that hollow force revisit. At least when I joined the United States
Army, we were coming out of that, and we would be starting back
down that precipice.

Senator SHAHEEN. Well, I think I've heard everyone on this sub-
committee and everyone on the Armed Services Committee say
that we can’t let that happen. Shame on us if we don’t take action
to address it.
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General Wilson, I was distressed to read in your testimony that
pilot retention has declined for five straight years. To what do you
attribute that? Is it the uncertainty that people are facing, the lack
of readiness to be able to train? Or is there something else going
on?

General WILSON. Senator, there are a lot of factors at play here,
but let me try to give you a snapshot of a couple of them.

It is lack of flying, because pilots join the Air Force to fly. There
are different categories, but today’s fighter pilots are flying about
75 to 80 sorties a year, and they're flying about 140 to 150 hours
a year, total. That’s significantly down from before. They come into
the Air Force to fly.

We've got lots of efforts underway to improve the culture of the
squadron, to see what a 21st Century squadron looks like, and how
do we remove the impediments that keep pilots from doing what
they want to do. Whether it be reducing additional duties or their
ancillary training, improving their quality of life, we’re working on
those efforts.

The other part of it is there’s an ops tempo that goes on. Again,
if I take a fighter squadron, for example, the Shaw fighter squad-
ron that flies F—16s, when they’re in the bucket to deploy, that
year they average 260 days a year gone from their families. On the
year that theyre back home, not deployed, theyre averaging 110
days TDY [temporary duty] to do other things, red flags, other ex-
ercises, so they’re gone a lot.

At about that 11-year point, the family makes a decision do we
continue doing this, and the airlines are hiring and they’re paying
a lot of money, and is this a better stability for us. We're trying
to get after this problem, and I can talk more on the pilots because
I don’t think it’s an Air Force problem or a Navy problem or a Ma-
rine problem; it’s a national problem that we’re going to have to get
our arms around to get after.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

One of the issues that we’ve been following very closely in New
Hampshire is what’s happening with the KC—46 new air refueling
tankers. I just learned that the delivery, that first delivery of air-
craft has slid by about six months. Will that have an impact on our
readiness? How will that affect what’s happening?

General WILSON. Senator, we all think it won’t impact readiness
per say because we’re going to keep the number of KC-135s and
KC-10s, and as we bring on the KC—46, once we get to the 479
tankers, then we’ll start one-for-one replacing KC-10s and taking
them out of the fleet. It’s not ideal, we wanted to be on time, but
we slid a little bit. After the initial batch of 3 per month, then
we're going to go to 1.5, 1.25. That slide in adjustment has made
about a 6-month delay.

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator.

Chairman McCain?

Senator McCAIN. I thank the witnesses, and I only wish that all
members of Congress could hear the testimony today as we again
fight the battle of sequestration.
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I only have one question, and I don’t want to take the time of
my colleagues. In late 1970s, some of you may recall or know that
the Chief of Staff of the United States Army came before Congress
and said that we had a hollow Army, and that caused significant
repercussions throughout the Congress and the nation.

I'll begin with you, General Allyn. Do we face the prospect of a
hollow Army?

General ALLYN. Thank you, Chairman McCain. My belief is if we
continue with a continuing resolution, and if we do not eliminate
sequestration this year, then we will be faced with the likelihood
of beginning that dive toward a hollow force.

Admiral MORAN. Senator, I believe that the sign of a hollow force
is when no one wants to stay in the force, and I think the longer
we go, to General Allyn’s point, with reduced funding and an in-
ability to allow our young men and women to do what they joined
to do, to serve their country, they’ll walk, and that will lead to a
hollow force. We’'re under threat here in the next few years if we
don’t get our fiscal house in order.

General WALTERS. Chairman, same for us. If we don’t give them
the new equipment, they won’t stay around; and that, by definition,
at least in my mind, is a hollow force.

General WILSON. Chairman, I would agree with everything that’s
been said. As we look at the time period you talked about, the late
1970s, at the depth of the hollow force, we're flying less sorties and
less hours today than we were then.

The good news is we saw how we got there and we saw how we
get out of that, so we know what’s required to do that. We know
that it takes, first of all, manpower. Once we fix the manpower,
then we get the right training. With the right training, we get the
weapon systems support, we get the flying hours that we need, we
fix the infrastructure, and we can dig out of this, but we have to
start now.

Senator McCAIN. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding this hearing.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Rounds?

Senator ROUNDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, thank you for your service to our country. Sometimes
we don’t say that enough. We appreciate what you do.

I want to just work through some anecdotes that we’ve learned
about, and I'd like your thoughts on them, and perhaps this brings
some focus to the day-to-day operations and some of the challenges
that you have and your team has. If you don’t feel comfortable dis-
cussing it in this category, please let me know.

Admiral Moran, I'd like to start with you. Can you talk about the
submarines that you’ve got right now, their capabilities right now
and whether or not, specifically with the USS Boise, what the chal-
lenges are and the current position?

Admiral MORAN. Senator, thanks for the question. First of all,
our submarine force is the finest in the world, unquestioned. We
are lacking capacity in the long haul. If we don’t turn around our
procurement of Virginia-class submarines, we’re going to be down
in the low 40s by the middle of next decade. That’s the lowest point
I can recall. We ask an awful lot of that force.
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To give you an indication of where we are with this smaller Navy
running harder than it has in a very long time, we are out in our
public yards, the priority to fix ships in our public yards are our
nukes, starting with our boomers because of the national strategic
deterrence, followed by our aircraft carriers, and then we get down
to the SSN world. Because of the capacity limitations and the
workforce limitations that we’ve had, and our inability to get some
of our submarines or some of our work assigned to the private
yards, we’ve had to delay submarines like Boise for an extended pe-
riod of time.

Boise was scheduled for a 24-month availability. They are now on
47 month. In that time, the CO [commanding officer] has come——

Senator ROUNDS. May I just make this point?

Admiral MORAN. Yes, go ahead.

Senator ROUNDS. What you’re telling me is that you've got a nu-
clear submarine that, because it doesn’t meet readiness standards,
you can’t take it out and utilize it today.

Admiral MORAN. Even while it’s waiting for maintenance, it is
not certified to dive because of the length of time it’s been parked.
Yes, sir, that’s true.

The last piece of that that’s important is that, much like Albany,
another SSN, which also was extended for 48 months, that CO
started the avail and finished the avail having never left the yard
to operate that submarine. The XO [executive officer] and the chief
engineer, I believe, neither one of them promoted, and the entire
crew never deployed. We're on path to do that with Boise if we
don’t get her going. We're looking hard at the private yards to fix
that problem.

We have four additional, upwards of five additional submarines
this year who are going to have to go for an extension to their dive
certification. They’re in a similar situation. We think we get most
of those extensions by NR [naval reactor], but if they don’t, then
we have a similar problem with some of them as we have with
Boise today.

Senator ROUNDS. It’s one thing to build to buy new. It’s another
thing to take care of the stuff you've got, which is suggesting that
while we’re talking about buying new, we’re not giving the re-
sources to even take care of the equipment that we’ve got today
necessary for your operations.

Admiral MORAN. We often trade readiness dollars to pay for cur-
rent operations and making sure our kids who are overseas on de-
ployment have everything they need.

Senator ROUNDS. I understand right now it’s not just the ships
themselves, it’s not just the boats themselves. When you talk about
manning them and equipping them, is it true that right now there
have been cases in which you’ve had carriers moving back out of
the areas of forward operations into the back areas and trading
them off and literally having to stop midway and trading munitions
from one ship to another because you don’t have the resources right
now to maintain two?

Admiral MoORAN. All of the services are struggling with muni-
tions stocks, and we’re no different. When our carriers swap places,
one coming home and one going on deployment, they often have to
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offload some of their munitions to fill the stocks of the one that’s
going on deployment. That is true.

Senator ROUNDS. Not necessarily the best way to run an oper-
ation.

Admiral MORAN. Not if you’re going to turn that carrier back
around if something happens in the world like has happened in the
last 5 years, that’s true. Yes, sir.

Senator ROUNDS. Thank you. Let me just ask with regards to the
tankers right now that we’ve got, I don’t think we can go anyplace
in the world right now without having any one of our aircraft hav-
ing the availability of a tanker. What’s your current status on
tankers, and what are their capabilities today, and what would you
expec:c) them to be in order to meet the ongoing needs of the Air
Force?

General WILSON. Senator, we certainly are flying KC-135s today.
We'’re bringing on the KC-46, which is brand new. We’'ll start de-
livery this year. We're flying KC-10s to keep 479 booms in the air.
You’re absolutely correct, we've become a global Air Force because
of our tanker force that can move us around the world. As I high-
lighted in my opening testimony, the strike in Libya would have
never happened without 18 different tankers taking off from bases
in the United States, Europe, and the Middle East to make that
mission happen.

Our tankers are getting old. That’s why the KC—46 is so impor-
tant going forward and why it improves everything. It improves
MC [mission capable] rates to have more of them to fly, aircraft
availability. It improves capacity. The KC—46 modernization pro-
gram is the first step to modernize the tanker force. Largely it was
built in the 1950s, modernized along the way. We find tankers,
KC-135s, with tail numbers of 56, older than I am, and I’'m an old
guy, out there on the ramp. As we’ve talked about, the maintainers
who maintain those do Herculean efforts to keep all those airplanes
ready.

Senator ROUNDS. Let me ask you about your pilots right now.
How long does it take you right now to train a pilot, and how long
under optimum conditions should it take you based upon the avail-
ability of aircraft that are air worthy today?

General WILSON. Senator, today, to produce a basic pilot takes
a little over a year. From that time, then they’ll go on to their
training school. Depending on what they’re doing, it takes any-
where from four to eight months to a year to get what we call mis-
sion ready. Then after that they’ll go off to their units.

Our training path is pretty much at capacity. We're producing
about 1,200 pilots a year. We think we can grow that to about
1,400, and then we’ll max out the current capacity to produce pi-
lots. Our problem isn’t getting pilots on the front end. It’s basically
retaining them on the back end, and then in the middle of that
being able to absorb them, getting them all the flight time and
training that they need. The hours of sorties have been coming
down across the force in the last decade.

Senator ROUNDS. I had a chance to visit the F-35 base, the train-
ing base in South Carolina yesterday. I noted that you've got up-
to-date models that are flying right now. They've got good oper-
ational capabilities, Admiral, and that basically that B model right



40

now is operational and ready to go. The one thing that I discovered
is that you guys could use more of those in an expedited manner
to make up the difference. That aircraft where for a while there
were program problems, right now you're using some updated soft-
ware 1in it, and they’re flying, and theyve got a good operational
capability.

The aircraft in its current condition, we can use those in combat
today, can’t we?

General WALTERS. Yes, sir, we can. The software upgrades need
to continue to give us full capability. It needs to deliver on time.

Senator ROUNDS. I was very impressed with what you’re doing
down there, and I appreciate it, and thanks for the opportunity.

General WALTERS. Thanks for visiting the marines down there,
sir.

Senator ROUNDS. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you.

Senator Hirono?

Senator HIRONO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for your service and leadership.

Admiral Moran, thank you very much for your commitment to
making sure that we move ahead with a waiver of the hiring freeze
at our shipyards. Pearl Harbor Navy Shipyard is very important to
our national security, as well as to Hawaii.

General Wilson, in your prepared testimony you state that to-
day’s Air Force is at risk of becoming a second-best hand, with
readiness hovering near 50 percent. Can you explain for the Amer-
ican public what this means in terms of what the Air Force can
and can’t accomplish in terms of its mission? In your opinion, how
much additional budget relative to recent budgets would the Air
Force need, and how much time would it take to get readiness lev-
els to much more acceptable levels?

General WILSON. Let me start with—I used an example, Senator,
of how long does it take to grow an 8-year tech sergeant. It takes
8 years, and that’s the type of experience we need and I think it’s
going to take to get to the readiness levels that we need. It’s not
going to happen in one year or two years. We're looking at 6 to 8
years to bring the readiness level back up to 80 percent.

When I talk about the United States Air Force being 50 percent
ready, there are pockets of the Air Force that are significantly
below that. Let me give you a snapshot again. To go back to the
Desert Storm timeframe, in 1991, our Air Force stood at about
500,000 active airmen, 134 fighter squadrons. Today we have 55
fighter squadrons, and that’s Active, Guard and Reserve. Of that,
71 percent are deployed today or are doing COCOM-assigned [com-
batant command] missions, homeland defense of the nation or
doing theater support in both Europe and the Pacific. Said another
way, there’s 29 percent left in the United States not fully engaged
today.

In those different units, in a case against violent extremists, I've
got very ready crews. Theyre going to win in the Middle East.
Against a high-end adversary, they’re not training the way they
should. They’re not doing all the muscle movement, all the skills
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that they need to practice on a routine basis to be ready against
any adversary anywhere.

Senator HIRONO. When you talk about a high-end adversary,
you’re talking about Russia or China?

General WILSON. Russia or China, for example.

Senator HIRONO. Again, General Wilson, the Air Force COS
[Chief of Staff] has stated that 50,000 airmen have left the Air
Force while missions have grown, so there’s a math problem, and
that the Air Force is too big for the resources available but far too
small for what the Nation demands of it.

Can you explain the implications of reduced readiness and the
impacts on morale and retention? I think one of you said it’s get-
ting them on the front end that’s okay, but keeping them is a major
problem.

Can you talk about the Air Force’s plan to increase readiness in
future years? Also, what steps are being taken by the Air Force to
meet the requirements for more technically capable recruits for
areas like space, cyber, ISR, and nuclear?

General WILSON. Senator, those are all fantastic questions. I'll
maybe start with the last one.

We are in competition. We want the best talent that America has
to offer, and the good news is we're getting great talent. It’s going
to continue to be a challenge as we go forward, as we grow our
force, because we’ve got to be able to attract America’s best and
brightest. They’'ve got to see what we do is different, and I think
we can connect to the American public about the value of our mis-
sion. When they see what we’re doing, they want to serve, they
want to join our team.

To be part of that, to be part of a world-class team, we need to
get them the right education, training, and equipment, and then
make sure theyre both personally and professionally fulfilled.
That’s what keeps them in the service. Across those areas we've got
lots of work to do to make sure that they’re not coming into the
Air Force and working on old, outdated equipment, that they’re
working on state-of-the-art equipment. The training and education
they get is world class. They remain committed, passionate, and
proud about serving our nation and are personally and profes-
sionally fulfilled.

Senator HIRONO. For our other services, are you basically having
retention problems also, and what are you doing to make sure that
the troops stay in?

General WALTERS. Retention should never be taken for granted,
Senator. It’'s something we look at every day. When it comes to pi-
lots, I think probably the Air Force is the bellwether for that, and
we're watching very closely what they’re doing, and we’re looking
for the partnerships to try to keep more pilots in place.

The biggest thing we can do to retain service men and women
is to give them the equipment they need and the training they
need and the quality of service. The quality of life will come. Give
them the things they need to do the job they came in for. If they
sign up, let’s get them the stuff they need.

Admiral MORAN. Senator, I agree with everything that’s been
said. I would just add that retention problems are always looking



42

in the rearview mirror. It’s very difficult to project when it’s going
to come without some of the canaries in the coal mine.

On the pilot side, we certainly look to the Air Force to be the
leading indicator of that. We're concerned, deeply concerned that
they’re having issues.

When it comes to recruiting, I often look to the Army because
they recruit more young men and women into the Army than any
of us do. If they’re having troubles, then we should be looking next.

Those are the bellwethers and the canaries in the coal mine for
us.
We currently are doing fine when it comes to recruiting. A lot of
young men and women want to come join the service for their coun-
try. It’'s keeping them for the long haul, especially those we have
invested a lot of money in for their technical training that we really
have to pay attention to.

General WILSON. Senator, can I pile on just for a second, just to
give you another example? If each of us were to lose—again, I'll use
fighter pilots just for an example. If I say I've lost 10 fighter pilots,
what I really said, what I should be saying, that’s a $100 million
capital investment, because they’re about $10 million each to train,
and it takes 11 years. When they get out at the 11-year point,
that’s the loss. I've got to make up that capital investment, plus
time, and that experience. We're focused hard on how to retain
quality pilots in the Air Force, and what they’ve all said, let them
do their job with the right equipment.

Senator HIRONO. Did you want to add something, General?

General ALLYN. Thank you, Senator Hirono. I would echo the
comments that have been made. I will tell you that we are assess-
ing the finest talent that we have seen in our history. We’re getting
high-quality soldiers that are joining. We are watching very care-
fully our mid-grade non-commissioned officers and mid-grade cap-
tains and majors who have been on this relentless tempo. The rea-
son why the end strength increase is so important is that a smaller
force cannot continue to carry the same load without a retention
impact. We need to grow the force. We need to sustain the quality
that we have, and we will not have a retention problem as we move
forward if we do that.

Senator HIRONO. It’s pretty hard to enable our people to do the
jobs that they signed up for if we continue to rely on short-term
CRs and we do not get rid of sequester, because those all impact
readiness and modernization, all of those connected areas.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Hirono.

Senator Perdue?

Senator PERDUE. Mr. Chairman, thank you for having this hear-
ing. I just want to say for the record, I'm shocked. When I read the
testimony—and I want to thank you guys and your teams for ev-
erything you're doing, but I want to comment on where we are. I
mean, this is shocking to me, that the Federal Government has
only a few things it’s supposed to do. One of 6 reasons 13 colonies
got together to start with was to defend and provide for the na-
tional defense. No leader would ever let that responsibility dwindle
to this sort of capability. It’s not the fault of these guys. God bless
them. I think they’re getting as much out of what we’ve given them
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over the last 25 years than anybody in the world, but here’s where
we are.

This is not the first time we’ve been there. General Wilson, you
mentioned the late 1970s. I mean, in the 1970s, post-Vietnam, we
defunded the military. We recapped it in the 1980s. We defunded
it again in the 1990s. We sort of recapped it in the 2000s. Behind
15 years at war, we burned it up, and a lot of that money went
to operations, not equipment.

We hear across all these services, we’ve got 20 years of catch-up
here, and I don’t know how you do that. General Mattis 2 weeks
ago actually said that the greatest threat to national security is our
own Federal debt, and here’s why. I mean, we can’t fund what
these guys need, and what we need for them to have. There’s a mo-
ment in history here today—I just want to say it, though—that I
heard both sides today say that we have something in agreement,
and I want to document that today in the United States Senate.
We both know that sequestration, CRs, and the BC caps are just
devastating to what we’re trying to do here, but it’s much bigger
than that, Mr. Chairman and leaders.

I just want to tell you how much I appreciate your brave face
today, but I'm very concerned that in the last 8 years, and in the
next 10 years based on the baseline budget today, the Federal Gov-
ernment is borrowing over 35 percent of what it spends as the Fed-
eral Government. That means that we’re borrowing the other 35
percent, the 35 percent. The problem with that is that our discre-
tionary spending is about 30 percent of our total spending. That
means all of the tax money we get in pays for our mandatory. That
means that every dollar we spend on your services, on the defense
of the country, every dollar we spend on our veterans and our VA
[Veteran’s Administration], every dollar we spend on the domestic
programs which have been holding our military spending hostage,
is borrowed. We have to go to China to help fund what you’re talk-
ing about doing today.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know how to say this any clearer. We are
in the throws, I think, of the worst military crisis we’ve had in our
history, short only of the 1800s when we had to fund our first five
frigates and we didn’t have any income to do it. I don’t care how
we do this, but we’ve got to get serious as a Congress and as an
administration to figure out how to do this.

I just have a couple of questions. I read your testimony. It speaks
for itself. General Allyn, I'd like for you to emphasize for the record
some really telling—we had a question on the hollow force. I'd like
to quantify that a little bit. You mention in here that your forces,
you have about 31 BCTs [brigade combat teams]. Is that right?

General ALLYN. In the active force, 58 in the total force.

Senator PERDUE. Yes, sir. Of that 58, or of the 31, you have
about 3 that could go to war tonight, that could fight tonight. Is
that what you said?

General ALLYN. That’s correct. Theyre fully manned, fully
equipped, and trained for immediate deployment.

Senator PERDUE. That 3 compares to the 58. Is that correct?

General ALLYN. That’s across the 58. They happen to be from the
active force.

Senator PERDUE. Agreed.
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General ALLYN. However you do the math, it’s not good enough.

Senator PERDUE. I'm trying to find out how severe this really is
relative to putting it in perspective. It’s amazing to me how Con-
gress and past administrations have allowed this to happen.

Talk about consuming readiness. As we sort of build that back,
there’s a danger, and I've heard this before, and I've seen it in busi-
ness. You can consume what you’re adding back. By the time you
get to the end of that adding back, you really haven’t added much.
I kn(‘)?w you each have that going. Could you explain that to us
more?

General ALLYN. Well, I think to my distinguished colleague from
the Navy, he used the term ’supply and demand.” It’s really a very
simple math problem. If your commitments remain steady or in-
crease, as the United States Army’s have during this drawdown,
and your force is smaller, you are doing as much or more with less.
As a result, something gives. For us, we would never send a soldier
or a force to do a mission that wasn’t trained and ready and fully
equipped with the best that we can provide.

What that means is the force that’s back here is less ready than
it needs to be, less well equipped, and for the United States Army
we’ve had to implement many restrictions so that the forces going
forward are fully manned.

Senator PERDUE. We see that. I've been on Foreign Relations
now for just 2 years, but traveling around, meeting with your
troops around the world—and by the way, the best American, and
I mean the very best, is in uniform. It makes me proud to be sit-
ting here, and we want to fight to help do what you'’re trying to
do. They'’re getting what they need at the tip of the spear. It’s ev-
erything, the mojo back here, is what you’re saying is our problem.

General Walters, just to be specific about one example of what
General Allyn is talking about, in Moron, Spain, you’ve got a great
contingent of marines over there. Their mission, as I understand it,
is to protect, on a front-line basis, the embassies in Africa. That’s
one of their missions, their primary mission.

General WALTERS. Yes, sir.

Senator PERDUE. We just had to bring half of our B-22 squadron
back. Could you explain to us why we brought that back and

General WALTERS. Because we couldn’t sustain it, sir. We had to
reduce the commitment to Moron and——

Senator PERDUE. What does that do to your mission capability?

General WALTERS. Well, it puts them in a little bit riskier posi-
tion if they—we had 12 over there because we had to send 4 to
South Sudan, a no-fail mission. Four had to take off. Doing that
with 6 aircraft, 4 out of 6 on a 24/7 basis, is a little bit more risky.

Senator PERDUE. Yes, sir.

General WALTERS. Now, if we had the squadron, if we had the
airplanes, if we had the readiness, then we would keep 12 over
there. It’s the same with our—we didn’t only reduce that one. Our
CENTCOM [U.S. Central Command] commitment in Al Jaber went
from 12 to 6 aircraft.

Senator PERDUE. Basically cut that

General WALTERS. We cut those commitments. The requirement
was still there. We just couldn’t sustain it, so we had to reduce the
commitment to a sustainable level, and that happened to be six.
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Senator PERDUE. General Wilson, you mentioned that your aver-
age pilot today, Active Duty, averages about 150 hours a year. Is
that correct?

General WILSON. Yes, Senator, across the fighter fleet.

Senator PERDUE. Yes, sir. It would shock you, I know, but it cer-
tainly shocks me to realize, Mr. Chairman, that I'm flying four
times—a sitting United States Senator, I put four times the num-
ber of airplane hours as our average Air Force pilot. That’s shock-
ing to me, and it’s not your fault, but I recognize how severe that
puts us.

If we’re looking at your priorities—there’s no way we can fund
all this in the very short term—can you prioritize between your list
of the B-21, KC-46, F-35? Talk about that just a little bit. The nu-
clear capability. You said nuclear was priority one, right?

General WILSON. We have to modernize our nuclear force. When
you look at the nuclear force today, our Minuteman IIIs were built
in the 1960s, Minuteman I in the 1960s, modernized to Minuteman
IIls in the early 1970s. We still have components on the Minute-
man III from the Minuteman I. We have to modernize those.

Our cruise missiles were designed in the 1970s, built in the
1980s, to last 10 years. They're on their fifth service life extension
for those missiles. They have to be modernized. We have to have
missiles that can get to the target and do what’s asked of it, and
we have a plan to do that with what’s called the LRSO [Long
Range Standoff Cruise Missile].

The B-21 bomber. Again, we'’re flying all of our bombers. Our
newest bomber is 25 years old, the B-2. That’s the newest bomber.
All of our bombers are old. The B-21 will be a huge improvement
to our combat capability.

Nuclear first, KC—46 to follow—or, excuse me, F-35, KC-46, and
then the B-21. Those are the programs going forward, the mod-
ernization programs.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Perdue.

I think we also need to recognize—and this will surprise a lot of
people. I want to distribute these out. This shows what has hap-
pened to our military in terms of priorities. In 1964, 52 percent of
all revenues that came into the United States went into defending
America. That figure is now 15 percent. It’s a much more volatile
world out there.

The only place we’re going to come up with the resources is going
to be to re-prioritize where our military is. I was a little bit critical
of President Obama’s position, that he didn’t want to do anything
with the military unless you do an equal amount. That’s not what
the Constitution tells us we're supposed to be doing.

I have three things to put in, without objection, into the record.

[The information referred to follows:]
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary

For Immediate Release
January 27, 2017

NATIONAL SECURITY PRESIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
THE DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT
AND BUDGET

SUBJECT: Rebuilding the U.S. Armed Forces

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution
and the laws of the United States, including my authority as
Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces of the United States, I
hereby direct the following:

Section 1. Policy. To pursue peace through strength, it shall be
the policy of the United States to rebuild the U.S. Armed
Forces.

Sec. 2. Readiness. (a) The Secretary of Defense (Secretary)
shall conduct a 30-day Readiness Review. As part of this review,
the Secretary shall:

(i) assess readiness conditions, including training, equipment
maintenance, munitions, modernization, and
infrastructure; and

(ii) submit to the President a report identifying actions that
can be implemented within the current fiscal year and
that are necessary to improve readiness conditions.

(b) Concurrently with the Readiness Review, the Secretary,
together with the Director of the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB), shall develop a Fiscal Year (FY) 2017 budget
amendment for military readiness, including any proposed
reallocations.
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(c) The Secretary shall work with the Director of OMB to develop
levels for the Department of Defense's FY 2018 budget request
that are necessary to improve readiness conditions and address
risks to national security.

(d) Within 60 days of the date of this order, the Secretary
shall submit to the President a plan of action to achieve the
levels of readiness identified in the Secretary's Readiness
Review before FY 2019. That plan of action shall address areas
for improvement, including insufficient maintenance, delays in
acquiring parts, access to training ranges, combatant command
operational demands, funding needed for consumables (e.g., fuel,
ammunition), manpower shortfalls, depot maintenance capacity,
and time needed to plan, coordinate, and execute readiness and
training activities.

Sec. 3. Rebuilding the U.S. Armed Forces. (a) Upon transmission
of a new National Security Strategy to Congress, the Secretary
shall produce a National Defense Strategy (NDS). The goal of the
NDS shall be to give the President and the Secretary maximum
strategic flexibility and to determine the force structure
necessary to meet requirements.

(b) The Secretary shall initiate a new Nuclear Posture Review to
ensure that the United States nuclear deterrent is modern,
robust, flexible, resilient, ready, and appropriately tailored
to deter 21lst-century threats and reassure our allies.

(c) The Secretary shall initiate a new Ballistic Missile Defense
Review to identify ways of strengthening missile-defense
capabilities, rebalancing homeland and theater defense
priorities, and highlighting priority funding areas.

Sec. 4. General Provisions. (a) Nothing in this memorandum shall

be construed to impair or otherwise affect:

(i) the authority granted by law to an executive department or
agency, or the head thereof; or

(ii) the functions of the Director of OMB relating to budgetary,
administrative, or legislative proposals.

(b) This memorandum shall be implemented consistent with
applicable law and subject to the availability of
appropriations.
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(c) All actions taken pursuant to this memorandum shall be
consistent with requirements and authorities to protect
intelligence and law enforcement sources and methods. Nothing in
this order shall be interpreted to supersede measures
established under authority of law to protect the security and
integrity of specific activities and associations that are in
direct support of intelligence and law enforcement operations.

(d) This memorandum is not intended to, and does not, create any
right or benefit, substantive or procedural, enforceable at law
or in equity by any party against the United States, its
departments, agencies, or entities, its officers, employees, or
agents, or any other person.

(e) The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to publish
this memorandum in the Federal Register.

DONALD J. TRUMP

¥4 4

The White House - 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW - Washington DC 20500 - 202-456-1111
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SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
1000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1000

MEMORANDUM FOR: SEE DISTRIBUTION JAN 3 1 2017

SUBJECT: Implementation Guidance for Budget Directives in the National Security
Presidential Memorandum on Rebuilding the U.S. Armed Forces

In furtherance of the National Security Presidential Memorandum on Rebuilding the U.S.
Armed Forces, issued on January 27, 2017, this memorandum provides my initial guidance for
strengthening the U.S. Armed Forces through a Fiscal Year (FY) 2017 budget amendment, the
FY 2018 President’s Budget request, and the FY 2019-2023 Defense Program.

The President and I are committed to strengthening the U.S. Armed Forces, and the
Department will approach the task in a campaign of three phases:

1. Improve warfighting readiness
2. Achieve program balance by addressing pressing shortfalls
3. Build a larger, more capable, and more lethal joint force

The ultimate objective is to build a larger, more capable, and more lethal joint force, driven
by a new National Defense Strategy. Phases one and two are intermediate objectives, but we
should be working towards the ultimate phase three goal throughout the process.

Phase 1: Improve Warfighting Readiness — the FY 2017 Budget Amendment

To address immediate and serious readiness challenges, we will prepare an FY 2017
budget amendment request. The amendment will address urgent warfighting readiness shortfalls
across the joint force, and new requirements driven by acceleration of the campaign against ISIS.
The amendment may increase force structure in critical areas where doing so would have an
immediate readiness impact. The amendment will also include offsets from lower priority
programs where appropriate, but will be a net increase over the FY 2017 topline requested by the
previous Administration.

The Deputy Secretary will manage the review process and make a recommendation to me

on the budget amendment request. We will deliver the Department’s budget amendment request
to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) no later than March 1, 2017.

IR

SD001007-17/C
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Phase 2: Achieve Program Balance — the FY 2018 President’s Budget Request

We will conduct a comprehensive but accelerated FY 2018 budget review to refine and
improve the Department’s FY 2018 President’s Budget (PB) request. The FY 2018 PB request
will focus on balancing the program, addressing pressing programmatic shortfalls, while
continuing to rebuild readiness. Examples include, but are not limited to, buying more critical
munitions, funding facilities sustainment at a higher rate, building programs for promising
advanced capability demonstrations, investing in critical enablers, and growing force structure at
the maximum responsible rate.-

The Deputy Secretary will lead this review on my behalf, and will provide a
recommendation for my review and decision. He will provide updated fiscal guidance to
components when it becomes available from OMB. We will deliver the Department’s FY 2018
PB request to OMB no later than May 1, 2017, unless otherwise directed by OMB.

Phase 3: Build Capacity and Improve Lethality — the National Defense Strategy and FY
2019-2023 Defense Program

As we finalize these immediate investment plans, we will begin to produce the 2018
National Defense Strategy (NDS), which will be closely coordinated with and complementary to
the new National Security Strategy. The NDS will include a new force sizing construct, which
will inform our targets for force structure growth. It will also determine an approach to
enhancing the lethality of the joint force against high-end competitors and the effectiveness of
our military against a broad spectrum of potential threats. The FY 2019-2023 Defense Program
will follow, containing ramps that grow the force quickly but responsibly, and critical
investments in advanced capabilities.

While strengthening the military, the FY 2019-2023 Defense Program must also improve
how the Department does business. We owe it to every U.S. citizen to build a military that is as
effective and efficient as possible. To this end, the FY 2019-2023 Defense Program will also
contain an ambitious reform agenda, which will include horizontal integration across DoD
components to improve efficiency and take advantage of economies of scale.

Keeping Faith with Service Members and Families
Through all of these budget and program actions and strategy reviews, we cannot lose

sight of the imperative to keep faith with our Service members and their families. We will
ensure that we are caring for those charged with defending the nation and its interests.
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I appreciate the countless hours of good work that have already gone into building the FY
2017 and 2018 budgets, and I look forward to working with you to see these budgets adapted to
incorporate the National Security Presidential Memorandum on Rebuilding the U.S. Armed
Forces.
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Senator INHOFE. Senator Kaine?

Senator KAINE. Mr. Chairman, I could make just a response to
your comment about the doing it equally for defense and non-de-
fense, because I think, just to explain how we look at it from our
side of the aisle——

Senator INHOFE. Sure.

Senator KAINE.—because maybe this will help us figure a way
forward.

There was no necessary linkage between spending on defense
and non-defense prior to the sequestration and the budget caps.
You’d make your argument for non-defense; you’d make your argu-
ment for defense. You'd hopefully convince your colleagues.

When the caps were voted in place, the sequester in August of
2011, it was, “let’s try to find a good budget deal, but if we don’t,
we will impose budget caps equally on defense and non-defense.”
The equality was as a result of the budget caps going into place
in the sequester, and so we have always insisted on our side of the
aisle that as long as the caps are in place, there should be equal
relief.

If sequester was repealed like that, we would be back in the pre-
vious state where there wouldn’t be a 50-50 argument. Each side
would make its case on the priorities that it wanted and may or
may not succeed, but we insist on the 50-50, and another president
did as well, because we are in a BCA [Budget Control Act] cap en-
vironment, and as long as the sequester is the law and we’re not
repealing the whole thing, we insist on 50-50.
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Now that the GOP controls both houses, it would seem like a
good time to go ahead and get rid of the caps, and then we’ll just
go back to making our case about the priorities. Living under the
caps under this scenario, I think we all agree it really doesn’t make
any sense, and there’s no 50-50 argument once the sequester goes
away.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Kaine.

Yes, Senator Shaheen?

Senator SHAHEEN. I know that we have a time deadline, but I
just thought it might be remiss of us to close this hearing without
asking our panel to testify on the comments yesterday before the
House panel on the BRAC [base realignment and closure] process
and whether they support that, because there was testimony yes-
terday that some of you would like to see another round of base
closing, and I just wanted to see if we could get insight into that.

Senator INHOFE. Let’s do this, and I would afford the same op-
portunity for the other senators here. Quite frankly, I didn’t bring
that up, and I didn’t bring that up because I disagree with these
guys.

[Laughter.]

Senator INHOFE. Here’s the problem, and tell me if you disagree
with this. I’'ve been through every BRAC round, five of them now.
Without exception, every BRAC round for the first 3 years costs
money. If there’s ever a time in the history of our military that we
can’t afford to dilute those dollars that we need to try to resolve
the problems that have been talked about today, it’s now.

The second reason is this. We've allowed in this starvation period
our function to go down. I've always been hesitant, and I felt the
same way back in the 1990s after we said the Cold War is over and
we no longer need this site, we lived through that. The problem
with that is, if you allow the mission, the infrastructure to go down
and the resources to go down to match what is already artificially
low, then once you rebuild you don’t know for sure what you're
going to need.

Now, you didn’t ask me; you asked them. If you would like to
make any comments about your position on a very significant issue,
it would be BRAC.

General ALLYN. I'll step into the breach first, Chairman, recog-
nizing that I'm going to say something that you disagree with, but
I respect your opinion. I also recognize that I've been up here now
for the third year pleading for additional funding, pleading for the
elimination of sequestration, and pleading for the stoppage of con-
tinuing resolutions.

Given that those have not gone away, we are forced to look inter-
nally on where else can we save, and a BRAC is an area we know
we can save. Yes, we do have to put money up front, but right now
we are saving $1 billion per year from the 2005 BRAC, and $2 bil-
lion per year from all the BRACs in prior years. That’s real money
that we need if we don’t get rid of sequestration and we don’t get
rid of continuing resolutions.

That’s the environment that we’re operating in, and to us a bil-
lion dollars would make a huge difference. It costs us $30 million
to run an installation, whether there’s a soldier on it or not. This
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is real money when you have 154 installations to run around the
world.

Senator INHOFE. I would say if we can afford to reach the point
where that yield is achieved and realized, I would agree with you.

Any other comments on the BRAC?

Admiral MORAN. Senator, I would just tell you I learned a long
time ago that waterfront property is something you should never
give away.

[Laughter.]

General ALLYN. The Army doesn’t have much of that.

Admiral MORAN. I know, and that’s why I respectfully disagree
with you.

[Laughter.]

Admiral MORAN. We feel we're in pretty good shape in the Navy.
The 6 percent or so of overhead that we’re carrying really is inter-
nal to the bases. If we could do a micro-BRAC inside our own bases
just to demolish buildings we’d like to demolish and not have to go
through the bureaucracy of that, that would be far more helpful
than going through another round of BRAC to the Navy.

Senator INHOFE. Appreciate it.

Any other comments?

General WALTERS. Sir, we're small either coast. We're fine right
where we are.

Senator INHOFE. You're still using retreads, too.

[Laughter.]

Senator INHOFE. Senator Perdue?

Senator PERDUE. I apologize, but I cannot resist this moment. I
came into the Senate as a debt hawk and also a defense hawk.
We've lost the luxury of choosing sides on this. We have to be both.
I'm very concerned that in the last 42 years, since the 1974 Budget
Act, we talk about CRs and we talk about sequestration and all
this, but we've used 175 CRs since 1974. That’s not going to stop.

The budget process is broken. It’s one of the problems that

Senator INHOFE. Yes, it is.

Senator PERDUE. It’s not a partisan comment. It’s one of the few
things Senator Kaine and I—we agree that this is something, if we
could get to a politically neutral platform, you could eliminate CRs,
you could eliminate debt ceiling conversations. This is something
that we can do. I think we have to use the military as the platform
and the reason why it is absolutely necessary we do it right now.

I would implore this subcommittee to start looking at that as a
way to put pressure back on the people who do have an opportunity
to change that process. One-hundred-seventy-five continuing reso-
lutions under all kinds of presidents over the last 42 years. This
has nothing to do with partisan politics. It’s something that we've
got to fix. We will never solve this problem until we solve that
problem.

Senator INHOFE. We might start by passing appropriations bills.

Senator SHAHEEN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to be clear for the
record that I agree with your position, not with General Allyn’s,
much as I understand it.

Senator INHOFE. Oh. Thank you.
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General ALLYN. I wasn’t coming after Portsmouth Naval Ship-
yard, ma’am. My stepfather worked there for 30 years, okay? I got
to go to school because of it.

Senator PERDUE. In 42 years, we’ve averaged two-and-a-half ap-
propriations bills passed per year. That’s the problem.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. It’s disgraceful.

General Wilson, last shot.

General WILSON. Senator, I think we carry about 25 percent
extra capacity on our bases. I think there’s an opportunity to do
some smart investment going forward. Right now, we’re carrying a
backlog of stuff that we have to pay for in this budget environment.
I think we need to look at opportunities to save.

Senator INHOFE. Okay, appreciate very much the excellent testi-
mony and the attendance. Thank you so much for being here.

We're adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:08 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JAMES INHOFE
FORCE STRUCTURE

1. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, based on each of your services analysis, how big does each service need to be
in order to carry out its current missions and potential contingencies in the future?

General ALLYN. As CSA General Mark Milley testified in 2016, the Army would
need to grow to about 1.2 million in order to ensure we have the capacity necessary
to carry out current operations and be ready to execute required contingency plans
at moderate risk. Assuming the Army is authorized and funded for end strength in-
creases, the Army will need a proportional increase in funding for training and
equipping. Without this funding we cannot reduce risk or increase readiness.

Admiral MoORAN. Today’s strategic environment is increasingly demanding and the
evidence is undeniable that we are engaged in a sea control competition with major
powers that we have not faced in over 20 years. Achieving national tasking and
goals in this security environment requires a larger Navy, as validated by the 2016
Force Structure Assessment (FSA) which set a requirement for 355 ships. This larg-
er force will also require additional manpower, readiness, aircraft and weapons.
While the FSA sets a target to begin building toward the future force, Navy con-
tinues to investigate advanced technologies and innovative operating concepts to
allow us to be more competitive, efficient and effective in the future. When these
evolutionary and revolutionary technologies and capabilities deliver, Navy will re-
visit the FSA to ensure we deliver the Navy the nation needs.

General WALTERS. The Marine Corps recently completed a year-long, comprehen-
sive review of our force to determine the capabilities necessary to persist in the fu-
ture operating environment and fight and win against a peer adversary. That re-
view revealed that the Marine Corps needs to be at an end strength of at least
194,000 marines to possess these capabilities. However, due to current steady state
demands, the Marine Corps would require end strength above 194,000 to provide
the deployment-to-dwell ratio that would afford adequate training time between de-
ployments to maintain a ready, full-spectrum force. Importantly, an end strength in-
crease without an associated increase in modernization, training, and sustainment
funding will not set the conditions for success against a peer adversary.

The recent authorized end strength increase of 3,000 marines to a force of 185,000
is a move in the right direction. However, the most recently projected POM-18 con-
trols limit the ability to modernize that force in a timely manner. We continue to
do analysis to determine those risks which may be inherent with this authorized
end strength and associated funding.

General WILSON. To improve readiness and attain manning levels matching our
mission requirements, we must increase our Active Duty, Guard and Reserve end
strength. Growing to at least 350,000 Active Duty and commensurate growth in the
Guard, Reserve and stabilizing civilian strength would allow us to address shortfalls
in a number of key areas, including critical career fields such as aircraft mainte-
nance, pilots, NC3, intelligence, cyber, space, and battlefield airmen.
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2. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, will this force structure be large enough to fight two Major Theater Conflicts
near-simultaneously?

General ALLYN. This 1.2 million force structure is designed around the existing
defense strategy and classified guidance to ensure the Army is capable of defeating
one adversary while denying another. Even at a total force size of 1.2 million, the
Army will face moderate to significant levels of risk when faced with defeating one
adversary while denying another simultaneously.

Admiral MORAN. Defense planning guidance directed that the capacity and capa-
bility of the Joint Force must be sufficient to defeat one adversary while denying
the objectives of a second adversary. The Navy’s 2016 Force Structure Assessment
identified 355 ships as the force size required to achieve national tasking and goals
based on Navy’s current platforms.

General WALTERS. There are a number of variables that must be taken into ac-
count to answer this question. Force structure demands (force flow timelines and
overall peak requirements) for two near-simultaneous Major Theater Conflicts vary
widely dependent on the specific combinations considered, the level of acceptable
risk articulated by the National Command Authority, and if OPLANS or Support
for Strategic Analysis (SSA) scenarios are utilized as the baseline.

General WILSON. While growing to 350,000 will make the force we have healthier,
the Air Force still faces capacity and capability shortfalls to be able to meet the De-
fense Planning Guidance (Defeat plus Deny and Homeland Defense).

3. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what are each of the services plans for increasing end strength over time? How
fast can each service grow?

General ALLYN. The fiscal year 2017 NDAA passed by the Congress and signed
by the President directed the Army to increase end strength to 1,018K (476K-AC/
343K-ARNG/199K-USAR) by the end of 2017. The Army plans to use this increase
in end strength to fully man units and grow certain select areas such as cyber. The
Secretary of Defense has directed a strategic review that will determine the re-
quired end strength of each Service. Our current analysis states that given avail-
ability of funds and authorization, the Army could sustain a responsible end
strength increase of 10,000 soldiers per year while sustaining the high quality and
readiness of our force.

Admiral MORAN. Navy combat power is predominantly delivered through plat-
forms—ships and aircraft. To effectively deliver this combat capability, these plat-
forms must be properly manned with appropriately trained people. The Navy end
strength profile is largely dependent on the composition and manpower needs of the
platforms that force is supporting. Navy is developing specific accession and work-
force management plans to support anticipated force structure scenarios, within es-
tablished fiscal and infrastructure constraints. These plans consider: general popu-
lation propensity for service, recruiting and training capacity, Sailor retention be-
havior, and the skills, training and experience required, based on the demand signal
of the anticipated force structure. The speed at which manpower growth occurs will
vary depending on the rate at which new platforms are procured and constructed,
the manning needs of specific platforms as they come online, required skill-sets of
Sailors assigned to those platforms, and the seniority/experience mix needed to oper-
ate at peak readiness, efficiency and capability. Ship construction rates will be the
limiting factor to the rate of increase in end strength. The Navy’s capacity to recruit
and train additional personnel may require adjustments, but should not limit the
pace of required manpower adjustments.

General WALTERS. At current funding levels, the Marine Corps cannot grow be-
yond 185,000 marines without creating a hollow force. However, with additional
funding for modernization, training and sustainment, the Marine Corps could grow
responsibly at a rate of up to 3,000 per year. The current limiting factors for growth
are the throughput capacity of some of our highly technical schools, joint school ca-
pacities, and the need to recruit and retain high quality people for the modern force.

General WILSON. The Air Force has articulated a need for 350,000 Active Duty
airmen based upon the current Air Force mission set and force structure. In general,
if approved, while we could grow faster, we believe that an increase of approxi-
mately 4,000 to 5,000 airmen per year (reaching 350,000 by the fiscal year 2023/
2024 timeframe) would provide for a sustainable growth path, would meet the long-
term needs of the force by providing stability and experience, and would allow us
to properly balance our Air Force specialty codes.
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4. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, will each of the services be able to recruit and retain qualified personnel to fill
the ranks of a larger force?

General ALLYN. The Army expects to recruit and retain enough quality soldiers
to achieve the fiscal year 2017 NDAA authorized end strength increases to 1.018
million. Army recruiting and retention programs will continue to focus on maintain-
ing quality, in particular retaining only high-caliber soldiers and by accessing al-
most all high school diploma graduates and bringing in no applicants with histories
of adult major misconduct. The Army has achieved year to date fiscal year 2017 ac-
cession missions and projects to achieve the original fiscal year 2017 accession mis-
sions in all components while maintaining the current high quality of the All-Volun-
teer Force. Sustaining a larger, high quality force will require increased recruiting
manpower and incentives for recruiting and retention.

Admiral MORAN. Depending on the size and pace of the expansion of the force,
I am relatively confident that Navy is postured to accommodate potential growth.
We would expect to experience challenges in meeting an increased demand signal
for high quality enlisted recruits in the Nuclear Field, Information Warfare, Special
Warfare, and Advanced Electronics ratings, and among medical, dental and chap-
lain corps officers. An increasingly competitive recruiting market and quality stand-
ards may require application of additional resources. As we plan for future growth
we must also remain mindful of training infrastructure capacity—in terms of mili-
tary construction, numbers of instructors, and available course offerings—which
may also need to grow at a rate commensurate with planned force structure growth.
Similarly, we continue to experience retention challenges and inventory shortfalls
among critically-manned communities. Continued judicious application of targeted
special and incentive pays will be critical in our efforts to continue meeting aggre-
gate enlisted retention goals in the foreseeable future. We are closely monitoring
economic indicators that could impact our ability to meet recruiting and retention
goals as we grow the force. Current indicators suggest increasing demand from the
civilian sector for our top talent over the next few years. As we track retention be-
havior, we remain laser-focused on retaining Sailors in the right mix of ratings and
pay grades to position us to meet future mission requirements, while monitoring the
health of the force.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The growth is achievable based upon our recruiting, accession,
training, and retention projections, but would require additional fiscal resources and
personnel within our training enterprise to grow and sustain a larger force. As part
of any budget submission, we would program for the requisite resources and per-
sonnel to support this effort. We will need Congressional support for the increased
resource requests associated with recruiting, training, and retaining airmen. This
would include increases in our reenlistment and retention bonuses as well as other
special pays. Retention is critical to our growth plan and we must preserve and
maximize the experience we have in the force as we access increasing numbers of
young airmen. Additionally, to support high retention we must continue to inspire
our airmen and ensure we maintain a high Quality of Life for our airmen and their
families.

READINESS GOALS

5. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
?on, ;Vhat actions or resources are being applied to near-term readiness recovery ef-
orts?

General ALLYN. Actions being taken to improve near-term readiness include using
increased end strength to offset personnel shortages and targeted increases in train-
ing dollars, flying hours, ground OPTEMPO hours to support higher readiness levels
at home station and the Combat Training Centers (CTCs). A substantial portion of
the Regular Army end strength growth to 476,000 will be used to increase manning
levels in existing units. This increase will help offset personnel shortfalls, non-avail-
ability, and non-deployablity that currently have units training and deploying at 75
to 85 percent of their authorized strength. CTCs facilitate commanders’ readiness
assessment through live-fire, force-on-force, and computer-simulated exercises inte-
grating all aspects of lethal and nonlethal effects tailored to the operational environ-
ment from platoon- to corps-level. In fiscal year 2018, we will execute 20 maneuver
CTC rotations for our BCTs including an increase to Army National Guard BCTs
from two to four per year. Combat Training Centers (CTCs) play a critical role in
building decisive action readiness because home stations cannot fully replicate the
realism and lethality of operations against a near-peer nation. Combat Training
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Centers are now routinely challenging units with hybrid threats and have increased
exposure to electronic warfare, enemy unmanned aerial systems, cyber-attacks, indi-
rect fire, and increased enemy use of precision guided munitions. Adequate prepara-
tion at home station is essential for a unit to benefit from CTC training. The Army
continues to invest in training readiness at home station by sustaining training sup-
port services and implementing more Emergency Deployment Readiness Exercises.
Select Reserve Component forces designated as early deployers for contingency oper-
ations will receive increased manpower, equipping, and training resource priority.

Admiral MORAN. Over the past several years, and in a very challenging budgetary
environment, we have had to make tough choices between current readiness and fu-
ture readiness, and have experienced readiness degradation caused by underfunding
of our operating and maintenance accounts. To reverse this course in the near term,
we will be submitting an addendum to the President’s Budget 2017 budget request
that addresses some of our most immediate and serious readiness shortfalls. This
request for resources will add funds to the Ship Depot Maintenance, Flying Hours,
Aviation Depot Maintenance, Aviation Spares, and Ship Operations accounts. These
critical investments are a down payment on a recovery plan as we dig out from
years of underfunding these programs and contending with funding uncertainty. If
approved by Congress, we are confident that we will be able to begin to turn the
corner on some of our most critical readiness challenges. Moving forward, funding
stability at these elevated levels will be key to maintaining required fleet readiness.

General WALTERS. Rebuilding the Marine Corps requires both near term actions
implemented in fiscal years 2017 (FY17) and 2018 (FY18) and longer term efforts
across the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP). These changes can be viewed
through the lens of manpower, modernization and readiness. It requires growth in
service funding with a commensurate increase in Navy funding that supports Ma-
rine Aviation and amphibious ship and surface connectors. The Marine Corps for
the 21st Century requires an end strength increase and seeks funding in fiscal year
2017 for the NDAA authorized endstrength of 185,000 marines in fiscal year 2017.

Due to the near-term emphasis on improving the readiness of Marine Corps avia-
tion and ground combat equipment to meet warfighting requirements, Service ac-
tions seek to sustain—and, where possible, accelerate—the ongoing transition to
new platforms while also increasing depot and unit maintenance capacity. Each of
these efforts is critical to achieving established goals for ready basic aircraft and
ground combat equipment that support training and operational requirements.

