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Good Morning. It’s great to be here so early in the morning and particularly with the Society of Naval Engineers. As I’ve mentioned I’m a Naval Academy graduate and I can only think what my naval engineering professor would think if he could see me up here. Two thoughts come to mind: he would either be impressed or in shock and I think the latter would probably be what it would be in that case. 

I do appreciate the opportunity to come and talk to you, and not just about the things that are important to me but also to be able to take your questions and participate in a discussion on something that is really so important, not just to the Navy but I submit to the Nation in several, several dimensions. To me, ships are the Navy. There are other things that we have—that we use—but the essence of who we are really gets to the topics of ships as being central to our purpose. So as we talk about this—we have about an hour—I think we can sort out all the issues relating to shipbuilding and then we can get on and go on with other things.

But I think in the title of the symposium that you’re holding is important: The enabling of deportable ships for the 21st Century needs. I think that there are two assumptions in that title that I thought about that ships can be made affordable, I believe they can be and they must be. And that the needs of the 21st century are different than the needs of previous centuries and I would like to talk a little bit about that and put it in the context really of our maritime strategy. Not to make this a bumper sticker for the maritime strategy but in the time since we have issued it has become widely accepted, indeed I would submit among our international colleagues