Readiness funding remains the linchpin of our ability to meet operational de-
mands and provide for a “ready bench” prepared to rapidly respond to major crises.
Addressing current readiness shortfalls requires additional operation and mainte-
nance funding to enable exercises and training. Our bases, stations and installations
are the platforms where we train and sustain our marines. They require increased
sustainment, restoration and modernization funding. Support by the Congress for
these initiatives facilitates the recovery of immediate shortfalls in manpower, mod-
ernization and readiness.

General WILSON. The Air Force’s Fiscal Year 2017 Amended Budget Submission
(ABS) request totals $8.5 billion ... builds on our readiness recovery, fills gaps, and
improves lethality. It funds the #1 readiness priority of growing Active duty end-
strength from 317,000 to 321,000, as well as essential support functions, and Mili-
tary Construction requirements for future growth to fill critical capability gaps. For
example, it addresses significant shortfalls in pilot production. It funds F-16 Flight
Training Unit bed-down at Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico, flight training
support and maintenance training contracts, adversary training, and administrative
support functions at fighter squadrons. The ABS arrests the decline of full spectrum
readiness, continues key modernization efforts (F-35, KC-46, B-21), and meets a
combination of forward presence and deployed commitments

6. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, are there particular service areas that are more at risk than others, in terms
of their readiness recovery efforts?

General ALLYN. The Army meets current combatant command (COCOM) demand
for forces, but we cannot meet COCOM contingency requirements with ready forces
in all warfighting capabilities. In support of current operations, the Army continues
to source roughly 50 percent of base combatant command demand (pre-planned) and
70 percent of emergent demand for the Joint Force. To sustain this demand, the
Army is forced to accept risk in end strength, capacity, readiness, and moderniza-
tion. Armored and Stryker Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs), Patriot battalions, and
Terminal High-Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) units are experiencing the most
stress, as combatant commanders increase demand to assure partners, provide sup-
port to Counter Terrorism operations, and set the theater. The cost of this high
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operational tempo is that units cannot build the core Decisive Action readiness re-
quired for future contingency demands.

Admiral MORAN. Because of the readiness debt accrued from years of high oper-
ational demand, reduced budgets, and persistent uncertainty, the Navy’s overall
readiness recovery path for both afloat units and shore infrastructure is now more
fragile. Disruptions, deviations and delays to readiness funding levels and mainte-
nance schedules can undermine future recovery progress. Although proper funding
for all readiness accounts is vital, ship and aviation depot maintenance along with
aviation spare parts remain our most critical elements in the recovery of afloat read-
iness. fiscal year 2018 planned maintenance for our ships and aircraft is at an all-
time high level, therefore, any deferral or cancellation of fiscal year 2017 mainte-
nance would further exacerbate fiscal year 2018 planned efforts.

General WALTERS. Aviation readiness, amphibious ship availability, and ground
combat equipment readiness are three areas that present a greater element of risk
to current readiness. The most acute readiness concerns are found in our aviation
units. A large percentage of our aviation units lack the minimum number of ready
basic aircraft (RBA) for training and we are significantly short ready aircraft for
wartime requirements.” e Marine Corps has implemented extensive plans to recover
readiness across every type/model/series of aircraft in the current inventory, while
recapitalizing new aircraft to ensure future readiness. The key to reducing risk in
aviation is recovering readiness by transitioning to new aircraft as quickly as pos-
sible. The Marine Corps is only a third of the way through its transition from legacy
platforms. Delays in funding and fiscal constraints undermine recovery efforts and
increase the institutional challenge of balancing current readiness with moderniza-
tion.

The limited inventory of operationally available amphibious warships results in
significant operational risk for Marine Corps forces—and strategic risk for the na-
tion—in the event of a major combat operation requiring forcible entry operations.
The limited availability is the product of fiscally-constrained ship inventories, ship
maintenance challenges, and combatant commander demand. The result has been
restricted opportunities for Marine Corps units at every level to properly train for
amphibious operations outside of dedicated Marine Expeditionary Unit cycles. The
Marine Corps fully supports the Navy’s 2016 Force Structure Assessment, which ar-
ticulates the requirement for a 355 ship Navy (including 38 amphibious ships) and
recommends accelerated procurement to support this objective. Maintaining and
modernizing our current fleet is just as important as building new ships. Funding
maintenance and modernization enables the ships to reach their 40 year estimated
service life, increases operational availability and readiness, and ensures
warfighting relevance in the future operating environment.

We also continue to closely monitor ground combat equipment readiness. Older
platforms that were utilized at an accelerated rate due to operational deployments
in Iraq and Afghanistan now require increased maintenance. These increased costs
are just being accurately realized and captured, but the aviation challenges associ-
ated with aging platforms outlined above are being replicated in the ground combat
equipment portfolio.

General WILSON. Twenty-six years of constant demand has eroded Air Force read-
iness, especially for our low density, high demand core functions, like Personnel Re-
covery (PR). Today, our PR units are operating at an unsustainable surge operations
tempo driven by high deploy-to-dwell between 1:1 and 1:2. As a result, the oppor-
tunity to train across all mission areas is limited at home station. The Air Force
is focusing investment in training enterprise modernization and maximizing train-
ing opportunities with available home station equipment to address readiness short-
falls in this mission area. Additionally, the Air Force is focused on growing the force
to address other high demand critical skills: maintenance, fighter pilot, intelligence,
and battlefield airmen.

7. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, how has DOD leadership helped guide service efforts and what, if anything,
?lse ?could be done at the department level to aid service readiness rebuilding ef-
orts?

General ALLYN. The Department of Defense manages global force requirements,
including missions assigned to Army forces. Continued deployments are having both
a positive and negative effect on building Army readiness. Rotations of Armored and
Stryker Brigade Combat Teams to Europe and Korea are building readiness. These
rotational units are conducting training aligned with their decisive action mission
and are building proficiency across the whole unit. The Army makes more progress
towards rebuilding unit readiness when assigned missions require complete units,
rather than ad hoc formations. When combatant commands request ad hoc forma-
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tions, unit readiness drops as units are disaggregated or assigned to perform mis-
sions that do not require the unit’s core design capabilities. Units deployed in sup-
port of non-decisive action operations are not increasing readiness. These units ex-
perience degraded readiness for contingencies against peer competitors when con-
ducting missions not requiring decisive action proficiency. DOD leadership is help-
ing Army readiness through guidance that emphasizes deployment of whole units
and reducing artificial prescriptive policy limitations (force manning levels) that pre-
vent unit-based mission assignments.

Admiral MORAN. DOD leadership has been instrumental in its support of regu-
lating the number and length of deployments Navy has been required to provide in
support of our combatant commanders. This has helped preserve needed mainte-
nance time and has added the required schedule predictability that is essential in
planning and executing ship and aviation maintenance. DOD leadership has also
been instrumental in prioritizing readiness recovery and advocating for additional
appropriations in fiscal year 2017 to support readiness. Though DOD’s budget has
been severely constrained by limited toplines under the Budget Control Act and Bi-
partisan Budget Acts, fully funding the readiness accounts is essential to current
and future readiness recovery efforts.

General WALTERS. There are two on-going DOD efforts to guide Service readiness
recovery efforts. The DOD Enterprise-level Readiness Framework was established
to develop readiness models to track enter-rise readiness recovery, using common
assumptions, annual milestones, and demand signal derived from the Guidance for
Employment of the Force or the Defense Planning Guidance. The second effort is
based on the Presidential Memorandum on Rebuilding the U.S. Armed Forces,
which directed the Secretary of Defense to:

e Conduct a 30 day readiness review and submit actions that can be implemented
within this fiscal year to improve readiness,

e Submit a plan of action within 60 days that addresses areas for improvement
that include readiness,

e Build a larger, more capable, and more lethal joint force.

The results of these ongoing DOD efforts are expected to provide the Services with
sufficient guidance for readiness recovery that acknowledges the unique contribu-
tions that each Service provides to the Joint Force.

General WILSON. The #1 Air Force readiness priority is people. To ensure we re-
main ready to defeat terrorists as well as sophisticated, well-equipped militaries, we
must continue to grow the force. We need Congress’ support to grow from 321,000
in fiscal year 2017 and to 350,000 in the 2023/24 timeframe. Growth will be appro-
priately evaluated across all components as well as our officer, enlisted, and civilian
workforces. Furthermore, we are targeting growth in critical career fields to help
improve readiness. We are stabilizing and bolstering our remotely piloted aircraft
community while continuing to meet combatant commander requirements. We are
increasing pilot training capacity and adjusting our incentive pay structure to help
address our growing pilot shortage.

8. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, how are DOD and the services tracking progress in recovering readiness?

General ALLYN.The Army measures readiness at the strategic, operational, and
tactical level against the ability of units to complete their core-designated missions
to meet the requirements of the National Military Strategy (NMS). At each level
there are standard metrics that are assessed monthly or quarterly to measure
trends in readiness recovery and enable the Army Senior leadership to assess and
where possible mitigate risk over time. Based on current assessments and trends,
and assuming sustained, predictable funding and elimination of BCA impacts, the
Army is making progress towards attaining our readiness goal of having the Total
Force ready to meet NMS requirements by fiscal year 2021 to fiscal year 2023.

Admiral MORAN. Navy closely tracks the status of issues impacting readiness
through a series of Shore, Aviation and Ship enterprises. Senior leadership within
each of those communities routinely meet to discuss mitigation plans for any readi-
ness issues and to track progress being made on improving overall health of the
force. The Navy’s four-star led Fleet Commanders Readiness Council (FCRC) con-
venes monthly to review recovery efforts and to provide guidance on any issues im-
pacting afloat and shore readiness. Issues identified during FCRCs are often pro-
vided to the Joint Staff for situational awareness and also support OSD Readiness
Deputy’s Management Action Groups.

General WALTERS. To manage and track the progress of readiness recovery, the
Marine Corps uses an integrated process that brings key elements of the Service
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Headquarters and the Operating Forces together in the Institutional Readiness
Working Group IRWG). The IRWG meets routinely at multiple echelons from action
officer to General Officer to identify obstacles to readiness recovery and to propose
solutions to those impediments. On a quarterly basis, the IRWG prepares and pre-
sents a brief to the Service leadership, including the Commandant of the Marine
Corps (CMC), during the Quarterly Readiness Board (QRB). The QRB reviews crit-
ical actions and the progress toward readiness recovery. The outputs of the IRWG
and the QRB support OSD and Joint Staff tracking of readiness. The Office of the
Secretary of Defense uses the Readiness Management Group and the Deputy’s Man-
agement Action Group (DMAG), Strategic Portfolio Reviews, and Program Budget
Reviews. The Joint Staff’s Chairman’s Readiness System (CRS) operates on a quar-
terly basis, the principal outputs of which are: the Joint Force Readiness Review,
Operational Plans Assessments, the annual Readiness Deficiency Assessment, and
an input to the Quarterly Readiness Report to the Congress. The results of the CRS
are reported by the Office of the Secretary of Defense in the Quarterly Readiness
Report to the Congress. In addition to participation in these events, the Marine
Corps also conveys its readiness to Congress through briefs and hearings.

General WILSON. The Air Force’s readiness recovery strategy focuses on dis-
ciplined, synchronized investment in readiness accounts in sequential order. The
first priority is our longest-lead process, Active Duty end strength—up to 321,000
by the end of 2017—and eventually 350,000 over the next five to seven years. To
that end, we must ensure the Office of the Secretary of Defense supports funding
321,500 end-strength in fiscal year 2017. Next, investment in the training and
sustainment enterprises, both of which require three to five years of lead time due
to industrial and human processes. Finally, as global rotational demands permit, we
will be ready to increase flying hour funding to facilitate more robust home-station
training activities. In short, each readiness ’lever’ must be engaged at the proper
time and in coordination with the other levers.

9. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what interim benchmarks and timelines have been established to ensure
progress stays on track?

General ALLYN. Last December, the Army published 2018 readiness objectives for
all Army components for roughly half of our operating forces. The Army will publish
2019 readiness objectives for all operating forces this spring, and analysis is already
supporting 2020 readiness objectives. The Army refined its force generation proc-
esses to manage Army force readiness around expectations of Sustainable Readi-
ness. The Army will optimize the force readiness posture with readiness objectives
meeting combatant commanders’ requirements, while simultaneously mitigating our
risk of supporting contingency requirements specified in the Defense Planning Guid-
ance (DPG). The Army standardized its Mission Essential Task Lists by unit type
and developed objective measures of training readiness so our Commanders can
more clearly assess readiness. Standards are based on decisive action combat tasks.
These objective measures will enable a consistent view of readiness across the Total
Army and simplify assumptions for force generation. The Army has clear readiness
goals to improve overall readiness posture, and the details for a specific year can
be provided in a classified venue, as needed. These goals are unattainable without
sustained, predictable funding and elimination of the return of BCA impacts.

Admiral MoORAN. Navy is developing specific interim benchmarks and timelines
for recovery goals with the Office of the Secretary of Defense to best capture readi-
ness metrics. Recovery goals and timelines remain closely tied to the Navy’s Opti-
mized Fleet Response Plan (OFRP). For OFRP to work as designed in providing
maximum employability of units, one of its key lines of efforts, ship & aviation
maintenance, must be funded to required levels in a stable manner over time to en-
sure any benchmarks or timelines that do get established are achievable.

General WALTERS. The Marine Corps has established interim deadlines, but these
deadlines could be impacted by budget uncertainty and evolving operational commit-
ments:

e All OEF ground equipment was retrograded as of December 2014. The initial
target for completion of the reset of this equipment was two to three years after
the last equipment item retrograded from Afghanistan. That target date, how-
ever, was extended to May 2019 in order to allow for the reset of additional
MRAPS.

e The key to an aviation “Ready bench” is fixing and flying aircraft. The Marine
Corps 1s fixing aircraft in two ways: by executing a Readiness Recovery Plan
(current readiness), and buying new aircraft as fast as possible (future readi-
ness). By aggressively adhering to and funding the Readiness Recovery Plans,



63

and by making the necessary manpower, training and policy changes of the re-
covery plan, the Corps achieves an across the board T-2.0 readiness by June
2019, and no later than fiscal year 2022 have the Ready Bench capable of re-
sponding as the Nation’s Crisis Response Force.

e Marine Corps Force 2025 identifies the critical capabilities and organizations
required to ensure future readiness and to meet the requirements of the future
operating environment, as described in the Marine Corps Operating Concept
MOC).

The Marine Corps is working with DOD to establish service goals to reconstitute
readiness to execute the 2016 National Military Strategy, but a stable fiscal plan-
ning horizon is necessary for success. With the resources available, the Marine
Corps is not anticipated to reconstitute a “ready bench” within this Fiscal Year De-
fense Program.

General WILSON. The Air Force uses the term “full-spectrum readiness” to de-
scribe Air Force units achieving operational capability in advanced warfighting
skills. Given the time required to recruit and train airmen, the Air Force projects
no substantial readiness improvement until fiscal year 2020-21, when conditions
are expected to be set for readiness recovery. Unit readiness assessments are con-
stantly monitored against the requirements of the National Military Strategy for
major force elements.

MAINTENANCE AND SUSTAINMENT COSTS

10. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, the increase in operational tempo has resulted in an increase in utilization
rates for all our equipment and weapons platforms. How does that impact life ex-
pectancy and maintenance costs of those systems?

General ALLYN. Increased operational tempo reduces life expectancy and increases
costs to sustain equipment and weapon system platforms significantly. We have
sought to mitigate these impacts through programs such as Reset, Recapitalization
(RECAP), and Service Life Extension Programs (SLEP). Sustaining resources for
these critical programs is essential.

Admiral MORAN. For naval aircraft, service life and maintenance periodicity is
largely defined by flying hours with additional considerations for fatigue from how
the aircraft is flown during those hours. Higher operational tempo results in reach-
ing these flying hour and fatigue milestones sooner than planned. This results in
more frequent maintenance, and therefore, higher cost, as well as requiring exten-
sive and expensive service life assessment and extension programs to meet aircraft
inventory requirements. For ships, both operation and time-dependent factors im-
pact service life. Major preventative maintenance actions are bundled into regularly
scheduled depot availabilities, to maximize preparedness for deployments and inter-
deployment cycle readiness while also ensuring ships reach their expected service
life. Both the bundling and periodicity of these availabilities are determined by de-
sign and engineering analysis based on assumed operational tempo and schedule
compliance. During the Navy’s period of highest operational tempo from 2001-2009,
surface ships frequently delayed, skipped, or received shorter depot maintenance
availabilities than planned in order to meet presence requirements. This practice,
as cited in the Balisle Report, put our surface forces at risk of falling far short of
their expected service life, and contributed to the early decommissioning of the Oli-
ver Hazard Perry-class frigates and the extensive modernization periods required for
the Ticonderoga-class cruisers and some amphibious ships. Even when depot avail-
abilities are executed per plan, operational tempo drives some maintenance costs.
Since 2001, as force structure has shrunk, underway days per ship, both deployed
and non-deployed, have steadily risen in response to the increasingly dynamic inter-
national security environment. This results in more wear-and-tear on the ships,
with less time to conduct repairs in port outside of major availabilities, both of
which contribute to growing corrective maintenance costs.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The increase in operational tempo and utilization rates causes
our equipment and weapons systems to reach the end of their planned service life
more rapidly. This also causes maintenance costs to be accrued earlier than the Air
Force originally planned. When our systems must be used beyond their planned
service life, additional and potentially costly maintenance actions, inspections, and
testing are required in order to ensure our systems continue to be operated safely.
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11. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what does that do to each of your service’s procurement and modernization
plans?

General ALLYN. The Army must balance maintaining current fleet readiness by
incrementally upgrading capability on legacy platforms with the cost and oppor-
tunity of developing next-generation equipment to prepare for future conflicts. The
challenge we face is providing the best equipment for current combat operations
today, while preparing for conflict with a near-peer in the near future. The Army
has been challenged to modernize for the last 15 years because funding constraints
mandated the prioritization of readiness for current operations while accepting risk
through decreased investments in next generation capabilities. To achieve imme-
diate readiness goals we prioritize getting the best equipment available into units
with modest upgrades. Going forward, the Army must focus equipment moderniza-
tion on re-establishing overmatch and simultaneously developing new military capa-
bilities to deter and, if necessary, defeat emerging regional and global peer adver-
saries. This balance is evaluated in the Army’s new Strategic Portfolio Analysis Re-
view process. Due to funding constraints, the Army has cut investments for mod-
ernization and equipment by one-half compared to just eight years ago. The Army
is investing in new development of prioritized programs to help close extremely high
risk gaps against peer competitors. Today’s fiscal environment impedes the Army’s
ability to achieve both a high state of current readiness and modernize the force to
a level that would allow a technological over-match against potential near peer ad-
versaries and meet war plan demands. To meet the demands of today’s unstable
global security environment and maintain the trust of the American people, the
Army requires adequate, sustained long-term and predictable funding.

Admiral MORAN. Increased utilization rates magnify the historic tension between
maintaining the fleet we have and building the fleet we need for the future fight.
Increased rates burn through programmed and projected service life of our equip-
ment faster than planned, increase deployment demands on our personnel, and pro-
vide additional near-term requirements for training to meet a higher-than-expected
operational tempo, negatively impacting our ability to sustain our force today and
what we can afford tomorrow. In recent years, fiscal constraints from the Budget
Control Act (BCA) and Bipartisan Budget Act (BBA) have further exasperated this
issue. Representative examples of mitigation decisions follow: Within Aviation, the
challenge of end of life planning and inventory for legacy F/A-18A-D aircraft has
required the Department to procure additional F/A—18E/F aircraft. In the mid-term,
the Department is focusing on F/A-18E/F service life extension. In the far-term, the
Department is focused on sustaining inventory capacity with new aircraft procure-
ment (F/A-18E/F and F-35), and incorporating capability improvements to maintain
combat relevancy. Within Surface, ships such as the Ticonderoga-class (CG-47)
cruisers will be inducted into an emergent phased modernization program that align
with ship retirements to prevent unacceptable reductions in available force struc-
ture. This innovative plan permits Navy to reapply manpower from ships in phased
modernization to address other manning shortfalls while simultaneously avoiding
the operating costs for these ships while they undergo maintenance and moderniza-
tion.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. These conditions have jeopardized future Air Force moderniza-
tion and recapitalization efforts at a time when demand for Air Force capability is
increasing and our advantage over competitors is shrinking. We have attempted to
balance the risk across our force to maintain readiness but have been forced to
make unacceptable tradeoffs between readiness, force structure, and modernization.

12. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, how do you plan to reverse this trend?

General ALLYN. Reversing the trend requires increased base funding for the
Army’s modernization program. In the interim, we will sustain prioritized upgrades
of our current weapon systems and tightly focused new developments to close imme-
diate capability gaps. Simultaneously, we’ll do our best to keep our aging fleets
ready through reset and recap programs. Reset reverses the effects of combat stress
on equipment. Reset, Recapitalization (RECAP) or Service Life Extension Programs
(SLEP) can improve weapon system platform performance capabilities and return
select weapon systems to a “zero mile/zero hour” condition with original perform-
ance specifications. For example, the Army is enhancing reliability of UH-60
Blackhawk Helicopters, M1A2 Abrams Tanks, and Patriot Missile systems through
the RECAP program.
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Admiral MORAN. The current funding levels do not support the readiness levels
that the Navy needs to maintain in order to support the Defense Strategic Guid-
ance. Underfunded accounts force hard choices between current and future readi-
ness and will negatively affect force structure levels, degrading Navy’s ability to
meet scheduled and unscheduled operational requirements. Navy will apply addi-
tional resources granted by Congress to the highest priorities laid out in the Defense
Strategic Guidance, but will take risk in our ability to fill lower-priority mission
areas, such as presence missions outside of areas of conflict.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. If our weapon systems must be operated beyond planned service
lives, additional life extension programs must be considered and upgrades to key
components may be necessary. The Air Force will need to make difficult trades be-
tween modernization, force structure investment and readiness to ensure our aging
weapon systems remain operationally effective, while we bring newer systems on-
line.

MODERNIZATION

13. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what are each of your service’s priorities over the next five years for mod-
ernizing its key combat capabilities?

General ALLYN. The Army’s top ten modernization priorities for the next five
years are:

. Air and Missile Defense (Short Range Air Defense (SHORAD));
. Long-Range Fires;

. Munition Shortfalls;

Mobility, Lethality and Protection of Brigade Combat Teams;

. Active Protection Systems—Air and Ground;

Assured Position, Navigation, and Timing;

. Electronic Warfare;

. Offensive and Defensive Cyber Capabilities;

. Assured Communications;

10. Vertical Lift.

Admiral MORAN. We are committed to modernization through investments in crit-
ical programs such as CG, DDG, and LSD-class modernization and upgrades to F/
A-18 E/F Super Hornets. Aircraft carrier modernization will support current and fu-
ture carrier air wings (to include JSF and future unmanned aircraft) in evolving
operational and threat environments while ensuring ships reach their 50-year ex-
pected service life. We are building the Columbia-class ballistic missile submarine,
and adding new capabilities to the Virginia-class submarine, F-35 Lightning II, P—
8 Poseidon, and the development of unmanned systems. Through sound investment
decisions, we will build Navy future force capability and capacity designed to over-
match the threat.

General WALTERS. The F-35B and F-35C Joint Strike Fighter remains the Ma-
rine Corps’ top aviation acquisition priority as we continue our transition from leg-
acy F/A-18A-D, AV-8B and EA-6B platforms to the 5th generation strike/fighter.
Additionally, the transition of our heavy lift rotary-wing aircraft from the CH-53E
to the CH-53K remains a top priority. Over the next five years Marine Aviation will
enter the heaviest years of aircraft transition and modernization in its history.

The Amphibious Combat Vehicle (ACV), Joint Light Tactical Vehicle (JLTV), and
the Ground / Air Task Oriented Radar (G/ATOR) are the Marine Corps’ top ground
acquisition priorities although G/ATOR will support the entire MAGTF in ground
and aviation mission sets. While these programs will be in full rate production over
the next five years, the Marine Corps will also be taking every opportunity to ad-
dress other modernization priorities wherever possible to ensure we remain a Lethal
Force with a 21st Century approach to combined arms that integrates information
warfare, long-range precision fires, and air defense and seeks to destroy and defeat
our enemies across five domains— air, land, sea, space, and cyberspace.

General WILSON. The Air Force’s priorities over the next five years include fund-
ing our Top 3 modernization programs: F-35, KC-46, and B-21. We are also com-
mitted to investing in our key mission areas, to include Nuclear, Space, Cyber, In-
telligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance; and modernizing legacy fighter capa-
bilities.

OISO LN
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14. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, to what extent has each of your services prepared a long-term funding plan
for your modernization efforts?

General ALLYN. This year, the Army initiated an extensive Strategic Portfolio
Analysis Review (SPAR) which will occur annually to inform future resource deci-
sions. The SPAR reviewed Army capabilities over a 30-year period, evaluated each
program’s relative worth, assessed our strategic priorities, and identified investment
and divestment opportunities. By prioritizing the needs of the Army, the leadership
can r(rllore accurately identify where available modernization funding will be in-
vested.

Admiral MORAN. Years of sustained deployments and constrained and uncertain
funding have taxed the readiness of the fighting force requiring tradeoffs in capa-
bility, capacity, and readiness. Under current fiscal constraints, we have prioritized
near-term readiness, but the fiscal realities facing the Navy make it imperative that
we modernize and extend the service lives of our in-service ships, aircraft and weap-
ons to meet warfighting requirements. The nation faces an increasing array of di-
verse threats, thus Navy must fund modernization programs that provide the capa-
bility necessary to defeat current and future threats. Absent sufficient funding for
readiness, modernization and force structure, the Navy cannot return to full health,
where it can continue to meet its mission on a sustainable basis. The Navy intends
to ensure that the ships and aircraft in inventory are maintained and modernized
so they provide the full measure of combat power to the combatant commanders.
Navy continues to modernize its Ticonderoga-class (CG—47) guided missile cruisers
and amphibious dock landing ship and lay them up for a phased modernization
plan. Cruiser modernization ensures long-term capability and capacity for purpose-
built Air Defense Commander (ADC) platforms. Additionally, an important facet of
the Navy’s plan is to modernize the Arleigh Burke class destroyers which includes
Hull, Mechanical, and Electrical (HM&E) upgrades as well as combat systems im-
provements with upgraded AEGIS weapons systems, BMD capability, installation of
the Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile (ESSM), integration of the SM—6 missile, and im-
proved air dominance with processing upgrades and Naval Integrated Fire Control-
Counter Air capability. This renovation reduces total ownership costs and expands
mission capability for current and future combat capabilities. The Navy continues
aviation recapitalization of all major platforms, has increased procurement of F/A—
18E/F and F-35 aircraft, and made key modernization investments. The fiscal year
2017 budget request increases both the F/A-18E/F and F-35 strike fighter aircraft
procurement in order to mitigate near-term and far-term risks to our strike fighter
inventory and invests in priority aircraft modernization. Important modernization
efforts include Joint Strike Fighter Follow-on Modernization, the E-2D Advanced
Hawkeye, F/A-18E/F service life extension, and incremental improvements to P—8s.
Critical to power projection from the sea, our new and upgraded airborne early-
warning aircraft, the E-2D Advanced Hawkeye, completed Fleet integration and de-
ployed with USS Roosevelt (CVN 71) Carrier Strike Group. Finally, the Navy’s mod-
ernization strategy invests in the modernization of current weapons to support them
through their service lives including obsolescence upgrades to the Block IV Toma-
hawk during a mid-life recertification program which adds 15-years of additional
missile service life; fields the Long Range Anti-Ship Missile (LRASM) as the Offen-
sive Anti-Surface Warfare (OASuW) Increment 1 solution to meet near to mid-term
threats; and develops follow-on Next Generation Strike Capability (NGSC) weapons
to address future threats and to replace or update legacy weapons. This plan brings
next generation technologies into the Navy’s standoff conventional strike capabili-
ties.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. Each year the Air Force Planning process produces a 30-year re-
source allocation plan that builds the best Air Force possible to meet the current
National Strategy, given projected Total Obligation Authority. The plan addresses
Air Force fighter/bomber needs; Space, Cyber, and Nuclear modernization; and over-
all Air Force readiness, among other priorities.

15. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what will it cost each of your services to modernize, where will the resources
come from, and how will the modernization plan be sequenced?

General ALLYN. The Army requires stable and predictable funding to achieve our
most pressing modernization objectives. The level of modernization we plan for is
governed by our near-term readiness needs, the size of the force, and the fiscal lim-
its established by the administration and Congress. The Army conducted a Strategic
Portfolio Analysis Review to establish our priorities for Army capabilities over a 30-
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year period and evaluated each program’s relative worth in a fiscally informed man-
ner. Air and missile defense; long-range fires; munitions shortfalls; and the mobility,
lethality, and protection of our Brigade Combat Teams are the immediate focus of
our modernization efforts. The challenge we face is providing the best possible
equipment for combat units to fight tonight, while simultaneously preparing for con-
flict with a near-peer in the future. Given the current situation in the world cou-
pled, with fiscal constraints, we are prioritizing equipment upgrades that will have
the greatest impact against near-peer threats and can be in the hands of soldiers
in the next 10 years. We are taking advantage of limited opportunities to pursue
prototyping to fill pressing capability gaps faster by leveraging existing systems or
technologies. Our greatest challenge is that investment in new development is fis-
cally constrained, and we are focused on extremely high risk capability gaps. Absent
increased funding, in the near future we face the very real possibility of losing our
qualitative overmatch.

Admiral MORAN. The President’s Budget 2017 Alternate Budget Submission in-
cludes the Navy’s best approach to addressing this complex challenge. Each budget
cycle presents competing requirements between maintaining the force that we have
(readiness), modernizing the force we have, and buying the future force we need.
In our readiness analysis we recognize that near-term readiness-focused plus-ups
must be enduring in order to ensure the sustainment of appropriate readiness lev-
els. This sustained readiness funding will apply pressure on those resources avail-
able for modernization and recapitalization. As a result, under current funding lev-
els, Navy will struggle to recapitalize its current force, and be unable to grow with-
out additional funding. Navy is pursuing innovative solutions that accelerate the
fielding of new capability. First, we are finalizing the implementation of the Navy’s
Acceleration Acquisition strategy which seeks to streamline acquisition for key pro-
grams of record, and accelerate the prototyping, experimentation, and demonstra-
tion of critical technologies that make have the potential to change the way we fight
in the future. Next, we are experimenting with different analytic tools to more pre-
cisely define total lifecycle costs, and the impacts of individual force structure deci-
sions on the elements that generate force readiness: Personnel, Equipment, Supply,
Training, Ordnance, Networks, and Installations. We believe these two efforts will
target the key areas for investment and cost reduction to support building the mod-
ern naval force.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. To fund the Air Force that will dominate against a peer adver-
sary requires predictable and sustained investment above current levels. The Air
Force will build the best force possible within the Total Obligation Authority (TOA)
level received, and resources will come from efficiency efforts, divestitures, and in-
creased TOA. Sequencing is challenging as the Air Force must carefully consider
trades between capability, capacity and readiness and make hard choices within
available funds to reach our 30-year plan goals.

16. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, how are each of your services balancing the short-term requirement to re-
pair or rebuild old equipment with longer-term efforts to replace that same equip-
ment with next-generation equipment?

General ALLYN. The Army must balance maintaining current fleet readiness by
incrementally upgrading capability on legacy platforms with the cost and oppor-
tunity of developing next-generation equipment to prepare for future conflicts. The
challenge we face is providing the best equipment for current combat operations
today, while preparing for conflict with a near-peer adversary in the near future.
The Army has responsively provided the critical equipment to succeed in counter-
insurgency and counterterrorism operations over the past 15 years, but has not
modernized for the higher-end of warfare. To achieve immediate readiness goals we
prioritize getting the best equipment available into units with modest upgrades. The
Army must focus equipment modernization on re-establishing overmatch and simul-
taneously developing new military capabilities to deter and, if necessary, defeat
emerging regional and global peer adversaries. This balance is evaluated in the
Army’s new Strategic Portfolio Analysis Review process. The Army has half the
funding for modernization and equipping our force compared to just eight years ago.
The Army is investing in new development, in prioritized programs to address ex-
tremely high risk capability gaps. Today’s fiscal environment constrains the Army’s
ability to achieve both a high state of current readiness and sufficient investment
to modernize the force to a level that would allow a technological over-match against
potential near-peer adversaries and meet war plan demands. To meet the demands
of today’s unstable global security environment and maintain the trust of the Amer-
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ican people, the Army requires adequate, sustained long-term and predictable fund-
ing.

Admiral MORAN. The Navy has funded near term maintenance requirements to
ensure a high level of operational readiness for deploying units by accepting risk
in the modernization and maintenance of our shore infrastructure, including ship-
yards, aviation depots, ordnance storage and handling facilities, piers, runways,
hangars, utility systems, and other support facilities. Long term underinvestment
in these facilities is taking a toll on our ability to support deploying forces and re-
quire significant recapitalization efforts which are currently unaffordable within the
existing budget.

General WALTERS. Modernization, the key to future readiness, is essential to
evolve the Marine Corps to out-pace future threats and establish a “5th Generation
MAGTEF” capable across all warfighting functions in all domains. The Marine Corps
of today is largely optimized for the past and continues to sacrifice modernization
to sustain current readiness for deploying units. In the current austere funding en-
vironment, the Marine Corps has been forced to make decisions that accept near-
term risk by emphasizing incremental capability modernization over warfighter
fielded capacity.

Currently, Marine Aviation is a little over one-third complete with the transition
of every tactical platform in its inventory. Our transition plan recapitalizes current
squadrons with transformational technologies—5th generation STOVL strike/fight-
ers, tilt-rotor technology, advanced heavy lift helicopters, and modernized amphib-
ious based Group 3 and Group 5 Unmanned Aircraft Systems. As this transition is
ongoing, we have completed a series of independent readiness reviews (IRRs) with
the goals of increasing the number of Ready Basic Aircraft (RBA), building com-
prehensive strategies to recover our readiness, and meet flight line entitlement
warfighting requirements. These reviews are intensive and dispassionate, and give
us an in-depth look at the issues and concerns in each community. To date we have
completed IRRs for the AV-8B, CH-53E, and the MV-22B while the H-1 IRR is
in progress this year.

e CH-53 IRR: We are executing our CH-53E Super Stallion readiness recovery
reset. Per the planned reset induction schedule there are currently 16 aircraft
in reset between the East Coast, West Coast, and Hawaii. Three CH-53Es are
complete with the reset now, and they are the finest performing aircraft across
the entire heavy lift fleet; we anticipate the entire CH-53E fleet to be reset in
the next three to four years. This reset process is breathing new life and reli-
ability into the CH-53E fleet, extending the viability of our heavy lift fleet until
CH-53K arrives.

e MV-22 IRR: From the outcome of the V-22 IRR we found that we need to have
one configuration of the Osprey; right now we have about 77. The answer to
why we have so many variants lies within how the acquisition and fielding of
the MV-22 occurred. Always needing the latest and greatest forward capability,
we chose to deploy the aircraft as soon as the first combat capability existed.
Since the start of fielding, the aircraft has advanced in areas such as reliability,
performance and capability. The Independent Readiness Review identified many
factors, to include the transfer and cannibalization of these aircraft which can
also contribute to different configurations, and which identified the solution as
a common configuration. Common Configuration Readiness and Modification
(CC-RAM) is a disciplined approach to put some of those pieces in place and
reduce the complexity of the environment from 77 configurations to 3. One ex-
ample is the use of a standard and more improved aircraft nacelle.

o AV-8B IRR: This review identified a cost-effective strategy through the remain-
der of the Harrier’s service life to produce the required squadron T 2.0 stand-
ard. To date we have seen a 26 percent increase in pilot hours per month, and
a 23 percent increase in squadron RBA throughout the AV-8B community.

The real key to attaining next generation capabilities and recovering readiness is
through transition. Due to our aging aircraft fleet, we have to focus on both current
readiness while we simultaneously recapitalize TACAIR with the F-35B/C, complete
the H-1 transition, and soon initiate the transition to the CH-53K.

Like Aviation, our Marine Corps ground programs which we choose to emphasize,
at the risk to other programs, includes:

e The AAV survivability upgrade which will continue to provide a ship to shore
self-deploying capability bridge until we have replacement for our 40 year old
AAVs.

e The ACV 1.1 is our first step in an incremental approach to replacing those
AAVs.
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e The JLTV is a joint USMC/U.S. Army program to procure the next generation
replacement for the venerable HMMWYV.

e CAC2S and G/ATOR provide an ability to control our airspace enabling freedom
of action to employ our organic weapons with the speed and tempo that makes
the Marine Air Ground Task Forces successful.

e CESAS II, Intrepid Tiger II, NOTM, and MQ-21 are some of the new capabili-
ties that we must buy to support the IW enablers.

The Marine Corps is in a regular evaluation cycle centered on the Combat Devel-
opment and Integration Campaign of Learning that seeks to identify near term effi-
ciencies that will allow us to invest in the modernization that will eventually realize
the capabilities of the “5th Generation MAGTF”. However, in today’s funding envi-
ronment, capability modernization can only be realized by accepting risk in
warfighting capacity.

General WILSON. The fiscal year (FY) 2018 President’s Budget is currently under
development. Looking back, the fiscal year 2017 budget request balanced short-term
modernization with long-term recapitalization to maintain capability, capacity and
readiness while living within fiscal constraints.

FLIGHT TRAINING

17. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, are each of the service’s flying hour programs properly sized to support full
spectrum readiness requirements?

General ALLYN. Army Aviation is currently funded to train to platoon- and com-
pany-level collective training, which is insufficient to achieve decisive action, or full
spectrum, readiness requirements against a near-peer enemy. Although sufficient to
meet readiness requirements for current contingency operations, failure to train to
decisive action readiness at the battalion level increases the risk to our aircrews,
and it risks degrading mission effectiveness in a higher threat environment. The
Army is currently facing challenges in achieving higher levels of collective readiness
due to shortages in pilots and aircraft. Additionally, Army Aviation is nearing the
end of major force structure reorganization (Aviation Restructure Initiative) and
taking deliberate steps to address training, manning, and equipping constraints. In
order to address our manning shortages, the Army is increasing flight school train-
ing throughput, increasing warrant officer accessions and pursuing incentives to
adequately man the force. In order to address our aircraft shortages, the Army is
leveraging multi-year procurement programs and requesting increased levels of
resourcing beginning in fiscal year 2017 to fill holes across the Aviation structure.
The Army will require sustained and predictable funding to achieve full spectrum
aviation readiness. Funding at Budget Control Act (BCA) levels or extended periods
operating under Continuing Resolutions (CR) will inhibit the Army’s mitigation
measures and delay our ability to achieve the readiness levels required against a
near-peer enemy. Additional flight hours and the capacity of trained pilots and mis-
sion capable aircraft to execute our combined arms training strategy will increase
proficiency in decisive action readiness and reduce risk.

Admiral MORAN. The appropriate level of sustained readiness for the “full spec-
trum requirement” in peacetime is 80 percent of that requirement. The flying hour
program supports the Optimized Fleet Response Plan, a force generation construct
that provides naval aviation forces of the “right readiness, right cost, at the right
time.” Specifically, aviator and aircrew flight hour requirements are established to
support platform specific mission proficiency through training flights and real world
operations. Reductions in available funding have necessitated reduced readiness for
forces early in the training cycle. The Navy mitigates risk through the use of a
tiered readiness approach that limits flight hours for aviators during squadron
maintenance and work up periods, and increases proficiency as units prepare to de-
ploy. The impact of this reduced level of funding is the dearth of forces able to surge
from homeport to support the deployed forces on the line in case of conflict. In-
creased flying hour funding will improve the readiness of the surge forces.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The U.S. Air Force fiscal year 2017 flying hour accounts were
programmed to the levels we could execute, though still 8 percent below the min-
imum requirement for ready aircrew due to manpower and aircraft availability
issues. Higher execution rates are limited by shortfalls in appropriately trained crit-
ical personnel (primarily maintenance manpower), reduced availability of older leg-
acy aircraft systems, and ongoing support to the current fight. As a result, we do
not recommend additional unexecutable funding for the flying hour program at this
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time. However, we will require plus ups to the flying hour program across the Fu-
ture Years Defense Program as existing shortfalls are improved.

The top investment priority to begin restoring full spectrum readiness is increas-
ing end strength manpower. Additionally, deliberate increases in funding levels for
weapon system sustainment, training resources and infrastructure are all necessary
for full-spectrum readiness recovery.

18. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, how does the hours our combat flight crews are getting today compare to
the hours they were flying in the 1980s and 1990s?

General ALLYN. Due to advances in technology and training, it is difficult to com-
pare flying hours from the 1980s and 1990s to the present. The introduction of high-
fidelity simulation devices enable more efficient and effective live training. The
Army estimates that aircrews flew approximately 20 hours per month during the
1980s, and 14 hours during the 1990s. In 2016, Army aviators flew an average of
approximately 10 hours per month, down from approximately 12.5 hours in 2014.
Over the last 15 years, Army aviation has relied heavily on deployed flight time to
establish a foundational base of experience. However, deployed flight time has de-
creased significantly since operations transitioned more toward an advise and assist
mission profile. From 2006-2014, Army aviators flew an average of 31 hours per
month while deployed. Since 2014, aircrews have flown an average of 10 hours per
month while deployed. These reduced flight hours have permitted the Army to
maintain sufficient rotary-wing aviation readiness to meet current operational re-
quirements in the counterinsurgency operational environment, but they are inad-
equate for the lethality and complexity of operations against a near-peer adversary.

Admiral MORAN. Modern Navy aircrew are better trained and more ready for ad-
vanced air combat than at any time in the past; however, the standards required
to achieve this level of proficiency are not supported by current funding levels. In
2016, Naval Aviation flew less than half the number of flight hours when compared
to the highest flight hour execution point in 1989; 1.07 million versus 2.23 million
flight hours. The Navy’s newer planning factors for the Optimized Fleet Response
Plan (OFRP) have reduced required training flight hours. Training requirements are
now based on where the aircrews are in the training cycle, and high fidelity simula-
tors have reduced the required time to train, making comparison difficult.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. USAF pilots fly less annual training hours today than in past
decades. In the 1980s fighter pilots flew an average of 213 hours; in the 1990s—205
hours; in the 2000s—183 hours; and previous 12-months (Apr 16—-Mar 17) 149 hours.
In the 1980s bomber pilots flew an average of 233 hours; in the 1990s—-190 hours;
in the 2000s—223 hours; and previous 12-months (Apr 16—Mar 17) 156 hours.

19. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, how do the hours our combat flight crews are getting today compare to
other nations?

General ALLYN. Currently, U.S. Army aviators are flying approximately 10 flight
hours per month. However, to achieve collective training proficiency for decisive ac-
tion readiness against a near-peer adversary, we estimate a need to fly between 14
and 15 hours per month. NATO published standards that pilots should achieve a
minimum of 140 hours per year, or approximately 11.6 hours per month to meet
basic individual proficiency requirements. A recent query of other nations (France,
Germany, Italy, Australia, Netherlands, and the UK) revealed standards similar to
those set forth by NATO. These nations would also require additional hours to
achieve the collective level proficiency necessary for decisive action readiness
against a near-peer enemy.

Admiral MoraAN. U.S. Naval Aviators maintain an advantage over Russian/PLAN
aviator counterparts when it comes to sheer quantity of flight hours (approximately
200 per year versus roughly 120 per year), and we are consistently upgrading and
providing state of the art training for our aviators. However, our competitors have
watched how we train and they are becoming more proficient, reducing the competi-
tive advantage the U.S. Navy enjoys.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. Current USAF flight hours approximate the NATO Standard
and exceeds the flight hours of potential adversaries.
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20. Senator INHOFE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what impact does reduced flight hours have on readiness, experience, pro-
ficiency, and safety?

General ALLYN. Reduced flight hours inhibit the Army’s ability to develop the ex-
perience and proficiency necessary to achieve the readiness levels required to defeat
a near-peer enemy at an acceptable risk. Due to budget constraints, Army Aviation
is currently funded to train to platoon and company-level collective training, which
is insufficient to achieve decisive action, or full spectrum, readiness requirements
against a near-peer enemy. The Army also faces manning and equipping shortages
which impact achieving higher levels of collective readiness. Over the last 15 years,
Army aviation has relied heavily on deployed flight time to establish a foundational
base of experience. However, deployed flight time has decreased significantly since
operations transitioned to an advise and assist role. From 2006-2014, Army aviators
flew an average of 31 hours per month while deployed. Since 2014, aircrews have
flown an average of 10 hours per month while deployed. Despite the reduced flight
hours, however, the accident rate of 1.33 accidents per 100,000 flight hours from
2010 to present represents an all-time low. Additional flight hours and the capacity
of trained pilots and mission capable aircraft are necessary to enable our aircrews
to execute combined arms training, which will increase their proficiency in decisive
action readiness and reduce risk in a conflict with a near-peer enemy.

Admiral MORAN. Reduced flight hour execution, as a result of fewer Ready Basic
Aircraft on flight-lines has a direct, negative impact on readiness, experience, pro-
ficiency and safety. These negative impacts were validated in a 2015 Center for
Naval Analyses (CNA) study which found extended periods at very low flight hours
resulted in extremely low readiness, decreased flying experience, decreased
warfighting proficiency and higher risk of experiencing a pilot causal factor (PCF)
mishap. The Navy refers to this as the Tactical Hard Deck (THD). The same study
discovered pilots are 50 percent more likely to have a PCF mishap when flying at
THD; the risk increases even more when flying below THD. Hours flown below Opti-
mized Fleet Response Plan standards reduce the number of tasks aircrew (Naval
Aviators, Naval Flight Officers and Naval Aircrewmen) perform towards primary
mission areas. Specifically, CNA found aircrews fly 25 percent fewer tactical train-
ing flights per month when the units are operated at THD. This reduces their readi-
ness levels, as well as their experience and proficiency at those tasks, preventing
full spectrum readiness. Naval aviation strives to maintain readiness levels through
prioritization of units preparing to deploy and deployed; however, this leaves non-
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deployed units at home with fewer hours to execute and fewer aircraft to fly. These
lower readiness levels for non-deployed units also leads to slower progression and
attainment of aircrew milestones and directly affects retention within Naval Avia-
tion. Where aviation safety is concerned, readiness gaps are considered to be situa-
tions in which: A. There were insufficient numbers of Sailors to perform mainte-
nance functions, or; B. Sailors were insufficiently trained to perform maintenance
functions, or; C. Insufficient parts or equipment were available to produce an ade-
quate number of Mission Capable aircraft in order to provide sufficient flying time
to maintain aircrew proficiency, or; D. Known aircraft deficiencies were not cor-
rected in a timely manner due to insufficient resources. Aviation mishaps are typi-
cally caused by a number of causal factors and it is often difficult, if not impossible
to say with certainty a single factor, such as a readiness gap, was the primary caus-
al factor. The Naval Safety Center carefully reviewed Aviation Class-A Flight Mis-
haps (damage of $2 million or more and/or aircraft destroyed, and/or loss of life) for
the period between fiscal year 2012 and fiscal year 2016 to see if there was a readi-
ness component. The Naval Safety Center believes of 44 Class-A Flight Mishaps for
the period fiscal year 2012 through fiscal year 2016, three of 44 mishaps (6.8 per-
cent) had a readiness component.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. Fewer flight hours generally reduces repetition that build the
habit patterns required to gain proficiency in flying tasks which prepare aircrews
for combat. It also equates to a longer time period for inexperienced pilots to become
experienced in their platform. Less proficient pilots that take longer to gain exper-
tise will also have a more difficult time maintaining that expertise. In addition to
being fiscally inefficient, reduced flight hours decrease overall Air Force readiness
and increase risk to combat operations.

NUCLEAR READINESS

21. Senator INHOFE. General Wilson, the Air Force is responsible for two legs of
the strategic nuclear triad as well as tactical fighter aircraft assigned to regional
nuclear missions. What is your assessment of the readiness of those nuclear forces
to conduct strategic deterrence missions as well as to provide support to regional
comfll)atgnt commanders in the event of a regional crisis or on-going conventional
conflict?

General WILSON. Air Force nuclear deterrence forces, including both dual-capable
and nuclear-only platforms, are ready to perform their full range of assigned mis-
sions. However, many of these systems were last recapitalized in the 1980s and are
operating decades beyond their intended service lives. Should planned moderniza-
tion programs be delayed or deferred, the Air Force’s ability to provide the Nation
with credible and effective nuclear deterrence in the future could be at risk.

22. Senator INHOFE. Admiral Moran, what is your assessment of the readiness of
the1 I;uclear ballistic missile submarine force to carry out strategic deterrence pa-
trols?

Admiral MoRrAN. The Navy’s SSBN force and supporting facilities are safe, secure,
and effective at meeting the requirements identified by the Strategic Command
(STRATCOM). The SSBN force is sized and maintained to keep the required num-
ber of platforms properly positioned, postured and survivable at all times.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JONI ERNST
FOREIGN LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY

23. Senator ERNST. General Allyn, the fiscal year 2017 NDAA conference report
highlights the importance of foreign language proficiency in maintaining military
readiness. Accordingly, the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center
(DLIFLC) has had a requirement for copyright-covered, authentic-content foreign
language training material in two successive years. That requirement was fully
funded, but under-executed by $5 million, in fiscal year 2016. DLIFLC’s budget re-
quest and requirements for fiscal year 2017 remain unchanged. What is the status
of the approved Performance of Work Statement in the contracting process?

General ALLYN. DLIFLC is always required to provide authentic foreign language
training materials. Current information technology provides access to authentic for-
eign language materials. Therefore, DLIFLC no longer requires a contract for this
general capability. DLIFLC would, however, benefit from assistance with copyright
permissions. A previous contract included both assistance with access to authentic
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foreign language materials and copyright permissions. The scope and cost of this
contract was in excess of Army requirements. Because the contractor declined to tai-
lor its contract to meet actual requirements, U.S. Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) and Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) chose not to renew
the contract. DLIFLC has developed a performance work statement for submission
in late fiscal year 2017 to contract for the capability to gain copyright permissions
for authentic foreign language materials in certain targeted languages at higher lev-
els of proficiency. We expect this contract to go out for competition in fiscal year
2018.

24. Senator ERNST. General Allyn, how can Congress be assured DLIFLC will
meet this requirement through a competition this calendar year?

General ALLYN. As the Executive Agent for DLIFLC, the Army remains com-
mitted to generating readiness among linguists from all Services supporting Depart-
ment of Defense missions. U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC)
and Headquarters, Department of the Army closely monitor all contracting actions.
DLIFLC developed a performance work statement for submission in late fiscal year
2017. We anticipate the contract will be awarded in calendar year 2018.

25. Senator ERNST. General Allyn, how will a delay in meeting DLIFLC’s own
stated requirements impact military readiness?

General ALLYN. Because DLIFLC already has access to authentic-content foreign
language materials, delays in this contracting action will have minimal impact on
military readiness. Assistance with copyright permissions allows DLIFLC to incor-
porate authentic materials into its own organizational texts and teaching materials.

ARMY IMPROVED TURBINE ENGINE PROGRAM

26. Senator ERNST. General Allyn, during operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, the
Army combined arms efforts were heavily integrated with assault, scout, and attack
rotary wing aviation assets. In particular, due to the high-hot challenges in both
theaters of operation, rotary wing aircraft were often required to limit payloads due
to inadequate engine power for the mission or for the environmental conditions. The
Army is pursuing the Improved Turbine Engine Program, or ITEP, to provide in-
creased power, improved fuel efficiency, and reduced maintenance costs for the UH—
60 Black Hawk and AH-64 Apache. Army leadership has previously pronounced
ITEP as their #1 Army Aviation modernization program. Is ITEP still the Army’s
top aviation modernization priority?

General ALLYN. Yes, the Improved Turbine Engine Program (ITEP) is a top mod-
ernization priority for Army Aviation. Scheduled to enter Low-Rate Production in
2024, the Army is programmed to start bridging its rotary wing high/hot capability
gap in 2026. In 2018, the Army will select a preliminary design and award the ITEP
development to a single vendor. Once completed, this materiel solution will reduce
cumulative sustainment costs and offer commanders the ability to deliver an unre-
strained aviation maneuver capability, at less than high/hot conditions, increased
engine power and fuel efficiency can be traded for helicopter range, speed, or lift
capacity. Enhanced helicopter performance bridges the high/hot capability gap, as-
suring that the ITEP remains a top modernization priority.

27. Senator ERNST. General Allyn, do you anticipate continued support for this
Army program for the Black Hawk and Apache fleets?

General ALLYN. Yes, the Improved Turbine Engine Program (ITEP) is balanced
and fully funded in the Future Years Defense Program. Additionally, the Capabili-
ties Development Document is scheduled for approval in the third quarter of fiscal
year 2017. The ITEP extends the life of the current Black Hawk and Apache fleets
and, contingent on funding, continues to be important to the Army.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR DAVID PURDUE
NEW JOINT MILITARY NET ASSESSMENT (JMNA) PROCESS

28. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, I understand that the joint staff is working on a new assessment, to be
called the Joint Military Net Assessment (JMNA) that will include an assessment
of what’s needed to meet the threats and challenges we face, exclusive of budget
limitations. What is being done by you and the joint staff to better assess readiness
and our ability to meet the Mission Essential Task List (“metals”) as well as our
operation plans (“o-plans”) at the combatant command level?
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General ALLYN. The Army has adopted analytical processes to quantify the re-
quirement for forces to meet Combatant Commander Contingency Plans, as focused
by Defense Planning Guidance, in order to optimize a “sustainable” readiness force
posture for contingencies. To enhance unit preparation for contingencies, we have
adopted objective measures of training readiness for decisive action in unified land
operations that will quantify unit training readiness levels. The Army’s role will be
to provide input to the new Joint Military Net Assessment process.

Admiral MORAN. Navy actively participates in the Joint Combat Capability As-
sessment Group, whose purpose is to identify combatant command top concerns
with respect to supporting combatant commander (CCDR) O-Plans, and provides
input to JMNA. Working collaboratively with the Joint Staff, the group not only ad-
dresses O—Plan-related issues, but explores potential mitigation strategies and solu-
tions that can be performed at the Joint and Service-level. Navy’s assessment of
readiness to support CCDR’s O—Plan METLs is a continuous refinement process. As-
sessments of capabilities supported by the status of resources (personnel, equip-
ment, supply, training, and ordnance) are reviewed and refined as required. This
ensures the information provided to the CCDRs, via the Defense Readiness Report-
ing System Enterprise, is meaningful and accurate.

General WALTERS. The JMNA is a classified document. In general, HQMC contin-
ually assesses Combatant Commanders’ (CCDRs) OPLANSs to ensure the Service is
properly prioritizing its organize, train, and equip responsibilities. OPLAN assess-
ment and evaluation incorporates Joint Staff, CCDRs, and Service planner analysis
with Service training, capability development and readiness issues. The JMNA will
highlight Marine Corps readiness concerns and assist Services in their efforts to
identify combat and Service support necessary to mold a force that can deter, re-
spond, and defeat adversaries in crisis and contingency situations. Coordination
with the Joint Staff will enable the Joint Staff to identify total force areas of dupli-
cation, mitigate underfunded programs of record, and provide guidance to improve
capability and capacity development in the future. Most significantly, the JMNA
will allow Services coordinate a holistic course to improve national security and De-
fense Department readiness across the spectrum of conflict.

General WILSON. JMNA synthesizes disparate staff estimates into an overall as-
sessment. Today, Air Force commanders assess their unit’s ability to meet their de-
signed capability and any assigned Operations Plans on a monthly basis in accord-
ance with the Chairman’s readiness system. The Joint Staff is working with the
Services on recommendations to better assess readiness.

29. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, can you explain more about the new JMNA process, and why the joint staff
has decided to take this on?

General ALLYN. I would have to defer to the Joint Staff to comment on their spe-
cific JMNA efforts which are in accordance with the Chairman’s title 10 responsibil-
ities. NOTE: JS provided this proposed response. JS reached out through LA chan-
nels to Sen Perdue’s staff to ensure they have the information needed for JMNA
and they understand it is a Joint Staff product should they have additional ques-
tions or concerns.

Admiral MoORAN. JMNA addresses the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
(CJCS)’s strategic planning responsibility under title 10 U.S. Code § 153(a)(2)(c) to
“[perform] net assessments to determine the capabilities of the armed forces of the
United States and its allies as compared with those of their potential adversaries.”
The assessment aims to inform CJCS recommendations about strategic, pro-
grammatic, budgetary, and force development choices by synthesizing ongoing as-
sessment efforts to integrate an overarching view of Comprehensive Joint Readi-
ness. The Joint Staff can provide additional information about their specific JMNA
efforts if needed.

General WALTERS. The purpose of the JMNA is to assess the comprehensive readi-
ness of the Joint Force to execute the National Military Strategy today and through
the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). The JMNA synthesizes ongoing assess-
ment efforts to integrate an overarching view of comprehensive joint readiness. In
particular, the JMNA assesses U.S. military capabilities, capacity and readiness
against potential adversaries through the lens of the 4+1 problem sets and develops
options for addressing gaps in key competitive areas. These options are intended to
inform CJCS recommendations about strategic, programmatic, budgetary, and force
development choices. The JMNA is a classified document. However, 2016 version is
being finalized as the Joint Staff begins work on the 2017 version with OSD, the
Services and Defense Department supporting establishment.

General WILSON. Under title X, the “CJCS is responsible for ... performing net
assessments to determine the capabilities of the armed forces of the United States
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and its allies as compared with those of their potential adversaries.” The purpose
of the JMNA is to develop an integrated assessment of the comprehensive readiness
of the Joint Force to execute the National Military Strategy currently and through
the Future Years Defense Program. It draws upon inputs from multiple existing
Joint Staff processes in which the combatant commands and Services participate.
For more detailed information, recommend contacting the Director, Joint Staff.

30. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what do you expect this new assessment will find in terms of the difference
between needs and resources?

General ALLYN. I would have to defer to the Joint Staff to comment on their ex-
pectations for JMNA conclusions. NOTE: JS provided this proposed response. JS
reached out through LA channels to Sen Perdue’s staff to ensure they have the in-
formation needed for JMNA and they understand it is a Joint Staff product should
they have additional questions or concerns. Impact of Continuing Resolutions on
Readiness

Admiral MORAN. The JMNA informs the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
with strategic, programmatic, budgetary, and force development recommendations.
The current JMNA assessment is ongoing and classified. I would have to defer to
the Joint Staff to comment on any expectations for JMNA findings.

General WALTERS. The 2016 JMNA is classified. Generally, the assessment syn-
thesizes existing assessments and compares U.S. military capabilities, capacities
and operational approaches to those of our adversaries.

General WILSON. The Air Force expects the JMNA will highlight previously iden-
tified gaps between needs and resources consistent with Air Force analyses. The
document is still in coordination, and while the Air Force and other Services partici-
pated in some of the processes that informed the JMNA, the Services did not par-
ticipate in drafting the document itself. As such, for more detailed information, rec-
ommend contacting the Director, Joint Staff.

IMPACT OF CONTINUING RESOLUTIONS ON READINESS

31. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, when I visit bases in Georgia or talk to combatant commanders, one of the
first things I hear is that continuing resolutions are hurting our military’s ability
to plan and spend wisely. Do Continuing Resolutions (CR’s) make readiness more
expensive?

General ALLYN. Absolutely yes. Under a CR, the Army’s funding is limited, by ap-
propriation, to the rate spent in the prior year (fiscal year 2016) through the CR
period. This forces prioritization decisions within available funding. Contract fund-
ing is limited to the duration of the CR period (fiscal year 2017 CR #2 — 270 days)
as opposed to the full period of performance (generally one year), requiring multiple,
less cost effective contracts. Contract administration is more expensive (in time and
money) and contract prices increase as companies absorb the risk of uncertain fund-
ing and unpredictable periods of performance. Tradeoffs are required when CR fund-
ing levels are less than the President’s Budget Request. Programmed readiness /
training is often deferred, scaled back, or cancelled. Uncertainty for contractors and
higher commodity prices contribute to elevated readiness costs. The CR prevents
new starts and production rate increases; low production rates often increase com-
modity prices and overall per unit costs.

Admiral MoORAN. Yes, continuing resolutions (CR) drive inefficiencies into the exe-
cution of our budgets, creating redundant work and additional time and cost. For
example, CR rules restrict funding obligations to only the CR period, driving the
breakup of contract actions into multiple transactions that we otherwise would do
once. CRs perpetuate labor intensive and cost prohibitive processes by increasing
administrative workload throughout the Department, exacerbating our efforts to re-
duce headquarters workforce and adding stress/overload in contracting where we al-
ready have a critical skills shortfall. Two specific examples of CR impacts to cost
are articulated below: Depending on the length of time, a CR can result in the defer-
ral or cancelation of some planned execution due to a lack of time left to plan and
execute the funding, which ultimately increases (bow waves) the requirements to
subsequent fiscal years and often results in higher costs. Given the two-year plan-
ning, programming, budget and execution cycle, it becomes increasingly difficult to
manage these shortfalls in the subsequent budget cycle. Navy Working Capital
Fund (NWCF) rates are established to recoup expenses incurred by NWCF activities
in carrying out workload requested by our Fleets. Fluctuations and uncertainty in
the funds required to support demand for working capital funded activities, as well
as cash reductions in the CR calculation, impact the net operating results (NOR)
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and planned cash balances in NWCF accounts. For example, reduced shore com-
mand activity under a CR impacts the cash flow at our Facilities Engineering Com-
mands for utilities. Protracted CRs not only impact the NWCF cash balance but also
drive NOR losses that will cause future rates to increase in order to make up for
the losses.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. A CR (especially long term) can make readiness more expensive.
CRs impact our ability to do long term planning, introduce contractual limitations,
and delay our readiness recovery leading to lost productivity, manhours and poten-
tial contractual fees.

32. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what would be the impact of extending the Continuing Resolution to the
rest of the fiscal year on readiness? How would this compare to a fiscal year 2017
appropriations bill at President Obama’s request levels?

General ALLYN. An extended fiscal year 2017-long CR results in a depleted readi-
ness / training account for U.S. Army Forces Command (responsible for training
oversight for 750,000 soldiers) by mid-July 2017. A minimum of one combat training
center rotation will be canceled, degrading deployment readiness for one BCT and
negating critical developmental experience for hundreds of joint leaders. The Army
will make prioritization decisions, delay or cancel new starts, delay or cancel con-
tracts, and defer all collective training for non-deploying units. Combat vehicles will
no longer be maintained in “ready to fight” conditions and spare part stockages will
be depleted. Units will enter fiscal year 2018 with degraded equipment readiness
levels. Most egregiously, all the readiness gains Commanders have fought to regain
will begin a declining slope, immediately impacting near term readiness levels, and
creating distrust between soldiers and their chain of command. An unready Army
means high risk to mission success if deployed into combat and will result in higher
casualties. Programmed Operation and Maintenance (O&M) funding increased in
fiscal year 2017 ($1.4 billion in Base and $0.5 billion in OCO) above fiscal year 2016
levels. A year-long CR will prevent adequate funding for military pay, equipment,
and readiness for the NDAA end-strength increase. These limitations have a direct,
negative impact on the following:

- The CR also impacts funding for the POTUS directed OPTEMPO increases for
C-ISIS operations, and the recently directed deployment of Terminal High Alti-
tude Area Defense (THAAD) to USKF.

- The extended CR will prevent critical equipping in support of the Army’s con-
version of one Infantry Brigade Combat Team to an Armor Brigade Combat
Team, impacting mission risk to two theaters in fiscal year 2018.

- Combatant Command Emergent/Urgent operational needs (ONS/JUONS):
Counter-Unmanned Aircraft System (UAS); Offensive Cyber; Reactive Armor
Tiles

- Total Force Readiness initiatives—secure and sustainable training and power
projection platforms; cyber tools and platforms; communication and collabora-
tion technology tools.

- The expected funding level under a year-long CR would prevent Army depots
from rebuilding four Apache helicopters, two Blackhawk helicopters, several Pa-
triot Air Defense systems, and upgrades to system software that is required and
critical to ensure weapon systems communicate on the battlefield. This equip-
ment is needed to fill critical gaps in our formations.

Admiral MORAN. Due to reductions from the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015, high
operational demand for naval forces in fiscal year 2016 and fiscal year 2017, fiscal
year 2016 execution/closeout, and changes in operational plans since President’s
Budget 2017 submission, the Navy currently has significant shortfalls in our readi-
ness accounts even from President’s Budget 2017 levels. The Navy’s fiscal year 2017
Request for Additional Appropriations (RAA) requests additional funding to address
these shortfalls and improve warfighting readiness. In addition, the current con-
ference report for the fiscal year 2017 Defense Appropriations Act, as passed by the
House, includes an increase in funding for Navy readiness. While the increase would
not be enough to fully address the readiness shortfall, every additional investment
into readiness helps. Extending the continuing resolution (CR) for the entire fiscal
year would continue to drive inefficiencies into the system, for readiness and across
the entire Navy portfolio. The instability would force CR mitigating action that
could impact morale, recruitment and retention, and future year budgets. Addition-
ally, a CR prevents any type of reprogramming action, therefore, where the Navy
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might have made choices in fiscal year 2017 to re-prioritize funding from other
sources to address our readiness shortfalls, this option has been unavailable.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. A year-long CR reverses the efforts made in our readiness recov-
ery ... taking us back to “just in time” readiness which increases the risk to the
warfighter.

Under a year-long Continuing Resolution (CR), the Air Force must absorb a $1.3
billion cut (fiscal year (FY) 2016 enacted is $1.3 billion less than the fiscal year 2017
President’s Budget request) in the remaining five months of the fiscal year. Impacts
to people, readiness and modernization are unavoidable as we would need to find
executable options to solve the shortfall.

e Direct impact on our people and readiness recovery
o Halts efforts to grow Active Duty end-strength above 317,000
o Peacetime flying hours would be drastically reduced (i.e., ~2 months = $1 bil-
lion)
o Depot maintenance inductions would be delayed, impacting aircraft avail-
ability in fiscal year 2017 and beyond

o Facility projects would be limited to life/health/safety
o Civilian hiring freeze continues through end of year
e Severely impacts our modernization efforts

o Acquisition new starts, including MQ-9 upgrades, Joint Interagency Com-
bined Space Operations Center, and C—130 Avionics Modernization Program
Increment 2, would require anomalies

o We also would not be able to keep up with the demand for critical munitions
such as Long Range Anti-Ship Missile and Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Mis-
sile-Extended Range, further depleting our inventories.

33. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, what have been the impacts to readiness due to being on a seven-month CR
for fiscal year 2017?

General ALLYN. Because the Army has fully funded training and readiness efforts
year to date, an extended CR will result in no readiness funding for non-deploying,
CONUS based unit training after mid-July. Some units in the Total Army, particu-
larly Reserve Component units with Summer Annual Training events, will not reach
programmed proficiency levels. Additional funding for modernization and mainte-
nance is being deferred in order to provide full resources to prioritized units. Under
a continuing resolution, the Army has to prioritize funding to deploying units, leav-
ing soldiers and units with reduced training opportunities and less proficiency. The
CR constrains the Army to fiscal year 2016 levels, which is $225 million below the
fiscal year 2017 Presidential Budget request. Some Commanders must sacrifice crit-
ical field training exercises and restrict funding to only individual and small unit
training.

Admiral MoORAN. Because of the House’s passage of the conference report for the
fiscal year 2017 Defense Appropriations Act, and the President’s submission of an
fiscal year 2017 Request for Additional Appropriations (RAA) to Congress, the Navy
has delayed taking continuing resolution (CR) mitigating action in hopes that Con-
gress will be able to pass a fiscal year 2017 Defense Appropriations Act with some
or part of our RAA request. At this point, the Navy has prudently only taken minor
mitigations that are reversible. This includes deferring ship operations parts and
supply requisitions, and reducing support for training ranges and schoolhouses.
However, if the CR is extended for a full-year and additional appropriations are not
provided, then the Navy will be compelled to take more severe mitigating action be-
cause of the inability to drawdown more gradually at the end of the fiscal year.
These actions will need to be executed when it becomes clear that Congress will not
provide the necessary funding to support training, maintenance, and operations
through the end of the fiscal year, based on the funding and time available at that
point. Navy will make every effort to protect deployed forces, with impacts primarily
focused on our non-deployed forces. Eventually, this will manifest in an inability to
meet some future planned Global Force Management commitment. The frequency
and duration of these gaps will be a direct function of the readiness shortfalls that
remain uncovered by a continuing CR and any reductions to the Navy’s afloat readi-
ness RAA requests.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.
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General WILSON. We have been able to mitigate risks and major impacts to readi-
ness through Congressional approval of anomalies in the investment appropriation
for increased production levels for munitions and the KC—-46 contract to increase
from 12 to 15 aircraft.

34. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, how much has the CR decreased funding for readiness programs for fiscal
year 2017 compared to plans outlined in the budget request?

General ALLYN. Since the continuing resolution constrains the Army to approxi-
mate fiscal year 2016 enacted levels, the Army’s flexibility to address readiness re-
quirements is constrained compared to the fiscal year 2017 President’s Budget Re-
quest because the Army cannot access the expected increased OPTEMPO funding
of $225 million.

Admiral MORAN. The CR has not decreased Operations & Maintenance, Navy
(OMN) funding because fiscal year 2016 OMN levels are slightly higher than fiscal
year 2017, so Navy activities are continuing to operate and plan on the assumption
that they will receive the President’s Budget 2017 requested amount. However, re-
ductions from the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2015, high operational demand for naval
forces in fiscal year 2016 and fiscal year 2017, fiscal year 2016 execution/closeout,
and changes in operational plans since President’s Budget 2017 submission have re-
sulted in significant fiscal year 2017 readiness shortfalls from our President’s Budg-
et 2017 levels. The Navy’s fiscal year 2017 Request for Additional Appropriations
(RAA) requests additional funding to address these shortfalls and improve
warfighting readiness. Additionally, the Continuing Resolution prevents any type of
reprogramming action, therefore, where the Navy might have made choices in fiscal
year 2017 to re-prioritize funding to address our readiness shortfalls, this option has
been unavailable.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The Continuing Resolution funds the Air Force at fiscal year
(FY) 2016 enacted levels, which is $1.3 billion less than the fiscal year 2017 Presi-
dent’s Budget submission.

35. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, could you briefly, discuss the impact on your respective services should the
%30% caps go back into effect for fiscal year 2018, as they are slated to do in current
aw?

General ALLYN. At current strength and readiness levels today, the Army remains
at high military risk to simultaneously defeat and deny significant adversaries, con-
tinue to support counterterrorism operations and defend the homeland as called for
by Defense Planning Guidance. A return to BCA funding levels will negate the hard
earned readiness gains and prioritized modernization efforts achieved over the past
four years since sequestration in fiscal year 2013. The most significant impact will
be seen in the Army’s inability to resource the fiscal year 2017 NDAA end-strength
increases. Returning to BCA funding levels will once again force the Army to reduce
its combat units in capacity and capability and start an inevitable decline toward
a hollow force.

Admiral MORAN. A return to sequestration levels in fiscal year 2018 and beyond
would require changes to the defense strategy, which would then dictate the specific
priorities, impacts, and reductions. Sequestration level funding would prevent our
ability to significantly recover readiness or grow force structure, despite the increas-
ingly complex and dynamic security environment. The Navy would likely struggle
to support ship and air operations and maintenance, training, and shore infrastruc-
ture sustainment and modernization. The hard choices required for cuts to readi-
ness, capability and capacity would result in a Navy that cannot support our current
national strategies.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. Air Force readiness remains at historic lows, driven by 26 years
of continuous combat operations and the impacts of sequestration. If sequestration
returns in fiscal year (FY) 2018, it would have many of the same devastating effects
that occurred in fiscal year 2013. Impacts to readiness and future modernization
cannot be avoided, because those are the accounts we can dial down quickly. Actions
required to pay the estimated sequestration bill include:

e Reversing readiness recovery
o Flying hours reduced (e.g. $1 billion redux = ~2 months of flying)
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o Depot Maintenance deferrals ... increases bow-wave, reduces aircraft avail-
ability/readiness for war effort and peacetime training

o Combat Air Forces training exercises minimized ... fewer pilots ready for full
spectrum fight

o Take risk in munitions such as Joint Direct Attack Munitions, Small Diame-
ter Bombs, and Hellfire missiles (e.g. $1 billion = 50 percent reduction) ...
all used in current fight ... current production max’d to keep up with demand

o Infrastructure risks ... mission bed-downs and training delays, base oper-
ating support to minimum levels (e.g. example $1 billion = 43 percent of Fa-
cilities, Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization and ~70 percent of Mili-
tary Construction budget)

e Modernization Delays
o Adjust F-35 buy (e.g. $1 billion = ~10 F-35s)
o Defer 4th/5th Gen Modifications ... F-16s, F-15Cs, F-22s

o Defer B-21, Long Range Standoff Weapon, Ground-Based Strategic Deter-
rent, MC-130s, Joint Surveillance And Target Attack Radar System recap

o Defer Presidential Aircraft Recapitalization
o Reduce investment in Science & Technology
e People

o Cap military end strength at current levels ... maintenance, nuclear, cyber
shortfalls will remain, delaying readiness recovery

o Civilian hiring freezes ... critical skills left unfilled
o Potential force structure reductions
o A-10, U-2, KC-10, RQ4s, C-130Hs, EC-130s

Living with less than planned budget levels has resulted in the Air Force being
the smallest, oldest, and least ready in history. BCA level funding has devastating
effects on our capability, capacity, and readiness.

JOINT SURVEILLANCE TARGET ATTACK RADAR SYSTEM (JSTARS) AS AN EXAMPLE OF
READINESS CAPABILITY

36. Senator PURDUE. General Wilson, you stated in your written testimony that
JSTARS capabilities are, “essential to finding and tracking our adversaries, con-
ducting non-kinetic targeting, and ensuring Air Force weapons systems and cyber
mission assurance.” However, the current fleet of JSTARS has been suffering from
some serious delays in depot maintenance. Right now, there are seven aircraft in
the Northrup Grumman Lake Charles, Louisiana facility and one aircraft in depot
status in Warner Robins. That’s half the fleet. I'm also concerned that the “service
life extension plan” (SLEP) will increase the cost and complexity of maintaining the
aging legacy fleet, as opposed to bringing the recapped fleet online sooner. Can you
speak to the readiness issues caused by unforeseen delays in depot maintenance at
the Lake Charles facility?

General WILSON. The Air Force has no plans to SLEP the Legacy JSTARS fleet.
Although the Air Force is working with Northrop Grumman to address delays at
the Lake Charles Maintenance and Modification Center, sustainment costs for the
Legacy fleet continue to grow at an unacceptable rate. This is one of the key reasons
the Department chose to recap the capability despite significant funding constraints.
Given the funding constraints of the Budget Control Act, the Department must ac-
cept and work to mitigate a capacity gap as we continue to fully support JSTARS
Recap. The Air Force is working with our industry partners to see if the Depart-
ment can extend the service life of a portion of the JSTARS fleet within the current
programmed funding, to reduce the gap between the divestiture of the Legacy plat-
form and Initial Operational Capability of Recap.

37. Senator PURDUE. General Wilson, for the record, will there be a capability gap
between divestiture of the current fleet and acquisition of the new JSTARS? What
does that gap mean for Air Force capabilities and combatant commander demands?

General WILSON. The Air Force is sensitive to the critical role JSTARS fills for
combatant commanders and recognizes the demand for this capability will likely not
decline. Unfortunately, there will likely be a capability gap as we retire legacy E—
8C JSTARS. However, the solicitation for the JSTARS Recap contains incentives for
contractors to accelerate fielding of JSTARS Recap to minimize this potential gap.

There is no single Department of Defense (DOD) aircraft that can fuse Battle
Management Command and Control (BMC2) with Ground Moving Target Indicator
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(GMTI) capability like JSTARS, but there are DOD assets that can act to partially
mitigate the potential capability gap. Therefore, this potential gap means that the
Department and combatant commanders will need to look across the DOD for a mix
of assets to partially mitigate shortfalls until the new JSTARS becomes available
for taskings.

MARINE AVAIATION AND MV—22 OSPREYS

38. Senator PURDUE. General Walters, you mentioned in your written testimony
that you recently reduced the number of MV-22 ospreys (and their aerial refueling
aircraft, the KC-130J) assigned to your special purpose Marine air ground task
forces (SPMAGTF) to improve the operational tempo and allow time for training and
maintenance. Last April, I visited with one of your MAGTF's in Moron, Spain, and
gained an appreciation for the importance of this mission, especially as it relates
to crisis operations and embassy emergency response in Africa. Can you speak to
how this move has diminished Marine readiness in that regard? What do you need
to restore this readiness?

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

NAVY AVIATION READINESS

39. Senator PURDUE. Admiral Moran, an article recently published in Defense
News stated that nearly 2/3 of the Navy’s strike fighters (F/A-18 Hornets and Super
Hornets) can’t fly because they’re either undergoing maintenance or are waiting for
parts or their turn in the Navy aviation depot backlog. What mitigation efforts are
in the works to address your $1.7 billion readiness shortfall? When will those efforts
be put in place?

Admiral MoraN. The Navy is attacking the readiness shortfall by working to im-
prove supply, engineering and maintenance planning. Additionally, the Navy is
leveraging lessons learned from legacy Hornet as we modify our Super Hornet
sustainment plans. As a result of the high number of F/A-18 Hornets and Super
Hornets in an Out-of-Reporting (OOR) status, the Department of the Navy initiated
broad measures to pull together key stakeholders from across the Naval Aviation
Enterprise, including Naval Supply Systems Command (NAVSUP) and the Defense
Logistics Agency (DLA), to identify and mitigate constraints and to manage readi-
ness challenges. The focus remains on identifying and removing constraints to the
production, engineering and material fronts at organic and commercial depots, as
well as squadron flight lines, which are each key to the ability to return OOR air-
craft back to in-reporting status. Additionally, the Navy has developed a new com-
prehensive end-of-life management strategy for the F/A-18 A-D which includes cre-
ating streamlined, consolidated depot events at major flight-hour milestones, as well
as Strategic Individual Aircraft Reviews used to identify priority high-capability lot
aircraft that are candidates for retention until planned sundown. The Navy is
proactively implementing Service Life Extension Program (SLEP) modifications dur-
ing depot level maintenance. This involves replacing targeted structural components
within the aircraft, reducing the need for future periodic inspections and unplanned
structural In-Service-Repairs (ISR). In the meantime, the Navy has engaged com-
mercial Contractor Field Teams (CFT) to help reduce completion time for one-of-a-
kind repairs as they arise. For legacy Hornets, in-reporting inventory is also im-
pacted by significant supply and squadron-level maintenance challenges. Much of
the squadron maintenance burden is associated with the demands of operating air-
craft well past their original design service life of 6,000 hours, with many aircraft
currently beyond 8,000 hours and with the intent to extend life up to 10,000 hours.
The end-of-life management strategy aims to reduce squadron level maintenance
burden by aligning and reducing flightline maintenance tasks for the last two thou-
sand hours of the aircraft’s life. Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) Logistics
is simultaneously conducting an in-depth analysis of legacy Hornet squadrons to un-
derstand and remove additional constraints to readiness. The F/A-18 contains many
“fly-to-failure” components and operates in highly corrosive salt-water environment.
As a result, maintenance requirements become increasingly complex and unpredict-
able the further the aircraft extends beyond its original design life. The NAVAIR
analysis effort is intended to assess levels of manpower, training effectiveness, sup-
port equipment availability, and adherence to maintenance procedures. The Navy is
applying the lessons learned from the legacy Hornet while preparing to extend the
service life of the Super Hornet fleet. Like the Hornet, the Super Hornet was origi-
nally designed with a service life of 6,000 hours. Compared to the legacy Hornet,
the need for a service life extension was funded earlier in the program’s life, pro-
viding greater opportunity to mitigate future impact. As the areas of the aircraft
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requiring attention are finalized, the program is developing full Service Life Exten-
sion kits to proactively repair or replace life-limited components in every F/A-18E/
F retained past 6,000 hours. As with the legacy Hornet, the plan is to replace key
structural components during planned depot level maintenance with new metal,
greatly reducing the need for follow-on inspections and the likelihood of future un-
predictable, custom repairs. Making the Super Hornet SLEP kits available signifi-
cantly earlier in the service life extension process will prevent many of the chal-
lenges the Navy has experienced with the legacy Hornet Extension program. Fi-
nally, there have been supply challenges in the Super Hornet and Growler fleet with
specific aircraft components. In the short term, these issues are being addressed on
a case-by-case basis with coordination between the fleet, NAVSUP, DLA and pro-
gram management. As work to reduce component shortfalls continues, the Navy is
simultaneously optimizing the maintenance strategy to ensure parts are repaired at
the most efficient level via organic intermediate and depot facilities, the original
manufacturer, other commercial maintenance facilities, or by the outright purchase
of replacement parts. In the long term, the Navy is increasing the forecasting capa-
bility ‘io better predict and compensate for component shortfalls before they become
critical.

40. Senator PURDUE. Admiral Moran, would it be useful to open up Air Force de-
pots to Navy aircraft maintenance, to help relieve the depot backlog?

Admiral MORAN. There is no need to utilize Air Force Depots, as they would face
the same degraded aircraft material condition which results in increased demand
for parts, engineering analysis and logistics support. In an effort to augment depot
production, the Department of the Navy has partnered with Boeing and L3 Corpora-
tion to stand up additional maintenance facilities to target F/A-18 Legacy High
Flight Hour inspections and repairs outside current Navy Organic Depot Facilities.
Naval Aviation Depots have sufficient capacity to handle the remainder of the F/
A-18 A-D workload through the FYDP and will continue to implement productivity
and internal process improvements to accelerate throughput. The Naval Aviation
Enterprise (NAE) has also invested in Material Readiness Teams and corrosion
training at the squadron level to improve material condition. Better fleet corrosion
control/preservation procedures will reduce the man-hours depot artisans must allo-
cate for corrosion related repairs and further improve depot turn-around time.

READINESS IN SPACE

41. Senator PURDUE. General Wilson, you said in your testimony that, “In the not
too distant future, our potential adversaries will have the capability to hold all of
our military space capabilities at risk.” Can you speak to what needs to be done to
regain competitive advantage in space? What are the current space readiness issues
you're dealing with?

General WILSON. Our priority is to ensure the Air Force continues to provide resil-
ient space effects to all warfighters and to ensure we are fully prepared to fight and
win a conflict that extends into space. To do this, we are adjusting how we organize,
train, and equip through the Space Mission Force (SMF) and Space Enterprise Vi-
sion (SEV). The SMF is emphasizing advanced training of our space operators while
also giving them time to develop new tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTP) to
protect our assets and mitigate adversary actions. This training and these TTPs will
also drive the discussion of the rules of engagement and authority structure re-
quired to operate in a contested space environment. The SEV lays out a roadmap
of future systems and capabilities that will provide a space force that is resilient
to attack. We are also working to ensure that acquisition authorities are held at the
appropriate levels to ensure we can acquire appropriately resilient systems while
limiting unnecessary duplication of effort. Finally, we have started national-level
policy discussions to determine the messages we want to send to our allies and ad-
versaries and to advance policies that allow tactical commanders the ability to oper-
ate in a real-time “battlefield” environment.

ARMY READINESS

42. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, you stated that only one-third of your Bri-
gade Combat Teams, one fourth of your Combat Aviation Brigades, and half of your
Division Headquarters are deemed ready. Further, you said that only three of your
BCTs could be called upon to “fight tonight.” I find this very alarming, especially
as we see near-peer adversaries, like Russia and China, flexing their muscles. Is
three BCTs ready to “fight tonight” a historic low?

General ALLYN. Although our Army is close to achieving its goals for C1/C2 BCTs,
the definition of ready forces used by the Joint Staff, I feel strongly that to make
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readiness more robust and to be responsive to combatant command crisis-response,
we must have more BCTs that are ready for immediate commitment. Therefore, the
Army is taking actions to increase the number of C1 (fully ready) BCTs from 3
today to 6 by fiscal year 2018, if fiscal year 2017 requested funds are appropriated.

43. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, if you were to see a large funding boost under
this administration, what would it take for you to buy back readiness of the current
Army force structure?

General ALLYN. The Army’s top priority remains its warfighting readiness. If pro-
vided additional funding, the Army would apply the funds to accounts directly con-
tributing to warfighting readiness: starting with our new recruits arriving thanks
to the NDAA authorized increased end strength, ground and air operations, oper-
ations supporting home station training, and maintenance funding. Training readi-
ness in home station and rotational forces remains a priority concern for the Army.
Should Congress authorize and appropriate additional operations and maintenance
funding, the Army would continue to rebuild readiness levels by investing in train-
ing readiness for both home station training and rotational forces supporting Korea,
the Middle-East, and Europe. The Army would continue to fund Combat Training
Center modernization, Emergency Deployment Readiness Exercises, and facilitate
our depots and ammunition plants to enable increased equipment readiness and
munition war stocks. If given more funding for institutional training, the Army
would use it for initial military training, aviation training, and professional military
education.

44. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, you've also said that the Army risks con-
suming readiness as soon as you build it. Can you elaborate on the risk of imme-
diately consuming readiness? How can we dig ourselves out of this hole?

General ALLYN. Units deployed in support of Non-Decisive Action operations, such
as Operation Inherent Resolve (OIR) and Operation Freedom’s Sentinel (OFS),
where we perform primarily train, advise, and assist missions, are not increasing
readiness while deployed. Additionally, units disaggregated due to restricted force
manning levels or performing missions with ad hoc formations immediately degrade
unit readiness upon deployment. Additionally, when combatant command force de-
mands emerge unexpectedly, as they have already this year in support of OFS and
OIR, the Army deploys ready forces that were expected to provide increased surge
capacity for potential contingencies. The Army must be prepared to fight existential
adversaries capable of high-end conventional warfare with trained and ready forces.
Currently, the Army can only accomplish the requirements specified in the Defense
Planning Guidance (DPG) at high military risk due to insufficient ready forces to
meet multiple contingencies simultaneously. To improve readiness and lower risk
based on the current challenges of sourcing demands, the Army needs to grow force
structure, increase Army National Guard and United States Army Reserve integra-
tion and readiness, and continue to build Decisive Action proficiency. To do this,
sustained, long-term, and predictable funding is essential.

DEPOTS AND CIVILIAN HIRING FREEZE

45. Senator PURDUE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General
Wilson, in the state of Georgia, we have two bases doing important maintenance
and depot work—at Robins Air Force Base and also at the Marine Corps Logistics
Base in Albany. I've been hearing a lot of concerns about how the civilian workforce
freeze is impacting their ability to hire and get the job done—something that will
ultimately impact military readiness if not resolved quickly. I'm concerned we’ll
start to see PDM (programmed depot maintenance) timelines shift to the right. I
understand that Deputy Secretary Work issued guidance last week on how DOD
will implement the civilian hiring freeze. Can you let us know when we can expect
guidance from DOD for the base-level on the workforce?

General ALLYN. In accordance with guidance released by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense on 1 February 2017, OSD allows for exemptions to be granted that are
deemed critical in certain areas. Positions in depots in which incumbents perform
direct management of inventory and direct maintenance of equipment are specified
as meeting this criteria. Depots and arsenals are a critical part of the core industrial
base of the nation and essential to Army combat readiness and the Acting Secretary
of the Army has been very proactive in ensuring this remains our number one pri-
ority.

Admiral MORAN. In accordance with guidance released by the Deputy Secretary
of Defense on 1 February 2017, OSD allows for exemptions to be granted that are
deemed critical in certain areas. Positions in depots in which incumbents perform
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direct management of inventory and direct maintenance of equipment are specified
as meeting this criteria. Depots and arsenals are a critical part of the core industrial
base of the nation and essential to Army combat readiness and the Acting Secretary
of the Army has been very proactive in ensuring this remains our number one pri-
ority.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The DepSecDef “Implementation of Civilian Workforce Hiring
Freeze” (Feb 1, 2017) and OUSD “Implementation of Civilian Workforce Hiring
Freeze—Change 1” (Feb 17, 2017) Memorandums provide implementation guidance
for an across-the-board hiring freeze directed by the President on January 23, 2017.
The freeze impacts both appropriated fund and non-appropriated fund positions
across all Air Force Major Commands and Installations. Except for certain actions
(e.g., internal career ladder promotions and Pathways intern appointments), all
functions, to include depot maintenance, require exemption approval of the Sec-
retary of the Air Force. Updated DOD guidance (Change 2) is forthcoming, providing
updated Section A functions and further delegation of authority for Section C ex-
emptions required by law.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR TiM KAINE
RESTORING READINESS

46. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what readiness-related accounts are you currently executing at maximum ca-
pacity, and if you were given more funding today, what would be the top near-term
priorities in which you would invest to restore full spectrum readiness as soon as
possible?

General ALLYN. The Army’s top priority remains its warfighting readiness. If pro-
vided additional funding, the Army would apply the funds to accounts directly con-
tributing to warfighting readiness: starting with our new recruits arriving thanks
to the NDAA authorized increased end strength, Ground/Air OPTEMPO, Land
Forces Operations Support (supporting home station training), and Maintenance
funding. These accounts are also executing at maximum capacity under current
funding. The second priority is rebuilding Total Force capacity to make the Army
a decisive conventional force—with additional funding we will buy back combat
power in our Brigade Combat Teams. Should Congress authorize and appropriate
additional Operations and Maintenance funding, the Army’s top near term priorities
are to continue rebuilding readiness levels by investing in training readiness both
in home station training and through our rotational forces supporting Korea, the
Middle East, and Europe, through Combat Training Center modernization, through
Emergency Deployment Readiness Exercises, and through additional maintenance.

Admiral MORAN. Due to the Bipartisan Budget Act, the Navy was compelled to
fund afloat and shore readiness accounts below requirement and maximum capacity
in our fiscal year 2017 President’s Budget (PB-17) submission. In addition, emer-
gent needs and execution since President’s Budget 2017 submission has resulted in
a critical fiscal year 2017 afloat readiness shortfall of $1.7 billion. If more funding
were available today, our top near-term priorities to restore readiness would include
ship maintenance, ship operations, air operations, and information warfare and
other operations. Funding these accounts would address immediate operational and
maintenance requirements and restore near-term warfighting readiness. In addition,
our shore infrastructure has become severely degraded and is getting worse because
it has been a repeated bill payer for other readiness accounts in an effort to main-
tain afloat readiness. Consequently, we continue to carry a substantial backlog of
facilities maintenance and replacement, approaching $8 billion.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. Air Force readiness is currently handicapped in 5-key readiness
elements: the availability of trained and experienced airmen in critical positions;
predictable baseline funding which currently utilizes leveraged overseas contingency
operations funding to meet enduring weapon system sustainment requirements; reli-
ance on outdated and limited training resources; training flying hours set at execut-
able level but below minimum requirements; and a sustained operational tempo
that consumes readiness at a rate faster than it can be replaced. Congress can help
now: 1) Support end-strength increase, 2) Support on-going recapitalization efforts
to replace aging fleets and right-size high-demand capabilities, 3) Permanent relief
from Budget Control Act funding levels. The erosion of our full-spectrum combat
readiness started well before sequestration, but has been exacerbated by it.
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47. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, please quantify what your current readiness backlogs are for training, depot
maintenance, FSRM, and MILCON, and if you received more funding how much
more could you execute within a fiscal year?

General ALLYN.The Army estimates existing readiness backlogs in the following
categories: Training—$589 million Training readiness in home station and rota-
tional forces remains a priority concern for the Army. The Army continues to assess
its training needs to support both enduring and emerging missions, and recognizes
the potential for unforeseen shortfalls throughout the remainder of the fiscal year.
Depot Maintenance—The Army’s deferred depot maintenance for fiscal year 2017 is:
$1,026 million. If we were to receive additional funding by mid-April 2017, the Army
could execute $143.7 million of that workload by the end of fiscal year 2017 and ar-
rest the degradation of Army readiness. Specifically, we could overhaul missiles and
missile test kits in support of an Air Defense Artillery battalion, we could affect
post-production software updates across a wide range of systems and networks to
improve cybersecurity and interoperability of the systems, we could overhaul nearly
6,000 pieces of support equipment and the M109A6 howitzers and M992 ammuni-
tion carriers to support nearly three armored brigade combat teams. Facilities
Sustainment—the Army has a $10.8 billion restoration and maintenance backlog
and has identified $335.9 million in projects ready to execute in fiscal year 2017.
The Army continues to address and document the state of facilities and evaluate
restoration and modernization requirements. Should the Army receive funding ap-
propriated for FSRM in excess of the amount cited above, the Army is prepared to
identify and accelerate additional shovel-ready projects through September.
MILCON—the MILCON deficit is $38 billion. The Army estimates an annual fund-
ing requirement of $3.3 billion to recapitalize, restore, modernize, and support Army
readiness.

Admiral MoORAN. The Department of Defense has just released the fiscal year
2017 Request for Additional Appropriations (RAA), which requests funding in addi-
tion to our fiscal year 2017 President’s Budget (PB-17) to address current year
readiness shortfalls. The RAA includes items that are executable in fiscal year 2017
that would address immediate operational and maintenance requirements and im-
prove warfighting readiness, including depot maintenance, training, FSRM and
MILCON. Quantifying backlogs in training and depot maintenance is challenging
because in addition to quantifying the deferred maintenance needs through condi-
tion inspections, the backlog is impacted by Fleet requirements that change based
on warfighting needs, operational tempo, and rotations in personnel. Over time,
some backlogs cannot be recovered as maintenance or training is not received when
needed. Emergent needs and larger-than-projected work packages for our shipyards
and air depots also create fluctuations in the total backlog. This then has forced us
to remove ships and aircraft from service for extended periods, which in turn in-
creases the tempo for the rest of the fleet, which causes the fleets to utilize their
ships and airframes at higher-than-projected rates, which increases the mainte-
nance work, which adds to the backlog, and so on. The cyclical nature of the back-
logs makes it difficult to quantify. Currently, the Navy estimates our FSRM backlog
as approaching $8 billion based on our identified requirements. However, that back-
log grows to over $40 billion under the assumption of improving restoration of all
facilities to a condition index of 100 (the maximum), as indicated in the fiscal year
2015 Financial Report. In developing the fiscal year 2017 RAA, the Department fo-
cused primarily on addressing near-term warfighting needs and on those efforts that
could be responsibly executed within this fiscal year. The Navy’s fiscal year 2017
RAA includes $171 million for FSRM projects focused on warfighting readiness sup-
port, $50 million in MILCON for planning and design, and $21 million to offset cost
growth and complete previously authorized MILCON projects. Although the Navy
has additional FSRM projects that are executable in fiscal year 2017, they do not
represent the Secretary of Defense’s highest priorities for fiscal year 2017. The Navy
plans to consider these projects in our future budget submissions. The Navy is cur-
rently working with the new Administration to determine defense priorities and re-
quirements for fiscal year 2018 and the Future Years Defense Program, and is also
currently working with the Office of the Secretary of Defense on an in-depth readi-
ness review. fiscal year 2018 funding requirements and executability are partially
dependent on the final disposition of the fiscal year 2017 budget. The details of the
ﬁscalhyear 2018 President’s Budget will be released to Congress in the next few
months.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON.
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Training Backlog:

e $10.1 million in essential requirements necessary to support Air Force end-
strength growth from 317,000 to 321,000:

o Funds tech training requirements including: Basic Military Training (BMT)
supplies and equipment necessary to support an increase in accessions (031B
— 84711F); technical training requirements, Advanced Distributed Learning
Service (ADLS), and temporary duty to school to ensure technical courses
have the required materials for course completion and expansion to handle
additional trainees as the Air Force grows.

e $112 million in requirements to bridge the gap in both fighter and Remotely

Piloted Aircraft (RPA) pilot shortfalls:

0 +$3.0 million funds F-35 contract maintenance training instructors required
to train F-35 crew chief, avionics, and armament initial accessions training
requirements. This is necessary to train 340 airmen to maintain the F-35
Fleet. (032D-89731F).

0 +$17.9 million funds Introductory Flight Training support contract (IFT), re-
quired for all new pilot candidates to enter Undergraduate Pilot Training
(UPT) or (RPA) training. Impacts 986 undergraduate pilots and 154 RPA pi-
lots training necessary to reach critical pilot production levels to achieve read-
iness levels. (032B-84748F).

0 +$65.0 million funds F-16C/D Fighter Training Unit (FTU) squadron bed-
down for additional 31 F-16s at Holloman Air Force Base, New Mexico. In-
cludes 1-year maintenance contract plus costs necessary to run the unit. Ad-
ditional fighters increase the ability for the FTUs to generate more
warfighters. (011D-27597F).

0 +$20.25 million for fighter squadron contract admin support. Provides ability
to increase mission and readiness focus as fighter pilot manning in oper-
ational squadrons drops below 95 percent. Total Requirement: $4 million to
United States Air Forces in Europe (USAFE) PE 27603F; $6.25 million to Pa-
cific Air Forces (PACAF); $8 million to test/weapons instructor course/Air
Education and Training Command (AETC).

0 +$6.0 million for adversary air funding. Provides adversary training for 4th/
5th gen forces. Contract adversary air allows fighter pilots to return to the
line and focus on full spectrum readiness training and allows an increase in
pilot production/upgrades.

Depot Maintenance Backlog: Depot maintenance backlog is defined as those air-
craft deferred from entering depot maintenance for either a Programmed Depot
Maintenance (PDM) or a planned major modification. Currently, only three weapon
systems reflecting 40 PDM or programmed major modifications inputs are consid-
ered backlogged: A-10, F—22 and TH-1H.

A-10: The cost to complete A—10 backlog is approximately $70 million. This is an
unfunded requirement and should depot capacity become available, the program of-
fice would use out-of-cycle requests to fund inductions falling in or near the year
of execution. Estimated time for total backlog to be completed is at least four to five
years, likely longer based on depot capacity.

F-22: F-22 currently has 13 aircraft backlogged (4 Structural Repair Program II
& 9 Inlet Coating Repair (ICR)) for fiscal year 2017. This backlog is expected to
grow to 17 aircraft by the end of fiscal year 2018. Cost to complete F—22 backlog
is ~$40 million (touch labor + Contract Logistics Support (CLS) support costs). Esti-
mated time for total F—22 backlog to be completed is by the third quarter of fiscal
year 2019, if the user, Air Combat Command (ACC), continues funding the ICR
speedline service through fiscal year 2019.

TH-1H: Seven of 28 PDM aircraft are backlogged. All are at home station. No ad-
ditional funding required to complete backlog. Backlog will be complete by fiscal
year 2019 with an estimated three to four backlogged aircraft completed per year.

Infrastructure Backlog FSRM and MILCON: The backlog in FSRM and recap
MILCON has grown beyond $25 billion, which includes facilities and infrastructure
maintenance, repair, and recapitalization requirements. An additional $1 billion per
year investment in infrastructure will arrest the current decline.

Increasing FSRM funds would have a direct tangible impact on readiness, ensur-
ing the Air Force’s network of globally positioned bases are fully capable of pro-
jecting airpower and maintaining our trans-regional access.

Based on where we are today in the fiscal year, the Air Force can execute over
$800 million in FSRM and facility operations, as well as $500 million in MILCON
over and above what has already been requested in the fiscal year 2017 President’s
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base budget. This does not define our overall annual execution capacity, but is pri-
marily driven by the timely receipt of funds with respect to the fiscal calendar and
time limits associated with individual appropriations.

48. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what specifically would a fully-funded whole “ready” force look like, and how
much time would it take to achieve?

General ALLYN. A fully-funded, whole and ready Army is organized, manned,
equipped, and trained to the levels necessary to fight as prescribed in the National
Military Strategy. In order to achieve a ready force, the Army must improve home
station training; add Combat Training Center (CTC) rotations; increase manning
levels; increase professional military education; increase training support systems;
modernize ranges (including cyberspace ranges), simulation centers, and virtual
training centers; and increase constructive training. With the right resources and
force structure, the Army could achieve a fully-funded and ready force by fiscal year
2023. This time frame allows unit leaders to experience vital training and readiness
repetitions during multiple CTC rotations and joint deployment exercises at various
levels of command.

Admiral MORAN. A fully-funded whole ready force would include sufficient funding
to meet Fleet requirements for today’s Navy, in addition to investing in the readi-
ness, capability and capacity needed for the future Navy. A whole force would have
sufficient funding to take care of our Navy Team, recover current readiness short-
falls, maintain the ships and aircraft we have today, and build a larger and more
capable Navy the nation needs. Specifically, some key elements of this force would
include fully funding current fiscal year 2017 shortfalls in ship maintenance, ship
operations, air operations, and information warfare and other operations. Healthy
ship and air depot maintenance requires continued hiring and training of skilled
workforces to maintain our ships and aircraft. Healthy aviation readiness would
also require restoral of stocks of necessary parts and spares, and procurement of ad-
ditional F/A-18E/F aircraft to mitigate the near-term strike fighter shortfalls and
provide more aircraft to allow our pilots to fly the hours they need to maintain pro-
ficiency. Restoral of Permanent Change of Station moves would improve the readi-
ness of our people. Shore infrastructure, which is critical to our ability to support
deploying forces over the long term, has become severely degraded and would re-
quire almost $8 billion to recover the backlog in facilities sustainment, restoration,
and modernization. At the same time, we cannot restore the fleet to full health with-
out also updating our platforms and weapons to better address current and future
threats, and evaluating the right size of the Navy so that it can sustain the tempo
of operations that has become the norm. The Navy is actively working on plans for
the future fleet with Secretary Mattis and his team, and we look forward to dis-
cussing those plans with you when they are approved. The time needed to achieve
a whole ready force is dependent upon not only sufficient funding, but also on stable
and predictable funding. The longer the Navy receives stable, predictable full fund-
}ng, the faster and more efficiently the Navy would be able to achieve a whole ready
orce.

General WALTERS. The 2016 National Military Strategy describes readiness as the
ability of the Joint Force to respond to a contingency while maintaining flexibility
and resiliency. It further describes comprehensive readiness as the assessed ability
to meet the warfighting requirements today and in the future against the five pri-
ority challenges and unanticipated contingencies. With that context, a fully “ready”
Marine Corps requires the ability to generate forces in sufficient capacity and with
operationally relevant capabilities against a near-peer adversary in support of the
national strategy of Defeat/Deny. As an element of the Joint Force, the Marine
Corps provides forces that are naval, expeditionary, agile and lethal in nature. The
21st Century MAGTF is capable of successfully competing against an adversary in
all warfighting functions and across all five domains of land, sea, air, space, and
cyberspace. Institutional readiness in the Marine Corps depends upon the proper
balance between the five readiness pillars: High Quality People, Unit Readiness, Ca-
pability & Capacity to Meet Combatant Commander Requirements, Modernization;
and Infrastructure Sustainment. Readiness improvement is constrained by incon-
sistent and insufficient funding to support the five pillars. The Marine Corps is
working with DOD to establish service goals and timeframes to reconstitute readi-
ness to execute the 2016 National Military Strategy, but a stable fiscal planning ho-
rizon is a prerequisite for success. With sufficient resources, this level of readiness
could be achieved no earlier than the end of FY2022.

General WILSON. Today, we remain the finest Air Force in the world. However,
our relative advantage over potential adversaries is closing rapidly and in some
cases it has closed. We must be prepared to win decisively, and that means we must
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ensure America’s airmen are resourced and trained to fight alongside the Army,
Navy, Marines, and Coast Guard—the joint military team—to meet national secu-
rity obligations.

The USAF readiness recovery strategy focuses on disciplined, synchronized invest-
ment in readiness accounts in sequential order. The first priority is our longest-lead
process, Active Duty end strength—up to 321,000 by the end of 2017—and eventu-
ally 350,000 over the next five-seven years with commensurate growth in the Guard
and Reserve. Next, investment in the training and sustainment enterprises, both of
which require three to five years of lead time due to industrial and human proc-
esses. Finally, as global rotational demands permit, we will be ready to increase fly-
ing hour funding to facilitate more robust home-station training activities. In short,
each readiness ‘lever’ must be engaged at the proper time and in coordination with
the other levers.

FEDERAL HIRING FREEZE

49. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, last week, Deputy Secretary of Defense Bob Work issued implementation guid-
ance on the civilian workforce hiring freeze directed by the president. The guidance
authorized exemptions for “positions in shipyards and depots” that “perform direct
management of inventory and direct maintenance of equipment.” What types of
workers and mission functions are still excluded?

General ALLYN. In accordance with guidance released by the Deputy Secretary of
Defense on 1 February 2017, OSD allows for exemptions to be granted that are
deemed critical in certain areas. Section A of the guidance specified 16 categories
of personnel whose functions were determined by the Secretary of Defense to be nec-
essary to meet national security or public safety responsibilities. Examples of these
positions are those directly supporting the execution of contingency missions and op-
erations, cybersecurity or cyberspace operations, space operations or planning, med-
ical positions, first responder firefighter and law enforcement positions, child care
workers, positions providing direct support to the prevention of child abuse, sexual
assault, domestic violence, and suicide nuclear reactor and nuclear weapon safety
personnel, mortuary affairs, positions required to be filled by foreign nationals, posi-
tions funded by foreign military sales and civilian mariners. On 7 March 2017, a
17th category was added to this section which covered essential military installation
and base operating services, infrastructure sustainment, and family readiness pro-
grams including Morale, Welfare, and recreation activities and any other positions
paid with non-appropriated funds. If a Command determines they have a position
that is not specifically exempted from the hiring freeze but it is deemed critical to
mission readiness, they must submit an exemption request with written justification
detailing the criticality of the requested position for approval by the Acting Sec-
retary of the Army.

Admiral MORAN. Although there is a defined exemption for Shipyards and Depots
in the DOD Guidance on the Hiring Freeze, there is also a strict requirement that
positions be considered individually by the Secretary of the Navy. Therefore, Budget
Submitting Office Commanders (BSO) (Flag Officer/General Officer or Senior Execu-
tive Service members) are responsible for certifying compliance with the DOD guid-
ance and must exercise careful scrutiny to hold true to the criteria in the guidance
for all positions. Positions which support the Shipyards and Depots can be filled if
the BSO Commander certifies that the position meets an exemption category and
the SECNAV approves.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. In keeping in line with the President’s memorandum and De-
partment of Defense guidance, the Air Force has identified certain functions nec-
essary to meet national security or public safety responsibilities that cannot afford
to be impacted by the temporary hiring limitations. For all other exemption cat-
egories, the hiring freeze extends to all civilian vacancies regardless of mission, posi-
tion type, or funding source to include non-appropriated fund positions. This creates
significant challenges to the Air Force, as these positions directly deliver combat
power for depot-level maintenance, supply chain management, and the associated
acquisition management programs which are essential to our ability to support the
warfighter.

50. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, if every year you are losing depot workers to retirement and attrition, how are
you going to be able to increase readiness if you need more funding and end
strength, yet are unable to hire more civilians to work?
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General ALLYN. The Army plans to use the exemption authority for depot posi-
tions performing direct management of inventory and direct maintenance of equip-
ment. In accordance with guidance released by the Deputy Secretary of Defense on
1 February 2017, OSD allows for exemptions to be granted that are deemed critical
in certain areas. Positions in depots in which incumbents perform direct manage-
ment of inventory and direct maintenance of equipment are specified as meeting
this criteria. Depots and arsenals are a critical part of the core industrial base of
the nation and essential to Army combat readiness and the Acting Secretary of the
Army has been very proactive in ensuring this remains our number one priority.
Any worker at these types of installations deemed critical to the mission function
Ry its commander are recommended for exemption to the Acting Secretary of the

rmy.

Admiral MORAN. As functions necessary to meet National Security or Public Safe-
ty responsibilities, the Secretary of Defense has delegated authority to the Secretary
of the Navy, and other service secretaries, to exempt positions that perform direct
labor/maintenance and inventory management functions in shipyards and depots
from the hiring freeze. Furthermore, the Secretary has established a framework for
Service Secretaries to provide individual exemptions for those positions that are crit-
ical to defense operations. Therefore, the Department of the Navy (DON) has exe-
cuted a rapid response plan to enable Commands to seek exemptions in accordance
with the Department of Defense guidance. The DON plan ensures integrity of deci-
sions and streamlines processes to the maximum extent practicable in support of the
priority work of our Department and its missions. Navy is aggressively pursuing ex-
emptions to minimize long term readiness impacts, while evaluating the size and
makeup of the Service’s civilian workforce, including those at the shipyards and de-
pots, pursuant to the Presidential Memorandum.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. Our civilian airmen play a critical role in our ability to supply
warfighters with the weapon systems needed for today’s and tomorrow’s fights. As
you mention, it is instructive to consider the Air Force Sustainment Center and our
depots, where approximately 88 percent of their workforce are civilians who directly
deliver combat power for America through depot-level maintenance, supply chain
management, and power projection for legacy and 5th generation weapon systems.
It is also worth noting our depots’ attrition rate results in over 200 civilians depart-
ing on a monthly basis.

The depots have a mature and deliberate strategic workforce planning process
that takes into consideration programmed dollars, training curves, forecasting of re-
cruiting needs and analysis of the current workforce. Through this methodology, the
depots plan and target graduating students and other skilled workers to replenish
the workforce, as well as identify the need to offer incentives and/or other forms of
marketing strategies.

Fortunately, OSD’s guidance provides a means to approve exemptions to the hir-
ing freeze, based on impact to national defense and public safety. Along those lines,
we’ve worked hard to establish a process to conduct a thorough, yet expedient, re-
view of potential hiring freeze exemptions, while meeting the spirit and intent of
the Presidential Memo. We've streamlined our exemption review process as any as-
sociated hiring delays for critical positions at the depots will hamper our ability to
execute this vital mission.

51. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
?on, vy)hich readiness-related functions are at the most risk because of this hiring
reeze?

General ALLYN. There are vacancies for civilian personnel who support training
readiness at the installation and command level, including at ranges and live-fire
facilities. These vacancies require approximately 300 soldiers to perform these tasks
and functions daily as borrowed military manpower. As a result, these soldiers are
unable to train with their units, reducing unit and individual readiness for combat.
Commands are not able to hire against legitimate needs. If the hiring freeze con-
tinues, there is a high potential for reduced training participation throughout the
remainder of the year.

Admiral MORAN. The Navy’s readiness-related functions most at risk because of
the hiring freeze are those not covered by Section A of the Secretary of Defense’s
implementation memorandum, but still critical to the production process at our
shipyards, aviation depots, and intermediate level maintenance activities. These
functions include human resources and training personnel required to bring on
board new production workers exempted from the hiring freeze, and production sup-
port functions including contract management, engineering, finance, quality assur-
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ance, and project management. The hiring freeze could also make it more difficult
to attract and retain the future workforce across all skill sets, and slow replacement
for losses through normal attrition. Recurring hiring freezes further reduce morale
across the federal workforce and hinder our ability to recruit and retain highly-
skilled employees as an employer of choice as we try to recover from previous years
of budget uncertainty. The Department of the Navy has executed a rapid response
plan which ensures the integrity of decisions and streamlines processes to the max-
imum extent in support of the priority work of our Department and its mission. The
full impacts to readiness will depend on the ultimate length of the hiring freeze.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The civilian hiring freeze will negatively impact Air Force in sor-
tie generation, cyber operations, Nuclear Command, Control, and Communications,
depot operations, and space operations. Men and women in uniform depend on the
unwavering elite support and innovative contributions of dedicated and skilled civil-
ian airmen—most civilians work as key enablers to operations across mission areas.
They sustain critical infrastructure, manage major acquisition programs and emer-
gency services, and deploy to support combatant commanders. Our civilian work-
force is a major component of the best Air Force in the world.

From 2006 to 2011 the Air Force identified manpower reductions and recapital-
ized, modernized, and rebalanced the “total force” into a smaller, more lethal and
agile force. In the past few years, Air Force Headquarters also reduced their man-
power by 20 percent. Currently, there are 180,000 Air Force civilian positions world-
wide, with 12,000 personnel actions in abeyance pending exemption.

ENERGY RESILIENCY

52. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, last month, the Air Force described an incident in the past (via open source
media) in which a RPA mission based in the U.S. was flying a targeting mission
overseas. Because of a routine maintenance power outage stateside, the RPA feed
temporarily lost power and the target was able to get “away and is able to continue
plotting against the U.S. and our allies.”

Improving energy resiliency on military installations and forward operating bases
is a priority, which is why section 2805 of the fiscal year 2017 NDAA gave DOD
new authority to program and purchase assets like secure microgrids and other
technologies to improve energy resiliency against outages that are either weather-
related or man-made like cyber-attacks. Understanding you can’t disclose fiscal year
2018 budget details yet, but to what extent, if any, have you used section 2805 to
plan or program to improve energy resiliency in the fiscal year 2018 budget request?
If not, why not?

General ALLYN. The Army’s approach to installation energy and water resilience
is holistic. It includes reducing risk to critical missions, assured access to resource
supply, improving infrastructure reliability and effectively operating utility systems.
Identifying and addressing gaps in energy resilience is embedded across all of our
energy programs. Army has two energy resilence projects planned, due to the
change in the language in Section 2805 of the fiscal year 2017 NDAA.

Admiral MORAN. Section 2805 of the fiscal year 2017 NDAA amended section
2914(a) of title 10 to state: “The Secretary of Defense may carry out a military con-
struction project for energy resiliency, energy security, or energy conservation, not
previously authorized, using funds appropriated or otherwise made available for
that purpose.” This amendment widened the aperture for considering energy con-
servation improvement program (ECIP) projects on the merits of energy resiliency
and energy security in addition to energy conservation.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. While the Air Force has not utilized the authority provided
under Section 2805 of the fiscal year 2017 NDAA yet, the Air Force is planning to
incorporate this new military construction authority into future projects to address
the Air Force’s more critical energy construction needs. That said, the Air Force is
taking a holistic, enterprise-wide approach to ensuring critical missions and capa-
bilities remain functional during long-term or widespread energy disruptions. This
includes leveraging existing tools and using all the authorities provided by Congress
to develop resilient energy demonstration projects, with a sustained focus on mis-
sions and installations. In fact, recent actions, such as the creation of the Office of
Energy Assurance and its Resilient Energy Demonstration Initiative, demonstrate
the Air Force’s desire to use all the authorities provided to it by Congress to en-
hance its energy assurance.
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53. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, given Secretary Mattis’ quote “unleash us from the tether of fuel” and his re-
cent statements to SASC that combat units “face unacceptable limitations because
of their dependence on fuel” and his desire to “push those limits further” because
“our efforts to resupply the force with fuel made us vulnerable in ways that were
exploited by the enemy”, what specific steps are you taking to improve combat capa-
bilities for the warfighter through operational energy improvements and to increase
energy resiliency on installations and forward operating bases?

General ALLYN. The Army is delivering enhanced energy resilency on select Army
installations. Examples include micrgrids, redundant transmission lines, hardened
sub-stations, advanced switching gear, battery storage, and one-site power genera-
tion, including renewable and alternative energy sources.

Admiral MORAN. The Navy has undertaken deliberate initiatives intended to in-
crease combat capability through improved energy efficiency: Maritime: In order to
achieve greater reach and longer time on station for the operational fleet, the Navy
has implemented several improvements to reduce energy and maintenance costs in-
cluding technologies such as: solid state lighting; stern flaps and hybrid electric
drives for amphibious ships; combustion trim loop modification for steam ships; and
automated cleaning of gas turbines while on line. Additionally, the Office of Naval
Research (ONR) is developing new energy efficient power conversion technology; ad-
vanced high power control architectures; energy and power dense energy storage
technologies; advanced energy efficient hull forms; and lightweight high strength
materials for more fuel efficient and capable naval platforms. Aviation: In order to
achieve enhanced combat capability through energy efficiency initiatives, Naval
Aviation is expanding the use and enhancing the fidelity of flight simulators where
appropriate (to reduce fuel use), promulgating best practices of SMART tanking and
minimizing use of auxiliary power units (APUs) when appropriate, and developing
efficiency modifications for the F-35 and F-18 engines to increase combat radius
and reduce tanking requirements. ONR is separately conducting research into vari-
able cycle advanced technology (VCAT), which would enable additional aircraft en-
gine efficiencies for further increased combat radius and reduced tanking require-
ments. Expeditionary: ONR is supporting research to increase energy resiliency and
decrease energy demands for forward-deployed and distributed forces. This effort in-
cludes recently completed research into advanced solid oxide fuel cells with in-
creased efficiency to reduce expeditionary fuel demands. ONR is also leading impor-
tant research into higher power, lightweight, and flexible solar cells, while opti-
mizing our ability to utilize solar energy in expeditionary power systems. Addition-
ally, ONR is researching advanced grid technologies to add efficiency, stability, and
resilience to expeditionary power by integrating a variety of power generation
sources (solar, military generators, or even locally scavenged equipment) available
on the future battlefield. Future research will explore more efficient, ultra-compact,
ultra-lightweight, and near maintenance free power generation sources in support
of warfighters at the tactical edge. Installation Energy Resiliency: In order to in-
crease energy resiliency on installations, Navy is reducing energy consumption in
our facilities while improving our utility infrastructure. Navy is using utility condi-
tion assessments and mission analyses to prioritize funding for our most critical fa-
cilities. Navy is also building partnerships with the private sector, allowing the
Navy to leverage third party financing to further improve installation energy resil-
iency. ONR is also conducting research to enhance the cyber-security and efficiency
of power grids.

General WALTERS. The Marine Corps is improving combat capabilities by increas-
ing efficiency of systems, improving the understanding of energy on the battlefield,
and changing the energy related behavior of individual marines. For example, we
recently transitioned fuel efficiency technologies developed by the Office of Naval
Research’s Fuel Efficient Medium Tactical Vehicle Replacement program to the Pro-
gram Executive Office (Land Systems). This technology has the promise of improv-
ing the fuel mileage of the Marine Corps’ most ubiquitous vehicle by 8-10 percent.
The Marine Corps is also working with the Army to develop an energy metering and
monitoring capability that will provide actionable information to commanders that
will enable more efficient movement and usage of energy on the battlefield. In addi-
tion, we are inserting energy into the training and education programs ranging from
driver training of Lance Corporals up through post graduate education for our offi-
cers. This holistic training and education plan will incorporate an energy ethos
across the entire Marine Corps.

Marine Corps Installations have adopted a proactive approach towards improving
their energy security posture by reducing dependence on external suppliers of vital
energy resources through conservation, efficiency, and on-site generation. Assess-
ments have been performed across all Installations to identify remedial actions to
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mitigate unacceptable energy security risks. Micro-grid capabilities which provide
the ability to control and distribute power are currently deployed aboard multiple
installations (Miramar, Yuma, and 29 Palms) and will continue to be utilized when
determined to be lifecycle cost effective or to provide flexibility and security to miti-
gate unacceptable risk.

General WILSON. The Air Force is working to unleash us from the tether of fuel
and improve combat capabilities by emphasizing energy initiatives associated with
flying operations and building installation energy resiliency at U.S., overseas, and
forward operating bases. These include: long-term investments in advanced engines
and aircraft designs; emphasizing flying operations fuel savings through more effi-
cient mission planning (i.e., reducing “fuel carry” weight) and upgraded aircraft; up-
grading range equipment; reducing engine idle times; optimizing demand; assuring
supply; and improving resiliency of the installation energy that powers bases. This
is accomplished through an improved understanding of mission-thread
vulnerabilities. The Air Force is hardening critical nodes and diversifying energy
sources which will provide sufficient and resilient, dedicated power and agile trans-
mission systems capable of mitigating the risk of long-term damage to the electric
power grid.

54. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, how, if at all, do you consider the maneuver and operational forces’ energy
needs and vulnerabilities during training exercises, operational plans, and
wargames (for energy needs and vulnerabilities, and risks at the tactical, oper-
ational, and strategic levels)?

General ALLYN. Army units are designed, equipped, and trained to rely on their
own sources of power and are not dependent on external power sources. Army units
deploy with power generation capabilities to training exercises, where they operate
in a degraded environment. Energy needs and vulnerabilities, and realistic logistics
challenges for maneuver and operational forces are a part of all operational plan-
ning and are fully exposed in all war games and training exercises.

Admiral MoRrRAN. The Navy works with the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) and
the respective combatant commander to forecast necessary fuel requirements and
distribution to support operational forces. Additionally, Navy is continuously work-
ing with DLA to review the strategic positioning of fuel and the infrastructure need-
ed to support training, surge force and operationally deployed ships and aircraft.

General WALTERS. The Marine Corps conducts modeling and simulation to ana-
lyze energy supportability in operational plans and at lower levels in order to iden-
tify vulnerabilities and risk. Measures to mitigate those risks are generated and in-
serted into wargames in order to ascertain the effectiveness of the proposed mitiga-
tion measures. Those measures found to be impactful are then inserted into live
force experimentation for validation and follow on requirements development. This
process systematically and deliberately ensures that the Marine Corps is investing
wisely to develop the critical capabilities required.

General WILSON. Overall, the Air Force is developing better tools and processes
to analyze energy vulnerabilities at all levels: base, mission, campaign, and oper-
ations. On the installation side, the Air Force is participating in service and na-
tional level wargames, such as the North American Electric Reliability Corporation’s
(NERC) GridEx, to look at how long-term disruptions to the nation’s electrical grid
would impact the Air Force’s critical infrastructure and potentially jeopardize its
ability to conduct its mission. On the operational side, service and combatant com-
mand war games and studies have concluded that while U.S. forces are considerably
more lethal than in the mid-1990s, they consume more fuel. The aggregate impact
of increased consumption by the joint force is significant and needs to be fully ac-
counted for. Additionally, “red” attacks on fuel storage and resupply systems should
be factored into training exercises, operational plans, and wargames. Assumptions
used in operational planning and wargames about the availability and capabilities
of key joint energy enablers supporting the near- and long-term fight need to be
validated. The entire battlefield energy ecosystem needs to be looked at as a system
of systems in order to fully recognize the energy-related risks on operational plans.

55. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, how can our acquisition systems better incorporate the use of energy in military
platforms, and how, if at all, are assessments of future requirements for the maneu-
ver and operational forces taking into account energy needs as a key performance
parameter?

General ALLYN. Army Science and Technology in collaboration with our partners
in industry, is developing and demonstrating more efficient power plants and drive
trains for Army air and ground platforms that provide the technology options for
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future acquisition efforts. The Energy Key Performance Parameter (KPP) is re-
quired for all new programs and addresses risks to operating and sustaining these
new systems in combat. KPP includes both fuel and electric power demand consider-
ations in systems, including those for operating “off grid” for extended periods when
necessary, consistent with strategic analysis products.

Admiral MoORAN. The Department of the Navy’s (DON’s) energy strategy empha-
sizes energy security and force capability enhancement for platform and weapons
systems, as well as for non-tactical shore operations. Mandatory calculation of Fully-
burdened Cost of Energy (FBCE), establishment of an energy component of the af-
fordability target, energy consideration in acquisition plans, energy consideration in
the acquisition governance gate review process and energy review of legacy systems
have been implemented as energy considerations by using a uniform measure of cal-
culation by all DON System Commands. The energy needs of future weapons sys-
tems are analyzed on the system level and as we see their role in strike groups.
At the systems engineering level, the energy Key Performance Parameter is inte-
grated with the other performance parameters to optimize and balance range, en-
durance, speed, and payload. The Navy then uses the Operational Energy
Supportability Analyses to examine the energy supportability of the weapons system
in the context of a larger warfighting capability, like a Strike Group, to ensure that
we have the energy supplies and sustainment necessary. The development of the ev-
olutionary MQ-25 Stingray is a very effective example. It is a system we are devel-
oping that helps address future tanking requirements for F/A-18 Super Hornet and
F-35 squadrons.

General WALTERS. All new acquisition programs have energy Key Performance
Parameters and Key System Attributes built into their requirements. The inclusion
of theses energy measures in the requirements process ensure that these attributes
are built into the systems we acquire. In addition, the execution of Energy
Supportability Analyses provides identification of the energy related impact of a sys-
tem on warfighting capability at the higher level. We are also integrating energy
needs into assessments as part of service level and Title 10 wargames to better
identify energy induced risk areas and future requirements.

General WILSON. In developing future requirements, the Air Force supports and
embraces the Joint Capabilities Integration Development System (JCIDS) Manual
mandatory Energy Key Performance Parameter (KPP) requirement, which will en-
able enhanced combat capability by balancing energy requirements and performance
for relevant threats. Furthermore, the Air Force will ensure our capability planners
incorporate energy as a design criteria as described in Air Force strategy, instruc-
tions, policy directives, and guidebooks which reinforce the JCIDS mandate.

56. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, as you acquire new systems and modernize existing ones, how, if at all, is the
fully burdened cost of energy factored into related acquisition decisions?

General ALLYN. The fully burdened cost of energy (FBCE) is factored into acquisi-
tion decisions. Army Regulation 70-1, “Army Acquisition Policy,” states: “All new
Army acquisition programs (including new program starts and increments) with end
items that consume energy shall include the FBCE needed to operate the system
in their total ownership cost analysis.” To follow this policy, the Deputy Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Cost and Economics (DASA-CE) estimates the FBCE
through detailed scenarios and apportionment to provide the analysis and evalua-
tion of alternatives for each program. Program managers use these results to deter-
mine system of-systems energy requirements to support acquisition program design
trades.

Admiral MORAN. On June 20, 2011, the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Re-
search, Development & Acquisition (ASN(RD&A)) issued a memorandum that pro-
vided guidance for platforms and weapon systems concerning the use of energy-re-
lated factors in acquisition planning, analyses, development and competitive source
selections. This memorandum also mandated the use of fully-burdened cost of en-
ergy (FBCE) calculations in program planning and specifically in the Analysis of Al-
ternatives phase to inform system trade-off decisions and differentiate between com-
peting systems. The memorandum specified that the Navy systems commands
would develop a uniform method for calculating FBCE to support their respective
acquisition programs. These methods have since been finalized and approved by the
Office of ASN(RD&A), and are based on methodology and guidance previously devel-
oped by the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology,
and Logistics. The inclusion of energy evaluation factors in the acquisition process
enables the Department of the Navy to make progress towards leadership goals for
energy efficiency and alternative energy and meet legal mandates (e.g. Energy Inde-
pendence and Security Act of 2007, National Defense Authorization Act of 2010).
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General WALTERS. Fully burdened cost of energy analysis is conducted as part of
the analysis of alternatives for major acquisition programs as directed by Depart-
ment of Navy acquisition policy. In addition a Marine Corps Order directs the Ma-
rine Corps to consider energy performance tradeoffs with other performance factors
when conducting modernization and upgrades to legacy programs.

General WILSON. The Air Force supports and utilizes the DOD-wide procedures,
frameworks, and analytic tools that enable a better understanding and management
of the effect of energy demand on force capability, vulnerability, and the enterprise’s
Total Ownership Costs. We also will ensure the acquisition workforce carefully con-
siders energy procurement, delivery, logistics, infrastructure, and sustainment, as
well as the force protection necessary to achieve these missions throughout the ac-
quisition lifecycle.

CLIMATE CHANGE

57. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, since the 2010 QDR, DOD has identified climate change as a threat to both
its operations and installations. Just last month, the National Intelligence Council
stated that climate change and global health issues pose imminent and long-term
threats through 2035. The GAO found that the Military Services have experienced
limitations on access to training ranges due to thawing permafrost in Alaska, ex-
treme weather events in Southern California, and reduced live-fire activities due to
unusually dry conditions at ranges. Secretary Mattis recently stated to SASC that
“the Department should be prepared to mitigate any consequences of a changing cli-
mate.” Would you agree that climate change poses a threat and makes it more dif-
ficult for DOD to train and execute its missions?

General ALLYN. Extreme weather events remain a concern for Army installations
and all Senior Commanders plan for these potential conditions, mitigate the risk
where possible, and rehearse response plans to potential crises.

Admiral MorRAN. DOD Directive 4715.21, Climate Change Adaptation and Resil-
ience of January 14, 2016 provides DOD with the resources necessary to assess and
manage risks associated with the impacts of climate change. To date, training range
operators and users have not documented any difficulty in range use attributable
to climate change. There has also been no impact to Navy missions, considerations
fcir climate change impacts are however being incorporated with strategies and
plans.

General WALTERS. As indicated within our submission to the 2017 Congressional
Sustainable Ranges Report (SRR) and previous SRR reports, we recognize “climate
change has potentially wide-ranging effects, especially in the coastal areas where
the Marine Corps trains and operates. The Marine Corps is concerned that such ef-
fects could alter the capabilities of installations over time; therefore, these risks
must be analyzed, monitored, and addressed in installation planning”.

The Marine Corps utilizes a comprehensive approach to integrate climate change
adaptation and resilience considerations for installation ranges and training areas.
Climate change factors are incorporated into our existing assessments and planning
processes for ensuring continued access to ranges and training areas and supporting
infrastructure. Encroachment management policies include potential climate change
impacts and related trends in natural hazards as a potential threat to the viability
of, and access to, ranges and training areas. In addition, potential climate change
impacts and other potential natural hazards to critical infrastructure are included
in the threat hazard and vulnerability assessments supporting Marine Corps mis-
sion assurance policies.

We realize climate vulnerabilities is not a one-time occurrence. It is an iterative,
recurring process involving periodic review of experienced weather and other cli-
mate-related events and trends, and evaluates potential mission impacts, while our
understanding of climate science also continues to improve over time. Risk manage-
ment decisions for each installation rely upon an assessment of local conditions and
regionally-specific current/expected conditions.

The Marine Corps will continue to address all areas of encroachment. Our ranges
and training areas will be required to support training of marines and Marine Corps
units in an expanding array of mission-essential tasks that require ever-increasing
amounts of training space and increasingly sophisticated range resources.

General WILSON. Bottom Line: Weather and climate conditions affect the oper-
ational environment in which the Department of Defense must train and operate.
Anticipating how climate conditions will affect the future operations can inform the
way we prepare, plan and posture our force structure. The Air Force already experi-
ences impacts from changing climate conditions, such as coastal erosion, which
threatens numerous strategic radar sites in Northern Alaska to recurring flood con-
cerns at littoral bases like Joint Base Langley-Eustis. Additionally, changes in cli-
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mate conditions have the potential to impact military test, training, operations, and
readiness; for example:
e Resource competition could create geopolitical instability which would increase
response demands;
e Increased humanitarian aid requirements could result from more intense and
frequent extreme weather events;
e Infrastructure is more likely to be impacted when ice caps recede, sea levels
rise, permafrost thaws, and increased floods and droughts.

58. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what steps have you taken, if any, to plan and mitigate the threat and effects
of climate change, particularly given the significant investment this country has
made in our military installations, shipyards, and depots?

General ALLYN. We are assessing the vulnerability of Army built and natural in-
frastructure to the effects of a changing climate. For example, the Army is evalu-
ating the water needs, usage, and capacity required to support mission execution
on our installations.

Admiral MoRAN. Coastal installations and the communities in which our sailors,
marines, civilians and their families live are vulnerable to sea levels and storm
surge. The resilience of these installations and communities is essential to future
readiness associated with all naval mission areas. The Navy is incorporating various
sea level change studies and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion’s Digital Coast SLR and Coastal Flooding tool into its existing processes and
policies for managing the shore. For both current military construction projects and
restoration and modernization projects >$7.5 million that are located within a 100-
year floodplain, the Navy requires an assessment of the vulnerability of mechanical
and electrical subsystems to flood hazards and the implementation of necessary
mitigation efforts to address these vulnerabilities. The Navy is also reviewing the
Unified Facilities Criteria to identify needed updates to ensure that the direct and
indirect physical effects of changes to sea level are incorporated into design and
planning documents across the entire project lifecycle.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The Air Force continues to integrate climate considerations more
broadly into our policies, plans, and operations to better manage risks and effects
of altered operating environments. Specific to ensuring sustainability and resilience
of our installations, we incorporate consideration for the effects of changing climate
conditions in our installation planning processes. This includes facility and infra-
structure planning as well as emergency management planning. As our under-
standing of the range of future climate conditions improves, our planning will im-
prove to better inform our investments from basing decisions to force structure to
acquisitions.

59. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, how are you incorporating the risks from climate change and related shocks
and other shifts in water, food and weather disasters into your strategies and plans?

General ALLYN. The Army will continue to work with Geographic Combatant
Commanders (GCCs) on planning that ensures DOD is prepared to conduct oper-
ations today and in the future as well as address the effects of a changing climate
on our readiness.

Admiral MORAN. Considerations for climate change impacts are being incor-
porated with strategies and plans in accordance with DOD Directive 4715.21, “Cli-
mate Change Adaptation and Resilience,” January 14, 2016. For example, the De-
partment of Navy and Coast Guard’s maritime strategy, “A Cooperative Strategy for
21st Century Seapower,” addresses risks from climate change, such as enhanced
storms, rising sea levels, and coastal flooding. In addition, the “U.S. Navy Arctic
Roadmap 2014-2030,” outlines a deliberate Implementation Plan for anticipating,
and preparing for, the impacts of climate change in the Arctic as that region be-
comes more accessible. The Navy may be called upon more often to provide Defense
Support of Civil Authorities (DSCA) and Humanitarian Assistance and Disaster Re-
lief (HA/DR), both domestically and overseas, in the face of more frequent and more
intense natural disasters. The Navy is prepared and able to conduct pre-planned
and emergent DSCA and HA/DR missions within the resource constraints and prior-
ities of fleet operations. However, there is an opportunity cost in training, presence,
and security cooperation activities when assets are diverted from current missions
to respond to other contingencies.

General WALTERS. As outlined in DOD Directive 4715.21, “Climate Change
Adaption and Resilience,” the Marine Corps takes a holistic view of climate change
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into consideration. We do this when we review our installations’ infrastructure;
identify requirements associated with Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Relief (HA/
DR) plans and Defense Support of Civilian Authorities (DSCA); consider the impact
of the life cycle of our weapons systems, platforms, and equipment; consider the im-
pact to our training ranges and the subsequent impact to the effectiveness of the
training; work with local authorities on developing plans for response to weather
emergencies; identify requirements for personal protection equipment and medical
protection measures necessary for operating in various climates and geographic
locales; actively pursue measures to reduce our ecological and energy footprint; etc.

Fo(li a geo-specific O—Plan response, I defer to the Geographic Component Com-
manders.

General WILSON. The Air Force 30-year plan methodically integrates the best
available estimates of future threats, and forecasts of economic, scientific, and envi-
ronmental factors based on current strategy and future forecasts. As developments
occur and risks from man-made or other environmental shocks can be quantified
a{ld included in the forecast, the Air Force will incorporate them in our long range
plan.

60. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, are your component commands identifying water and food shortages, humani-
tarian and weather disasters, as challenges or events in their input to the UFR/IPLs
and other requirements generation process? Are they incorporating these risks and
opportunities into theater engagement and partner development?

General ALLYN. Our Army Service Component Commands support the efforts of
the combatant commanders, who plan and execute their Theater Campaign Plans,
Theater Security Cooperation Plans and contingency plans such as those for human-
itarian assistance and disaster relief.

Admiral MORAN. Conducting humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HA/DR)
is one of the missions of the Defense Strategic Guidance (DSG). As such, component
commands identify, plan and budget for requirements to support HA/DR as part of
the Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution (PPBE) process. Expanding
and strengthening partnerships is a priority of CNO’s Design for Maintaining Mari-
time Superiority in order to execute all DSG missions. For HA/DR specifically, the
Navy does include HA/DR planning and exercises into theater engagement and part-
ner development with our Joint Services, interagency partners, and international
partners. The U.S. Navy-led Pacific Partnership exercise is the largest annual mul-
tilateral HA/DR preparedness mission conducted in the Indo-Pacific region.

General WALTERS. Yes, in our planning processes, we consider requirements for
combating the effects of climate change, as well as requirements for operating in
regions impacted by climate change. This includes our annual budget development
processes, the IPL, and the unfunded priority list.

More specifically, when we identify and develop requirements to support Marine
Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Relief (HA/DR)
missions, we want the MAGTF to be self-sustaining. While we are there to provide
stability and address the immediate concerns of an impacted populace, oftentimes
the engineering equipment and various utility capabilities we bring for MAGTF
sustainment is instrumental in providing relief. This can range from drilling new
wells, building brides, or containing infectious disease outbreaks. For example, Tac-
tical Water Production Systems (TWPS), material handling equipment (MHE), and
medical equipment and supplies can be essential in providing relief.

For theater engagement and partner development, I defer to the Geographic Com-
ponent Commanders.

General WILSON. Each year, the Air Force major commands review combatant
command contingency and operation plans for their area of responsibilities to iden-
tify and elevate gaps and risks for funding considerations. In addition, the Air Force
organizes, trains, and equips its personnel to respond to variety of contingency oper-
ations including natural disasters and humanitarian assistance. The Air Force ap-
plies this training during humanitarian missions and theater engagements through-
out the year, which enables airmen to train partner nations on the risks and chal-
lenges associated with climate change and natural disasters. The Air Force applied
this concept during the humanitarian and disaster relief efforts in the aftermath of
Typhoon Haiyan in the Philippines in 2013.

61. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what additional support do you need, if any, from Congress to fully identify and
respond to the impacts of climate change?

General ALLYN. As a global force, we must be ready to respond and deliver mis-
sion success in all environments and conditions. We continue to assess, incorporate
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and manage the effects of altered operating environments on our capabilities and
capacity. This includes force structure, basing, military operations, capacity build-
ing, stability operations and the demand for Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Re-
lief and Defense Support to Civil Authorities in short and long-term plans. To be
able to meet the demands of today’s unstable global security environment, we re-
quire sustained, long term, and predictable funding. The most important steps that
will have both positive and lasting impact is the repeal of the 2011 Budget Control
Act, ensuring sufficient funding to train, man and equip the authorized force.

Admiral MoORAN. The Navy appreciates Congress’ support of our current efforts.
The Navy has been evaluating the effects a changing climate may have on our built
infrastructure, people, systems, and missions. For example, Navy coastal installa-
tions are especially vulnerable to changing sea levels and storm surge. The Navy
is managing risk by incorporating tools and vulnerability assessments into our proc-
esses and policies, and updating design and planning documents for facilities
ErlojeCt& The Navy will engage Congress as appropriate to sustain mission capa-

ility.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. The Air Force welcomes Congressional support in addressing
gaps and risks associated with the climate change should the need arise in the fu-
ture. We will work with the appropriate bodies to identify areas for additional sup-
port.

BRAC

62. Senator KAINE. General Allyn, Admiral Moran, General Walters, General Wil-
son, what is your position on BRAC?

General ALLYN. The Army has indicated its need for BRAC repeatedly in testi-
mony. Should the Department receive BRAC authority we will use it effectively to
eliminate excess and reinvest funds on higher priorities.

Admiral MoORAN. The Navy’s readiness-related functions most at risk because of
the hiring freeze are those not covered by Section A of the Secretary of Defense’s
implementation memorandum, but still critical to the production process at our
shipyards, aviation depots, and intermediate level maintenance activities. These
functions include human resources and training personnel required to bring on
board new production workers exempted from the hiring freeze, and production sup-
port functions including contract management, engineering, finance, quality assur-
ance, and project management. The hiring freeze could also make it more difficult
to attract and retain the future workforce across all skill sets, and slow replacement
for losses through normal attrition. Recurring hiring freezes further reduce morale
across the federal workforce and hinder our ability to recruit and retain highly-
skilled employees as an employer of choice as we try to recover from previous years
of budget uncertainty. The Department of the Navy has executed a rapid response
plan which ensures the integrity of decisions and streamlines processes to the max-
imum extent in support of the priority work of our Department and its mission. The
full impacts to readiness will depend on the ultimate length of the hiring freeze.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

General WILSON. I strongly support the Department of Defense requests for Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) authority. Even with growth to a 350,000 Active
Duty force, the Air Force projects it will have 24 percent excess infrastructure ca-
pacity, so we’ve got ample margin to reduce infrastructure, grow our force and be
capable of surging should the need arise. Without BRAC authority, the Air Force
will continue to spend our limited budget on infrastructure we don’t need, rather
than mission-critical readiness, modernization, and infrastructure we do need.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JEANNE SHAHEEN
ADVANCED COMBAT HELMET GENERATION II

63. Senator SHAHEEN. General Allyn and General Walters, I understand there are
several contracts currently under consideration or soon to be released, including
combat helmets—notably the Advanced Combat Helmet Generation II (ACH Gen II)
for the Army. These contracts are designed to provide next generation, advanced
protective equipment for our men and women in uniform and are critical to the
readiness of the service branches.

It has come to my attention that a helmet manufacturer with a questionable past
performance record has submitted a proposal to compete for this contract. This com-
pany was subject to a Department of Justice Inspector General report (attached)
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highlighting “findings of fraud and other irregularities related to the manufacture
and sale of combat helmets,” which found that over 126,000 Advanced Combat Hel-
mets (ACH) were not manufactured to contract specifications by Federal Prison In-
dustries (FPI), defective and recalled from circulation. This action resulted in over
$19 million in unnecessary costs to the Federal government and severely endan-
gered our warfighters in the field.

General Allyn and General Walters, what steps are being taken by the Army and
Marines to ensure that current and upcoming Request for Proposal responses for
personal protective equipment (PPE), specifically helmets, are evaluated on a “best
value” basis and not on Lowest Price/Technically Acceptable (LPTA) guidelines and
that past performance is accounted for in these evaluations?

General ALLYN. The Army’s strategy for acquiring personal protective equipment,
to include helmets, is to promote competition and award contracts based on well de-
fined, validated and tested requirements. Past performance is one of several evalua-
tion factors that the Army thoroughly assesses to determine confidence in an
offeror’s ability to perform. There are two approved Best Value contracting methods:
LPTA and Trade-Off. LPTA is not being used for the ACH Generation II contract
you mentioned. Instead, the Army will award using a Trade-Off contract between
technical and price evaluation factors. Regardless of contract type, products must
always meet the highest standards for soldier safety, proven by formal testing to
Army validated requirements. I assure you the Army will continue to ensure sol-
diers have the best protection available.

General Walters did not respond in time for printing. When received, an-
swer will be retained in committee files.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MAZIE HIRONO
REFUELING CAPABILITY IN THE PACIFIC

64. Senator HIRONO. General Wilson, you testified to the importance of refueling
tanker capabilities to support the global reach of Air Force missions. The current
tankers the Air Force has are old and the new KC—46 tankers are not scheduled
to arrive in the fleet until 2019. What is the Air Force’s plan for refueling capabili-
ties in the Pacific until the new KC—46 tankers arrive?

General WILSON. With the acquisition of the KC-46, the Air Force plans to grow
the tanker fleet from 455 to 479 aircraft as the KC—46 comes online. Until the new
KC-46 tankers arrive, the Air Force will follow the current process to provide re-
fueling capabilities in the Pacific and all theaters. If theater assigned assets are in-
sufficient to meet requirements, the theater geographic combatant commander will
submit a request for forces (RFF) to the Joint Staff, and the Joint Staff will follow
the global force management allocation plan (GFMAP) process to provide forces
based on availability and prioritization. Multiple analyses confirm tanker require-
ments during times of contingency, including contingencies in the Pacific, can be
met with a tanker fleet of 479 aircraft. By growing the tanker fleet from 455 to 479
aircraft with the addition of the highly capable KC-46 aircraft included in that mix,
the Air Force will be able to maintain sufficient air refueling capacity in the Pacific.

DIVERSITY

65. Senator HIRONO. General Allyn, while the graduation of the first females from
Ranger School and the opening of all MOSs to all soldiers is a great step for diver-
sity in our armed forces, what is the Army doing to mentor junior officers and en-
listed personnel from these and other diverse groups to ensure that they have the
opportunity and guidance to someday become senior leaders in the Army?

General ALLYN. The soldier 2020 formal education plan provides leaders with? the
opportunity and knowledge to mentor leaders and soldiers assigned to previously
closed units. As one example, the Infantry School brought recent Infantry Basic Of-
ficer Leader Course (IBOLC) graduates, both male and female, to the United States
Military Academy’s SMA Branch Week. This opportunity provided recent perspec-
tives by both genders as it relates to combat arms training. During Branch Night,
IBOLC graduates interacted with recently branched Infantry cadets to share per-
sonal experience and mentorship.

RETENTION RATE

66. Senator HIRONO. General Walters, you testified that retention should not be
taken for granted and that you need to provide marines and sailors the tools re-
quired to do their jobs. If the Marine Corps are authorized to increase its end
strength numbers, what steps will you take to ensure that the quality of marines
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recruited and the training they receive will maintain the Marine Corps standard
when you grow the force to meet requirements?

General WALTERS. We have no intention of changing our minimum standards for
the recruitment of potential marines. The current Marine Corps recruiting force is
designed to access up to 38,000 total force (regular and reserve) with 63 percent
scoring in the top three tiers of the Armed Forces Qualification Test (DOD standard
is 60 percent) and 95 percent graduating from high school (DOD standard is 90 per-
cent). The Marine Corps has accessed its annual mission at or above the USMC
standards consistently through years of both increasing and decreasing end
strength.

As we look to increase our end strength we are paying close attention to the train-
ing this force will need to meet the challenges of future operating environments. The
complexity that we expect to characterize these operating environments will require
adaptive and innovative marines that are able to out think their foes and overcome
the chaos found in combat. As such, we are conducting detailed analysis to ensure
our training and education establishment is prepared to make the necessary adjust-
ments to grow the force responsibly. We will need to change the way we approach
training and education, increase our use of technology and simulation to give our
marines an immersive experience that replicates the demands of combat, provide
better live fire ranges, and develop methods that will improve their decision making
ability. All of this speaks to the need to ensure that we provide the resources nec-
essary to transform our training and education so that we will not only be able to
train increased numbers of marines, but also provide them with demanding training
that ensures they are ready to answer the Nation’s call.

EAGLE VISION

67. Senator HIRONO. General Wilson, as you know, Eagle Vision is a deployable
ground station for collecting and disseminating unclassified commercial satellite im-
agery. It can provide imagery products to warfighters and first responders in a time-
ly fashion. The products can also be released quickly to allies due to the commercial
nature of the imagery.

I have been an advocate of this system and have discussed the importance of this
program with past and present Air Force and National Guard Bureau leadership.

One concern I have had is that over the years the Air Force has not funded this
program to a level necessary to maintain the capabilities which made it so valuable
in the first place. As a result of the reduced funding levels, important system capa-
bilities such as electro-optical imagery, and synthetic aperture radar have either
been diminished or completely eliminated. Maintenance, training and system up-
grades have also been impacted.

While the Air Force continues to face a challenging fiscal environment, it is my
hope that key decision makers keep in mind the tremendous capabilities and flexi-
bility that this system provides. The Eagle Vision system provides a significant re-
turn on investment especially if it is fully funded to reduce maintenance risks and
other capabilities are restored.

It has been alleged that the demand signal for the Eagle Vision products are di-
minishing. I would caution that we have to be aware of a potential self-fulfilling
prophecy. Underfunding the program leads to maintenance and sustainment risks,
reductions in training, and reduced variety of imagery available leading to a dimin-
ished overall system capability. If is the system becomes less capable no matter the
reason, the demand will likely decrease.

I hope that the Air Force will continue to recognize the value of this capability
and will continue to support this system which provides invaluable support in do-
mestic disaster relief operations as well as for international efforts with our friends
and allies.

Can you provide an update on where you are in terms of fiscal year 2017 funding
for the program? Also, while I understand that you can’t discuss the actual fiscal
year 2018 budget, can you keep me informed of any changes you are considering
for the Eagle Vision program?

General WILSON. The Fiscal Year (FY) 2017 President’s Budget (PB) requested
$14.6 million in programmed funds for Eagle Vision. This budget provides $8.8 mil-
lion of operations and maintenance (O&M) funding and $5.8 million of procurement
funding. An additional $4.96 million in O&M is required to minimally fund Eagle
Vision Electro Optical (EO) operations in fiscal year 2017 and the Air Force will in-
ternally fund the shortfall with execution year funds. The programmed $5.8 million
in Procurement provides funding for the System Program Office and equipment up-
grades to include hardware and software for the ground sites. The programmed $8.8
million in fiscal year 2017 O&M funds Air National Guard technician payroll, train-
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ing, travel, imagery production equipment, licensing and supplies for the Air Na-
tional Guard and Active Duty to keep the Eagle Vision sites operational. It also
funds the EO imagery contract through 31 July 2017 and one contractor support
position.

Programmed fiscal year 2017 O&M funds a portion of the maintenance and
sustainment (M&S) contract. Funded parts of the M&S contract are ground site ar-
chitecture, software support, data acquisition, antenna maintenance and limited no-
tice support for ground sites. Contractor travel, system engineering and information
assurance requirements of the M&S contract are partially funded. The Air Force
plans to use $4.96 million of internal execution year funds to fully fund the EO and
M&S contracts through all of fiscal year 2017. In the future, Eagle Vision will con-
tinue to compete for funding in a constrained fiscal environment and will seek to
maximize capability within resource constraints.
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Subcommittee members present: Senators Inhofe, Rounds, Ernst,
Perdue, Kaine, and Hirono.

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES INHOFE

Senator INHOFE. Senator Kaine and I have a policy where we
start on time. If everybody does that, then everybody shows up. If
they do not, they will not show up. So we are going to go ahead
and do that.

I will have an opening statement, and you will have an opening
statement, and then we will get ready to hear the presentations.
This is going to be very, very significant, this hearing.

Today, we are joined this afternoon by Lieutenant General Larry
Wyche—I am sure that you been around to see most of these mem-
bers; Vice Admiral Grosklags; Vice Admiral Thomas Moore; Lieu-
tenant General Michael Dana, the Deputy Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps; Lieutenant General Lee Levy, who is out in my State
of Oklahoma at Tinker Air Force Base.

I thank the witnesses for agreeing to testify today, and I also
thank Ranking Member Senator Kaine for his leadership and part-
nership on this issue. We work very well together. We are old
friends.

Just last month, the subcommittee received testimony from the
service Vice Chiefs on the current readiness of Armed Forces. Now
that is what we heard the last time in the first committee hearing
that we had, and I remember one of the witnesses was reflecting
back in the 1970s when we had a hollow force.

(101)
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I think, even though it is not all that well-defined, I think we
have a hollow force today. I am very much concerned about it.

I think this is a very significant hearing to hear from you folks,
and I look forward to your testimony.

Senator Kaine?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR TIM KAINE

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thanks to all the witnesses. I do appreciate your service and ap-
preciate you being here today as we take testimony that will help
us as we start to work on the Fiscal Year 2018 NDAA [National
Defense Authorization Act]. We want to do it in such a way that
we can restore full spectrum readiness as soon as we can.

As my chair mentioned, we do work well. We had a hearing last
month, and the Vice Chiefs laid out how the DOD [Department of
Defense] continues to suffer from unacceptable levels of full spec-
trum readiness, and we heard a mantra worth repeating today,
that DOD needs more predictable and stable funding. Readiness is
a function of many things. Predictability is one of the key ingredi-
ents.

The five witnesses today are going to help us understand the di-
rect correlation between the readiness of maintenance facilities and
the degraded operational readiness measured in terms of decreased
training, flying, and steaming days.

Specifically, I am hoping to hear from witnesses about the impact
that unpredictable funding has on workload planning and how the
condition of a degraded shipyard or depot impacts the ability to re-
tain skilled employees, engineers, and workers.

We have recruiting and retention bonuses for men and women in
uniform, and for good reason. We need to make sure that we find
ways to better retain and reward those serving at home and
abroad.

We often hear about how military platforms need modernization,
and yet so does the infrastructure that maintains those platforms.
So the deferred maintenance backlogs at shipyards, ammunition
plants, air logistics centers, arsenals, and depots continues to grow
and has been left unaddressed for a very long time.

We have technology challenges as we hope to modernize our or-
ganic industrial base. I think we should pay more attention to key
enflblers, this important set of institutions, workforce, and tech-
nology.

This subcommittee and the DOD should work together to explore
news ways for the shipyards and depots to recruit and retain the
highly skilled workforce they need now and in the future.

Some of the models that we are using to support cybersecurity
and laboratory R&D [research and development] workforce can be
used here as well. For example, apprenticeships, internships, the
scholarship for service program for civilian service in the DOD, and
exchanges with private industry all have a place to play in getting
us that workforce.

We need to make better use of our innovative partners like DOD
labs, universities, industry, and even places like DARPA [Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency] to develop the new tech-
nologies to improve efficiency.
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I had a great meeting, Mr. Chair, with General Dana yesterday.
We talked about the growth of 3D printing as something that is
really changing some of our functions in a good way.

One of the first directives that the new administration put out
that has concerned me was the Federal hiring freeze, making a dif-
ficult problem worse, and I will ask about that today. There were
some exemptions, yet even with exemptions, the hiring freeze im-
pacts and even flies in the face of common sense, whether it is a
child care worker in Germany, or a commissary worker stocking
shelves in Virginia, or an engineer who does not have direct touch
with platforms but nevertheless is critical to the development of
platforms, some of this impact has been felt.

The hiring freeze, in my view, is an unnecessary layer of red tape
at a time when we should be encouraging the next generation of
Americans to weld holes at shipyards, manufacture gun tubes at an
arsenal, write software code for the most advanced fighter aircraft
on the planet.

So we have to put ourselves in the shoes of high school grads and
college undergrads. The hiring freeze that was announced was 90
days with TBD to follow, but if you are a youngster with a lot of
talent and you are thinking about what you want to do, when you
look at a Federal workforce that is going to be dramatically af-
fected by hiring freezes, you would probably be smart to think
about other lines of work.

The bottom line is that the civilian workforce is just as dedicated
to men and women in uniform. Many of them wore combat helmets
before they were part of the civilian workforce, and we rely on
them, as many in the defense industrial and production facilities,
to help us succeed.

Finally, I would just suggest again what I have been suggesting
since I came to the Senate in January 2013. One of the first votes
I cast in February was to turn off the sequester. It was originally
a deal to force us to find a budget deal, and it was sort of an inter-
esting philosophy. In order to force ourselves to do something
smart, we will agree, if we do not, to do something stupid.

I never really thought that was a good management technique,
and when I came into the Senate, I said, let’s turn it off and let’s
just make our budgets about advocating for priorities. When we de-
cide upon priorities, we will do budgets based on priorities rather
than priorities based on budgets or, worse, priorities based on
budgetary uncertainty.

I think especially it is kind of an interesting time, a new admin-
istration, all levers of power, executive and both Houses, in the
control of one party. We could get rid of the sequester caps on both
defense and nondefense and then just make our case about what
we think the Nation should spend in these areas. I would hope that
we might have that discussion in the full committee.

But for purposes of today, we are going to hear good testimony
that will go into the record and help us as we get into the NDAA
process.

I am glad my chair has called this committee, and I look forward
to your testimony.

Senator INHOFE. Good. Thank you, Senator Kaine, just so it will
be in the record, when we first heard about the hiring freeze, of
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course, the exception being the military, we immediately got that
corrected.

Just take our depot in Oklahoma that General Levy is very fa-
miliar with. They only have one uniformed officer in the whole
place. They have a couple thousand employees. You cannot make
ordnance. You cannot fight a war if you are not making ordnance.

So those areas had to be corrected immediately and were cor-
rected immediately.

Now, we are going to hear from each one of you guys, and we
will ask you to try to confine your statements to 5 minutes, and
your entire statements will be made a part of the record.

So we will start with Lieutenant General Larry Wyche, a Deputy
Com(linanding General of the United States Army Materiel Com-
mand.

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL LARRY D. WYCHE,
USA, DEPUTY COMMANDING GENERAL, UNITED STATES
ARMY MATERIEL COMMAND

LTG WYCHE. Senator Inhofe, Ranking Member Kaine, and dis-
tinguished members of the subcommittee, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify on the readiness of the Army’s organic industrial
base. On behalf of our Acting Secretary, the Honorable Robert
Speer, and our Chief of Staff, General Mark Milley, thank you for
your support and demonstrated commitment to our soldiers, our
Army civilians, families, and veterans.

It is an honor for me to appear today along with my distin-
guished colleagues from the Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force.

Since the War of 1812, our Nation has reaped the rewards of the
unique capabilities that reside in our organic industrial base.
Today, 23 ammunition plants, depots, and arsenals produce combat
readiness by manufacturing, repairing, and resetting our military’s
equipment.

Our organic industrial base directly employs a skilled workforce
of more than 22,000 people. Many of them are highly skilled arti-
sans and craftsmen who deliver readiness while supporting oper-
ations impacting all 50 States.

The organic industrial base is often referred to as America’s na-
tional security insurance policy. As with all insurance policies,
there must be sufficient coverage in advance of crises and the con-
fidence that the policy will be delivered and honored.

The organic industrial base represents the very best protection,
paying dividends in the form of readiness now while providing the
capabilities to regenerate equipment and unit readiness at the off-
set of future crises.

The Army’s organic industrial base serves to mitigate risks by
providing strategic depth and scalable response during times of cri-
ses by producing materiel, which include ammunition, explosives,
trucks, artillery tubes, tanks, helicopters, and much more. Our
manufacturing base has always delivered state-of-the-art tech-
nology and equipment to our globally engaged forces.

The two greatest challenges that we face today in our organic in-
dustrial base are budget caps mandated by the Budget Control Act
of 2011 and the lack of consistent and predictable funding, as evi-
dent by repeated continuing resolutions. The longer the Army oper-
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ates under the budget cap in an unpredictable fiscal environment,
the more difficult it is to sustain production and retain a skilled
workforce.

We recognize the commitment and steadfast support by the com-
mittee over the last 16 years. Without your support, the organic in-
dustrial base could not have surged when called upon in support
of Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom.

I would like to thank each distinguished member of this com-
mittee for allowing me to offer this testimony today. Your contin-
ued steadfast support enables us to maintain and modernize our
organic industrial base while simultaneously preserving and devel-
oping the workforce required to provide value to our Nation in the
form of readiness.

General Milley states it so succinctly. The number one priority
for the Army is readiness. The foundation of Army readiness is a
responsive industrial base.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of General Wyche follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LTG LARRY WYCHE
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member Kaine and distinguished members of the Sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify on the readiness of the Army’s
Organic Industrial Base. On behalf of our Acting Secretary, the Honorable Robert
Speer, and our Chief of Staff, General Mark Milley, thank you for your support and
demonstrated commitment to our soldiers, Army civilians, families and veterans.

Since the War of 1812, our great Nation has reaped the rewards of the unique
capabilities resident in our Organic Industrial Base (OIB) to manufacture and re-
pair the equipment and materiel needed to equip and sustain our Armed Forces.
Today, 23 ammunition plants, depots and manufacturing arsenals produce combat
readiness by manufacturing, repairing and resetting our military’s equipment.
These depots, plants and arsenals possess specialized core competencies and are op-
erated by a workforce of highly-skilled artisans, some of whom are the 2nd and 3rd
generation of a family dedicated to the defense of our nation. These patriots and
the facilities in which they work provide a unique set of capabilities that enable
readiness and the projection of national power.

The OIB is often referred to as America’s National Security Insurance Policy. As
with all insurance policies, there must be adequate coverage in advance of a crisis
and confidence that the policy will be honored. The OIB represents the very best
protection—paying dividends, in the form of readiness now, while providing the ca-
pability to regenerate equipment and unit readiness at the outset of the future cri-
ses. The OIB directly employs more than 22,000 people in operations that span all
50 states. The annual economic impact of the OIB on local economies is in excess
of $3.696 billion. As an example, McAlester, Radford and JTowa Ammunition Plants,
as well as the Anniston Army Depot, collectively introduce $205.1 million into their
communities each year.

The Army’s Organic Industrial Base serves to mitigate risk by providing strategic
depth and scalable response during times of crisis. Whenever called upon, the OIB
delivers equipment to the tactical point of need that is maintainable and affordable
within the tactical commander’s available resources (soldiers, time and dollars).
From small arms, ammunition and explosives, to trucks, radars, optics and main
battle tanks, our manufacturing base has always delivered state-of-the-art tech-
nology and equipment to our globally engaged forces.

CHALLENGES

The two greatest challenges we face today with our OIB are budget caps man-
dated by the Budget Control Act of 2011 and a lack of consistent and predictable
funding as evidenced by repeated continuing resolutions. Sequestration’s legacy of
imposing cuts without consideration of national security requirements must be
brought to an end. Our military’s readiness is held hostage to it. Also, continuing
resolutions have fostered an era of unpredictable funding that adversely affects the
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OIB. A year-long continuing resolution will preclude the Army from funding Depot
Maintenance at the level needed to rebuild 4 Apache helicopters, 2 Black Hawk heli-
copters, several Patriot Air Defense systems, as well as upgrades to weapon system
required to ensure interoperability on the battlefield.

Additionally, the longer the Army operates under the budget caps and in an un-
predictable fiscal environment, the more difficult it is to sustain production at levels
that maintain workforce skill sets. Exploiting best business practices in our indus-
trial operations requires consistent levels of funding that facilitate long term plan-
ning.

Furthermore, parts of our manufacturing and facilities infrastructure are near the
end of their life cycles. We need your continued assistance with modernization and
replacement. Since fiscal year 2005, more than $2 billion has been invested in auto-
mation and robotics to enhance production and ammunition out-load capabilities, as
well as attain energy self-sufficiency. Given the value of the OIB’s infrastructure,
keeping it in good order offers a good return on investment.

MAINTAINING READINESS

We recognize and are extremely appreciative of this committee’s steadfast support
through the past 16 years of war. Without your support, the OIB could not have
surged when called upon in support of Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring
Freedom, to reset nearly four million items of equipment—a workload three times
that of the workload during the Vietnam War. To put this in operational terms, that
equates to resetting 105 Brigade Combat Teams.

The capabilities of our adversaries continue to evolve.

General Milley states it most succinctly; “The Army’s number one priority is read-
iness.” A foundation of Army readiness i1s a vibrant and responsive industrial base.
We cannot afford to let our warfighting capabilities fall into decay because within
the OIB reside one-of-a-kind resources that cannot be easily revived or replicated,
and certainly not in time to respond to a national crisis. Now more than ever, we
must enhance our readiness through continued investment in our organic capabili-
ties in order to ensure our force can conduct and sustain a combined arms fight in
unified operations. In that way we can deter our adversaries and, importantly, win
decisively without undue risk to the force.

For example, Nitrocellulose is a key compound used in making explosives. The
Radford Army Ammunition Plant is the only known manufacturer of nitrocellulose
in North America. McAlester Army Ammunition Plant is so proficient at manufac-
turing certain munitions that the Navy and the Air Force ask them to produce ordi-
nance to meet both their wartime and training requirements. Watervliet Arsenal is
the only manufacturer of large caliber cannon tubes in this hemisphere. Every how-
itzer at Ft. Sill has a gun tube produced at Watervliet. In fact, in 2013 as the Army
was preparing to upgrade the M109A6 self-propelled howitzers to the A7 configura-
tion, corrosion was discovered in the bore evacuators on the cannon barrels. The
Army determined that nearly 75 percent of these Paladin howitzers in the inventory
were non-mission capable due to bore evacuator corrosion. In nine months’ time,
Watervliet repaired 157 of the 171 barrels that were repairable and replaced 73 of
the 88 that were not. The skilled and determined workforce, combined with the
unique capabilities resident in the arsenal, averted a crisis.

Since 2003, Army equipment reset requirements have generated $29.5 billion in
work for the OIB. Orders from the U.S. Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps have
generated another $5.7 billion in revenue. In 2015 alone, the Army’s Organic Indus-
trial Base provided $698 million in joint depot work and $504 million in joint parts,
demonstrating its impact on not only Army readiness but the readiness of all our
Armed Forces. The output of our depots, plants and arsenals not only provides stra-
tegic depth but produces direct economic impact on a supply chain of over 11 thou-
sand vendors—many of which are small businesses.

While we are asking for your support, it is important to note that we are working
feverishly to maximize the impact of the resources you have provided. In the past
four years, the Army has reduced its inventory of secondary items by 9.2 billion.
The OIB has realized $4.5 billion in financial benefits like cost avoidance through
continuous process improvement projects since 2011.

As retrograde and reset operations slow, the Army must find innovative ways to
reshape itself and leverage its investments with partners from other parts of DOD,
government and the private sector when missions, goals, and requirements align.
Preserving the workforce, optimizing processes and aligning workload to unit readi-
ness and sustainment needs must be prioritized as we divest obsolete systems and
equipment. Simultaneously, we must continue to develop the capabilities required
to meet future requirements.
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CLOSING

This committee, more than anyone else, knows that the world is more dangerous
and unpredictable than it has ever been. While our nation’s greatest minds work
hard to predict the future we are continually surprised by the unpredictable. In
every instance of crisis, the OIB has responded by providing solutions to meet unan-
ticipated demands. If the OIB is to continue to deliver when our nation needs it
most, we must invest now. Consistent and predictable funding to preserve, maintain
and modernize our critical capabilities provides the last line of defense against the
unknown, while we continue to produce readiness that guarantees that we will win
wherever and whenever our nation calls.

I would like to thank each distinguished member of the Committee for allowing
me to offer this testimony today. Your continued steadfast support enables us to
maintain and modernize the OIB, and simultaneously preserve and develop the
workforce required to provide value to our nation in the form of future readiness
and deterrence.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, General Wyche.
We will now hear from Vice Admiral Grosklags, Commander,
United States Naval Air Systems Command.

STATEMENT OF VICE ADMIRAL PAUL A. GROSKLAGS, USN,
COMMANDER, UNITED STATES NAVAL AIR SYSTEMS COM-
MAND

VADM GROSKLAGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Kaine, distinguished members of the subcommittee.

I appreciate the opportunity to be here with you today to discuss
specifically, in my case, naval aviation and some of the readiness
challenges that we face. I know those challenges, as you mentioned
in your opening statement, are no surprise to this subcommittee,
as both the Vice Chief and the Assistant Commandant testified to
that effect about a month ago.

About our aviation depots specifically—and we call them Fleet
Readiness Centers, so I might use those terms interchangeably.
They are a critical element in our overall readiness recovery plan.
They are continuing a steady recovery from fiscal year 2013 pri-
marily and the impacts of furloughs and hiring freezes associated
with sequestration, to your point, Senator Kaine. But also, they are
recovering from years of limited and uncertain funding.

Today, they are also increasing their workload. The demand on
them actually has never been higher. Sixteen years of wartime ac-
tivity, the challenging material condition of the aircraft that are
coming in the front door as well as the extension of our aircraft
service lives well beyond what we had originally planned to utilize
them to. A case in point that I think most of you are familiar with
are our F-18 A through D models.

While we will always remain challenged as long as we are flying
with our F-18 A through D models in terms of keeping them ready,
we have stabilized that particular depot production line. We have
become predictable in our delivery of those assets back to the fleet.
By the end of this Year, beginning of next calendar year, we will
have met the fleet’s requirement for in-service or in-reporting
F-18s.

So while we are turning the corner there on F-18s, as I men-
tioned earlier, the overall workload continues to increase, as we see
increasing demand signals for V-22s, H-1s, other type model se-
ries, as well as component repair VR [virtual reality] supply sys-
tem.
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But it is also important that we all recognize that getting our de-
pots back up on step really only addresses one piece of the readi-
ness equation. We have to be equally focused on our supply sup-
port, our maintenance planning, our maintenance publications, our
support equipment, the training and qualifications of our sailors
and marines who maintain these aircraft, and I could go on.

But those things are just as important as our depot capability.
The funding for those efforts is through a variety of individual line
items. We collectively tend to call those our enabler accounts. As
the Department has struggled to balance our competing require-
ments and limited resources for the last number of years, funding
in these accounts has been severely constrained, and I can tell you
that readiness has suffered as a direct result of that lack of fund-
ing.

In our fiscal year 2017 request, the Department has taken a
major step forward toward addressing the required funding for
these enabler accounts. The request for additional appropriations
further augments that request and our recovery efforts. Because of
that, if we end up operating under a full-year continuing resolu-
tion, there will be a significant negative impact to our ability to
continue our overall naval aviation readiness recovery efforts.

As you said, Senator Kaine, in your opening, stable, predictable,
and sufficient funding is absolutely critical to our readiness recov-
ery efforts. I look forward to working with the subcommittee to
that end, and I look forward to your questions.

Thank you.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Admiral Grosklags.

We will now hear from Vice Admiral Thomas Moore, United
States Navy, Commander United States Naval Sea Systems Com-
mand.

STATEMENT OF VICE ADMIRAL THOMAS J. MOORE, USN, COM-
MANDER, UNITED STATES NAVAL SEA SYSTEMS COMMAND

VADM MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, rank-
ing member, distinguished members of the subcommittee, on behalf
of the 73,000 men and women in the Naval Sea Systems Com-
mand, I thank you for the opportunity to discuss the health of the
industrial base and its critical role in maintaining the readiness of
our fleet.

The Naval Sea System Command’s number one priority is the
on-time delivery of ships and submarines to the fleet. At any given
time, about one-third of the Navy’s fleet is undergoing either a
major depot maintenance availability in one of our four naval ship-
yards and private sector surface ship repair shipyards or con-
ducting pier-side intermediate maintenance.

Our naval shipyards and our private sector partners are the cor-
nerstone of that effort to deliver our ships and submarines on time.
The 33,850 men and women who work in our naval shipyards and
the workers in our private sector partners today are true national
assets.

The high operational tempo in the post-9/11 era combined with
reduced readiness funding and consistent uncertainty about when
these reduced budgets would be approved have created a large mis-
match between the capacity of our public shipyards today and their
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required work. This mismatch has resulted in a large maintenance
backlog which has grown from 4.7 million man days to 5.3 million
man days between 2011 and 2017.

Today, despite hiring 16,500 new workers since 2012, the naval
shipyards are more than 2,000 people short of the capacity required
to execute the projected workload, stabilize the growth and the
maintenance backlog, and eventually eliminate that backlog.

[The information referred to follows:]

“The high operational tempo in the post 9/11 era combined with reduced readiness
funding and consistent uncertainty about when these reduced budgets will be ap-
proved have created a large maintenance mismatch between the capacity in our
public shipyards and the required work. This has resulted in a large maintenance
workload, which has grown from 4.7 million man-days in 2011 to a planned 5.3 mil-
lion man-days in 2017. Today, despite hiring 16,500 new workers since 2012, Naval
Shipyards are more than 2,000 people short of the capacity required to execute the
projected workload, stabilize the growth in the maintenance backlog and eventually
eliminate that backlog.”

This man day shortfall coupled with reduced workforce experi-
ence levels—and today, half of my workforce has been in naval
shipyards for less than 5 years—and shipyard productivity issues
have all impacted fleet readiness through the late delivery of ships
and submarines.

However, although we face many challenges, the challenges are
not insurmountable. Years of sustained deployments and uncertain
funding have created a readiness debt that we must begin to ad-
dress today.

In our naval shipyards and private sector, that begins with defin-
ing the full maintenance requirement, matching the budget to that
requirement, ensuring the capacity to perform work matches that
workload, and improving the productivity of our workforce through
improved training and infrastructure investments that must be
made to modernize our naval shipyards.

We can and we must tackle each of these issues today and sus-
tain that focus into the future. Only then will our industrial base
be able to provide the readiness required of our Navy today and
into the future.

I look forward to your questions.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Admiral Moore.

[The combined prepared statement by Vice Admiral Paul A.
Grosklags and Vice Admiral Thomas J. Moore follows:]

COMBINED PREPARED STATEMENT BY VICE ADMIRAL PAUL A. GROSKLAGS AND VICE
ADMIRAL THOMAS J. MOORE

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Kaine, and distinguished members of the Sub-
Committee, we appreciate the opportunity to testify on the current state of Navy
readiness and the challenges we face today and in the future.

Before we discuss Navy’s readiness challenges and our plans to address them, it
is important to understand our present situation. Globally present and modern, our
Navy provides timely, agile, and effective options to national leaders as they seek
to advance American security and prosperity. Today, however, the ongoing demand
for naval forces continues to grow, which will require the Navy to continue to make
tough choices. In the classic trade space for any service (readiness, modernization
and force structure), readiness has become the bill payer in an increasingly complex
and fast-paced security environment. To address these realities, the Navy has iden-
tified investments to restore the readiness of the fleet today to shore up what we
have. At the same time, we cannot restore the fleet to full health without also up-
dating our platforms and weapons to better address current and future threats, and
evaluating the right size of the Navy so that it can sustain the tempo of operations
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that has become the norm. The Navy is actively working on plans for the future
fleet with Secretary Mattis and his team, and we look forward to discussing those
plans with you when they are approved.

To characterize where we are today, we would say it’s a tale of two navies. As
we travel to see our sailors in the United States and overseas, it is clear to me that
our deployed units are operationally ready to respond to any challenge. They under-
stand their role in our nation’s security and the security of our allies, and they have
the training and resources they need to win any fight that might arise. Unfortu-
nately, our visits to units and installations back home in the United States paint
a different picture. As our sailors and Navy civilians, who are just as committed as
their colleagues afloat, prepare to ensure our next ships and aircraft squadrons de-
ploy with all that they need, the strain is significant and growing. For a variety of
reasons, our shipyards and aviation depots are struggling to get our ships and air-
planes through maintenance periods on time. In turn, these delays directly impact
the time Sailors have to train and hone their skills prior to deployment. These chal-
lenges are further exacerbated by low stocks of critical parts and fleet-wide short-
falls in ordnance, and an aging shore infrastructure. So while our first team on de-
ployment is ready, our bench—the depth of our forces at home—is thin. It has be-
come clear to us that the Navy’s overall readiness has reached its lowest level in
many years.

There are three main drivers of our readiness problems: 1) persistent, high oper-
ational demand for naval forces; 2) funding reductions; and 3) consistent uncertainty
about when those reduced budgets will be approved.

The operational demand for our Navy continues to be high, while the fleet has
gotten smaller. Between 2001 and 2015, the Navy was able to keep an average of
100 ships at sea each day, despite a 14 percent decrease in the size of the battle
force. The Navy is smaller today than it has been in the last 99 years. Maintaining
these deployment levels as ships have been retired has taken a significant toll on
our Sailors and their families, as well as on our equipment.

The second factor degrading Navy readiness is the result of several years of con-
strained funding levels for our major readiness accounts, largely due to fiscal pres-
sures imposed by the Budget Control Act of 2011. Although the Bipartisan Budget
Act of 2015 provided temporary relief, in fiscal year 2017 the Navy budget was $5
billion lower than in fiscal year 2016. This major reduction drove very hard choices,
including the difficult decision to reduce readiness accounts by over $2 billion this
year.

The third primary driver of reduced readiness is the inefficiency imposed by the
uncertainty around when budgets will actually be approved. The inability to adjust
funding levels as planned, or to commit to longer-term contracts, creates additional
work and drives up costs. This results in even less capability for any given dollar
we invest, and represents yet another tax on our readiness. We are paying more
money and spending more time to maintain a less capable Navy.

We have testified before about the maintenance and training backlogs that result
from high operational tempo, and how addressing those backlogs has been further
set back by budget cuts and fiscal uncertainty. Our attempts to restore stability and
predictability to our deployment cycles have been challenged both by constrained
funding levels and by operational demands that remain unabated.

Although we remain committed to return to a seven month deployment cycle as
the norm, the need to support the fight against ISIS in 2016 led us to extend the
deployments of the Harry S Truman and Theodore Roosevelt Carrier Strike Groups
to eight and eight and a half months, respectively. Similar extensions apply to the
Amphibious Ready Groups which support Marine Expeditionary Units. This collec-
tive pace of operations has increased wear and tear on ships, aircraft and crews and,
adding to the downward readiness spiral, has decreased the time available for main-
tenance and modernization. Deferred maintenance has led to equipment failures,
and to larger-than-projected work packages for our shipyards and aviation depots.
This has forced us to remove ships and aircraft from service for extended periods,
which in turn increases the tempo for the rest of the fleet, which causes the fleets
to utilize their ships and airframes at higher-than-projected rates, which increases
the maintenance work, which adds to the backlogs, and so on.

Reversing this vicious cycle and restoring the short-term readiness of the fleet will
require sufficient and predictable funding. This funding would allow our pilots to
fly the hours they need to remain proficient, and ensure that we can conduct the
required maintenance on our ships. It would also enable the Navy to restore stocks
of necessary parts, getting more ships to sea and better preparing them to stay de-
ployed as required.
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NAVAL SHIPYARDS

One of the key components of Navy readiness for our public and private repair
shipyards is our ability to effectively plan and execute maintenance on ships and
submarines. This is reflected in the Navy’s Optimized Fleet Response Plan (OFRP),
which places maintenance at the beginning of the OFRP cycle in recognition of the
fact that our deployed readiness is dependent on our ability to complete the required
maintenance on time and on schedule before ships enter their training and deploy-
ment cycle. As the Vice Chief of Naval Operations testified last month, our ship-
yards are struggling to deliver ships out of availabilities on time and back to the
f}.f‘leet. When we do not get it right it strains our ability to train and deploy our
orces

Naval Sea Systems Command’s number one priority is the on-time delivery of
ships and submarines to the Fleet. At any given time, about one-third of the Navy’s
Fleet is undergoing either a major depot maintenance availability in one of our four
Naval Shipyards and private sector surface ship repair shipyards or conducting pier
side intermediate maintenance. Regardless of where the work is taking place,
NAVSEA is working every day to improve maintenance throughput so that our
warfighters have the platforms and weapon systems they need to defend our nation.

Our long term success in delivering ships and submarines out of maintenance on
time depends on three important elements: determining the full maintenance re-
quirement, aligning the maintenance budget to this requirement so we can match
the capacity in our shipyards to the workload, and improving the overall produc-
tivity of our maintenance workforce through improved training, processes, tools and
infrastructure.

Long-term continuing resolutions, as we have seen over the past eight years, cou-
pled with a constrained budget environment have exacerbated our ability to effec-
tively plan and execute ship maintenance. Receiving the complete budget mid-way
through the year leads to significant inefficiencies, such as delays in material and
parts procurement for future availabilities, and results in significant missed oppor-
tunities in the year of execution. A stable, predictive funding environment is imper-
ative to support the effective planning and preparations for both current and future
maintenance requirements.

The high operational tempo in the post 9/11 era combined with reduced readiness
funding and consistent uncertainty about when these reduced budgets will be ap-
proved have created a large maintenance mismatch between the capacity in our
public shipyards and the required work. This has resulted in a large maintenance
backlog which has grown from 4.7 million man-days to a planned 5.3 million man-
days between 2011 and 2017. Today, despite hiring 16,500 new workers since 2012,
Naval Shipyards are more than 2,000 people short of the capacity required to exe-
cute the projected workload, stabilize the growth in the maintenance backlog and
eventually eliminate that backlog. This shortfall, coupled with reduced workforce ex-
perience levels (about 50 percent of the workforce has less than five years of experi-
ence) and shipyard productivity issues have impacted Fleet readiness through the
late delivery of ships and submarines. The capacity limitations and the overall pri-
ority of work toward our Ballistic Missile Submarines (SSBNs) and Aircraft Carriers
(CVN) have resulted in our Attack Submarines (SSNs) absorbing much of the bur-
den, causing several submarine availabilities that were originally scheduled to last
between 22 and 25 months to require 45 months or more to complete. These delays
not only remove the submarines from the Fleet for extended periods of time, but
also have an impact on the crews’ training and morale. This situation reached a
boiling point this past summer when in order to balance the workload, the Navy
decided to defer a scheduled maintenance availability on the USS Boise (SSN 764)
that will effectively take her off line until 2020 or later. Although the Navy has not
made a final decision on Boise, she will likely be contracted to the private sector
at additional cost to the Navy in 2019.

The Naval Shipyards have seen a large influx of new hires over the past five
years. As of today, half of my public shipyard workers have less than five years’ ex-
perience. With further growth anticipated in the coming years, we are taking steps
to accelerate the training process. For example, all Naval Shipyards have imple-
mented, and are expanding the use of, Learning Centers with realistic mockups in
a “safe-to-learn” environment. New employees are now able to support shipyard-
unique work within one to four months of being hired, rather than one to two years
under traditional training methods.

In addition to hiring enough people to execute the workload, we must also invest
in our Naval Shipyard infrastructure. Many of our Naval Shipyards have buildings
and equipment that are degraded or obsolete. With today’s exceptionally complicated
ships and systems, we are finding that our infrastructure does not meet the needs



112

of a modern day repair facility. NAVSEA has identified future facility modernization
and improvements required to support newer classes of ships, including the Vir-
ginia- and Columbia-class submarines and Gerald R. Ford-class aircraft carriers.
The Naval Shipyards’ outdated Information Technology and Cybersecurity depart-
ments are also a critical component of this effort.

The challenges faced by the private sector yards that perform maintenance on our
surface ships are very similar to our Naval Shipyards. They, even more than the
Naval Shipyards, are impacted by the uncertainty around when budgets will actu-
ally be approved. Despite these challenges, we have seen improvements in private
sector maintenance. We are driving stability into our processes by working with
third-party planners to increase our ability to conduct advanced planning, and the
shift to competitively awarded fixed-price contracts has reduced cost and added dis-
cipline to the process that has limited growth and improved on-time performance
by 40 percent since 2014.

Although we face many challenges, they are not insurmountable. Years of sus-
tained deployments and uncertain funding have created a readiness debt that we
must begin to address today. In our Naval Shipyards and private sector, that begins
with defining the full maintenance requirement, matching the budget to that re-
quirement, ensuring the capacity to perform work matches the workload, and im-
proving the productivity of our workforce. We can and we must tackle each of these
issues today and sustain that focus into the future. Only then will we provide the
readiness required of our Navy today and into the future.

NAVAL AVIATION FLEET READINESS CENTERS

The Navy and Marine Corps are addressing Naval Aviation readiness through
seven inter-related Lines of Effort (LOE)—(1) Fleet Readiness Center (FRC) Capa-
bility and Capacity, (2) Depot-level In Service Repair of aircraft, (3) FRC Supply and
Component Repair, (4) Aircraft Utilization, (5) Aircraft Material Condition, (6)
Flight Line Supply, and (7) Flight Line Maintenance.

Sustained improvement in the readiness of our Naval Aviation forces requires suc-
cessful execution of multiple ongoing activities across each of these LOEs.

Full and predictable resourcing of these readiness improvement LOEs is essential
to re-building Naval Aviation readiness to the level required to support COCOM
mission execution objectives.

Specifically, we must maintain a focus on (1) investment in the facilities and
workforce at our FRCs, (2) achieving full funding of our “enabler” sustainment ac-
counts (listed at end of this statement), and (3) maximizing funding for supply sup-
port.

Naval Aviation’s FRCs execute Maintenance, Repair and Overhaul (MRO) activi-
ties for a broad range of Aircraft, Engines, Components and Support Equipment
(SE)—providing these products directly to our sailors and marines in support of mis-
sion readiness. The capability and capacity of our FRCs are still recovering from
prior years of limited sustainment account funding, and effects of fiscal year 2013
sequestration driven furloughs and associated hiring freeze. While working to regain
previous levels of output on all product lines, meeting production throughput re-
quirements remains challenged by an increased workload demand driven by the de-
graded material condition of inducted aircraft and components resulting from 16
{ears of war-time activity combined with the effects of extending aircraft service
ives.

To increase production output by reducing turn-around-time, our FRCs are imple-
menting continuous process improvement initiatives, including best commercial
practices such as Critical Chain Project Management, across all of our aircraft and
component production lines.

In fiscal year 2017 our FRCs are increasing their workforce size as a continuation
of recovery from fiscal year 2013 reductions and in direct response to increased air-
craft and component workload. Approved exemptions to the current hiring freeze for
depot artisan and production support personnel is enabling us to continue hiring;
however, normal workforce attrition, regional competition with industry, and re-
gional economic conditions combine to challenge our hiring plans in some locations.

Two issues that will continue to negatively impact our ability to meet current and
future FRC workload demand are (1) aging facilities and support equipment, and
(2) predictability of funding. Accurate planning of FRC workload requirements 12—
24 months in advance is critical to ensuring we have the right people, facilities, and
tooling in place when an aircraft or component enters the MRO process. The long
term continuing resolutions we have faced in recent years, particularly when al-
ready operating in a very constrained funding environment, directly impact our abil-
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ity to effectively plan, and then efficiently execute, aircraft and component repair
schedules.

Creating a path to full resourcing of those accounts which support FRC production
and overall aircraft readiness on the flight line is critical. These accounts support
activities ranging from procurement of new and repaired spare parts to maintaining
the currency of technical and repair manuals used in the FRCs and on the flight
line. As we have painfully experienced over the last 5-7 years, being underfunded
and “unbalanced” in these accounts has resulted in significantly decreased flight
line readiness.

The maintenance, engineering, and logistics professionals working at our FRCs
and supporting sustainment efforts across Naval Aviation, including our sailors and
marines on the flight line, continue to do an amazing job of optimizing readiness
within the constraints of aging equipment, increasing demand, and constrained / un-
certain resources. We look forward to working with Congress to remove barriers to
their success.

Naval Aviation Sustainment Accounts

Flying Hour Program (1A1A/1A2A)—Aviation Depot Level Repairables,
consumables, fuel Air Systems Support (1A4N)—Engineering Investigations, tech
pub updates, maintenance planning, Reliability Centered Maintenance, Bill of Mate-
rial updates, etc

Aircraft Depot Maintenance (1A5A)—Scheduled aircraft, engine, component re-
pairs; In-Service Repairs

Aircraft Depot Operations (1A6A)—Cost Reduction Initiatives, Preservation

Aviation Logistics (1A9A)—Performance Based Logistics / Contractor Logistics
Services for F-35, V-22, E-6, KC-130

Technical Data and Engineering Services (1A3A)—Field tech reps, Maintenance
Readiness Teams

Equipment Maintenance (1C7C)—Support equipment rework, calibration of test
equipment

Aviation Spares (APN-6)—Procurement of interim and outfitting spares

We will now hear from Lieutenant General Michael Dana, U.S.
Marine Corps and Deputy Commandant Installations and Logistics
for the Marine Corps.

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL MICHAEL G. DANA,
USMC, DEPUTY COMMANDANT, INSTALLATIONS AND LOGIS-
TICS, UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS

LtGen DANA. Thank you, Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member
Kaine, distinguished Senators.

The first thing I would like to start off with is a thank you. I
have Master Gunnery Sergeant Baughman here. That is 25 years
of Marine Corps experience. I have 36 years.

What I want to pass to you is, in this entire time I have been
in the Marine Corps, the American people and Congress have
taken care of us. Everything from Desert Storm to Somalia, to Iraq
and Afghanistan, we have gotten everything we need, and we
greatly appreciate the support.

I wanted to preface my comments by saying that, because we do
have a few asks. We are combat ready to go. We are the fight to-
night force. But there are four things I would like to cover quickly.

First, the accelerated aging of our equipment set. I said to Sen-
ator Kaine yesterday, normally vehicles, MTVRs [Medium Tactical
Vehicle Replacements], trucks that would go 1,200 to 1,500 miles
in a peacetime environment, we were racking up 15,000 to 18,000
miles per vehicle, so that accelerated aging induces a cost.

Good news for the depot. Senator Perdue, sir, thanks for the
great support there. But it generates work.

Second is the complexity of today’s systems. If you look at when
I came in, in 1982, an M151 jeep, very simple, four cylinders, 16
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to 18 miles a gallon. The problem was it was not very survivable,
so we came up with the MRAP [Mine-Resistant Ambush Protected].

But the MRAP is a system of systems, and many of the combat
platforms we have today are systems of systems, so you need more
maintenance, more technicians, more money to keep those systems
moving.

Next is the gradual decline in depot funding. We appreciate, we
greatly appreciate, the 80 percent that we get, in some cases 84 or
88. But we are very confident in our requirements. So when we
generate 100 percent requirement for our equipment set, anything
less than that leads to a gradual decline in readiness for that year.

Last is the decline of our facilities. We have 29,000 facilities in
the Marine Corps; 4,300 of those are in poor or fair condition.

Like the Commandant, because he is the Commandant, he has
a plan, and we are executing that plan. It is an installation reset
strategy, which I talk to you more in detail more later, sir. But the
bottom line is, he wants us to help ourselves before we ask you for
help. So when we come to you for requirements, sir, it is a hard
and fast, fact-based requirement.

I look forward to the questions. Thanks for having us here today.

[The prepared statement of Lieutenant General Dana follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LIEUTENANT GENERAL MICHAEL G. DANA

Lieutenant General Dana was promoted to his current rank and assumed his du-
ties as Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics in September 2015.

Lieutenant General Dana was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in June of 1982
following graduation from Union College in Schenectady, New York.

From 1983-1986, Lieutenant General Dana was assigned to 2nd Tank Battalion,
deploying with Battalion Landing Team 1/8 to the Mediterranean. In 1986 he was
assigned as the Combat Cargo Officer aboard USS Duluth (LPD-6), deploying to the
Western Pacific with Battalion Landing Team 1/9 embarked.

From 1988-1991, Lieutenant General Dana served as the Logistics Officer for
Battalion Landing Team 3/1 and as a company commander and S-3 with 1st Land-
ing Support Battalion from 1992-1994 (Desert Storm/Operation Restore Hope).
From 1996-1999 he served with the Standing Joint Task Force at Camp Lejeune,
as an ISAF Plans Officer in the Former Republic of Yugoslavia and as the II MEF
G—4 Operations Officer. After a tour with MAWTS-1, Lieutenant General Dana
commanded MWSS-371 from 2000-2002.

From 2003-2005 he was assigned to III MEF, serving as the G-7/3D MEB Chief
of Staff, III MEF Deputy G-3, and OIC of the MARCENT Coordination Element at
Camp Arifjan, Kuwait.

From 2005-2007, Lieutenant General Dana commanded MWSG-37, including a
deployment to Iraq from 2006-2007. From 2010-2012 Lieutenant General Dana
served as the Commanding General, 2d Marine Logistics Group, including a deploy-
ment to Afghanistan from 2011-2012. He was then assigned as the Assistant Dep-
uty Commandant for Logistics (LP) until October 2012.

Joint assignments include service with EUCOM, NORTHCOM and, most recently,
PACOM. Lieutenant General Dana is a graduate of Amphibious Warfare School,
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INTRODUCTION

Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member Kaine and distinguished members of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Subcommittee on Readiness, thank you for the opportunity to
appear today and to report on the readiness of your United States Marine Corps.

I have the privilege to lead an Installations & Logistics (I&L) team that delivers
the installations, logistics, and ground equipment readiness that ensures the Marine
Corps remains capable of “Making Marines and Winning our Nation’s Battles”. We
are grateful for the continued support of Congress and of this subcommittee for your
appreciation of this pivotal role to our nation’s defense and in ensuring we remain
ready when the nation is least ready.
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YOUR MARINE CORPS TODAY

Today, your Marine Corps continues to operate at the same tempo as it has over
the past 15 years. With a dynamic and complex operating environment, the Joint
Force requires and actively employs our expeditionary capabilities. During the past
year, your marines executed approximately 185 operations, 140 security cooperation
events with our partners and allies, and participated in 65 major exercises. Nearly
23,000 marines remain stationed or deployed west of the International Date Line
to maintain regional stability and deterrence in the Indo-Asia-Pacific region. Our
Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs) support the joint force by executing counterter-
rorism (CT) operations in Iraq and North Africa, providing humanitarian assistance
and disaster relief (HA/DR) support in Japan and Haiti, and remain forward de-
ployed to respond to crises and emerging threats.

MARINE CORPS RISK

As we operate around the globe today, fiscal constraints and instability have im-
pacted our readiness. As resources have diminished, the Marine Corps has protected
the near-term readiness of its deployed and next-to-deploy units in order to meet
its operational commitments. Since the conclusion of OIF and OEF, the Marine
Corps has not had the benefit of an “inter-war” period to reconstitute and modernize
our force. Fifteen years of continuous combat has placed tremendous stress on the
force, our Installations, our equipment, and our readiness.

INSTALLATION AND LOGISTICS OVERVIEW

In support of Marine Corps operations, our bases and stations are collectively the
“launching pad” that produces and deploys ready, trained forces. Further, our enter-
prise ground equipment management efforts provide an end-to-end, total life cycle
process to account for and maintain-sustain our gear to ensure a high state of readi-
ness.

In terms of total Marine Corps Force serviced on our Installations, there are over
180,000 marines, 176,000 dependents, 29,000 civilians, and 140,000 retirees. The
support ranges from 23,000 housing units, 600 barracks, 56 fitness centers, 43 child
development centers, 5,284 miles of road, 146 hangars, 58 runways and close to
15,000 buildings. We are responsible for the management of a $3.8 Billion annual
portfolio of programs, systems, and projects in support of marines and their military
gquigriaent and supplies valued at over $30 billion and real property valued at over

70 billion.

INSTALLATION RISK AND CONDITION

The state of facilities is the single most important investment to support training,
operations, and quality of life. The Marine Corps has 24 bases and stations valued
at over $52 billion. We greatly appreciate the approximately $1.5 billion a year we
received from 2007-2014; this investment supported new barracks, new aviation
platforms, and improvements to our infrastructure. However, since 2015 our
MILCON budget has averaged approximately $570 million per year, well below our
requirements. Based on the current fiscal landscape, we foresee $5.4 billion in re-
quirements with only $1.1 billion in available funding over the next 6 years. At the
current level of investment, it would take over 204 years to recapitalize our infra-
structure.

In addition to MILCON funding, our installations require the requisite amount
of Facilities, Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization (FSRM) money. Due to
historic funding challenges, we have seen our FSRM backlog grow to $9 billion. The
effect of this shortfall is that of 29,000 facilities in the Marine Corps, 15 percent
or 4,300 facilities are in poor or failing condition. Overall Facilities Condition Index
(FCI) across the Marine Corps is 82 percent (Fair).

At current funding levels, we are able to complete new construction projects sup-
porting the “Rebalance to the Pacific”, the fielding of new aviation platforms such
as the F-35 and V-22, and renovating some of our worst barracks; however, without
additional investments there will be long term impacts on support to training, oper-
ations, logistics, and ultimately readiness. Many projects to replace existing inad-
equate and obsolete facilities that directly support operational forces are
unaffordable. We are deferring critical infrastructure required to support training,
operations, and logistics.

To offset these challenges, the Commandant of the Marine Corps signed an Infra-
structure Reset Strategy in November 2016 to reverse the ongoing decline in Marine
Corps Facilities
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condition and close the growing gap between facilities requirements and available
resources. The Commandant’s vision is to sustain infrastructure and installations as
capable, resilient, right-sized platforms to generate force readiness and project com-
bat power.

Although we have a comprehensive strategy, we will continue to prioritize invest-
ment of limited resources based on mission and condition. Further, current levels
of investment will cause the condition of our facilities to degrade as we defer
sustainment and it will lead to more costly repairs and restoration costs. We do ap-
preciate the additional $154 million provided this year for hangars at Miramar. We
would appreciate Congress’ continued support of our optimization and moderniza-
tion efforts.

GROUND EQUIPMENT RISK AND CONDITION

The prioritization of current readiness also comes at the expense of equipment
modernization, which equates to future readiness. Further, the high op-tempo of the
last 15 years of operations has strained our equipment set and has caused acceler-
ated aging. While our equipment has performed well, the dual challenges of equip-
ment age and continued wear-and-tear has led to ground equipment readiness chal-
lenges. Adequate maintenance funding is stretched to maintain readiness across the
depth of the force.

Due to the tremendous support of Congress, the reset of our equipment is 92 per-
cent complete. While this is a significant accomplishment, the constrained fiscal en-
vironment has prevented us from reconstituting and modernizing the force. Our
most important ground legacy capabilities continue to age as modernization efforts
are not moving quickly enough.

We have extended the service life of older platforms such as the Light Armored
Vehicle (LAV) and Amphibious Assault Vehicle (AAV) well beyond expected retire-
ment dates; both platforms remain operational due to the extraordinary
sustainment efforts of our marines and civilians, as well as continued investment
in service-life extension programs. Our AAVs are now more than four decades old.
Our AAV Survivability Upgrade (SU) Program will sustain and marginally enhance
the capability of the legacy AAV, but this does not remove the need to modernize
this nearly obsolete platform. Additionally, the average age of LAV’s within our in-
ventory is 26 years; the oldest vehicle is 34 years old. As of today, there is no pro-
gram identified to replace this capable, but outdated platform and we continue to
incur increasing costs to extend its life.

Although resourcing of depot and field level maintenance has kept pace with re-
quirements over the last decade with both baseline and OCO funding, sufficient
funding is required in the future to maintain ground equipment readiness due to
the aging of our equipment . Four critical weapon systems (AAV, LAV, Tank, and
M777 Howitzer) account for approximately 70 percent of the Marine Corps’ depot
maintenance budget and these costs are steadily rising. For instance, the AAV depot
sustainment plan cost $49 million in fiscal year 2011 and now costs $82 million.

Our High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWYV) is another example
of the ground equipment readiness challenges we face today. Thirty years ago, the
HMMWYV was not developed through the prism of asymmetric warfare and impro-
vised explosive devices (IED). Increased weight on the chassis with the armored var-
iant and a challenging operating environment has led to higher sustainment costs.
Continued support for our procurement requests to purchase the Joint Light Tac-
tical Vehicles (JLTV) to replace our HMMWVs is appreciated. Another challenging
subset of equipment is high demand/low density (HD/LD) items, primarily commu-
nication assets and specialized tool sets, which support the ability of units to oper-
ate in dispersed locations.

Our Depot Production Plants at Albany and Barstow are an essential component
to our ground equipment readiness strategy and have been instrumental in main-
taining the readiness of our equipment. However, we can only fund our depot main-
tenance account to 80 percent of the identified requirement which has led to a back-
log. To offset this, we are instituting a refined conditions based methodology to bet-
ter inform future maintenance actions.

Our constrained maintenance funding has made it difficult to keep up with the
level of maintenance required. Critical, aging weapons systems, such as tanks,
AAVs, and artillery, are increasingly costly to maintain resulting in readiness levels
near 70 percent. To maintain readiness levels across our entire equipment set, avail-
able readiness funding is stretched. Your support of our readiness funding requests
will improve combat equipment availability in support of operations and training.
As we look to the future, our enterprise ground equipment management efforts will
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align USMC material requirements with available resources to ensure the Marine
Corps is the most cost effective and cost efficient steward of the US taxpayer dollar.

The Marine Corps has a plan to regain and sustain unit readiness; and with your
continued support, we can achieve our organizational readiness requirements lead-
ing to a balanced Marine Corps that is healthy and is able to train and operate with
needed equipment for all assigned missions.

INNOVATION

While we are focused on readiness for today, we are innovating to achieve readi-
ness in the future. We are implementing unmanned platforms, 3D printing and pre-
dictive supply/maintenance capabilities to optimize tactical distribution, modernize
the supply chain, and increase equipment readiness. Within our Installations, we
are moving towards “smart cities” and advanced transportation technologies to re-
duce operating costs. Across the Installations and Logistics portfolio, we are
leveraging the rapid advancements in technology available today. Most importantly,
we are committed to delivering these future capabilities to ensure sustainable readi-
ness.

CONCLUSION

On behalf of all of our marines, sailors—many deployed and in harm’s way
today—and their families and the civilians that support their service, we thank the
Congress and this committee for this opportunity to discuss the key challenges your
Marine Corps faces. Your support of our funding requests will provide the “ready
bench” our Nation requires and the infrastructure the force needs to train and sus-
tain itself. Our future readiness relies upon sufficient procurement and moderniza-
tion funding. With the support of the 115th Congress, we will move forward with
our plan and vision to ensure your Marine Corps is organized, manned, trained and
equipped to make marines and win our Nation’s battles.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, General Dana.

Now Lieutenant General Lee Levy II, United States Air Force,
Commander of the Air Force Sustainment Center, United States
%ir Force Materiel Command, and very busy at Tinker Air Force

ase.

STATEMENT OF LIEUTENANT GENERAL LEE K. LEVY II, USAF,
COMMANDER, AIR FORCE SUSTAINMENT CENTER, UNITED
STATES AIR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Good afternoon, Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Mem-
ber Kaine, distinguished members of the subcommittee. Like Gen-
eral Dana and my colleagues to the right, thank you for allowing
us this opportunity to testify before you on the readiness of our
United States Air Force.

On behalf of our Acting Secretary, the Honorable Lisa Disbrow,
and our Chief of Staff, Dave Goldfein, thanks for your support and
demonstrated commitment to our airmen, our Air Force civilian
families and veterans.

Without apology, your United States Air Force has delivered
global vigilance, global reach, and global power for the Nation. We
are always in demand, and we are always there. We supported
joint and coalition forces throughout every operation, and we have
?ecured the homeland through continuous surveillance and air de-
ense.

We have done all this with a force that is now 30 percent smaller
than at the outset of Desert Storm and aircraft and infrastructure
that continues to age and present new challenges. Literally, we are
finding ways to do more with less.

Your total force airmen, Active Duty, National Guard, Air Force
Reserve, and our dedicated civil servants, are amazing, and they
continue to seek new and innovative ways to get the job done.
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Make no mistake, your United States Air Force is ready to fight
tonight. But I am concerned about our ability to sustain our Air
Force to fight tomorrow.

Threats to the Nation and our vital national interests continue
to evolve and adapt present formidable challenges that threaten us
and our allies. As we develop advanced airspace and cyber capa-
bility for tomorrow, we must continue to adapt our readiness,
sustainment, and logistics enterprise as well.

As General Wyche said, the organic industrial base is the Na-
tion’s insurance policy. It underpins our readiness to fight not only
tonight but be prepared to fight and sustain into the future. The
Air Force Sustainment Center underwrites this for our Air Force
joint partners and allies.

Our command has responsibility for nuclear sustainment and
supply chain management for two-thirds of the Nation’s nuclear
triad. Nuclear deterrent operations are the bedrock of our national
security.

Our command also has responsibility to set, open, and sustain
theaters in times of peace and conflict, and we are doing this with
weapons systems across our Air Force that are on average age 27
years old.

The defense industrial base is brittle. We find an ever-dimin-
ishing vendor base for sustaining our platforms and increasing
challenges recruiting the kind of talent our Air Force simply must
have for the future. A fifth-generation Air Force must have a fifth-
generation workforce.

From the logistics sustainment portfolio perspective, all of the
service destinies are interconnected. This is not a zero-sum game.
Our Nation’s warfighting capabilities rise and fall together. We all
must be fully functioning teammates. When we enter the
battlespace, we rely on one another.

For example, at Tinker Air Force Base, headquarters of the Air
Force Sustainment Center, we are home for and sustain the Navy
E—6B Mercury fleet. We are a critical link in our Nation’s nuclear
command-and-control architecture. We ship munitions from
MecAlester Army Ammunition Plant, from Tinker Air Force Base.

You may be familiar with the boneyard at Davis-Monthan Air
Force Base in Arizona. While some call it that, I prefer to think of
it as a national reservoir of aerospace capability.

To that end, they are regenerating their F-18s from long-term
desert storage to help with the Department of Navy’s TACAIR
[Tactical Air Support] challenges that you heard about a moment
ago, while our team at Warner Robins Air Logistics Complex just
outside of Macon, Georgia, are working hard making wing spars for
that hard-to-replace-part for the F—18 in a public-private partner-
ship to help the Department of Navy readiness.

I could offer dozens more examples. While logistics and
sustainment by itself will not win a war, it will absolutely lose you
a war.

The airmen of the Air Force Sustainment Center are predomi-
nantly civilian. Our ability to hire takes months due to an anti-
quated hiring system. In an era when software engineers are be-
coming as essential to weapons systems sustainment as jet engine
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technicians, we simply must have a better system for recruiting
and hiring our total force airmen for tomorrow.

We compete with industry for a scarce commodity, STEM
[science, technology, engineering, and mathematics] graduates that
the Nation already does not produce enough of. This competition
for talent has readiness implications for today and for tomorrow.

Our Nation needs to increase its investment in force structure,
readiness, and modernization. We find when we do that, we have
a full-spectrum ready airspace and cyber force to meet today’s chal-
lenges and tomorrow’s.

Our citizens expect this from us. Our combatant commanders re-
quire it of us. With your continued support, our airmen and your
United States Air Force will continue to deliver it.

Thank you for having us today, and I very much look forward to
your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Levy follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY LIEUTENANT GENERAL LEE K. LEVY, II
INTRODUCTION

Chairman Inhofe, Ranking Member Kaine, distinguished Members of the Sub-
committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify on the readiness of your United
States Air Force. On behalf of our Acting Secretary, the Honorable Lisa Disbrow,
and our Chief of Staff, General David Goldfein, thank you for your support and
demonstrated commitment to our airmen, Air Force civilians, families, and veterans.

This year the United States Air Force celebrates its 70th birthday. Since estab-
lished as a separate service in 1947, our Air Force has secured peace through the
full spectrum of conflict with a decisive warfighting advantage in, through, and from
air, space, and cyberspace. Since Desert Storm in 1991, for the past 26 years, we
have been operating in a continuous state of combat and combat support. Essen-
tially, we have been in a steady state of war for the last 37 percent of the history
of our service. Without pause, the United States Air Force has delivered global com-
bat power to deter and defeat our nation’s adversaries; we supported joint and coali-
tion forces at the beginning, middle, and end of every operation; and we have se-
cured our homeland through continuous surveillance and air defense. We have done
all of this with a force that is shrinking in size, with a fleet that is now an average
age of 27 years old, and infrastructure that continues to age and present new chal-
lenges. But our Total Force Airmen—Active Duty, National Guard, Air Force Re-
serve and our dedicated civil servants—are amazing and they will continue to seek
new and innovative ways to get the job done. Make no mistake, the United States
Air Force is ready to fight tonight, but I am concerned about our ability to sustain
our Air Force to fight tomorrow. Threats to this nation and our interests continue
to evolve, adapt, and present formidable challenges that threaten our nation and
our allies. As we develop advanced air, space, and cyber capabilities for tomorrow,
Weumust continue to adapt our readiness, sustainment, and logistics enterprise as
well.

As the Commander of the Air Force Sustainment Center, I am extremely proud
to represent the nearly 43,000 Total Force Airman across 23 locations in 18 states
and several overseas locations that are laser focused on providing the best
sustainment and logistics capabilities for the available funding to meet the chal-
lenges of tomorrow. Literally, we are finding ways to do more with less.

Since its creation as part of Air Force Materiel Command’s reorganization in
2012, the Air Force Sustainment Center has delivered combat power for America
through a globally integrated, agile logistics and sustainment machine spanning
from factory to flight line and back, representing and supporting all aspects of Lo-
gistics. We directly support every combatant commander, service, and many inter-
agency partners as well as 63 allied countries with depot-level maintenance, supply
chain management, and power projection for legacy and 5th generation weapons
systems. By achieving the right results the right way through our disciplined “Art
of the Possible” leadership and constraints-based management methodology, we con-
tinue to yield significant results. Since 2013, we significantly reduced by an average
of 70 days each the time it takes to inspect, repair, and return bomber, fighter, mo-
bility, and special mission aircraft to operational units. Across the entire Air Force
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Sustainment Center, we delivered back to the operational commands 69 more air-
craft in fiscal year (FY) 2016 than fiscal year 2012 and we reduced critical parts
shortages by 28 percent from fiscal year 2012 to fiscal year 2016. Since 2013,
through cost savings or cost avoidance, the Air Force Sustainment Center has re-
turned $2.4 billion to the Air Force to invest in other areas of readiness or mod-
ernization. But we cannot continue to rely on savings within our current budgets
to fund our future modernization and sustainment requirements.

The Air Force Sustainment Center is more than the three “depots” in Georgia,
Utah, and Oklahoma. Our world-class Air Logistics Complexes at Robins, Tinker,
and Hill Air Force Bases are interconnected “engines of readiness” for the Air Force
as well as joint partners and allies, and they work as one team to deliver combat
effects. The Active Duty, Reserve, Guard, civilian, and contractor airmen that make
up the Air Force Sustainment Center deliver combat power to warfighters by adding
service life to weapons systems and creating additional capabilities through mod-
ernizations and upgrades.

Additionally, the Air Force Sustainment Center is the Air Force global supply
chain manager for planning, sourcing, managing, and delivering over $8 billion of
parts annually to the combatant commands. As both the wholesale and retail pro-
vider of supplies and parts, the supply chain is the shock absorber for Air Force
readiness.

The Air Force Sustainment Center is critically involved in, and essential to, sus-
taining our nation’s nuclear enterprise—not just for the United States Air Force but
for the United States Navy as well. This mission area is our number one responsi-
bility and our sustainment of components for each leg of the nuclear triad is vital
to our nation maintaining a credible nuclear deterrent. We directly enable bombers,
inter-continental ballistic missiles, dual capable fighters, air launched cruise mis-
siles, and Navy command and control aircraft that communicate with submerged
nuclear assets.

To continue to provide Air, Space, and Cyber supremacy in today’s evolving global
security environment, our Air Force requires sustained, long-term, and predictable
funding. If Budget Control Act-level funding returns in fiscal year 2018, it will have
severe 1mpacts on our airmen and readiness. The most important actions this Con-
gress can take to ensure the world’s most powerful Air Force will continue to domi-
nate the skies tomorrow will be to repeal the 2011 Budget Control Act and ensure
sufficient funding to modernize our weapons systems and infrastructure. We appre-
ciate your support to build the force up to about 321,000 in 2017, yet we will remain
stretched to meet national security requirements. We are currently working with
the Secretary of Defense to develop the fiscal year 2018 Presidential Budget to ad-
dress manning shortfalls in key areas. We must increase our Active Duty, Guard
and Reserve manning levels in key skill areas to meet the emerging mission re-
quirements while continuing to support enduring combat operations.

CHALLENGES TO READINESS

The Air Force Sustainment Center—with its organic industrial base—is the na-
tion’s readiness and war sustaining insurance policy. We are proud to sustain Amer-
ica’s first and most agile response to crisis and conflict, underwriting every joint op-
eration. We provide critical enablers in the air, space, and cyber domains and those
demand signals are going to continue to increase over time. But we continue to ex-
perience significant readiness challenges in funding, workforce hiring, and aging in-
frastructure and weapon system sustainment.

Recently, the Vice Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force, General Wilson,
testified to this committee and stated: “ ... being ‘always there’ comes at a cost to
our airmen, equipment, and infrastructure; we are now at a tipping point. Sustained
global commitments combined with continuous fiscal turmoil continue to have a
lasting impact on readiness, capacity, and capability for a full-spectrum fight
against a near-peer adversary.” Those costs have unique implications within the Air
Force Sustainment Center.

CIVILIAN WORKFORCE HIRING INITIATIVES

The Air Force Sustainment Center depends on a 79 percent civilian workforce.
Our civilian airmen bleed equally blue as those that wear our uniforms and they
serve and sacrifice for our nation as well. As we evolve and adapt our weapons sys-
tems and concepts of operations, we must evolve and adapt our workforce. A 5th
Generation Air Force requires a 5th Generation workforce. Requirements for a
Science-Technology-Engineering-Math (STEM) educated workforce and advanced
manufacturing and technical skills are ever increasing. We no longer just buy air-
planes; we buy highly integrated, sophisticated software packages that come in so-
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phisticated airframes. Each weapon system we procure brings with it an increasing
requirement for software development and maintenance to perform almost every
function on the aircraft, from controlling flight controls, interfacing with weapons,
navigation and communication, recording system health and status, etc. All of this
“cyber” capability must be designed so it is resilient to sophisticated cyber warfare.
Our requirements for scientists and engineers to sustain these software-intensive
weapons systems are increasing dramatically. In addition to developing and sus-
taining new weapons systems, our engineers must also find ways to sustain our
aging legacy systems. From understanding airframe stress, metallurgy, non-destruc-
tive inspection techniques, and reverse engineering parts, it takes a talented pool
of engineers to help us sustain our legacy Air Force. As we bring new weapons sys-
tems on line and continue to sustain our legacy fleet, our civilian engineers are a
pivotal component of readiness. As we project a steady increase in the technical
workforce needed to support critical warfighting systems, any government actions
that make it more difficult to recruit and retain a skilled workforce are detrimental
to our readiness.

An antiquated civilian hiring system also constrains our ability to effectively com-
pete with industry for a qualified workforce. The ability to hire engineers to sustain
our Air Force is a strategic issue for our nation. We are experiencing a sustained
annual growth in our requirements for the number of software engineers by 10-15
percent. While we aggressively try to hire qualified engineers, we simply cannot get
enough qualified applicants to meet our demand. Most recently, to hire 465 new sci-
entists and engineers, we expanded our recruiting efforts across 85 universities in
24 states. This year, our hiring target is 528 new scientists and engineers. To meet
this growing demand, we continue to devote significant resources to our recruiting
efforts. However, over the past two years, we did not meet our hiring goals, result-
ing in being short 569 hires at the end of fiscal year 2017. Without these engineers,
our ability to sustain our Air Force today and into tomorrow is in jeopardy. Our na-
tion’s Air Force is rapidly transitioning into an information-age fighting force and
our ability to sustain and rapidly modify key software in our weapons systems will
prove to be a decisive capability in the conflicts of tomorrow.

Two key programs have yielded great benefits in hiring and retaining our sci-
entist and engineer workforce. First, the Defense Acquisition Workforce Develop-
ment Funds have been a valuable resource supporting our efforts to recruit, hire,
retain, train, and develop our scientist and engineer workforce. Second, last year,
the Air Force Materiel Command implemented the DOD Civilian Acquisition Work-
force Personnel Demonstration Project (AcqDemo) for the acquisition workforce, in-
cluding scientists and engineers. Although we are just getting started, AcqDemo
provides vital flexibilities that enable us to offer competitive salaries and com-
pensate our technical workforce according to performance. The Air Force
Sustainment Center appreciates your continued support of these programs.

Manning shortfalls impact our ability to keep pace with our current workloads as
well as prepare for future workloads like the KC—46A. Our scientist and engineer
hiring efforts presume a healthy supply of graduates with the right degrees. Espe-
cially in the area of software developers and cyber experts (electrical engineers, com-
puter engineers, and computer scientists) we must continue to expand this pipeline.
As a nation, we must continue the full-court press to attract, excite, and educate
the next generation of STEM patriots. Last year, volunteers from the Air Force
Sustainment Center donated over 6,000 hours to STEM outreach initiatives.
Through funding in the Department of Defense for STEM outreach programs, such
as STARBASE, we provided $700,000 in fiscal year 2016 to support competition
teams, sponsor events, and do classroom enhancements. Continued fiscal support for
K-12 STEM outreach, scholarships, and internships like the DOD SMART scholar-
ship program, will help expand the supply for STEM graduates that will enable the
Air Force Sustainment Center to hire the technical workforce we need in the future.

Our workforce challenges are not just with engineers and scientists. We also rely
on a very large labor force of highly skilled technicians and mechanics. The popu-
lations of trained mechanics is simply not available in the same quantities as in the
past. While we work very closely with vocational training centers around our Air
Logistics Complexes, we must still rely heavily on former military technicians that
separate or retire from Military Service and seek a government civilian position.
The 180-day waiting period to hire military retirees also reduces our ability to hire
required personnel.

OTHER CHALLENGES

In addition to workforce challenges, the unpredictable state of defense appropria-
tions over the past few years significantly impacts our ability to hire personnel and
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work with industry partners. Many companies are not eager to invest in advanced
technology or sustain existing sustainment capacity when the future of defense
funding is volatile and uncertain. Many talented personnel are deterred from work-
ing for the government when they hear about furloughs and other uncertainties. In-
dustry partners are disincentivized to bid on contracts when budgets are unpredict-
able or it is not cost-effective for them to manufacture small quantities of parts. As
a result, we receive fewer bids or “no-bids”, which translates into less competition,
increased costs, and operational impacts to our warfighters. A smaller industrial
base is also creating diminishing manufacturing and repair sources for many of our
aging weapon systems.

The Air Force Sustainment Center works closely with industry leaders to leverage
technology and advanced manufacturing and repair capabilities to help us sustain
our Air Force. We must lean on industry partners to develop engine test capabilities
for the future. We watch major Maintenance Repair and Overhaul (MRO) and Sup-
ply Chain companies adapt and evolve to meet the demands of their customers, and
we learn what we can from their experiences, while they continue to learn from us.
We must continue to reduce barriers to collective innovation that will benefit com-
mercial business as well as government systems. Currently, there are barriers to
collective innovation because of statutes that prevent collaboration with industry
and academia to utilize depot resources for collaborative problem solving.

SHAPING FUTURE LOGISTICS CAPABILITIES

The future of warfare is hybrid and multi-domain. Air dominance is not a national
birthright. Our adversary’s increased capabilities in advanced air defense systems
and 5th generation aircraft compel us to find more ways to sustain our Air Force
through agility and global integration. Additionally, we currently do not have the
ability inside Air Force logistics to deconflict and prioritize competing requirements
and then articulate those risks back to the

combatant commanders. This gap presents risk because the responsible combatant
commanders must absolutely understand realistic and risk-based options and alter-
natives to be mission effective. Having multi-domain logistics command and control
will help shape operational schemes of maneuver and determine whether or not we
have the agility to adapt across multiple domains in multiple geographic locations
simultaneously. The necessary processes, decision support tools and visibility are
necessary for us to be successful. Our adversaries do not limit their thinking by
lines on a map or combatant commander boundaries. Their perspective is hybrid,
global, and multi-domain. Our ability to command and control logistics capabilities
from opening and sustaining theaters across the globe and resetting the forces will
be paramount. Global Logistics agility and the management of scarce assets can
only be achieved via a robust global logistics command and control architecture and
supporting networks.

The current state of logistics has a theater-centric focus. It is reactive with no
common operating picture for logistics, leading to ineffective global asset utilization.
The multi-domain logistics command and control is an enterprise-level view of Air
Force logistics to optimize warfighter support. By implementing multi-domain logis-
tics command and control, we will no longer think about one combatant command
area at a time. It will create complete global asset visibility and decision support
tools to best assign and allocate limited global resources to meet immediate theater
needs. This new way of operating will allow us to integrate with global and theater
planning, articulate risk to the combatant commanders, provide intelligent logistics
command and control in anti-access and area denial environments, prioritize and
synchronize resources, set and re-set the theaters, and interact with a global dis-
tribution network.

We do not currently have a command and control system that allows us to have
resilience and mission assurance. This will be essential to the combatant com-
manders in future warfighting.

CLOSING

The Air Force Sustainment Center continues to deliver combat power to our com-
batant commanders. We can fight and win tonight. But we must continue to adapt
and rely on additional investments and resources to ensure we are ready to deter
and defeat potential adversaries tomorrow. As the logistics enterprise evolves and
adapts, we must have a multi-domain logistics command and control capability that
will be able to utilize limited resources across multiple theaters in multi-domain
conflict. High velocity combat support to the warfighter through pre-positioned re-
sources and the ability to swing logistics forces from one point of need to another
point of need will be essential. General Eric Shinseki once said, “If you don’t like
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change, you’ll like irrelevance even less.” We, as the Air Force Sustainment Center,
simply cannot afford to be irrelevant because the risks are just too great ... the Air
Force and the nation rely on us.

Since 1947, the Air Force has relentlessly provided America with credible deter-
rence and decisive combat power in times of peace, crisis, contingency, and conflict.
However, our relative advantage over potential adversaries is shrinking and we
must be prepared to win decisively against any adversary. We owe this to our na-
tion, our joint teammates, and our allies. The nation requires full-spectrum ready
air, space, and cyber power, now more than ever. America expects it; combatant
commanders require it; and with your support, airmen will deliver it.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, General Levy.

Let’s start with you because I can remember, 30 years ago, we
were talking about the core competencies and organic capability. At
that time, I thought it was rather arbitrary to come up with a 50/
50. Well, that was 30 years ago, and we still are 50/50, but it seems
to have worked. A lot of people have not stopped to think about
why it is necessary to keep this core capability.

So, just briefly, anyone who wants to answer the question as to
why it is significant that we have that core capability, feel free to
respond.

LTG WYCHE. Senator, I will start with talking about several one-
of-a-kind capabilities within the organic industrial base that is
unique to our organic industrial base, and that is Watervliet.
Watervliet produces large caliber cannon tubes for the Navy, for
the Marines. At Fort Sill, Oklahoma, all of the houses there have
thielse gun tubes. Those gun tubes are only made in this hemi-
sphere.

So that is a very unique capability that you just cannot go and
get out in industry, and that is why we need to reserve those
unique core capabilities within the organic industrial base, Sen-
ator.

Senator INHOFE. That is good.

General Levy?

Lt. Gen. LEvY. Yes, sir. So we find 50/50 to be extraordinarily
useful, particularly when coupled with the core statute, because we
think about what General Wyche said in his opening comments.
The organic industrial base is the Nation’s insurance policy.

That logistics and sustainment infrastructure exists to provide
for the Nation in times of war, to behave as that buffer and ability
to surge. When we find there is a healthy relationship between in-
dustry and the organic industrial base, what we find is that both
sides improve their performance, drive down overall sustainment
costs, and deliver best-value capabilities for the warfighter while at
the same time preserving that critical insurance policy, if you will,
that ability to surge for the Nation.

It also drives—and I mentioned in my remarks the brittleness of
the defense industrial base. It also drives a certain level of what
I like to sometimes refer to as coopetition, the healthy relationship
between commercial firms and the government activities in parts
of the marketplace where there might only be one vendor.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. That is a huge point there, because we
went through a period of time when we experienced such things.
This has been a moving target.

I do appreciate that. It is an insurance policy, I think we will all
agree.



124

For clarification, Admiral, when you were talking about your
F-18 program, you were talking about just the Navy and not the
Marines. Is that correct?

VADM GROSKLAGS. Sir, actually, speaking of both.

Senator INHOFE. You were? Because our testimony that we heard
when we had the other hearing, that I referred to in my opening
statement, the Marines, 62 percent of their F-18s were down.
What kind of percentage do you have, if you exclude those, out of
the rest of the Navy?

VADM GROSKLAGS. I can tell you that I agree with that number
for the Marine Corps. For the Navy, it is comparable.

What I was referring to specific on the comment I made about
the depots and kind of reaching the peak of our depots throughput
requirement was a difference between outer reporting aircraft,
which are in our depots or long-term storage, versus those on the
flight line, which is the number that you are referring to.

Of the flight-line aircraft, there are approximately 60 percent of
those today that are not

Senator INHOFE. Yes, I think that is right.

You know, General Levy, Congress was skeptical about the cre-
ation of the Air Force Sustainment Center. I think the concerns
that were expressed at that time are pretty much answered by this
time, but you are the one who was in a good position to respond
as to why it is necessary and its success.
th. Gen. LEVY. Yes, sir. Thank you for the opportunity to address
that.

I will tell you that, from our view, the Air Force Sustainment
Center creation has been a tremendous success.

Let’s just talk money, for example. In the 4 years since the Air
Force Sustainment Center was created and we have begun to oper-
ate Air Force logistics as one common enterprise, we been able to
return $2.4 billion back to our United States Air Force. That is
validated by the Air Force audit agency. That is money that goes
back to addressing readiness and critical modernization challenges
that our Air Force has.

From a performance perspective, we have managed to cut flow
days and improve safety and quality on all of our platforms. We
now have B-1s at the shortest amount of flow days ever. We have
now taken over the ability to do things, for example, when busi-
nesses go out of existence at Robins. There was a vendor that went
out of business that makes critical parts for the C-5. The Air Force
Sustainment Center team at the Warner Robins Air Logistics Com-
plex was able to rapidly internalize that and keep the C-5 readi-
ness at the level we need it to be at.

We were able to, for example, with the KC-135, the KC-135
MRO [maintenance, repair and overhaul], go from three sources of
repair, two commercial and one organic, to one source of repair, or-
ganic. Now every KC-135 in the United States Air Force, about 76
a year, receive their program depot maintenance at the Air Force
Sustainment Center at Tinker Air Force Base.

All three of those locations, at Hill Air Force Base, Tinker Air
Force Base, and Robins Air Force Base, operate as an enterprise.
So if an F-15 comes into Robins for repair, the engine comes to
Tinker and the landing gear goes Hill.
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By operating as an enterprise, we find efficiencies. We find
synergies. We drive our performance. As importantly, we drive
down costs to our Air Force.

Senator INHOFE. Yes. It was different. I remember back when
they had five ALCs [Air Logistics Centers] and then we made the
step down to three, so I think that is very significant. That is an
excellent answer.

Senator Kaine?

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

A question for Admiral Moore about shipyard challenges. Ship-
yards are critical to maintaining fleet readiness and also sup-
porting forward presence. While there have been a number of suc-
cess stories at our shipyards, there are also a lot of challenges that
we have heard about: loss of experienced workers, lengthy periods
required to rebuild, lost experience, aging infrastructure, and IT
systems. I have two questions.

First, what actions is the Navy taking to address long-term chal-
lenges at the shipyards that could affect our ability to complete
maintenance on schedule? Second, how do we determine and meas-
ure the health of shipyard infrastructure? I have heard some of you
guys use the term fester factor when describing how a ship is
doing, but how do you measure how a shipyard is doing, in terms
of being able to perform its maintenance tasks?

VADM MOORE. Yes, sir. Thank you for the question.

So to the first question, I think following the sequester in 2013,
we have had a significant challenge, as you discussed, in getting
our ships and submarines out on time.

It is a combination of things. We certainly have run the ships
hard since 9/11. We have had an inexperienced workforce. To your
second question, which I will get to, the infrastructure is really not
a 21st Century shipyard infrastructure.

Then, frankly, we just did not have enough people in the ship-
yards to do the work that was required to get done.

We have taken some significant action over the course of last
year. There is more work to be done, and I think we are starting
to see the loss days go down a little bit. So, first and foremost, we
have to understand what work has to be accomplished on our ships
and submarines, so we really have worked hard to go back and look
at our class maintenance plans, look at the work that is required,
and define what that requirement is, and then go back to the Pen-
tagon and explain to them what work needs to get done.

Then we have to be able to recognize that we just do not have
enough workforce in the naval shipyards. So it is not necessarily—
it is not just a matter of them working harder. They are great na-
tional assets to us, but if you do not have enough workers to get
the work done, you are inevitably going to get the ships late.

So we have started to hire. We have hired 16,500 new workers
over the last 5 years. We are still about 2,000 people short, and I
am working very hard with the CNO to get to that number, and
we need to get there.

Along with that is a recognition, as you hire all these people, a
young workforce, that you have to get them trained. In the past,
it would typically take 4 to 5 years to take a new shipyard worker
and get them to kind of a journeyman level where you could trust
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them to go work on a nuclear submarine or carrier. Today, we have
invested a lot of money in our training system so that a young
worker coming in today, it takes them about 1 to 2 years, to the
point that they can actually provide real wrench-turning on the
ship. I think that is something that is really, really important to
us. So improved training and the hiring processes we have.

To your second question on the health of the infrastructure,
across-the-board, we have a long list of things that need to get ac-
complished in the shipyards today. I have to be able to figure out
how to go make the case to make the investments in the naval
shipyards.

If T am at Newport News Shipbuilding, I incentivize them and
they can incentivize themselves to go buy new welding equipment,
new cranes, et cetera, because it helps them on the bottom line. It
improves their cost performance.

In the naval shipyards, we do not have the same mechanisms.
So if you were to go look at the shops and things, you know, I need
new welding equipment. I need workflow processes that are better.
I need improvements to the dry docks across-the-board.

Those investments in the naval shipyards are going to be an im-
portant component to our ability to get the workforce to be more
productive. It is pretty hard to demand a worker to get more pro-
ductive when he is working with tooling that is 15 to 20 years old
where his counterpart in the private sector is using something that
is a lot more state-of-the-art.

So it is a holistic plan that we have to work across-the-board on.
You have raised an important issue with the infrastructure piece.
It is something that we have tended to ignore and just focus on get-
ting the right number of people in naval shipyards. But I would
argue just getting the right number of people in naval shipyards
by itself is not enough. You have to give the workers the tools nec-
essary to get the work done.

Senator KAINE. I just have a minute left. But others, could you
weigh in on the workforce challenge?

In other subcommittee hearings, we have heard about losing pi-
lots to commercial aviation. In terms of hiring your own mainte-
nance workers across your various portfolios, do you face increased
competition from the private sector? Talk a little bit about the
workforce challenges that Admiral Morris just described.

LtGen DANA. Sir, I would say for the Marine Corps, in our de-
pots, we are blessed with a great workforce.

You mentioned this in your opening statement. To keep them,
what we are trying to do, and we are actually working on it, is in
terms of giving them additional skillsets—we talked a little bit
about innovation in the workplace and at the depots with added
manufacturing and 3D printing, being able to do CAD [computer-
aided design] diagrams. We are partnering with local colleges in
the Albany, Georgia, area—we are going to do the same in South-
ern California, also at some of our bases on coastal Carolina—to
provide these workers skillsets that they can use elsewhere.

I know that sounds somewhat counterintuitive, but we feel that
if we are showing that we are taking care of that workforce, giving
them those additional skillsets to excel in the 21st Century envi-
ronment, then they will stay with us out of loyalty.
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VADM GROSKLAGS. Sir, if I may really quickly, of our major
three fleet readiness centers in North Carolina, Florida, and San
Diego, San Diego is really the only one we have a challenge with
in terms of hiring people. We have underexecuted our hiring plan
there for several years in a row, and it is largely due to competition
for the workforce as well as the high cost-of-living out there.

So we have turned to basically hiring bonuses, which has had a
significant impact, positive impact, over the last 6 months.

The NDAA language this year in 2017 that is going to give us
some direct hiring authority we believe will be very helpful once we
fully implemented that.

The other thing we are actually looking at trying to implement
with OPM [Office of Personnel Management] is some increase in lo-
cality pay.

So we are making progress. But in that type of high-cost environ-
ment where just up the road in the Los Angeles area you have a
very competitive aerospace industry, that is a challenge for us.

Lt. Gen. LEvVY. Senator, I would also offer that it is the entire
team. So we tend to talk about the depot artisans, the jet engine
mechanics, or the shipyard workers. But, frankly, it is the entire
team. It is the engineers. It is the firemen. It is the entire eco-
system. The quarterback without the rest of his or her team is sim-
ply not going to be effective.

So the challenge is hiring across the variety of skillsets. But I
will tell you, while we talk about things such as pilot shortages and
other critical skillsets, I mentioned in my opening remarks, we sim-
ply do not produce enough engineers in the Nation. We have a
challenge hiring them and keeping them.

I have 3,600 engineers in the Air Force Sustainment Center.
That is more than the Air Force Research Laboratory. We are in
a close-in battle with industry to recruit and retain that kind of
workforce, and they are absolutely essential.

So it is really about the entire ecosystem for us.

We also find that much like we talk about pilot shortages, we see
shortages in some of the aircraft skills—avionics, electricians, jet
engine mechanics—because many of those men and women come to
us from Military Service. With the Military Services being smaller,
producing fewer and fewer American youth going into those lines
of work to begin with when they come out of high school or going
through vo-tech [vocational-technical]l, that presents some addi-
tional challenges for us.

But we partner very closely with all the colleges and universities
and the vo-techs in the neighborhood of our primary installations.
Actually, from an engineering perspective, we recruit nationwide to
try to find the very best talent because in a software-driven Air
Force, as we move to that Information Age Air Force from that Iron
Age Air Force, we have to have that kind of talent.

Senator KAINE. Mr. Chairman, I am over my time, but could
General Wyche just answer the question too?

Senator INHOFE. Sure.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

LTG WYCHE. Senator, in regards to the hiring freeze, it does cre-
ate some challenges for us.
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Now we are able to meet our mission requirements. If that hiring
freeze is extended beyond 90 days, it will have an impact on us re-
cruiting a workforce, getting them in place, so they can continue
to deliver those weapons systems.

Senator, you can recall back in 2013 when I was at Fort Lee
when we went through sequestration. That was not a good time for
our employees at Fort Lee and our Army.

With regards to the industrial base, we lost 7,000 employees. At
McAlester alone, they lost 167 employees that never returned to
McAlester because they went to other industries such as the oil in-
dustry. We are at that point where we are just beginning to recover
from that.

So we are working through those, but the hiring freeze does have
some challenges that we are working through.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Kaine.

Senator Ernst?

Senator ERNST. Thank you, Mr. Chair.

Thank you, gentlemen, for being here and testifying today on our
industrial base and the critical role that it plays in our military
readiness. I recently visited Iowa Army Ammunition Plant, which
is a government-owned, contractor-operated facility in my home
State, and their ability to rapidly increase workload and provide a
stable supply of ammunition is a key part to our national security.

However, due to their dependence on the Army to modernize the
facility, their techniques, the manufacturing techniques, are be-
hind. This is not something I blame the contractor for. They have
put forth a proposal for the JTowa ammunition plant that could save
the Army and taxpayers $18 million per year, paying for itself in
less than 5 years.

The cost-saving decisions currently sit with the Army, so, Gen-
eral Wyche, this is for you. What is the Army doing to modernize
its GOCOs [government-owned contractor-operated] in order to
help drive down production costs and cut overhead?

LTG WYCHE. Senator, we are doing a couple things.

First, we have identified the requirements, and we know that, to
maintain the facilities, just to keep them from being degraded, it
would cost us approximately $100,000 a year and to get them at
an acceptable level with the modernized capabilities, it would cost
us another $300 million for the next 10 years.

Senator ERNST. Okay.

LtGen DANA. Ma’am, if I could help out my Army brother on
this, because they help us with ammao.

Senator ERNST. Yes, sir.

LtGen DANA. I made a trip to Lake City, which is one of the
large ammunition plants in the Midwest. What is just fascinating
about that facility is half the facility had equipment from 1942. I
own a lot of weapons, not in DC, by the way, but I blowup my own
ammo.

Senator ERNST. Do not admit that now. Right.

LtGen DANA. But if you look at how they work in the plant, it
is just like they did in 1942 with the primers and the primer pow-
der. It is very dangerous work.

But then the other half, because the Army’s great initiative is
they went to automated in the plant, so they retrained that work-
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force to go for the guys and gals doing it for 30 years one way to
where they are doing automated machinery, and they are doubling
the output.

One of the questions was, how can the industrial base meet that
requirement for ammunition? Well, I think the Army is doing a
great job at that.

Senator ERNST. Yes. Hopefully we can modernize and get to that
point where we are not losing that workforce but we are stabilizing
the supply as well as growing that supply with demand as nec-
essary. | appreciate that.

In 2015, the GAO came forward with three recommendations to
ensure we sustain the critical capabilities found at our arsenals.
The first issue is implementing guidance for make-or-buy analysis
when it comes to DOD procurement. The second was to identify
fundamental elements of a strategic plan for the arsenals. The
third is to develop and implement a process for identifying critical
capabilities at arsenals and the workload needed to sustain those
capabilities.

The Department has concurred with all of those recommenda-
tions, but as of this morning, they have not followed through with
any of those recommendations or produced the reports necessary.

I have been through the Rock Island Arsenal, and I really wit-
nessed what the men and women are doing at that arsenal to con-
tribute to our national security. This is taking a long time.

General Wyche, again, when will we see the reports that have
been required, specifically the critical capabilities assessment and
the guidance on make or buy?

LTG WYCHE. Senator, that particular area of make or buy, I
would have to come back to you on the record with that particular
answer, because I am not prepared to answer that question.

[The information referred to follows:]

The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology,
the Army Materiel Command, and the Department of the Army Deputy Chief of
Staff for Logistics are working together to update both the GAO and Congress on
these topics. The initial response to the GAO report was submitted by the Army on
5 January 2016. The GAO submitted a follow up inquiry on the Army’s efforts/ac-
tions to implement GAO Report 16—-086 recommendations. The Army Materiel Com-
mand is working with the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics
and Technology on the response for submission to the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense in mid-May. Additionally, we are also collaborating on the NDAA 2017, section
326 report to Congress. Section 326 requires the Secretary of the Army to submit
to the congressional defense committees a strategy to revitalize the Army organic
industrial base. This report includes several Arsenal-related requirements including
an assessment of OIB manufacturing sources, an assessment of the processes used

to identify OIB critical capabilities and sustaining workloads, and a description of
manufacturing skills needed to sustain readiness.

Senator ERNST. Okay. I would appreciate that, because that is
very concerning, especially to the folks at the arsenals.

LTG WYCHE. Yes.

Senator ERNST. They would like to see those reports as soon as
possible.

Thank you.

Thank you, gentlemen.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Ernst.

Senator Hirono?

Senator HIRONO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Thank you very much for testifying. I feel as though, with the
sequester and with the budget caps, et cetera, that we are just
doing a lot of catch-up, so I thank you for what you are doing with
what we have provided to you.

Many of you have mentioned how hard it is to recruit or retain
our workforce, that is a critical part of our industrial base, and at
the same time how important it is that the men and women who
do the work have modern equipment.

So, of course, at Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard, I am always con-
cerned about whether or not they have the tools with which to do
the job. I am just thankful that you continue to emphasize those
aspects.

General Levy, you were one of the people who mentioned about
recruiting and retaining. I am just wondering, the people with
STEM backgrounds, are you doing anything special to recruit
women?

You can start, and then any of the rest of you, because women
drop out of the STEM fields at every point of the continuum, and
unless we do something very specific targeting women and girls
and minorities in these areas, it is just not going to change very
much.

So are you doing anything in particular recruiting women?

Lt. Gen. LEvy. Yes, ma’am. Thank you for asking that question.

I often tell people, how long does it take to grow a STEM worker
for an air logistics complex? About 21 years, from about here all
the way until he or she graduates from university and is ready to
come be one of our civilian airmen.

So we have a variety of programs where we do outreach to fe-
males and to minority or disadvantaged areas. In fact, last year
alone, my engineering community did 60,000 hours’ worth of com-
munity outreach to try to develop interest in STEM curriculum
throughout different parts of the communities where our bases are
located. Obviously, it tends to be in the area where our facilities
are located.

Senator HIRONO. Did you say you are starting at an early age as
in middle school, elementary school?

Lt. Gen. LEVY. No, ma’am, as in elementary school.

Senator HIRONO. That is great.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Because if you do not imbue them with that de-
sire for STEM early, and if you do not give them the passion for
learning and the intellectual curiosity, and, also, if the state edu-
cational systems do not have the ecosystem that delivers things
like high school physics and calculus and that sort of thing, then
they are certainly never going to go to university and be an engi-
neering graduate.

We also financially support as well as support with volunteer
time the STARBASE program at all three of our primary installa-
tions, which is another science and technology—I would sort of
refer to it as a learning camp for young boys and girls, to get them
interested in STEM career fields and hopefully spark that interest.

Senator HIRONO. Are you doing similar kinds of outreach for the
Army and the Navy?

VADM GROSKLAGS. Senator, if I could, our program with
NAVAIR [U.S. Navy Naval Air Systems Command] is very similar
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to what General Levy just described. The other thing I would add
is, through our Executive Diversity Council at NAVAIR, we have
separate advisory groups, one for women, one for Hispanics, one for
African-Americans, one for Asian-Pacific islanders, and on. Part of
those advisory groups’ major focus is exactly on recruiting within
either those ethnic or gender groups. We have had very good suc-
cess in doing that.

As somebody alluded to earlier, then we have to keep them. One
of our challenges is keeping them because it is a very competitive
marketplace.

Senator HIRONO. Yes. I realize that.

Anybody else?

LTG WyYCHE. Yes, Senator. We have several outreach programs
at each one of our 23 arsenals where the commanders are person-
ally engaged. They are visiting colleges, identifying those potential
students who would like to come work at our arsenal.

One program that we are really excited about is the AMC [Army
Materiel Command] 1,000 program. That is a program where we
set a goal to hire 1,000 summer interns, 1,000 per year for the next
5 years. In the last 2 years, we have been able to reach that goal,
so we are very excited about that program.

Senator HIRONO. So your summer intern program, are they tar-
geted to minorities and women?

LTG WyCHE. Yes, they are. Yes, they are.

Senator HIRONO. I congratulate you for your efforts. Because I
know this is such a needed area not just of course for our military
but across the country, we have a need for hundreds of thousands
of people with STEM backgrounds, so I do have a couple of bills
that I have introduced. I will send you copies. The focus is on sup-
porting more minority and women in these fields.

In the few seconds that I have left, Mr. Chairman, the President
has called for a significant increase in the number of ships, so I
wanted to ask, this is for Admiral Moore, how would a Navy of 355
ships impact the current capacity of our public shipyards?

VADM MOORE. Thank you, Senator, for the question. We have
already started to look at what that would take. The plan to get
to 355 that we have laid out in our force structure assessment gets
us there in the mid-2030s, and so we will need to grow the size of
our naval shipyards. We will have to grow the size of our private
sector that is building the equipment today.

We are also going to have to remember, up at the headquarters
level, where we are providing technical support and oversight and
technical manuals, et cetera, we are going to have to grow all
those. So the time frame between now and 2035, as long as there
is a stable and predictable budget that goes along with that, we
can manage to grow the workforce.

The Navy has been at that size before, and we were able to
maintain the force back then. If it is done in a sustained way, we
can certainly grow the workforce to get there. We have already
taken the steps to make those plans as we start to grow the force.

Senator HIRONO. So if you already have these kinds of plans and
what it would take to get to this number, could you share those
with our committee?

VADM MOORE. Sure. Yes, ma’am.
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[The information referred to follows:]

The Navy is growing our organic shipyard workforce to 36,100 full time equiva-
lents (FTE) across the four Naval Shipyards to meet our existing workload projec-
tions which peak in fiscal year 2021. The 355-ship Navy will add nine additional
submarines and one carrier above what is in the Navy today. To properly support
a 355-ship Navy, we will have to modernize our four naval shipyards and possibly
increase the size of our workforce beyond 36,100. The Navy’s Shipyard Infrastruc-
ture Optimization Plan lays out a two-decade investment plan required to provide
the Shipyards the Navy needs. Focused on three major areas—dry dock recapitaliza-
tion, facility layout and optimization, and capital equipment modernization—the
Shipyard Infrastructure Optimization Plan is designed to improve shipyard perform-
ance to meet fleet requirements based on the size of today’s Navy. However, the
process and infrastructure efficiencies realized by executing the plan will allow our
shipyards to better support a 355-ship Navy. Going forward, the Navy will continue
to annually assess future workload requirements and make adjustments to FTE
numbers required to balance capacity in view of any new maintenance require-
ments, changes in ship operations, or changes to shipbuilding and/or ship inactiva-
tion plans. We are moving ahead with the Shipyard Infrastructure Optimization
Plan to address our most pressing modernization requirement so we can deliver
ships out of maintenance, on-time.

Senator HIRONO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator INHOFE. Senator Rounds?

Senator ROUNDS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, thank you for your service to our country. I think
sometimes we get in the middle of a discussion on everything else
and we forget that it is gentlemen like you that make this whole
thing work, and we appreciate what you do and we appreciate
what your teams do.

One of our challenges is that we need to be in a position to sup-
ply you with the materials and equipment that you need. When
you make reports back to us indicating that there are times in
which you need equipment that you have right now that you are
not able to maintain appropriately because the funding is not
there, it is something that we have to highlight.

I would like to begin with talking about the USS Boise.

I know that in your opening statements for the record, Admiral
Moore, you had based the fact that you had to make a determina-
tion as to whether or not a nuclear-powered submarine would basi-
cally remain at dock because we did not have the dollars available
to get it in and to get it up to speed to actually be able to dive
again.

Can you share with us just exactly what is going on with that,
why would we have that kind of problem with a nuclear sub-
marine? How in the world would we ever justify having an asset
of that value sitting at dock and not having the resources available
to maintain it in a seaworthy condition?

VADM MOORE. Yes, sir. Thanks for the question, Senator.

In the Boise situation, what happened is—and this issue is with
the naval shipyards. It is we did not have enough workforce to go
to get the work done. Our typical behavior in the past—and there
are a couple submarines in the yards right now, USS Asheville,
USS Hawaii, and USS Albany, who is also in Norfolk.

An availability that would have typically taken 22 months, we
inducted them into the shipyards anyway knowing that we did not
really have the workforce to work on the availability. So the net
result was that the submarine would stay in the shipyard for 48,
49 months.



133

If you are the crew of the Asheville or the Albany and you have
been told, hey, this is 22-month availability, and you are in that
naval shipyard for 4 years plus, you can imagine what it does to
morale and retention.

In the case of the USS Boise, we were faced with a similar situa-
tion. We did not have the capacity at Norfolk Naval Shipyard to
do the work.

When I came in as the Naval Sea Systems Commander, one of
the things that I talked with Navy leadership about was, hey, look,
we have to be realistic that we do not have the capacity to get the
work done. When we face something like Boise, we have to recog-
nize that sticking it in and just letting it sit there pier-side for 4
to 5 years is really not the way to do it.

In the Boise case, we made a decision to not put it in the ship-
yard because I did not want it to sit there for 4 to 5 years. The
downside of that is nuclear submarines have very specific mainte-
nance that has to be done on them in order for me to certify that
the ship is safe to submerge.

You are exactly right. We have taken a submarine, even though
it is an Active Duty submarine, to essentially it is not available for
the Nation’s use.

We have to be able to get out in front of this. We have to be more
predictive about the——

Senator ROUNDS. Admiral, I appreciate your comment, but what
I am curious about is why did we find ourselves in that position?
Is it a matter that we did not have the money to pay the bills to
get it done?

VADM MOORE. Yes, it is——

Senator ROUNDS. Or is it a matter that we did not have the capa-
bilities, and we just did not see it far enough in advance?

VADM MooRE. We did not have the capacities, so there are two
things.

One, we should have been more forward-looking and anticipate—
we know when these submarines are going to come in—and be able
to say, hey, I do not have the workforce necessary to get that work
done, because it takes me 2 years—from the time you give me a
dollar to go hire a worker, it takes me 2 years to get that per-
son——

Senator ROUNDS. So does that mean we did not get the money
to you in time?

VADM MOORE. No, I think it is not a matter of you not getting
the money to us in time. It is a matter of competing resources with-
in the Navy and the Navy’s decision on what was going to be in
the budget at the time.

In particular, when we submitted the budget for fiscal year 2014,
that is probably when we would have needed the resources, the
money, in order for me to go hire up to where I needed to be at
Norfolk Naval Shipyard in 2016.

It is a terrible situation on Boise, and we need to make sure that,
going forward, we get the capacity in the shipyards right and we
work with our private sector partners at Electric Boat and Newport
News Shipbuilding in a one shipyard concept so that if we know
we are not going to have the capacity to get it done, we work with
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theIII{l so that, in fact, if they have the capacity, they can do the
work.

In this particular case, Electric Boat is going to do the work
probably on the boat, but it is going to be in 2019. So we are going
to take a submarine and set it pier-side for about 3 years.

Senator ROUNDS. So that means then that the captain who was
perhaps on his way through a process in which he spends time
someplace besides at sea, it impacts not only his ability to move
forward with his career but everybody on that ship is now delayed
as well. Is that a fair assessment?

VADM MOORE. Yes, sir. Absolutely.

Going beyond just to the personnel level of the ship and crew
itself, we are going to take a submarine, if you are assigned to that
submarine for the next 3 years, you are not going to go out to do
what we have trained you and what you love to go do. So that is
something we have to go work on, and we cannot let the Boise ex-
ample happen again.

Sezlnator RounDs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My time has ex-
pired.

Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Senator Rounds.

Senator Perdue, you are now recognized.

Senator Kaine is now presiding.

Senator PERDUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, I want to echo what Senator Rounds has said. A lot
of times we get to the problem without thanking you guys. I would
like, just as importantly, for you to take it back to your teams as
well, that it is not lost on us that we have lived in utter peace here
in the homeland for quite a number of years, even though we have
been deploying. We know what is involved in that.

So we thank you all for that.

I have two concerns. I am an old supply chain guy, so I have sat
in your seat. I understand what you are up against. This did not
just start in the last couple years. I mean, we have had three peri-
ods of disinvestment in the military in the last 50 years, the 1970s,
the 1990s, and the last decade. But this time, it is really serious
because it comes on the back of the recaps that happened before
then, each of those times. It actually started from a higher point.

So the disinvestment in the military this time actually started
from a depleted point to start with. We burned up a lot of our
equipment. Deployments were longer. We ended up in a weaker po-
sition before this disinvestment started.

I have two concerns. One is our organic workforce, what I call
your depot and your shipyard workforces. Two is the supply chain.

The supply chain is two things, I think. One is your ability and
your shipyards and depots to turn around maintenance. But the
bigger one, in my mind, is, as our platforms—and this is true
across-the-board, whether it is air, sea, or whatever. I mean, the
assets that we have, the major platforms are all maturing at very
similar times. The startups have been delayed such that, if I look
at it honestly, we do not talk about this much, but we have a gap
in capacity that is anywhere from 1 to 2 years in some platforms
to as much as 10 years in other platforms.

It is a major problem. The optempo that we were experiencing
in the last decade contributes to that.
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I have two quick questions.

General Levy, I know you have talked about this last year in
committee and in private about your workforce. Because of those
conversations, I think in the NDAA last year, there was a direct
hire authority put in place.

How long does it take you to hire a systems engineer or me-
chanic, a scientist, today?

Lt. Gen. LEvVY. That is a great question. Thank you, Senator.

So, first, I would like to say thanks for the direct hire authority
that was signed into law in the NDAA.

Senator PERDUE. Where are we in implementing that?

Lt. Gen. LEVY. So the OSD [Office of the Secretary of Defense]
draft policy or draft guidance was submitted to the services on the
20th of March, required back to them on the 3rd of April. Then
once they approve that, then the services will begin implementing
the direct hire authority. As you recall, there was a 2-year author-
ization.

We look forward to coming back to you all in the future, telling
you how the direct hire piece of this is working. So we are not
there yet, because that is recently enacted legislation.

Senator PERDUE. These are policies inside the service, correct?

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Yes, sir. So enacted in the NDAA, signed in De-
cember.

Senator PERDUE. Right.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. That is a new authority for all of us.

Senator PERDUE. Right.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. So OPM had to write some guidance. They dis-
tributed it to OSD, who then has now created some guidance. They
have asked the services to comment, with the comments being due
on the 3rd of April. I expect that we will be able to have the guid-
ance to do the direct hire in the weeks ahead.

Senator PERDUE. So how long does it take you to hire those guys
today?

Lt. Gen. LEVY. So, today, it takes, on average, 148 days to hire
somebody. In fact, I pulled the numbers this morning because this
is important to me, right? This is very much central. The human
beings that work on these platforms, whether they are engineers
or jet engine mechanics or firemen or somebody who works at a
daycare center, they are all equally——

Senator PERDUE. When you identify retaining somebody, and this
is true in business as well as military, finding somebody and re-
taining them are two different things. You find somebody. If it
takes 148 to onboard them, you lose a lot of candidates during that
process.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Yes, sir.

Senator PERDUE. You have to. So you are perpetually finding
new candidates to start another clock of 148 days.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Yes, sir.

Senator PERDUE. That is a disaster waiting to happen.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. It is very difficult to close that circle.

Senator PERDUE. I will tell you, in business, to hire these people
today is 30 to 45 days tops—tops—90 days for a CEO [Chief Execu-
tive Officer]. Someone at your level in business today, if I started
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a search as a board member, it would be 90 days. If I did not have
an answer in 90 days, I would be after somebody’s job.

This is how far out we are in terms of being competitive. So tell
us what we need to do. As you onboard that procedure, please keep
us involved, because this is one where you have a great standard
to look at, because these are the very places you are competing.

I am going to be out of time, but, Admiral Moore, I want to get
it to one other question, and that is the supply chain. As these big
platforms—the reason I want to ask you, you have the aircraft car-
riers, you have the SSBNs, these are major, major platforms over
long periods of time.

The Federal Government does not have a capital budget. We just
do not. I do not know how we actually commit industries to build
these huge platforms without a long-term plan.

So the inconsistent start-stop of these budget conversations that
we have in Congress, tell us the impact that that is having on this
domestic supply chain for these major platforms. You can talk
about the air platforms too, the F-35, the F-22, and the follow-on
maintenance that is required to keep those things going.

LtGen DANA. Yes, thanks, Senator, for the question.

A lot of times, we focus most of our effort on when we have budg-
et unpredictability at the tier 1 yards, the people who are actually
building the ships and the submarines or who are doing the main-
taining. I would tell you, if you are a Northrop Grumman or an
Electric Boat, then you have the cash reserves to kind of absorb a
little bit of that.

But where it has the bigger impact is at the tier 2, at the supply
chain, the people providing the cabling, the pumps, the valves.

The unpredictability in the budgets absolutely has significant
challenges for us in terms of being able to maintain somebody that
is providing a pump or a valve or you name it to a ship or a sub-
marine. They do not wait around long. If it is unpredictable, they
will go do something else, because they are running in a cash flow
environment that does not allow them to absorb losses for very
long.

So it is certainly a major concern to us, and it is something I
would like to focus on when we talk about the budget unpredict-
ability, is that these are the people that really get impacted.

When they drop out of the business, it just means less competi-
tion, which it is kind of a vicious cycle. It drives our costs up in
the end.

Senator ROUNDS. I thank all of you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator KAINE. [Presiding.] I do have one second round question.

Do you have any other questions you wanted to ask?

Senator PERDUE. We would be here all day, sir.

Senator KAINE. If you want to keep going, you can. I have one
quick one that is kind of a wrap-up, but feel free, since I have to
stay here.

[Laughter.]

Senator PERDUE. Senator Kaine and I have closed plenty of these
committee meetings together. He has a marine that is in harm’s
way today, and I know how serious he takes this.
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I grew up at Robins Air Force Base, and I have been to Albany
many times. I still have the mud from the Columbus area under
my nails. I know where you guys have had footprints.

I am very concerned about—we have now moved into, it looks to
me like, a military position posture where deployment is going to
be sort of the watchword of the day. We closed 15 bases in Europe
in 2015. I think that number is correct. We have not had a major
BRAC [Base Realignment and Closure] here, in terms of our facili-
ties matching the requirement.

In your opinions, and I would welcome anybody to onboard this
question, and that is, with regard to our footprint here in physical
plants, General Dana, you said, and you summed it up best. You
said, here are the problems: aging equipment, complexity of today’s
systems, decline in depot funding, and decline in our facilities.

So the question I have is, are our facilities in the United States
and abroad matching this 4-plus-1 mission requirement it looks
like you guys are geared up to try to deal with today that is so dif-
ferent than the 1-1 mission requirement we had over the last 50
years.

LtGen DANA. Yes, sir. Thanks for that question. We have 33,000
marines forward-deployed right now, 22,500 west of the dateline
and

Senator PERDUE. He has one of them.

LtGen DANA. Yes, sir. We had that very discussion yesterday.

As you look at our infrastructure, I cannot speak for the other
services, but in terms of the Marine Corps, we think we are in a
good place in terms of the number of facilities we have, especially
if we go to an above 185 force, to be determined by funding, of
course.

But in terms of the infrastructure itself, I mentioned that we had
many facilities that were in poor and failing condition. I just quick-
ly want to talk about this, as we are looking very hard, sir, at the
entire portfolio. We have one command, Marine Installation Com-
mand, that looks at all of our facilities and develops a consolida-
tion, demolition, refurbishment, and new build plan that the Com-
mandant makes a decision on how that goes.

So in the past, it was somewhat stovepiped. You talked about
your command and your command. Same thing with us on the in-
stallation side. So we are making those dollars go the furthest
when we create literally a master plan for the entire Marine Corps
and how it beds down.

Senator PERDUE. Do you guys outsource to each other?

LtGen DANA. Yes, sir, at Fort Leonard Wood, and other places.
Yes, sir.

Senator PERDUE. What I am asking, if you have depot limitations
in certain places, certain depots, I mean, I look at the F-18s, for
example. We have a lot waiting on major depot maintenance. But
there are other depots that might have excess capacity.

I know you look at this all the time in terms of the cost of mak-
ing that depot apply to another need, but is that ongoing? Are
those things you guys are always——

LtGen DANA. Yes, sir. We do our tanks at Anniston. They do a
great job.
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Lt. Gen. LEVY. Our helicopters are done at Corpus Christi Army
Depot. We do Marine F-35 and Navy F-35 work at Hill Air Force
Base in Utah.

We talked earlier about the F-18 work that we are doing for the
Navy not only at Davis-Monthan, at the boneyard, but also asked
Robins Air Logistics Complex.

We do the Navy E—6 work at Tinker Air Force Base. We do Navy
and Marine F-35 engines at Tinker Air Force Base.

So, yes, sir, there is a lot of crosspollination that occurs.

LtGen DANA. Not only the physical part but we do a lot of shar-
ing ideas. Lee invited me out to Tinker, and that is an absolutely
21st Century depot, great processes, reduction in cycle time. We got
a lot of lessons from that for Albany and Barstow.

Senator PERDUE. Well, General Wyche and General Levy owe
you two beers after today. You have been bragging on all these
guys today.

Thank you, Senator Kaine.

Senator KAINE. Thank you, Senator Perdue.

Just really one last question, and it is a good closer.

So in your current lane, what is it that most keeps you up at
night? In any particular order, we would love to hear from you.

LTG WYCHE. Senator Kaine, I will start with the lack of predict-
able, consistent funding, because when we do not get that, we not
cannot plan our workload. We cannot plan our production sched-
ules. That is very important to us. Equally as important, it creates
concerns among our employees, because they want stability in their
lives.

Senator, back to your comment on the supply chain, there is con-
cern also in the supply chain. We monitor approximately 4,000 sup-
pliers that we build with. In our analysis, we have identified 1,000
of those suppliers at medium- to high-risk to going bankrupt. That
is a very important as we continue to provide the readiness for our
Army.

Senator KAINE. Admiral Grosklags?

VADM GROSKLAGS. We will just go down the row here, sir. Two
things, if I might, one on-topic and one perhaps slightly off-topic.

The readiness of the naval aviation forces is number one. We al-
luded to some numbers earlier

Senator KAINE. We had some powerful testimony about that at
the last hearing.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Yes, sir. I will not go into a lot of detail on
that. You are well aware of it.

The challenge I mentioned in my opening statement and that
General Wyche just mentioned is about stable funding and getting
the funding up to the level we need. We have clear data that
shows, as funding started to decline back in the 2009-2010 time
frame, our readiness on the flight line, mission-capable aircraft, full
mission-capable aircraft, dropped in exact correlation with that re-
duction in funding for those NAVAIR accounts that I mentioned
earlier. So that is one.

The other one is also related to the other part of my business,
which is the buying of new stuff, the acquisition piece. There, we
are just too slow. It continues to bother me that we cannot collec-
tively accelerate that process. There are a number of initiatives
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that we are working on that I would be happy to share with you
at another time.

Senator KAINE. Great. Thank you.

Admiral Moore?

VADM MOORE. Yes, Senator. I think the thing that keeps me up
at night is not having another Boise. We have the smallest fleet we
have had in a long time. Getting these ships and submarines back
out to the fleet, out there in the operating force, is critical to the
Navy’s readiness, to the Nation’s readiness.

When we have something like Boise or we deliver George W.
Bush late, 5 months late out of availability, the impact of that is
that the young men and women out there wearing the uniform are
having to deploy longer and stay on station longer.

So it is not lost on me that, at the end day, it is my job to get
these things out on time. It really impacts our ability to keep these
young men and women safe and get them back on deployed turn-
around times that make sense.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

General Dana?

LtGen DANA. Sir, two quick things.

First, we track 19 platforms in the Marine Corps, shoot, move,
and communicate. Only one of those, an assault amphibian vehicle,
is being replaced. Where I am going with this is deferred mod-
ernization, because we need new systems in the future because, as
I talked about accelerated aging, these systems are going to wear
out at some point.

The second one, not exactly my lane, the gentlemen to my right
have this lane, but as you look at the capability development sys-
tem in the military, which is a Robert S. McNamara, very Ford
Motor Company type system, it is not keeping up.

I went to Singularity for a week, to the executive course. You
look at those folks out there, they are turning product in weeks and
months and maybe 18 months. I mentioned yesterday Local Mo-
tors, a company here locally that literally, from idea to design to
fielding of the equipment, they are doing it in anywhere from 3 to
13 months.

That is the future, because the enemy in the future, we are com-
ing out of an Industrial Age where it is all big iron. Now we are
going into space and cyber five-dimension fight instead of a three-
dimension fight. We are going to need to be able to manufacture
capabilities a lot faster.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Senator KAINE. Thank you.

General Levy?

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Thank you, Senator.

To General Dana’s point, our adversaries also iterate that fast,
in terms modernization. Our adversaries can go from concept to
hardware on the ramp in 18 to 24 months. So from a moderniza-
tion perspective, we all have a pretty considerable need for mod-
ernization, but it is not just the new platforms. It is the speed at
which we field them.

To your direct question, Senator, about what keeps me awake at
night, it is stable and predictable funding. Since I manage the sup-
ply chain for the United States Air Force, when I do not know
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when I am going to get my money, I cannot tell suppliers when I
am going to spend that money.

To General Wyche’s point, we drive businesses out of business.
That is not what we are here for. But when the average fleet age
of the United States’ platforms is 27 years old, and 21 of 39 fleets
could qualify for antique plates in your State, sir, that tells me that
the supply chain and the ability to have that available to us to sus-
tain those older platforms is absolutely essential. The funding that
drives the human beings, the infrastructure, the MILCON, all of
the components that it takes to generate that readiness, that all
stems from a stable and predictable funding stream.

So that coupled with the modernization challenges for our Air
Force are the two things that really give me pause.

Senator KAINE. Senator Perdue has heard me give this lecture in
Budget, and he and I are kind of on the same page about this. On
budgets, I am a real certainty—having been a mayor and governor,
I learned that anybody can adjust to a number more than they can
adjust to a question mark. Even if they do not like the number,
they can adjust to a number. But a question mark is tough, espe-
cially if the question mark is not only a question mark about the
amount but about when I may know when the question mark is
going to be filled in with an amount.

I continue to believe we made an enormous mistake at the end
of the last calendar year. We were very close to having an omnibus
bill done that would have been, essentially, a 10-year full appro-
priation not only in the defense category but in everything else.

The incoming administration—I can understand why they did
this, they are about to take the helm, and they want their thumb-
print on it rather than somebody else’s. But they said do not do it,
go ahead and adjourn on the 10th of December even though you
have the time to do an omnibus, and do a CR through April 27.

Well, what that did is it put them in a box where, when they
came in, they had to then turn around and do a budget for the rest
of fiscal year 2017 and work on a 2018 budget. A new administra-
tion working on just a fiscal year 2018 budget is plenty to take on
their shoulders, but they complicated the work by telling us to re-
cess and go home on the 10th of December when we could have got-
ten an omnibus bill done and still had plenty of a fine Christmas
vacation.

So we made a big mistake, and what we ended up doing was not
giving you certainty. So we have this CR that goes through the
27th, and we are sitting here, Senator, I do not really know exactly
what is going to happen come the 27th of April. We are in the mid-
dle of the discussion about the fiscal year 2018 budget too.

So we ought to be giving you and giving everybody more cer-
tainty. Even if you do not like it, even if you wish the number was
different than the number we give you, at least we can give you
something that you can plan and adjust around.

That really has been on us. This is something that I know Sen-
ator Perdue shares my views about this, being both on Budget and
Armed Services. We owe you better than what we are giving you
on the predictability score. Hearings like this kind of have a way
of reminding us that we have to step up our game a little bit.
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So thank you so much for what you do, for your testimony, and
we will look forward to taking this into account as we are working
on the NDAA.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:31 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]

[Questions for the record with answers supplied follow:]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR JAMES INHOFE
MAINTAINING AND SUSTAINING AGING WEAPONS SYSTEMS

1. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, what are the challenges of maintaining aging weapon systems
with regards to engineering, parts, supply chain, costs, etc.?

LTG WYCHE. Maintaining aging weapon systems leads to higher than pro-
grammed costs for the Army. The Army is keeping systems longer than they were
initially designed, resulting in obsolescence. Fewer vendors manufacture replace-
ment parts requiring larger inventory/stock levels and increased storage costs. Ex-
amples include the M—-113 Armored Personnel Carrier and the M109A6 Paladin,
which still uses the Vietnam-era chassis.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Maintenance, repair and overhaul (MRO) of aging weapons
systems and associated sub-systems presents a number of challenges, including age/
use based structural fatigue, parts obsolescence, component reliability and inventory
availability; each of which has an impact on portions of DOD’s maintenance and
sustainment system. For example, structural fatigue can lead to cracking or other
material degradation (corrosion) that must be mitigated. To do so can require exten-
sive engineering analysis and subsequent logistics decisions regarding make, buy or
repair of the analyzed item. With aging systems, the make, buy or repair decision
can be particularly challenging depending on vendor availability, access to technical
data packages, materiel inventory levels, or access to commercial/organic repair
sources of repair and support equipment. In total referred to as Diminishing Manu-
facturing Sources and Material Shortages (DMS/MS). If any of these elements are
immature, not available or must be reconstituted to affect a make, buy or repair
action, it adds significant cycle-time to weapons system or sub-system sustainment
with commensurate increases in system down-time and cost.

VADM MOORE. The maintenance, repair, and overhaul of aging weapon systems
and associated subsystems present a number of challenges. With regard to parts
support, age-based structural fatigue, parts obsolescence, component reliability, and
inventory availability impact portions of the Navy’s maintenance and sustainment
schedules for each ship, submarine, and aircraft carrier. For example, structural fa-
tigue to a component or system can lead to cracking, corrosion, or other material
degradation that creates risks which must be analyzed for mitigation. This work re-
quires engineering analysis and subsequent logistics decisions regarding whether to
make, buy, or repair the component or system. Modernization of weapon systems
presents similar challenges. Engineering and other studies must be conducted to de-
termine if a system should be modernized, retired, or replaced. Until these actions
are taken, the Navy risks maintaining systems that may have outlived their effec-
tiveness. Such decisions can be particularly challenging depending on vendor avail-
ability, access to technical data packages, material inventory levels, or access to
commercial and organic sources of repair and support equipment. An additional
challenge is that the original equipment manufacturer often does not support aging
weapon systems. Companies that provided the original weapon systems may have
gone out of business or are now producing newer weapon systems and no longer
support the older systems. Any repairs that require engineering for such systems
adds significant costs to sustainment and increases the overall down-time of that
particular weapon system or item. In total, this is referred to as diminishing manu-
facturing sources and material shortages. If any of these elements are immature,
not available, or must be reconstituted, it adds significant cycle time to the
sustainment of a weapon component/system or subsystem, with commensurate in-
creases in system downtime and cost. Compounding the parts support challenge is
the diminishing workforce expertise for older weapon systems. The life span of many
naval ships varies and numerous weapon upgrades or replacements occur during
their service lives. Due to turnover of personnel within the Naval Shipyard work-
force during such a time period, the experience and expertise level required may not
be available for the aging systems.
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LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.
Lt. Gen. LEvy.

1. Many of the AF’s aging aircraft still utilize obsolete technology or equipment
that is extremely costly to upgrade/replace. In many instances, the original
manufacturer is no longer in business or no longer wishes to manufacture
these obsolete items. The 448th Supply Chain Management Wing (448
SCMW) has a Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages
program for managing these issues.

2. Proprietary data is a major limiter. Having no or limited data rights reduces
our ability to source new suppliers and often leaves us with reverse engineer-
ing as our only option.

3. Evolving market dynamics for some defense unique products may lead to in-
dustry consolidation, restructuring, or exit strategies that affect DOD’s abil-
ity to sustain a supply chain for aging weapon systems. The low demand for
some unique military parts is not enough to sustain competition. In some
cases, the demand is so low that it’s not cost effective to manufacture parts
or require Minimum Buy Quantities above the actual requirement. The re-
ality is that our aging systems are less profitable than other prime busi-
nesses.

4. Effective global supply chain integration and management are critical to
DOD program success. While globalization brings many benefits to both de-
fense firms and the Department, this cross-border collaboration has also in-
creased the potential threat of global supply chain disruption, counterfeit
parts, sabotage, and theft of critical American defense technology. This shift-
ing landscape of defense production may require new tools and authorities
to address prospective security threats and to safeguard the value and integ-
rity of American technology.

2. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, have each of the services been working together and with DOD
and industry on sharing best practices, revising processes and readiness plans, cut-
ting costs? If yes, please provide examples.

LTG WYCHE. The Army routinely shares and seeks methods to garner efficiencies,
control costs and provide a quality product in accordance with the agreed upon
schedule. A current example of coordination with our Sister Services is the UH-60
Blackhawk Helicopter Recapitalization program at Corpus Christi Army Depot. This
program is currently being executed by employing the ‘Art of the Possible’ Lean Six
Sigma focused process. The Army adopted this process from the United States Air
Force at Warner Robbins Air Force Base in Georgia. Corpus Christi Army Depot is
currently in the first year of utilizing this concept, but we envision reducing Repair
Cycle Time from over 500 days (currently) to 320 initially with a stretch goal of 280
Repair Cycle Time. The Headquarters, Army Materiel Command and its LCMCs
regularly conduct Industry Forums with the private industry to discuss warfighter
and industry needs, areas of concern, and collaborate on future initiatives important
to sustaining the joint warfighter.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Yes. The services do work together sharing best practices with
each other and with industry. Benchmarking repair processes among organic depots
is common. Recently, Fleet Readiness Center Southwest in San Diego, CA visited
the Air Force Logistics Center (ALC) in Oklahoma City, OK to study the Air Force’s
use of Critical Chain Project Management in aircraft production. With regard to
specific aircraft, while investigating challenges with CH-53 sustainment, USN/
USMC reviewed the Army’s CH—47 helicopter reset program after years of oper-
ations in Iraq. This successful exchange led the Navy to employ a similar Depot
maintenance approach for its CH-53 helicopter program. At the component level,
inter-service cooperation involves the Navy and Marine Corps in cooperation with
the U.S Air Force to study and prototype the USAF consumable sparing model for
use in support of the MV-22 aircraft. At both a formal and informal level, the serv-
ices belong to organizations such as the National Defense Industrial Association
(NDIA), Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) and others which are in place to
promote “best policies, practices, products and technology for warfighters.” This co-
operation and sharing can be seen in such forums such as the recent Sea, Air and
Space Symposium and at the DOD Maintenance Symposium held annually at loca-
tions throughout the United States. Finally, Naval Air Systems Command visits
occur routinely with Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEMs) and other industry
partners such as American Airlines, Sikorsky, Boeing and others to gain an under-
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standing of best and current practices employed to maintain and sustain a global
aircraft Fleet.

VADM MOORE. The Navy has been working with DOD and Industry on sharing
best practices, revising processes and readiness plans, and cutting costs in a variety
of ways. Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) has within its Acquisition and
Commonality Directorate two critical programs through which this occurs: the
NAVSEA Enterprise Commonality Office and the National Shipbuilding Research
Program. The NAVSEA Enterprise Commonality Office focuses on working across
the NAVSEA enterprise to advocate for cross-platform commonality and variation
reduction in order to reduce the fleet’s total ownership cost while maintaining capa-
bility. The office develops the necessary policies and guidance to implement com-
monality initiatives, and institutionalize commonality principles and practices
across the Command. The National Shipbuilding Research Program (NSRP) pro-
vides a framework for shipyards building and repairing naval vessels to share best
commercial and naval practices and execute research and development opportunities
that will reduce the total ownership cost of U.S. Navy ships, other national security
customers and the commercial sector. NSRP is a Navy-sponsored collaboration of 11
U.S. private shipyards, five NAVSEA-affiliated Program Executive Offices, the
United States Coast Guard, and the NAVSEA Enterprise Commonality Office. A key
NSRP product is the Strategic Investment Plan, developed jointly by Industry and
Navy leaders from the input of Industry experts and the results of benchmarking
studies conducted to identify technology gaps and the need for process improve-
ments. Research projects to close gaps and improve processes have been carried out
over the years by 11 shipyards, 24 universities, over 290 shipbuilding suppliers, and
Navy subject matter experts across 43 states.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. The Air Force Sustainment Center (AFSC) has been working to-
gether with DOD and Industry through Depot Maintenance Inter-service Support
Agreements and Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs). Working together with DOD
and Industry: The AFSC negotiated its first Enterprise Partnership Agreement
(EPA) with Boeing in 2013, and has since expanded its EPA portfolio to include 18
Industry partners. This innovation in partnering strategy allows the three Air Lo-
gistics Complexes to execute Implementation Agreements in an expeditious manner,
thereby reducing administrative cost and increasing efficiency. The EPAs cover both
products and services, including software, commodities, new technology implementa-
tion, and other elements as required. In an article referencing the signing of the
first AFSC EPA with Boeing, Mr. Bill Kobren, Director of Logistics & Sustainment
Center at Defense Acquisition University stated, “this enterprise-level agreement
appears to represent an important PPP initiative, aligning with the broader
partnering vision and industrial integration strategy articulated in the DOD Weap-
on System Acquisition Reform: Product Support Assessment, the Air Force’s Product
Support Enterprise Vision, and the overarching Partnering Agreement (PA) con-
struct discussed in the DOD Public-Private Partnering for Sustainment Guidebook.”
hitps:/ | dap.dau.mil [ career/log | blogs | archive /2013 /11 /07 / enterprise-partnership
agreement.aspx The AFSC is further engaging with Industry through 121 PPP work-
loads, all of which are uniquely different. Examples include:

o F-22 Power Systems (Boeing)

F-22 Storage Management Systems (Boeing)

F-35 Air Vehicle Maintenance (Lockheed Martin)

B-2 Advanced Composites Manufacture/Repair (Northrop Grumman)
C-130dJ Depot Activation (Lockheed Martin)

C-17 Airframe and Avionics (Boeing)

C-17 Valves & Actuators (Parker Aerospace)

F117 and F119 Engine Heave Maintenance (Pratt & Whitney)

AE Series Engines (Rolls-Royce)

Sharing Best Practices: The Public Private Partnering (PPP) Metrics Team. This
team, composed of DOD and private industry partnering experts, established a
metrics table that was incorporated into the DOD Public Private Partnering for
Product Support Guidebook in October 2016. These metrics are cross referenced
against relevant DOD Partnering Objectives to identify which metrics best support
each respective objective. Having metrics to gauge partnering performance that
apply to both DOD and Industry is a best practice that assists in determining part-
nership effectiveness. (Metrics tables are available in the DOD Public Private
Partnering for Product Support Guidebook, pages 38-46.) The Warner-Robins Air
Logistics Complex (WR-ALC) Corrosion Control team collaborated with Boeing and
C-17 System Program Office (SPO) Engineering to develop a process to chemically
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strip composite components resulting in the first ever chemical depaint process for
C-17, reducing depaint flow days at WR-ALC by over 40 percent. The WR-ALC
team visited Boeing paint and depaint operations and worked with Boeing Produc-
tion and Management teams and Boeing Quality Assurance (QA) to share best prac-
tices in painting, stenciling, sanding, and various corrosion control processes result-
ing in numerous improvements to equipment, tools, and processes. The joint team
developed the resin application process resulting in a standard process to restore
resin-starved composite surfaces prior to painting. In addition to establishing a
monthly Corrosion Control telecom, the team collaborated to rewrite work instruc-
tions to streamline the wash and lube processes resulting in more efficient aircraft
flow at both locations. Working Together with Other Services: The Navy MQ-4C
Triton and the Army MQ-1C Gray Eagle platforms. AFSC activated the Power and
Discrete Controller (PDC) for Global Hawk in 2011. In 2015 the Triton Program
Manager approached WR-ALC concerning the organic activation of Triton’s PDC.
Both platforms were manufactured by Northrup Grumman. The activation for the
Triton PDC will be able to leverage facilities, equipment, tooling, training, and tech
data from the Global Hawk activation. Battery Repair for the Air Force Predator/
Reaper program expanded to include Battery Repair for the Army Gray Eagle plat-
form. The concurrent activation included facilities, equipment, tooling, training, and
the majority tech data needed for the Army workload. As a result, the Army experi-
enced minimal cost for tech order modification. WR—-ALC Commodities Maintenance
Group has initiated agreements with the US Navy Fleet Readiness Center-South-
east (FRC-SE) in Jacksonville, FL to establish a formal Continuity of Operations
plan for both the WR-ALC and FRC-SE to share industrial capability/capacity dur-
ing times of need (surge requirements, piece of equipment goes down, etc.).

3. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, what impact does aging infrastructure have on each of the serv-
ices’ ability to increase or sustain readiness?

LTG WYCHE. Among the challenges of an aging infrastructure is the fact that
those facilities built for WWII (60 percent of AMC’s overall real property inventory)
were not designed for sustaining the Army’s current and future equipment using
modern industrial processes. In older facilities, production lines are often configured
to fit the facility, with the corresponding impacts on efficiency and cost effectiveness.
The Command’s vision for the OIB infrastructure is modern, flexible, and efficient
facilities which are designed to enable current and future industrial best practices.
AMC’s approach to this challenge is two-fold. Where older facilities are structurally
sound, but have failing facility components (e.g. HVAC, electrical, roofing, etc.), the
Command seeks opportunities where is more economically prudent to restore or
modernize these facilities vice replacing them. Using operating funds, this approach
often addresses the problem more quickly and at less cost. The results often reset
the service life of these facilities. In other cases, the cost-effective or operationally-
effective solution is to fully recapitalize the facilities. These facilities are designed
to house modern industrial processes and facility standards (e.g. Quality of Work
Environment improvements such as fire safety, lighting, HVAC, latrines, etc.), to be
adapted quickly for new or expanded demands, and to reduce overhead costs par-
ticularly in terms of energy. With known demands across the AMC’s capabilities,
AMC estimates an annual need for $100 million in Restoration & Modernization
(R&M) and $300 million for MCA. Aging facilities limit the OIB’s ability to ramp-
up production to meet the Warfighter’s needs.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The age and capability of existing infrastructure does not sup-
port the complexity of new system requirements (i.e. increased power, HVAC cooling
for equipment test benches and larger servers, security requirements, etc.). The ma-
jority of Commander, Fleet Readiness Center support infrastructure consists of ob-
solete “World War II era” facilities in support of functions, systems and technologies
for which they were not designed. Approximately 76 percent of the Depots’ produc-
tion and manufacturing footprint (square footage) is more than 40 years old (Naval
Facilities Command (NAVFAC) useful life). Approximately 51 percent of overall fa-
cilities footprint is more than 67 years old (NAVFAC Physical Life). Changes in air-
craft size and complexity over the last 20 years present new challenges. The Super
Hornet is larger than the older F/A-18. The MV—-22 replaced the CH—46 and is con-
siderably larger and more complex. The F-35, the multiservice next generation air-
craft, presents new maintenance requirements. Considering the changes in the air-
craft and our dated facilities, many aspects of maintenance have become more chal-
lenging and complex maintenance tasks are more difficult or limited at best.

VADM MOooRE. With respect to our Naval Shipyards, the age of facilities is not
a definitive indicator of the ability of a facility to serve its intended function. Facili-
ties constructed for a use that is no longer relevant and that are repurposed for
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other uses can imply a loss of efficiency to conduct mission. For this response, the
term “aging infrastructure” refers to buildings no longer used for their original pur-
pose and have materially degraded due to a lack of sustainment and recapitaliza-
tion. Aging facilities, dry docks, and equipment infrastructure degrade the Ship-
yards’ ability to support fleet schedule and readiness requirements. Using Navy Fig-
ure of Merit assessment methodology, Naval Shipyard mission-essential facilities
are in worse condition (average score 65) than the overall Navy’s shore infrastruc-
ture (average score 80). Naval Shipyard facilities are WWII vintage and were built
for conventional ship construction vice modern nuclear ship repair processes. The
average age of Naval Shipyard facilities is 62 years, with some up to 200 years old.
Average Naval Shipyard capital equipment (acquisition cost greater than $250K)
age is 21 years old and increasing; this is six years greater than the industry-stand-
ard effective service life average age. Naval Shipyard capital equipment is typically
obsolete, unsupported by the original equipment manufacturers, and at operational
risk. Continued reliance on this significantly aged Naval Shipyard infrastructure in-
creases submarine and aircraft carrier availability costs and places schedules at
risk. This risk is caused by the mismatch in capacity and workload at the shipyards,
and having aging infrastructure does not help to increase capacity. This results in
passing workaround costs to the fleet and ultimately impacting Operational Avail-
ability when equipment downtime or degraded facilities impact critical path mainte-
nance requirements. NAVSEA and the Naval Shipyards are working with CNIC,
NAVFAC, and the fleet to develop an aligned, integrated, and defendable strategic
infrastructure plan for the Naval Shipyards. This study’s objective is to streamline
shipyard industrial processes to optimize availability schedules and execution. The
study is expected to be completed by the end of fiscal year 2017. Shipyard layout,
material handling equipment, logistics flow, new technology insertion, and overall
process density all impact the work efficiency. This analysis will not be constrained
by the current layout of utilities, logistics, buildings, or equipment and will provide
a prioritized, consolidated list of Naval Shipyard infrastructure investments
(MILCON, SRM special projects, and OPN capital equipment) needed to improve
throughput and return on investment at the Naval Shipyards and their detach-
ments. For the Regional Maintenance Centers, the private-sector contractor facili-
ties used are monitored through maintenance of Master Ship Repair and NAVSEA
dry-dock certifications. While private facilities have aging challenges similar to
those of the Naval Shipyards, investment decisions for maintenance and moderniza-
tion of these facilities are funded and executed by the respective private contractors.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Air Force Policy Directive (AFPD) 10-2, Readiness, defines AF
readiness as the ability of United States Air Force forces to deliver their designed
capabilities without unacceptable delay. Additionally, it states that the AF will ef-
fectively manage its resources by providing for the training, morale, health, and fit-
ness of its personnel and will provide the equipment, supplies, and infrastructure
required to execute all tasks related to the AF mission. The average age of AFSC
infrastructure now exceeds 40 years. The AF has primarily funded only New Mis-
sion MILCON requirements since fiscal year 2009. With the growing list of un-
funded Existing Mission MILCON requirements and an increasing backlog of facil-
ity maintenance, repair, and construction requirements ($2.5 billion in AFSC alone),
management of aging facilities has become a daunting task of operational risk man-
agement. Commanders at all levels are being forced to forgo facility projects which
may increase morale, improve efficiencies, reduce customer cost, potentially create
energy savings, and increase readiness in order to ensure work areas are safe, usa-
ble, and available for employees and that basic readiness requirements are being
maintained. AFSC readiness is tied more closely to its infrastructure than many
other AF units. As facilities continue to age without being modernized or replaced,
AFSC has no choice but to rely on these older facilities which are repair intensive
and not as flexible as new facilities. AFSC Air Logistics Complexes (ALCs) and Air
Base Wings (ABWs) cannot efficiently/effectively function without usable facilities to
support mission/readiness requirements. As facilities increase in age and funds to
sustain/repair them decrease, the number of backlogged repair requirements in-
crease. Each new unfunded requirement exponentially increases the risk of mission
failure and decreased readiness. The impact of aging facilities to AFSC readiness
is clearly represented in the following examples: At Oklahoma City Air Logistics
Complex (OC-ALC) an aging boiler deaerator tank, which supplies steam, chilled
water, and compressed air to over 13 depot maintenance facilities, failed. This single
failure shut down critical chemical cleaning and plating lines, driving a production
delay that cost the ALC $74,000 in indirect time and $20,000 in overtime to make
up for the lost production. At Warner-Robins Air Logistics Complex (WR-ALC) nu-
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merous structural issues identified in a building constructed in 1944 require produc-
tion personnel to vacate the area when wind speeds reach 35 knots (40 mph). This
joint use facility is a wooden structure and houses the AF’s only aircraft fire bottle
overhaul workload. There have been six (6) evacuations since the initial finding in
April 2015 resulting in a work stoppage that affects readiness for both the ALC and
ABW. Bottom line: As facilities continue to age and are not modernized or replaced,
AFSC faces an increasing challenge to comply with this Directive and deliver capa-
bilities without delay.

4. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, sustainment costs account for greater than 70 percent of the life-
cycle costs of a weapon system. Is weapons system sustainment being adequately
incorporated into initial acquisition planning for new weapon systems to ensure
these systems can be efficiently and effectively maintained over their life cycles?

LTG WycHE. While two primary mechanisms are in place to incorporate
sustainment considerations into early acquisition planning, their inconsistent appli-
cation in Army materiel system efforts may sub-optimize life cycle sustainment. The
first mechanism is found in the current Joint Capabilities Integration Development
System, which contains a mandatory Sustainment Key Performance Parameter (S—
KPP) that includes two primary components (operational availability and materiel
availability) and two supporting Key System Attributes (KSA) (reliability and oper-
ations and support costs). When all elements of this KPP are applied to a develop-
mental system it should drive higher reliability and lower sustainment costs. Part
of the Army’s challenge is having the ability to see itself and ensure compliance in
meeting a system S—KPP. Although the Army Requirements Oversight Council proc-
ess has been reinvigorated in the past few years, the S-KPP has been waived to
a lower KSA (or waived altogether) in several requirements documents as a means
for accelerating the acquisition strategy to deliver needed capabilities to the Army
more expeditiously. The second mechanism is the Life Cycle Sustainment Plan
(LCSP), which the Army requires for all acquisition category level Army programs.
DOD and Army recognize the importance of the LCSPs to assess system cost along
its lifecycle. Critical reviews of LCSPs, combined with emerging results of the
Army’s Operational and Sustainment Reviews (OSRs), have improved the content
and staffing process of Army LCSPs and emerging results from OSRs are providing
insights into the type of data collection needed within programs to better inform the
life cycle cost picture of Army systems. Finally, the Army Materiel Command has
partnered with the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and
Technology to develop Army policy to clearly define roles, responsibility and criteria
for programs to transition to sustainment. This policy will enable detailed planning,
and forecasting to ensure adequate funding as programs transition from production
and deployment to sustainment.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The Department of the Navy (DON) designed its acquisition
process, commonly referred to as the Navy Gate Review process, to ensure there is
no gap between the Requirements and Acquisition organizations so that the Navy
understands the relationship between requirements, technical feasibility, and cost.
The process requires the Navy/Marine Corps operational requirements leadership
and acquisition leadership to agree, and repeatedly affirm that agreement through-
out the development, acquisition, and sustainment of a system. The DON Gate Re-
view process was designed to ensure that cost and affordability are managed with
the same discipline and rigor as traditional performance requirements. The DON’s
Program Managers address the basic principles to get the requirement right, per-
form to a stable plan, and make every dollar count at each Gate Review wherever
they are in their program’s life cycle so that sustainment and its associated costs
are no longer an afterthought. DON acquisitions emphasize stable designs as well
as modularity and open architecture to reduce cost, extend service life, and increase
acquisition agility, including a focus on operating and support (O&S) cost early in
design. Earlier engagement on O&S and disposal costs enables Program Managers
to more fully evaluate system affordability and possible trade space leading to better
understanding of Total Cost earlier in the process, which in turn allows better in-
formed decisions. The DON’s Program Managers are tasked with understanding
what drives those costs and formulating a ‘should cost’ strategy to meaningfully re-
duce program cost or risk without substantively impacting key requirements regard-
less of what phase the program is in.

VADM MOORE. The Department of the Navy (DON) designed its acquisition proc-
ess, commonly referred to as the Navy Gate Review process, to ensure there is no
gap between the requirements and acquisition organizations so that the Navy un-
derstands the relationship between requirements, technical feasibility, and cost. The
process requires the Navy/Marine Corps operational requirements leadership and
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acquisition leadership to agree, and repeatedly affirm that agreement throughout
the development, acquisition, and sustainment of a system. The DON Gate Review
process was designed to ensure that cost and affordability are managed with the
same discipline and rigor as traditional performance requirements. The DON’s Pro-
gram Managers address the basic principles to get the requirement right, perform
to a stable plan, and make every dollar count at each Navy Gate Review wherever
they are in their program’s life cycle so that sustainment and its associated costs
are no longer an afterthought. DON acquisitions emphasize stable designs as well
as modularity and open architecture to reduce cost, extend service life, and increase
acquisition agility, including a focus on operating and support (O&S) cost early in
design. Earlier engagement on O&S and disposal costs enables Program Managers
to more fully evaluate system affordability and possible trade space leading to better
understanding of total cost earlier in the process, which in turn allows better in-
formed decisions. The DON’s Program Managers are tasked with understanding
what drives those costs and formulating a “should cost” strategy to meaningfully re-
duce program cost or risk without substantively impacting key requirements regard-
less of what phase the program is in.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEvY.Yes, the AF Lifecycle Management Center (AFLCMC) stood up a
Logistics (LG-LZ) Directorate that is focused on ensuring that product support is
adequately planned and implemented for all of our acquisition programs. AFLCMC/
LG-LZ has developed and continues to develop and deploy standard processes, tools,
templates, and training across the 12 product support elements, Lifecycle
Sustainment Plans and Product Support Business Case Analyses (BCAs). The LG—
LZ provides subject matter expert (SME) support to the program offices to assist
them with their product support planning to ensure their plans are adequate and
executable. The LG-LZ also reviews and coordinates on the Lifecycle Sustainment
Plans (LCSPs) that must address all product support elements in their sustainment
planning. AFLCMC also has assigned Product Support Managers (PSMs) within
each of the Programs. The PSMs report directly to the Program Manager (PM) and
are responsible for product support planning for that specific program. AFLCMC/
LG-LZ also works closely with SAF/AQD to ensure adequate, clear, and concise poli-
cies are in place that require the appropriate product support planning within the
acquisition process. AFLCMC has done a tremendous job in transitioning from the
three previous product centers focused on acquisition to one integrated Lifecycle
Management Center.

CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

5. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, is the existing OPM hiring process sufficient to meet your man-
ning needs?

LTG WycCHE. No, although there are many existing OPM hiring authorities such
as temporary, term and Schedule A hiring authorities, Veterans’ Recruitment Ap-
pointment, and the recently approved NDAA fiscal year 2017 Direct Hiring Author-
ity (DHA) that allow the Army Materiel Command (AMC) Defense Industrial Base
facilities to meet manning needs and enhance our ability to attract and hire highly
qualified candidates. However, these authorities cannot always address an imme-
diate need for a flexible workforce. For example, at reimbursable sites with a six-
year contract, current hiring authorities can only be used to hire temporary per-
sonnel for up to four years. Therefore, the sites are put in a dilemma to either hire
a permanent workforce and risk having to conduct reduction-in-force at the conclu-
sion of the workload or be subject to pre-planning within a few years to rehire and
retrain new personnel to fulfill contract requirements. The largest hurdle for AMC
activities is the USAJOBS application tool, because it is the only existing federal
hiring application system for all job seekers. For the blue collar applicants, this sys-
tem is not user-friendly, difficult to navigate, time consuming and more complex
than the skills they are required to have in the positions for which they are apply-
ing. There is also a lengthy process from the closing of the vacancy announcement
to the onboarding date, including extensive delays due to security clearance require-
ments. All of these items impact readiness when trying to meet immediate and spo-
radic mission surges.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Yes, the current hiring authorities and flexibilities authorized
by OPM are sufficient.

VADM MOORE. Yes, the current hiring authorities and flexibilities authorized by
OPM are sufficient.
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LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. No, the hiring process takes entirely too long. Hiring actions for
the Air Force Sustainment Center (AFSC) take on average 150 days for external
hires and 80 days for internal hires. AF, Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC), Air
Force Personnel Center (AFPC), and AFSC have to drive more process improve-
ments into the hiring timelines, measure results with 100 percent accuracy (we are
still not there yet), and expand flexibilities within laws, regulations, policy, etc. Spe-
cific areas AFSC is trying to improve are as follows:

1. The AF must take the initiative and work with stakeholders to map the se-
curity clearance process, as it hinders our employees from performing their
workload from hiring date until their clearances are approved.

2. The AF needs to work with stakeholders to figure out a way to pay alter-
native medical facilities to do drug testing and physicals. Right now the reg-
ulation states we can, but Financial Management (FM) has no methodology
to pay those providers directly for services rendered, as those that are hired
are not yet part of the government system.

3. Funding needs to be available and invested to move on-boarding and Engi-
neering (EN) recruiting from an enhanced version of an internal Microsoft®
capability (SharePoint) onto an acceptable iCloud for enterprise-wide accessi-
bility. These state-of-the-art designs can benefit the AF and give significant
returns on investment, but are hindered by lack of Human Resource (HR)
system development outside of the Defense Civilian Personnel Data System
(DCPDS) which houses all civilian personnel documents.

6. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, are your services utilizing the new hiring authorities in the fiscal
year 2017 NDAA?

LTG WycHE. AMC is working closely with the Department of the Army to review
and provide feedback on the implementation guidance on the following two authori-
ties: Temporary Direct Hire Authority (DHA) for Domestic Defense Industrial Base
Facilities (Sec 1125) and Temporary Personnel Flexibilities for Domestic Defense In-
dustrial Base Facilities Civilian Personnel (Sec 1132).

VADM GROSKLAGS. The Fleet Readiness Centers (FRCs) are not currently uti-
lizing the new hiring authorities in the fiscal year 2017 NDAA, as we are awaiting
implementing guidance. DOD/DoN implementing guidance is anticipated to be
issued in the near future, which would allow FRCs to utilize the new hiring authori-
ties, potentially in time for upcoming graduations.

VADM MOORE. The Department of the Navy is still creating service-specific in-
structions. However, NAVSEA has not been negatively impacted in its hiring efforts
and appreciates Congress’ interest and concern on this matter.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY.AFSC is positioned to use Direct Hiring Authority (DHA); however,
we have not received the delegation of authority from the Office of the Secretary
of Defense (OSD) to actually hire employees. AF anticipates the OSD delegation will
be made available in June 2017 and subsequent delegations (AF, Major Commands)
will follow soon after.

7. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, what more can Congress do to enable you to hire the civilians
you need to increase readiness?

LTG WYCHE. Maintaining and increasing readiness is the Department’s top pri-
ority. The Department has numerous human resources flexibilities at our disposal
to attract, recruit, and retain a highly skilled and diverse workforce, and we con-
tinuously review our authorities to ensure the right workforce planning and develop-
ment strategies and flexibilities are in place. Improving personnel practices is a pri-
ority, and the Department will continue to study and pursue opportunities to
streamline processes and reduce recruitment times. The Department appreciates
Congress’ interest in assisting in this endeavor.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The fiscal year 2017 NDAA direct hiring authorities will pro-
vide the Fleet Readiness Centers (FRCs) the ability to reduce cycle time and im-
prove the time it takes to staff workload requirements. In considering all depots
under the Commander, Fleet Readiness Centers, FRC—South West (FRC-SW) has
experienced the greatest struggle in being able to adequately staff to support cur-
rent depot workload requirements. Recent salary surveys for FRC—SW have indi-
cated a need to increase the salary rates for several occupational series to remain
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competitive with local, private sector employers. The disparity in pay has resulted
in a depletion of local skilled labor candidate pools. The Naval Air Systems Com-
mand has submitted a Federal Wage System Special Rate Request for San Diego,
California, through the Department of Navy Office of Civilian Human Resources
(OCHR). Approval of the Federal Wage System Special Rate Request for San Diego
would afford the ability to offer higher starting salaries to candidates; thereby, in-
creasing the offer acceptance rate of positions directly supporting fleet readiness.

VADM MOORE. With the hiring efforts of the last two fiscal years, the four Naval
Shipyards have processes and procedures in place to support the recruiting, hiring,
onboarding and 1nitial training necessary to meet the identified mission. As always,
the Navy appreciates the support of the Congress; however, improved Department
of Defense budget stability would help the Naval Shipyards in their ability to main-
tain a steady hiring rate, which would allow them to better manage attrition and
fluctuations in workload. Likewise with the Navy’s Regional Maintenance Centers
(RMC), improved Department of Defense budget stability would help to improve the
RMCs’ ability to meet their civilian staffing requirements and maintain a steady
hiring rate, which in turn would allow them to better manage attrition and work-
load increases. Without a stable budget, the hiring processes for the RMCs are in
a continual state of starts and stops, which hinders them from reaching their opti-
mal manning levels.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Maintaining and increasing readiness is the Department’s top pri-
ority. The Department has numerous human resources flexibilities at our disposal
to attract, recruit, and retain a highly skilled and diverse workforce, and we con-
tinuously review our authorities to ensure the right workforce planning and develop-
ment strategies and flexibilities are in place. Improving personnel practices is a pri-
ority, and the Department will continue to study and pursue opportunities to
streamline processes and reduce recruitment times. The Department appreciates
Congress’ interest in assisting in the foregoing.

8. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, what is the overall status of staffing at our depots, shipyards,
arsenals, and ammunition plants?

LTG WYCHE. Staffing shortfalls at AMC depots, arsenals, and ammunition plants
exist in all areas of our operations. Many sites are understaffed to support mission
requirements due to increased workload, attrition and challenges in recruiting that
have resulted in an imbalance in the permanent and term workforce composition.
Retirements/separations and time limited appointments leave a knowledge vacuum
that can jeopardize current and future customer support. It is estimated that ap-
proximately 20 percent of the workforce in the top fragile and critical skill sets are
eligible for retirement. Employees on time-limited appointments that have many
years of experience are likely to seek more stable employment. In many locations,
large numbers of personnel actions are on hold or were paused, due to recruitment
challenges and most recently the hiring freeze and its exemption process. Many
sites are operating at roughly 90 percent of their onboard strength against their re-
quirements. While management can use some of the available hiring and retention
flexibilities, the inability to offer more permanent or longer term employment
hinders them from having a more stable workforce.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The following is the status of civilian staffing at our three
aviation depots (Fleet Readiness Centers—FRCs): SITE On board as of 30 June
2017 (NWCF Only) Target (NWCF Only) Shortfall FRC Southwest 2,906 3,317—411
FRC Southeast 3,616 3,780—164 FRC East 3,548 3,564—16 TOTAL 10,070 10,661—
591 The fiscal year 2017 NDAA direct hiring authority will be a powerful lever in
addressing this shortfall at FRC SW.

VADM MOORE. The four Naval Shipyards are predicted to end fiscal year 2017
with a total end strength of 34,068 full-time employees (FTEs). This is above the
33,850 FTEs projected for fiscal year 2017 and allows the Navy to more rapidly in-
crease its Naval Shipyard workforce to the required 36,100 FTEs by fiscal year
2020. The Navy’s four Regional Maintenance Centers (RMC) have a current end
strength of 2,896. With 2,793 civilian personnel currently onboard, the RMCs’ ag-
gressive hiring plans with their processes and procedures that support the recruit-
ing, hiring, onboarding and initial training necessary to meet the identified mission
have been largely successful, despite the challenges of uncertain budgets and are
currently tracking to fill by the end of the year.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.
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Lt. Gen. LEVY. See chart below:

CIVILIAN MANNING REQUIREMENTS (5 May 2017)

pozen | o n | SSRA | ol | g
G | G | Lot | L)
(PECY | (OO-ALD) | (gg-aLe) | (WR-ALC)
Working Capital Fund (WCF)—

Unit Manning Document (UMD) .......ovevreerrrrecveeeeenmnnns 78211A 8036 10403 7554 25993
Other—UMD Multiple 32 3 4 39
Total UMD Authorizations N/A 8068 10406 7558 26032
WCF Assigned to UMD MPCN 78211A 7549 9441 6723 23713
Other Assigned to UMD MPCN ........ccooumrvvecereereesiesiesres Multiple 28 3 4 35
Total Assigned to UMD MPCN N/A 7577 9444 6727 23748
Percentage of Assigned vs UMD N/A 94% 91% 89% 91%
WCF—Overhire (Psuedo)—78211A .......covovrvererrrerereeennrrs 78211A 747 420 197 1364
Other Overhire (Psuedo) ASSIZNed .........cccooeeeecveemrverrrcirens Multiple 2 2 2 6
Total Overhire (Psuedo) Assigned N/A 749 422 199 1370
Total Assigned (UMD & psuedo) ............ocoomermmreernnncenns ALL 8326 9866 6926 25118
DELTA ALL -258 540 632 914
Percentage of Assigned vs Target w/ Overhires (OH) ....... N/A 103% 95% 92% 96%

SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE

9. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, how are each of you integrating software maintenance into your
core depot-level maintenance and repair operations?

LTG WyCHE. The Army is currently working initiatives to integrate software
maintenance into our core depot-level maintenance and repair operations. First, we
are in the process of establishing our software depot maintenance core capability.
During this previous budget cycle for fiscal year 2019-23, we developed a process
to determine the depot maintenance core requirements for software. Our goal is to
ultimately be able to report the needed core hours in the Biennial Core Report to
Congress. This process also includes establishing Army regulatory guidance on soft-
ware depot maintenance core capabilities. Second, we are in Phase III of our man-
power initiative to move contractor manpower needed to support software workload
to organic support. Phase I and Phase II has resulted in 96 authorizations with total
cost avoidance of $103.9 million.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division and Naval
Air Warfare Center Weapons Division were designated by the Secretary of the Navy
as Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE-10USC2474)) which facili-
tates their ability to partner across private (and public) sectors to execute depot-
level maintenance and product support for software for the Naval Aviation Enter-
prise (NAE). The NAE initiates its software maintenance planning prior to award
of contract with the conduct of a decision tree analysis for determining which Com-
puter Software Configuration Item (CSCI) will generate a Core sustaining workload
(10USC2464). As a part of the request for proposal, specifically sections L. and M
of contract and statement of work, we ask the vendor to identify the enablers e.g.
data rights, development and test environments, test procedures, according to a
Software Sustainability Package (SSP) Data Item Description. The SSP is to be used
in conjunction with a Contract Line Item Numbers (CLINs) or CLIN Options to pro-
cure the executable software and source files for a CSCI and is the primary software
sustainment document for each CSCI which could be maintained by non-original
equipment manufacturers (OEMs). During the latter stages of program develop-
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ment, a business case analysis is conducted to determine how each CSCI will be
maintained and by whom, e.g. OEM, organic (Government), third party vendor. A
software support activity is stood-up at one of the Warfare Centers to provide for
the sustainment of the software for both organic development and acquisition man-
agement of CSCls.

VADM MOORE. The Navy integrates software maintenance in accordance with its
Joint Fleet Maintenance Manual that directs all surface ship and submarine soft-
ware maintenance be integrated into depot-level maintenance and repair availabil-
ities. New or updated software updates are done by the Original Equipment Manu-
facturer (software developer) in concert with a designated Naval Warfare Center to
ensure proper integration into Navy platforms.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY.The AF considers software maintenance as a part of depot level
maintenance. As such, the AF has been reporting software as part of the annual
AF 50-50 report, the biennial core logistics capabilities (CORE) report, and exe-
cuting the workload within the AF Working Capital Fund for over 30 years. The
Air Force Sustainment Center (AFSC), with support from Air Force Materiel Com-
mand (AFMC) Logistics Directorate and SAF/AQD, continues to review the CORE
software requirements to ensure that the organic enterprise has the expertise and
capacity to support the warfighter. The AF software CORE requirement for fiscal
year 2017 is 4.271 million man-hours with AFSC estimated to produce 4.888M man-
hours across the three Air Logistic Complexes (ALCs). The ALCs provide subject
matter expertise to assist program offices to design for maintainability and depot
activation. AFSC works with the program offices to embed depot software engineer-
ing personnel with the Original Equipment Manufacturers (OEM) during Engineer-
ing Manufacturing and Development (EMD) for software intensive major weapon
systems to ensure low risk transitions to organic depot sustainment by I0C+4. The
AF maintains centers of excellence at each depot focused on the weapon systems
that they are assigned. This allows the AF to build and maintain the knowledge
base to support legacy systems, and build support for new weapon systems as they
are developed and deployed.

10. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, how does each service plan to address the growing importance
of software maintenance on your depot-level sustainment operations?

LTG WYCHE. We are committed to ensuring the Strategic Readiness of Command,
Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance
(C4ISR) solutions through synchronization and integration of life cycle sustainment
priorities with C4ISR Program Executive Officer/Program Manager requirements.
The continued budget constraints and lack of consistent funding has created con-
cerns when it comes to emerging and sustaining software requirements. In order to
address some of the concerns, we are combining our Enterprise License Agreements
with higher headquarters in order to reduce costs; working with the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army for Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology community to develop
sustainable solutions, identify depot maintenance efforts that are focused on readi-
ness, and working to grow the organic software maintenance capabilities. In Phase
III of our manpower initiative, we have regionalized some of the support teams
which have resulted in either cost savings or cost avoidances. As we move forward
and new systems come into the portfolio, it is critical that predicable and consistent
funding becomes available. In addition, The Army’s science and technology commu-
nity is addressing the growing importance of software maintenance by employing
modular open systems architecture, which will allow for faster, more flexible hard-
ware and software upgrades for depot-level sustainment operations. This effort is
known as hardware-software convergence. Older systems used single-purpose hard-
ware and software which lacked flexibility and competed for limited resources on a
given platform. Army depots are updating older hardware and hardware-based ar-
chitecture to newer, virtually-replicated functions in software that will reduce over-
all lifecycle costs, increase platform interoperability and reduce platform size,
weight, power and cooling requirements. Modular open systems architectures enable
a “plug and play” environment wherein new capabilities can be seamlessly inte-
grated into older platforms. For example, the Army will benefit from its incorpora-
tion of modular open systems architecture in the Future Vertical Lift program
through reduced burden on Army aviation depots at Corpus Christi Army Depot.
This architecture reduces Army depot requirements to sustain additional compo-
nents on platforms and eliminates redundant Government off-the-Shelf (GOTS)
items, saving time, money and other logistical burdens. Congress’ continued atten-
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tion to the Defense Department’s use of modular open systems architecture is appre-
ciated.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR) has been ad-
dressing the growing importance of software maintenance as a depot-level require-
ment for some time. The Secretary of the Navy designated our two primary Warfare
Centers as Centers of Industrial and Technical Excellence (CITE-10USC2474) to
enhance partnering for depot maintenance and product support. We have imple-
mented formal policies, processes, and procedures through Standard Work Packages
to ensure thorough life cycle software sustainment support for our weapon systems,
especially for software. Our Software Engineers are engaged early and upfront in
the development of the software for new weapon systems and typically stay with
that Program through fielding and operational employment. Software Engineers
support the NAVAIR Programs with software development contract management to
ensure the efficient and effective transition from development to sustainment is
planned and can be executed. We're investing in critical infrastructure to include
laboratories and software support activities to leverage capabilities and capacity to
ensure the most efficient, effective, and responsive software maintenance support.
We continue to invest in the development of the workforce and have developed and
delivered classroom and on the job training in the areas of open architecture stand-
ards, implementation of the Agile development process, complex algorithm develop-
ment, safety and secure coding standards. We’re focusing on the early procurement
of technical data/intellectual property and a software supportability package to en-
able us to reproduce, recreate, or recompile critical software for the sustainment of
the weapon system. We continue to emphasize the importance of software mainte-
nance and sustainment because, unlike hardware, the software is the enabler to in-
tegrating and interoperating among multiple systems and subsystems in the matrix
of our ever evolving battlespace.

VADM MOORE. The Navy Joint Fleet Maintenance Manual (JFMM) outlines the
process and requirements to deliver alterations to the Fleet to include software
maintenance updates and these address the growing importance of software mainte-
nance on our depot-level sustainment operations. Navy software Original Equip-
ment Manufacturer (OEM) developers continue to move to common software librar-
ies that enable continuous software maintenance in stride with the development of
warfighter capability enhancements. The testing, certification, and delivery of these
software maintenance updates are planned periodic warfighter improvements to en-
able a reduction in the overall cost. An increasing number of Navy OEM software
developers have adopted the Agile software development process that allows for im-
proved government involvement and engagement in the software development proc-
ess as well as improved software quality that reduces software maintenance require-
ments.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. Software maintenance workload continues to grow significantly in
both new and legacy weapon systems. In order to sustain our modern weapon sys-
tems, Air Force Sustainment Center (AFSC) is institutionalizing the involvement of
depot organic software engineers and computer scientists in all aspects of the Soft-
ware Development Lifecycle (SDLC) to include requirements analysis, design, imple-
mentation, integration, and test, including platform level software integration capa-
bility. AFSC’s goal is to utilize organic resources to sustain all sub-systems for
CORE workload designated systems which are projected to experience change
throughout the weapon system’s lifecycle. The highly integrated nature of modern
systems requires system architectural knowledge to properly consider impact of soft-
ware changes to the overall system. The AF continually evaluates the right mix of
organic and contract support of software centric systems. The AF works hard to de-
velop effective partnerships with industry to leverage the strengths of the depots
and private industry to deliver war winning cost effective capability to the war
fighter. AFSC continues to place emphasis on infrastructure investment; cybersecu-
rity; Scientist, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM) development and recruit-
ment programs; and industry leading process methodologies, like the Agile Software
Development framework, to ensure the organic workforce has the resources, capac-
ity, technical competence, and tools necessary to support emerging weapon systems.

MUNITIONS

11. Senator INHOFE. What is your assessment of the state of the munitions indus-
trial base?

LTG WycHE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana, and Lit.
Gen. Levy, the munitions industrial base faces significant challenges in meeting cur-
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rent operational requirements. Mortar, artillery, missile and bomb requirements
pose the greatest challenges. This is primarily due to facility capacity and workforce
capabilities. Today’s organic ammunition facilities and infrastructure were created
during the buildup prior to World War II. Although some modernization efforts have
been accomplished, we need additional modernization funding in order to maintain
and revitalize critical production base capabilities. Workforce challenges include im-
pacts from sequestration, which resulted in a loss of corporate knowledge and our
inability to retain certain desired skill sets. The current hiring freeze has further
compounded our workforce challenges.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The Department is concerned about the overall health of the
munitions industrial base. Since the end of the Cold War, the munitions develop-
ment and production market has declined. This decrease has resulted in aggressive
competition for a limited number of new munition program opportunities. Within
the munitions sector, two key prime contractors, Raytheon Missile Systems (a divi-
sion of the Raytheon Company) and the Lockheed-Martin Company account for ap-
proximately 85-90 percent of the Department of Defense’s (DOD) munitions pro-
curement funding. While there are small pockets of progress in expanding the muni-
tions industrial base, as the Department of the Navy’s successful efforts to mature
Orbital-ATK from a small business operation to a prime contractor for the Advanced
Anti-Radiation Guided Missile program, other similar efforts are not on the horizon.
While many industrial sectors that support our national security requirements are
also supported by commercial markets, the DOD munitions industrial sector is
mostly defense-unique. As a result, the munitions industrial base faces a number
of challenges such as sustaining munition design and engineering teams, and sus-
taining munitions sub-tier suppliers. The munitions industrial sector is routinely
impacted by shifts in DOD demand as a result of various factors, but mostly due
to budget fluctuations/constraints, the initiation or drawdown of conflicts, and the
reprogramming of resources from munitions accounts to pay for other higher prior-
ities due to the fungibility of munitions accounts. As a result of these concerns (and
others), the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manufacturing and Industrial
Base Policy (DASD(MIBP)) is initiating a new munitions industrial base resiliency
study. One of the study goals is to inform the development of a DOD-wide munitions
strategy to ensure the munitions industrial base remains healthy and is poised to
meet warfighter demands in a cost effective and timely manner. The Department
of the Navy (along with all other Services) is participating in this effort.
DASD(MIBP) anticipates this study to complete within the next twelve months.

VADM MOORE. The Department is concerned about the overall health of the mu-
nitions industrial base. Since the end of the Cold War, the munitions development
and production market has declined. This decrease has resulted in aggressive com-
petition for a limited number of new munition program opportunities. Within the
munitions sector, two key prime contractors, Raytheon Missile Systems (a division
of the Raytheon Company) and the Lockheed-Martin Company account for approxi-
mately 85-90 percent of the Department of Defense’s (DOD) munitions procurement
funding. While there are small pockets of progress in expanding the munitions in-
dustrial base, as the Department of the Navy’s successful efforts to mature Orbital-
ATK from a small business operation to a prime contractor for the Advanced Anti-
Radiation Guided Missile program, other similar efforts are not on the horizon.
While many industrial sectors that support our national security requirements are
also supported by commercial markets, the DOD munitions industrial sector is
mostly defense-unique. As a result, the munitions industrial base faces a number
of challenges such as sustaining munition design and engineering teams, and sus-
taining munitions sub-tier suppliers. The munitions industrial sector is routinely
impacted by shifts in DOD demand as a result of various factors, but mostly due
to budget fluctuations/constraints, the initiation or drawdown of conflicts, and the
reprogramming of resources from munitions accounts to pay for other higher prior-
ities due to the fungibility of munitions accounts. As a result of these concerns (and
others), the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manufacturing and Industrial
Base Policy (DASD(MIBP)) is initiating a new munitions industrial base resiliency
study. One of the study goals is to inform the development of a DOD-wide munitions
strategy to ensure the munitions industrial base remains healthy and is poised to
meet warfighter demands in a cost effective and timely manner. The Department
of the Navy (along with all other Services) is participating in this effort.
DASD(MIBP) anticipates this study to complete within the next twelve months.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. In fiscal year 2018, the munitions industrial base will be funded
to produce at their current maximum capacity to help replenish preferred munitions
(Small Diameter Bomb I [SDB-I], Joint Direct Attack Munition [JDAM], Hellfire)
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expended in overseas contingency operations and to increase inventory stockpiles.
The DOD is continuing to take the necessary actions to increase industry production
capacity for weapons with sustained high demand levels. However, industry still
needs a clear demand signal of consistent funding across the FYDP and strategic
investment to continue required industrial base growth and plan for future produc-
tion levels of preferred munitions.

12. Senator INHOFE. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, what is the current ability of the industrial base to support a
rapid buildup of inventories?

LTG WyYCHE. The ability to ramp up quickly is largely dependent on the type of
parts and the vendors who support those items. We do have supply chains that are
easier to ramp up and respond but the vast majority of our supply chains are much
slower to expansion. Demand signal and consistent/predictable funding are key in-
puts to improving the reaction of the supply chain to requirements. The munitions
industrial base would have significant challenges if required to support a rapid
buildup of inventory. Analysis of the projected increases to the Army’s requirements,
based on current planning guidance, show that we do not have the surge capacity
to produce or procure the required quantity of mortars, artillery, demolition items,
medium caliber munitions, missiles, or bombs. There is also a large amount of un-
serviceable ammunition stored in our storage depots, we need to pursue methods
to demilitarize the unserviceable ammunition in storage. Facility capacity and the
av%i{abﬂity of additional trained personnel are both factors that limit our surge ca-
pability.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Munitions programs are more readily adaptable to production
line and tooling investments as compared to large aircraft or ships programs. How-
ever, the rapid buildup of munitions inventories remains challenging because of ma-
terial lead-times, skilled work-force development timelines, supply-chain response
times and design/production requirements that ensures our munitions operate effec-
tively and safely in severe warfighting operating environments (e.g. across the elec-
tromagnetic spectrum, aircraft/shipboard environments, etc.). The Department of
Defense provides resources to the munitions industrial base to ramp-up production
in preparation for Major Combat Operations and when the Nation is engaged in
conflict; DOD quickly reduces those resources when hostilities diminish or cease.
Frequently, the DOD reprograms resources from munitions accounts to pay for other
higher priorities as these accounts are more ‘fungible’. This cycle of rapid ramp-ups
followed by declines of demand and production adds risk and significant capacity
management challenges to munitions prime contractors and their critical sub-tier
suppliers. This risk is exacerbated because many sub-tier suppliers do not have the
diversity of programs or products from other non-defense markets to support their
design and production skills. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manu-
facturing and Industrial Base Policy (DASD(MIBP)) has attempted to better manage
these industrial base challenges with assessments of data from their Sector-by-Sec-
tor, Tier-by-Tier (S2T2) data repository. S2T2 is a carefully compiled data base of
vendor capability, supply chain issues and manufacturing details regarding the pro-
duction of critical components, platforms and technologies. DASD(MIBP) analysis
consistently identifies the munitions sector as being under stress and at risk to meet
the demands of future warfighting requirements. DASD(MIBP) is initiating a new
munitions industrial base resiliency study in fiscal year 2017. One of the study goals
is to inform the development of a DOD-wide munitions strategy to ensure the muni-
tions industrial base remains healthy and is poised to meet warfighter demands in
a cost effective and timely manner. The Department of the Navy (along with all
other Services) is participating in this effort. DASD(MIBP) anticipates this study to
complete within the next twelve months.

VADM MOORE. Munitions programs are more readily adaptable to production line
and tooling investments as compared to large aircraft or ships programs. However,
the rapid buildup of munitions inventories remains challenging because of material
lead-times, skilled work-force development timelines, supply-chain response times
and design/production requirements that ensures our munitions operate effectively
and safely in severe warfighting operating environments (e.g. across the electro-
magnetic spectrum, aircraft/shipboard environments, etc.). The Department of De-
fense provides resources to the munitions industrial base to ramp-up production in
preparation for Major Combat Operations and when the Nation is engaged in con-
flict; DOD quickly reduces those resources when hostilities diminish or cease. Fre-
quently, the DOD reprograms resources from munitions accounts to pay for other
higher priorities as these accounts are more ‘fungible’. This cycle of rapid ramp-ups
followed by declines of demand and production adds risk and significant capacity
management challenges to munitions prime contractors and their critical sub-tier
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suppliers. This risk is exacerbated because many sub-tier suppliers do not have the
diversity of programs or products from other non-defense markets to support their
design and production skills. The Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manu-
facturing and Industrial Base Policy (DASD(MIBP)) has attempted to better manage
these industrial base challenges with assessments of data from their Sector-by-Sec-
tor, Tier-by-Tier (S2T2) data repository. S2T2 is a carefully compiled data base of
vendor capability, supply chain issues and manufacturing details regarding the pro-
duction of critical components, platforms and technologies. DASD(MIBP) analysis
consistently identifies the munitions sector as being under stress and at risk to meet
the demands of future warfighting requirements. DASD(MIBP) is initiating a new
munitions industrial base resiliency study in fiscal year 2017. One of the study goals
is to inform the development of a DOD-wide munitions strategy to ensure the muni-
tions industrial base remains healthy and is poised to meet warfighter demands in
a cost effective and timely manner. The Department of the Navy (along with all
other Services) is participating in this effort. DASD(MIBP) anticipates this study to
complete within the next twelve months.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. The munitions sector is primarily a defense-unique industrial sec-
tor. This sector is routinely impacted by significant shifts in DOD demand as a re-
sult of various factors, but mostly due to the initiation or drawdown of conflicts. Re-
supply of key munitions used in conflicts, as well as surge requirements for those
munitions during conflicts stress the industrial base. Numerous bottle-necks with
critical sub-tier suppliers preclude a rapid response to these increases in require-
ments, causing delays in deliveries and increased cost to the Department. The muni-
tions industrial base has supported recent DOD efforts to increase production capac-
ity for high-demand weapons. However, the time period between identification of a
production requirement and delivery of completed weapons can be from two to five
years. During this interval, funds are programmed into an upcoming Air Force
budget, funds are appropriated, a production contract is awarded, production com-
mences, and delivery is completed. This lengthy process limits the industrial base’s
ability to respond rapidly to major changes in production requirements. Investments
are being made in the current industrial base to be able to meet projected munitions
requirements over the next few years. However, this capacity can only be preserved
if stable base funding can be maintained.

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY SENATOR MAZIE HIRONO
HIRING FREEZE

13. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, an exemption to the Administration’s
civilian hiring freeze was granted for various positions including certain positions
at our nation’s public shipyards? Can you provide an update on how the waiver
process is working and do you see any residual effects of the hiring freeze which
could impact your ability to continue building a balanced and skilled workforce?

VADM MOORE. The hiring freeze waiver process has been working well for the
four Naval Shipyards. The Naval Shipyards have submitted and been approved for
more than 7,500 waivers with no denials. There was an initial reduction in
onboarding of new employees as the Department of Defense and Navy built and pro-
mulgated their hiring freeze waiver processes and procedures, but at this point any
necessary timelines for waiver approvals have been incorporated into the hiring
process, job offers are moving forward, and the 4 Naval Shipyards are back to reg-
ular onboarding of new employees.

IMPORTANCE OF MILCON TO READINESS

14. Senator HiroNO. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, each of the Services has requested additional MILCON funding
in the Supplemental Budget Request submitted by the President. Is the current
level of MILCON impacting the Services’ ability build the required capacity to in-
crease readiness; and if so, what MILCON projects are most important to increase
readiness?

LTG WyCHE. Current MILCON Army (MCA) funding is not adequate for meeting
the modernization needs of the Army’s Organic Industrial Base. Since Sequestra-
tion, budgets have forced the Army to accept risk in many areas. In terms of
MILCON, the past several POM cycles has seen historic lows in MCA funding. The
Army Materiel Command has been successful in mitigating risk in some cases
through the use of major renovations using R&M funding. But since fiscal year
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2010, AMC has averaged just $70 millionper year in projects. In order to modernize
the capacities and capabilities for the AMC, the Command estimates needing $300
million in MCA investment per year.

VADM GROSKLAGS. The current level of MILCON funding is limiting the ability
of the Fleet Readiness Centers (FRCs) to increase capability/capacity to the levels
necessary to support customer demands, new technologies and capabilities of emerg-
ing fleet aircraft. FRCs has the F/A-18 Avionics Repair Facility Replacement, Naval
Air Station (NAS) Lemoore, CA and the F-35B Vertical Lift Fan Test Facility, Ma-
rine Corps Airs Station (MCAS) Cherry Point, NC in the President’s Budget submis-
sion for funding in fiscal year 2018.

VADM MOORE. The following Naval Shipyard MILCON projects are planned for
fiscal year 2017: Activity Project Number Project Description Est. Cost ($000) Ports-
mouth NSY 371 Nuclear Facilities Utilities Improvements $30,119 Puget Sound
NSY & IMF 400 Submarine Refit Maintenance Support Facility (Phase 2) $21,476
Puget Sound NSY & IMF 438 Nuclear Environmental Monitoring Facility $6,704
Per title 10 U.S.C. 2476, the Naval Shipyards are funded to meet the statutory 6
percent minimum investment for the Navy’s maintenance depots. While this is ade-
quate to maintain existing mission-essential infrastructure functionality, it does not
provide appreciable productivity improvements across all four Naval Shipyards. For
fiscal year 2018 the Navy has identified approximately $134 million in MILCON re-
quirements to positively impact naval shipyard readiness, listed in priority order
below: Activity Project Number Project Description Est. Cost ($000) Portsmouth
NSY 293 Paint, Blast & Rubber Facility Consolidation $61,692 Norfolk NSY 257
CVN and SSN Ship Repair Training Facility $72,990.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. See chart below:

The current level of Military Construction (MILCON) funding forces Air Force
Sustainment Center (AFSC) leaders to fund new facilities in support of emerging
/new weapon systems before replacing existing mission facilities. Facilities with un-
safe / unusable work areas or facilities that do not meet basic readiness require-
ments are often unfunded, leaving commandersto find Maintenance and Repair
(M&R) funds to keep facilities usable. Funding in this manner increases readiness
as it relates to new mission, but leaves commanders struggling to sustain or in-
crease readiness of existing mission requirements.

This bias is best represented by MILCON funding related to AFSC’s Air Logistics
Complexes (ALCs). Since fiscal year (FY) 2012, approximately $212 million in fund-
ing has been approved for new mission depot MILCONs. In contrast, there have
been zero current mission depot MILCONs funded in the same timeframe. The Air
Base Wings (ABWs) have not fared much better. Unless a facility is beyond repair
(condemned) or directed by AF Leadership, funding for existing mission requirement
has not been approved.

Annually, AFSC submits approximately 60 combined new and existing mission
MILCON requirements. Most of these requirements have been submitted multiple
years but remain unfunded. Mission accomplishment and readiness is directly tied
to each of these requirements. In many cases, facilities have declined to non-rep-
arable conditions or workload has surpassed thefacility’s capability to support it. For
example, Ogden Air Logistics Complex (O0O-ALC) has submitted a requirement for
a Secure Software Facility since fiscal year 2012. This is the first of five (5) phases
based strictly on known software workload requirements and has an expected pay-
back of less than 15 months. Because this $29 million MILCON has not been fund-
ed, OO-ALC has been forced to lease temporary facilities and contract workload at
an annual cost almost twice that of the MILCON requirement to meet mission
needs/readiness!

AFSC submits its list of MILCON requirements for consideration at AFMC each
year. In the latest MILCON submission for fiscal year 2019, 61 projects were
prioritized and submitted for funding. These requirements support all mission/readi-
ness needs across AFSC’s three ALCs and ABWs. AFSC’s top 15 Existing Mission
MILCON requirements for fiscal year 2019 are shown in the following table:
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Fiscal Year 2019 Existing Mission MILCON Requirements

Priority ($ in millions)
1 Robins | Commercial Truck Gate 9,800
2 Tinker Commercial Vehicle Visitor Control Facility 13,400
3 Robins | Aircraft Fire Bottle Maint Fac 9,800
4 Robins | Control Tower/Base Ops Fac 13,200
5 Hill Consolidated Transportation Facility 20,600
6 Hill F-16 Emergency Power Unit Overhaul Facility 19,400
7 Robins | Depot Quality Control Lab 17,700
8 Hill Install New PCC Apron (Hot Pad 8) 9,200
9 Tinker ADAL Depot Aircraft Maint Fuel Dock 8,000

10 Hill Upgrade Industrial Waste Treatment Plant 7,900
11 Tinker Upgrade Building 3001 Infrastructure P4 21,000
12 Tinker Visitor's Quarters 23,000
13 Tinker Natural Gas Main Extension 3,950
14 Hill Secure Core Software Facility 28,300
15 Robins | Add to Software Support Fac Bldg 229 7,000

Note: Add/Alter (ADAL), Portland Cement Concrete (PCC)

BOTTLENECKS IN THE DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE

15. Senator HiroONO. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, the industrial base plays an important role in research and de-
velopment as well as design, production, delivery, and maintenance of weapon sys-
tems, vehicles, airplanes, and subsystems for the U.S. military. What types of bottle-
necks{) exist in the defense industrial base that will make it difficult to increase read-
iness?

LTG WyCHE. The primary bottlenecks continue to be the late release of funding
to the Organic Industrial Base customers. This results in them providing funds to
the Organic Industrial Base activities later in the fiscal year resulting in decreased
throughput and increased carryover. Carryover should be redefined to remove pro-
curement (3-year money) and other Department of Defense from annual carryover
rules. Decreased supply availability and backorders will drive the Army to continue
to have excess inventory (serviceable and unserviceable) and will result in our in-
ability to purchase and store critical repair parts required to support the joint
warfighter. Also, it has been increasingly difficult to maintain a steady skilled work-
force for the Organic Industrial Base facilities. If Organic Industrial Base sites were
granted permanent direct hiring authority for justifiable requirements, the hiring of
additional skills would alleviate issues in maintaining the human skills sets of core
capabilities. The restricted ability to realign resources from lesser priority programs
will impact the repair schedule and the inability to meet mission timelines. For ex-
ample, the Opposing Forces (OPFOR) equipment at our Combat Training Centers
has been neglected basically since before the war begin in 2003. Their primary vehi-
cles, the Opposing Force Surrogate Vehicle, are outdated and are a readiness chal-
lenge and do not provide our forces a realistic combat training scenario. In order
to improve readiness and support the increased training intensity the Opposing
Force Surrogate Vehicle must be repaired. This cannot be done under the continued
budget constraints levels. The Army has also determined that there is a valid need
for additional Brigade Combat Teams. The first brigade combat team to be built is
the 15th Armored Brigade Combat Team and this is generating a requirement to
send Paladins (howitzers) and Field Artillery Ammunition Support Vehicle (ammu-
nition supply vehicles) to Anniston Army Depot for maintenance. It is imperative
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that the Army rebuilds its combat capability to ensure it can meet the challenges
arising around the globe.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Increasing readiness is not necessarily a result of industrial
base bottlenecks but rather a function of a stable design, manufacturing, and oper-
ation & sustainment programs and budgets. With resource stability, a trained/high
performance work-force, continuity of operations, and prudent investments in manu-
facturing and depot tooling/robotics, the defense industrial base can sustain, and if
necezsary, surge to meet current and projected future warfighter readiness de-
mands.

VADM MOORE. Sustained readiness is a function of stable design, manufacturing,
and operation & sustainment programs and budgets. With resource stability, a
trained/high performance work-force, continuity of operations and prudent invest-
ments in manufacturing and depot tooling/robotics, the defense industrial base can
sustain, and if necessary, surge to meet current and projected future warfighter
readiness demands. The “bottlenecks,” or, more accurately, limiting factors, to the
defense industrial base’s ability to increase readiness, especially in the short term,
are the size of our highly skilled, public and private sector repair workforce, “floor
space” to perform the work (e.g. dry docks for ships), and the vendor base for repair
parts. All of these factors require years of lead time, and significant advanced fund-
ing, to increase capacity. The funding uncertainty of continuing resolutions every
year exacerbates the effects of those limiting factors, resulting in reduced private
sector capacity.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEvY. Unpredictability caused by continuing resolutions and changes in
mission inhibits industrial interest in supporting DOD, thus creating a bottleneck
of total defense industrial capacity. Unstable funding for sustainment and a lack of
proper enterprise weapon systems planning creates bottlenecks in material short-
ages/obsolescence issues, as well as provisioning and data rights, which in turn have
significant impacts on future planning and potentially readiness. In the organic in-
dustrial base, AFSC has a robust Diminishing Manufacturing Sources Material
Shortages (DMSMS) management plan for items highly likely to face obsolescence
issues. Pricing is risky on these items, creating huge spikes in material costs within
the production lead time, which impact profits on certain firm fixed price contracts,
causing some disinterest in getting involved in supporting the government require-
ments. In transitioning from acquisition to sustainment with new weapon systems,
initial provisioning and government ownership of technical data are limiting factors
and a recurring bottleneck to organic sustainment. We can’t afford to continue man-
aging data rights tactically. Air Force doctrine calls for disparate parts of different
functions to be brought together intelligently to achieve unity of effort and unity of
command in order to obtain the best effects. The government wants to “own” the
technical baseline by working to solve the technical data problem at the strategic
level. Within our laws, regulations, and policies, the disparity of understanding ex-
ists in the industrial base as to what rights we should or should not have or how
to go about enforcing our rights to obtain the correct data packages from our indus-
trial partners. Creating stable funding for the future and having better sustainment
and acquisition planning early in the lifecycle of weapons systems will help elimi-
nate bottlenecks and keep our force ready.

GROUND EQUIPMENT CHALLENGES

16. Senator HIRONO. LTG Wyche and LtGen Dana, are there any specific ground
equipment readiness challenges that are impacted by the defense industrial base?

LTG WyYCHE. Fiscal uncertainty and lack of a demand signal that drove us to this
poor supply availability makes it difficult to optimize our processes; resulting in
higher operating costs, production delays and increased carryover. The lack of a de-
mand signal over an extended period of time, extended contract lead times for crit-
ical items, and obsolescence all impact ground equipment readiness. We believe we
are largely past the major lead time hurdles and we have our buying activities fo-
cused on further reducing lead-times. The Defense Logistics Agency is pursuing a
number of system wide omnibus contracts with our Original Equipment Manufac-
turers to reduce lead-times and to aid with replacement of obsolete parts.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

17. Senator HiIrRONO. LTG Wyche and LtGen Dana, what is the operational tempo
at your installation depots and do you anticipate a backlog in Depot level mainte-
nance for any specific reason?
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LTG WyYCHE. The OIB is currently work-loaded to meet requirements and posi-
tioned to surge in support of Contingency Operations. Backlog is workload that has
not yet been funded and the Army does have a number of unfunded hardware and
software requirements. Without proper depot maintenance funding, the Army will
not be able to perform aviation rebuilds or receive the required missile recertifi-
cation and upgrades to system software that are required and critical to ensure
weapon systems communicate on the battlefield. Furthermore, the Army has other
depot maintenance funding requirements generated by unforeseen/unplanned mis-
sions. The restricted ability to realign resources from lesser priority programs will
impact the repair schedule and the inability to meet mission timelines.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

NATIONAL GUARD’S ROLE IN READINESS

18. Senator HIRONO. Lieutenant General Levy, what role can the Air National
Guard play in increasing readiness?

Lt. Gen. LEVY. The critical role of the ANG towards our nation’s readiness is well
known and acknowledged. Their transition from a strategic reserve to an oper-
ational force that fights seamlessly with the joint force is an enabling factor in our
nation’s capabilities. There is more to be done within the Total Force Association
(TFA) arena in regards to the AFSC’s internal readiness and its ability to strength-
en the readiness of the warfighter. The AFSC already benefits from a limited but
highly successful partnering with the ANG. The 126th Supply Chain Operations
Squadron (ANG) at Scott AFB, IL and the 192d Supply Chain Operations Flight
(ANG) at Langley AFB, VA, provide integral and critical support to the AFSC’s
635th Supply Chain Operations Wing, maintaining the same standards of oper-
ational readiness and cross-component operational capabilities for daily and surge
operations as their Active Duty counterparts. This same kind of relationship could
be explored for our Air Logistics Complexes (ALC). For instance, establishing asso-
ciations with ANG Squadrons at each Depot could leverage the experience and capa-
bility of ANG maintainers in order to provide responsive blue-suit wartime surge
capability, help grow and preserve our critical aircraft maintenance career fields, (a
true core-competency of the ANG), and most importantly, augment our critical Expe-
ditionary Maintenance (EDMX) and Aircraft Battle Damage Repair (ABDR) require-
ments as well as other areas. While not traditional unit-equipped squadrons, they
could be built upon wartime task-able Unit Type Codes (UTCs) fulfilling require-
ments of a gaining Major Command (MAJCOM), necessary for legitimate Air Re-
serve Command (ARC) mission establishment. Such a concept, of course, is reliant
on availability of ANG manpower and their willingness to place it accordingly. The
AFSC stands ready to explore this readiness enhancing potential Total Force part-
nership with the ANG. In addition, ANG units also have exceptional field level ca-
pabilities that are being explored to augment AFMC’s existing expertise for surge
requirements especially related to legacy aircraft parts and structural repairs.

19. Senator HIRONO. Lieutenant General Wyche, what is your opinion of the
Guard’s role in Army readiness?

LTG WyCHE. The National Guard plays a vital and integral role in total Army
Readiness with 78 percent of Army Sustainment Force Structure residing the Re-
serve Component and much of that Force Structure is at the National Guard states
and territory level. The National Guard has fully participated in contingency oper-
ations for 15 years and is currently ramping up additional Brigade Combat Teams
to make them available for the Chief of Staff of the Army utilization as needed
around the globe. There are challenges to raise and maintain the Readiness of addi-
tional combat forces from the National Guard. The Total Army Enterprise is work-
ing together to ensure those forces are ready because National Guard Readiness is
Army Readiness.

INNOVATION IN READINESS

20. Senator HIRONO. LTG Wyche, VADM Grosklags, VADM Moore, LtGen Dana,
and Lt. Gen. Levy, what steps have each of you taken to work with industry leaders
to bring advanced technologies and manufacturing techniques back into the Depart-
ment and integrated those concepts into the Department of Defense’s industrial
base?

LTG WYCHE. Both the Private Industry and the Organic Industrial Base are
equally critical to providing readiness to the Army and our partners within the
other services. Public-Private-Partnerships improve capabilities and performance
through cooperative agreements. Through these 200 active partnerships, industry
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can take advantage of the critical capabilities and skill sets developed by the Army’s
Organic Industrial Base and the Organic Industrial Base can take advantage of the
advanced technologies and manufacturing techniques offered by industry. Private
Industry continues to play a very significant role providing equipment for our great
Army. Our Original Equipment Manufacturers produced the Abrams Tank, Bradley
Fighting Vehicle, AH-64 Apache Helicopter, UH-60 Blackhawk Helicopter and more
recently the Mine Resistance Ambush Protected and Route Clearance Vehicles. The
Organic Industrial Base is thoroughly integrated with private industry and has
been properly equipped to sustain each system previously mentioned. The Head-
quarters, Army Materiel Command and its LCMCs regularly conduct Industry Fo-
rums with the private industry to discuss warfighter and industry needs, areas of
concern, and collaborate on future initiatives important to sustaining the joint
warfighter.

VADM GROSKLAGS. Efforts to modernize Navy depots and the organic industrial
base are essential to improve readiness. Advanced Digital Manufacturing (ADM)
technologies like 3D printing can accelerate how maintenance, repair and overhaul
(MRO) activities sustain Navy and Marine Corps aircraft. Digital manufacturing
technologies can shorten the “design to production cycle,” optimize new designs and
enable cost-effective, on-demand manufacture of components or those for which no
parts are available. In the last two years Naval Air Systems Command (NAVAIR)
has been developing processes to print 3D metal “flight-critical” components that
meet required design and safety criteria. NAVAIR flew its first metal flight critical
component, a titanium engine nacelle link and attachment on the MV-22B in July
of 2016. NAVAIR is scaling up integration of digital manufacturing with Navy or-
ganic depots and industry counterparts. Integration includes investments in stand-
ards, qualification and certification approaches for repairs, tooling, support equip-
ment, and end use components. For example, in March 2017 NAVAIR approved and
put into the U.S. Government supply system a 3D printable H-1 Helicopter Helmet
Visor Clip. The original part, a small clip that supports the helmet visor, was a $200
item that had a month long procurement lead time. It can now be made “on-de-
mand” for a recurring cost of $0.75 per unit. The standards being developed are not
unique to NAVAIR. NAVAIR is working across the Department to align and lever-
age the work that the Naval Sea Systems Command, U.S. Marine Corp, U.S. Air
Force, and U.S. Army are doing to employ 3D printing and other ADM technologies.
Additionally, NAVAIR has reached out to original equipment manufacturers and
commercial vendors to understand how they are employing 3D/ADM in similar ap-
plications. The standards in development intended to enable use of this technology
across the Department of Defense industrial base. ADM technology does not stand
alone. It requires an investment in digital infrastructure, digital data, and cyber se-
curity to full leverage. Modernizing our depots and organic industrial base must in-
clude the investments in improving, managing and securing our digital data.

VADM MOooRE. Efforts to modernize Navy shipbuilding and the organic industrial
base are essential to improve readiness and the Navy has worked with industry to
integrate advanced technologies and manufacturing techniques into the industrial
base. The National Shipbuilding Research Program (NSRP), managed through the
Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), provides a collaborative framework for
shipbuilders and maintainers to share best practices and is designed to reduce the
total ownership costs in both the Government and private sectors. NSRP partici-
pants include the five NAVSEA-affiliated Program Executive Offices, the United
States Coast Guard, and 11 major private shipbuilding firms. The program supports
soliciting, selecting and executing shipbuilding, ship repair and maintenance, and
ship modernization research and development projects. In addition, NSRP serves a
critical role by providing a public forum for industry-wide networking, technology
transfer and discussion of current Navy and industry areas of interest. The transfer
of the technologies and tools NSRP project teams are developing for both the ship-
building industry and the Navy is at the core of the program’s mission. Another im-
portant function NSRP serves is fostering strong relationships with industry and
Navy associations and organizations, including the American Society of Naval Engi-
neers, Marine Machinery Association, Navy League, Naval Submarine League,
ShipTech, and Society of Navy Architects and Marine Engineers. In addition to
NSRP, NAVSEA uses its Small Business Innovation Research and Small Business
Technology Transfer (SBIR/STTR) Programs to fund innovative small businesses to
develop technology, processes, and products to meet critical warfighter needs, in-
cluding maintenance reductions and improvements, total ownership costs, and obso-
lescence concerns. The NAVSEA SBIR/STTR Program serves as an on-ramp for the
small business industrial base to participate in NAVSEA technology development,
and NAVSEA has an excellent record of transitioning SBIR/STTR Phase I and
Phase II technology development efforts to SBIR Phase III and into DOD acquisition
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programs. The NAVSEA SBIR/STTR Program conducts outreach events that engage
small businesses and associated organizations, universities and laboratories, and
large prime contractors to expand the country’s industrial base. Starting in August
2015, NAVSEA has hosted a Small Business Industry Day at its headquarters at
the Washington Navy Yard to increase small business participation and interaction
between the command and underserved companies. NAVSEA is hosting the 2017
Small Business Industry Day on August 8.

LtGen Dana did not respond in time for printing. When received, answer
will be retained in committee files.

Lt. Gen. LEVY. The Air Force Sustainment Center (AFSC) continually pursues ad-
vanced technologies and manufacturing techniques to incorporate into the
sustainment environment by partnering with industry and academia. There is a
structured pipeline through which promising technologies are developed, manufac-
turing readiness is improved, and mature systems are incorporated into the produc-
tion environment. The Technology Development and Insertion Process (TDIP) team
collects and prioritizes technology needs from AFSC organizations. The AFSC TDIP
portfolio has over 100 ongoing efforts between industry and the technology needing
organization. These projects vary greatly from maximizing efficiency, increasing
process controls, increasing safety, developing smarter software, lowering energy or
waste of our process and more. Limited key examples include: Maturation of Ad-
vanced Manufacturing for Low-cost Sustainment (MAMLS): AFSC is a member of
the Sustainment Advisory Committee for this program executed though the America
Makes cooperative agreement. Structured as a public-private partnership with mem-
ber organizations from industry, academia, government, and non-government agen-
cies, America Makes is the national accelerator for additive manufacturing (AM)
and 3D printing (3DP) and is the nation’s leading and collaborative partner in AM
and 3DP technology research, discovery, creation, and innovation to increase our na-
tion’s global manufacturing competitiveness. Laser Depaint: Exercising commercial
off the shelf robotics and lasers in the new application of aerospace coatings (paint)
removal. This multi-year effort is close to fully operational on F-16s, with follow-
on work and approval for A-10s, missile transport trailers, and munition trailers.
Additionally, handheld lasers developed through this effort are in use in the field
and will be further qualified for depot operations. Additive Manufacturing: Polymer
3DP capabilities are currently in use creating tooling, dies, molds, fixtures, drill
templates, shop aids, and prototype parts. Efforts are on-going to bring metal 3DP
capabilities on-line, both organically and through industry partnering. Immediate
implications are to the agility and speed with which parts and support equipment
can be produced to drastically decrease production time. Robotics: Focused on four
major goals—1) remove personnel from hazardous environments, 2) perform tasks
that personnel cannot do, 3) improve effectiveness/efficiency/quality, and 4) replace
custom-built, one-of-a-kind, proprietary systems. Examples currently implemented
include: 35,000 psi water blasting, High Velocity Oxygen Fuel (HVOF'), Cold Spray,
C-130 Prop grinding, Flash-Jet paint removal, Shot Peening, Plastic Media Blast-
ing, and Low Plasticity Burnishing (LPB). Advanced Metal Finishing Facility
(AMFF): Utilizes remotely operated computer controlled technology to conduct over
twenty metal finishing operations. These enhancements include production prepara-
tion areas that remove operators from the processing environment; resulting in a
95 percent reduction in hazardous chemical exposure inherent to electroplating op-
erations. Smart Manufacturing: Suite of sensors monitoring production machinery
parameters such as pressure, flow, lubricating oil degradation, and vibration param-
eters enables Conditions Based Maintenance. Hailed as a “success story” by profes-
sional organizations, this program demonstrated the potential benefits of “smart”
manufacturing technologies. Additional Advanced Technologies Being Pursued:
Reconfigurable Machining Centers, Voice Directed Inspection System, Confined
Space Monitoring System, Energy Conservation Projects, Networked Sensor Sys-
tems, Honeycomb Sandwich Structure Inspection, Automatic Water Stripping, Ad-
vanced Corrosion Resistant Coatings, High Precision X—Ray Plating Technologies/
Chromium Reduction, In-Situ Coating Property Sensor, Plume Opt Powder Injec-
tion, 3D Printed Masking for Plasma Spray, Sonic Infrared Crack Detection, Con-
forming Anodes and Masking, Strip Solution Optimization, Advance Machining
Process for Shrouded Turbine Blades, Counterfeit Electronics Detection, Exoskeleton
Suit, Advanced Nondestructive Inspection, Laser Scanning, and Predictive Mainte-
nance systems.

SKILLED LABOR ON SHIPYARDS

21. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, reports show that skilled welders and
technically skilled machinist can make upwards of $300,000 in the private sector.
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Are you facing a challenge in trying to recruit and retain these highly skilled team
members in the wake of the outstanding private sector opportunities which are
available to them? Besides the opportunity to serve our country and work on vital
national assets, what are you able to offer these highly qualified and sought after
individuals?

VADM MOORE. Yes, it is an issue in terms of technically skilled mechanics. For
example, in the Tidewater area of Virginia, Norfolk Naval Shipyard (NNSY) has lost
skilled mechanics to the private sector, which offers up to about $34.00 an hour for
highly skilled welders versus about $27.00 an hour for a top-step, nuclear pipe weld-
er at NNSY. Naval Shipyards will be submitting a request for tiered incentives (i.e.,
higher pay levels, special-act awards, incentives, etc.) based on critical skills and ad-
vanced qualifications as a retention tool and recognition of skill mastery by the end
of the calendar year. Additionally, NNSY has submitted requests for approval of Di-
rect Hire Authority for targeted skills (i.e., experienced/journeyman level machin-
ists, welders, et al).

ROLE OF PRIVATE SHIPYARDS

22. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, according to Vice Chief of Naval Oper-
ations Admiral Bill Moran, the attack submarine Boise has been sitting pier side
for about 47 months for a maintenance cycle that usually takes about 24 months
to complete. This has led the Navy to solicit bids from private shipyards for this
maintenance cycle. How can we capitalize on the private sector to help get mainte-
nance back on schedule?

VADM MOORE. For clarification, Vice Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Bill
Moran’s comment was referring to the USS Albany (SSN 753) Engineered Overhaul
(EOH). USS Albany’s EOH was planned to complete in 28.3 months, but is now pro-
jected to complete in 47.3 months. USS Boise’s (SSN 764) certification for Unre-
stricted Operations (URO) expired in June 2016 and she has been moored pier side
since then because Norfolk Naval Shipyard, and the other naval shipyards, lacked
the capacity to perform the EOH. There are two main avenues the Navy can take
to capitalize on the private sector to help get maintenance back on schedule. First,
the Navy can contract out entire availabilities to the two nuclear qualified private
shipyards, General Dynamics-Electric Boat (GDEB) and Huntington Ingalls Indus-
tries-Newport News Shipbuilding (HII-NNS), when temporary peaks in workload
exceed the naval shipyards’ capacity. The Navy has done this in the past and is in
the process of conducting a limited competition between GDEB and HII-NNS for
USS Boise’s EOH. The Navy has recently contracted to the private sector to conduct
the following submarine depot maintenance availabilities: USS Montpelier (SSN
765) fiscal year 2016 Interim Dry Docking, awarded to GDEB in May 2015; USS
Columbus (SSN 762) fiscal year 2017 EOH, awarded to HII-NNS in August 2015;
and USS Helena (SSN 725) fiscal year 2018 Drydock Selected Restricted Availability
(DSRA), in process for award to HII-NNS, expected July 2017. The private sector
capacity to do this work is limited by their dry dock space and competing workload
from the Navy’s CVN and submarine new construction programs. While more flexi-
ble than the government, the private shipyards face similar challenges as the naval
shipyards in rapidly growing their capacity because of the time required to recruit
and train skilled workers. Second, the Navy can contract out some of the work on
availabilities conducted in the naval shipyards to the private sector. This is an ap-
proach the Navy is starting to use more to address the workload-to-workforce mis-
match over the next few years in parallel with hiring. It opens up the potential ven-
dor base beyond the two nuclear qualified shipbuilders and can help address specific
skill shortages in the naval shipyards that would otherwise drive delays. However,
this approach also has drawbacks. The work is more costly than comparable work
performed by the naval shipyards’ organic workforce, and requires additional gov-
ernment resources for contract oversight and support services.

23. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, what role does the private-public part-
nership play in ship maintenance and the Navy’s ability to effectively plan and exe-
cute maintenance on ships?

VADM MOORE. Public-private partnerships play a critical role in planning and
executing ship maintenance. Naval Shipyards, NAVSEA introduced the concept of
One Shipyard in 2001, describing an industrial base workload and resource enter-
prise set up to achieve the most efficient ship maintenance for the fleet under a
“surge, sustain and reconstitute” operational construct. One Shipyard focused on
schedule and quality through standardized processes, resource sharing among public
shipyards, and partnering with private shipyards. Other vital elements included a
corporate approach to material support and the resolution of critical skill shortages.
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The concept has matured, and today the Naval Shipyards and private shipyards ef-
fectively partner to routinely share both work and resources to efficiently deliver
fleet maintenance. Four Naval Shipyards collaborate with one another and with pri-
vate industrial organizations to improve industrial processes, implement best prac-
tices and to obtain new technology for industrial work. Further collaboration occurs
through Carrier Team One, Submarine Team One, National Shipbuilding Research
Program, Commercial Technology for Maintenance Activities, such as the National
Centers for Manufacturing Sciences program, NAVSEA Warfare Centers, Manufac-
turing Technology, Repair Technology, and implementation of solutions from private
industry trade shows.

24. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, has the current means and methods of
surface ship maintenance execution in Pearl Harbor supported the Fleet’s require-
ments for cost, schedule and quality?

VADM MOORE. Yes. Surface ship maintenance is moving in the right direction
when it comes to both schedule and cost performance. The quality of the work meets
fleet requirements. The Navy is implementing contracting, planning and execution
processes improvements nationwide and we are seeing positive results in Pearl Har-
bor. On-time delivery performance is on par with our four major homeport areas.
Historically, cost performance at Pearl Harbor as measured by growth and new
work has been higher than CONUS port averages, but has shown significant im-
provement with above average performance over the last three years as evidenced
by a cost growth reduction of 33 percent.

25. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, has the current means and methods of
surface ship maintenance execution in Pearl Harbor provided stability and predict-
ability to the Pearl Harbor industrial base?

VADM MOORE. Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Fa-
cility (PHNSY & IMF) and the Hawaii Regional Maintenance Center (HRMC) work
closely with Commander, Pacific Fleet (COMPACFLT), Commander Naval Surface
Forces, Pacific (CNSP), Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA), and
Commander, Navy Regional Maintenance Center (CNRMC) representatives, on the
Fleet Availability Scheduling Team (FAST) to schedule surface ship maintenance.
The FAST projects the ship operating schedules and estimates the future windows
for repair availabilities according to the Optimized-Fleet Response Plan (OFRP).
The team adjusts the repair periods for individual ships to ensure that the workload
for each port is executable. It also balances the need to meet O—FRP requirements
with the desire to level the workload for the port as much as possible and, thereby,
provide stability for the industrial base in each port. The FAST product is a work-
load schedule that is provided to the Pearl Harbor industrial base for its planning
purposes.

26. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, does the Navy view industrial base pre-
dictrit)bil;ty and stability as integral to the maintenance of surface ships at Pearl
Harbor?

VADM MOORE. Industrial base stability and workload predictability are critical
to maintaining our ships affordably and in a quality manner at all of our industrial
ports, including Pearl Harbor. Stable and accurate workload forecasts are key to fos-
tering an environment of well-planned, well-managed, and well-executed mainte-
nance availabilities. Maintaining stable workloads also allows for the necessary
number of skilled trade workers to be hired, trained, and available as needed to sup-
port the projected workload. Key to ensuring a stable workload is maintaining suffi-
cient funding each year to meet the fleet’s maintenance requirements.

LONG-TERM TDY REQUIREMENTS.

27. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, in January 2016 your predecessor Ad-
miral Hilarides wrote a letter to the per diem committee on behalf of the Navy re-
questing an immediate waiver for naval shipyard civilian workers from the change
in long term TDY per diem policies. Do you agree with the waiver request? Some
relief was provided by the most recent NDAA. Can you provide information on how
this waiver process is working? Are waivers being processed in a timely and efficient
manner to support these long term assignments?

VADM MOORE. Yes, NAVSEA agrees with the waiver request previously sub-
mitted by VADM Hilarides. Revisions to the Joint Travel Regulations by the Per
Diem, Travel, and Transportation Allowance Committee have been completed, in-
cluding the most recent changes authorized in NDAA 2017. With the Acting Sec-
retary of the Navy delegating waiver approval authority to the 3-star Flag Officer
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or civilian SES equivalent, NAVSEA updated its travel instruction accordingly. The
Commander, Pacific Fleet and Commander, United States Fleet Forces Command
are in the process of issuing instructions to their cognizant Naval Shipyards for
waiver requests for full rate per diem. NAVSEA has not received any waiver re-
quests to day for personnel assigned to the NAVSEA budget office, but is committed
to processing any future requests in a timely manner.

28. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, how has the implementation of this pol-
icy change impacted the readiness of our fleet, recruiting and retention at our ship-
yards and the morale of these important members of the Navy team?

VADM MOORE. Activity Project Number Project Description Est. Cost ($000)
Portsmouth NSY 371 Nuclear Facilities Utilities Improvements $30,119 Puget
Sound NSY & IMF 400 Submarine Refit Maintenance Support Facility (Phase 2)
$21,476 Puget Sound NSY & IMF 438 Nuclear Environmental Monitoring Facility
$6,704 Per title 10 U.S.C. 2476, the Naval Shipyards are funded to meet the statu-
tory 6 percent minimum investment for the Navy’s maintenance depots. While this
is adequate to maintain existing mission-essential infrastructure functionality, it
does not provide appreciable productivity improvements across all four Naval Ship-
yards. For fiscal year 2018 the Navy has identified approximately $134 million in
MILCON requirements to positively impact naval shipyard readiness, listed in pri-
ority order below: Activity Project Number Project Description Est. Cost ($000)
Portsmouth NSY 293 Paint, Blast & Rubber Facility Consolidation $61,692 Norfolk
NSY 257 CVN and SSN Ship Repair Training Facility $72,990.

29. Senator HIRONO. Vice Admiral Moore, while ensuring that every taxpayer dol-
lar is used wisely and efficiently should always be a top priority for government de-
cision makers, can you talk about any unintended consequences which have resulted
as this policy change has been implemented? This could be related to additional
tasking to staff to work on waivers, processing of travel claims, availability of will-
ing experts to go work in places over the long term, the cost of using more people
to fill the same long term assignment, morale etc.

VADM MOORE. Whenever a Department of the Navy civilian is on travel for tem-
porary duty (TDY) that extends beyond 30 days, the reduced per diem rules apply.
The employee will receive reduced per diem for Meals and Incidental Expenses
(M&IE) at the rate of 75 percent of locality per diem rates for the locality of the
TDY with a duration of 31-180 days and 55 percent for TDY of 181 days or more.
Similarly, the employee will receive reduced per diem for lodging of 75 percent of
the locality rates for TDY of 31-180 days and 55 percent for TDY of 181 days or
more. These reduced per diem rates for long-term travel for temporary duty (TDY)
extending beyond 30 days have resulted in unintended consequences including re-
quired additional administrative work to process travel orders and travel claims,
and to process waivers. It has also resulted in reduced availability of subject matter
experts to engage in long-term TDY because of the additional cost that must be
borne by the traveler on top of being away from home for extended periods of time.
In the face of a lack of volunteers for long-term TDY, some union contracts require
the Government to first direct junior personnel to go on the long term travel before
directing senior subject matter experts which can result in the need for additional
personnel to fulfill the assignment to ensure that the work can be accomplished. All
of these unintended consequences increase the cost of the long-term TDY to the Gov-
ernment and reduce workforce morale. Specifically with respect to the additional ad-
ministrative cost of processing waivers, once reduced per diem applies, there are at
least 4 waiver processes that the employee could need that add to the administra-
tive burden of processing travel orders and travel claims: (1) If TDY is projected to
exceed 180 days, a waiver is required to permit the TDY to extend beyond 180 days;
(2) If the employee cannot find lodging for the amount of the reduced per diem at
the locality to which the employee will travel, he or she must ask the government
travel service provider (CWTSatoTravel) for assistance. If CWTSatoTravel cannot
find lodging for the employee at the reduced rate, the employee must seek a waiver
of the reduced rate for lodging to permit reimbursement of actual expenses for lodg-
ing for up to the amount of the locality per diem which ordinarily requires the em-
ployee to provide receipts for actual expenses; (3) The employee may request a waiv-
er of the reduced per diem for M&IE at the locality to permit the employee to be
reimbursed for actual expenses up to the amount of the locality per diem rate which
ordinarily requires the employee to provide receipts for actual expenses; and, (4)
Under the Fiscal Year 2017 National Defense Authorization Act, the employee may
request their approving three-star flag officer/general officer or above to waive the
need for the employee to keep and submit actual receipts. Specifically with respect
to the lack of volunteers for long-term TDY, before implementation of the reduced
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per-diem requirements, the Naval Shipyards never needed to issue a directed travel
letter to their employees to cover long-term TDY. With the advent of the reduced
per-diem rules, Puget Sound Naval Shipyard and Intermediate Maintenance Facility
(PSNS & IMF) has discovered that issuing such letters is now a common occurrence.
Based on a recent survey of primary activities with the need to use long-term TDY,
mandatory assignment of employees (directed travel) to TDY assignments from
PSNS & IMF has climbed from 0 percent through 5 percent to as high as 39 percent
of those workers being asked to travel. Because of the lower per-diem allowances,
employees have expressed significant concerns that they risk paying a portion of ex-
penses out of pocket and, therefore, no longer volunteer for, or decline, the long-term
TDY assignments. The result is that ordered/directed long-term TDY is now com-
mon and negatively impacts ship maintenance efficiency and employee morale and
performance. Additionally, under some union contracts, ordered travel may impose
reverse seniority rules whereby less experienced junior employees are sent to per-
form highly technical work, introducing increased risk to quality and to scheduled
completion dates. This poses a significant concern as employees selected for tem-
porary duty assignments must have the qualification and expertise required for suc-
cessful execution of maintenance work and is compensated for by sending additional
personnel to accomplish the work. Having a highly qualified team of skilled experts
committed to maintaining Navy readiness is critical to mission success. The new per
diem rules contained in the fiscal year 2017 NDAA will help alleviate some of these
challenges.
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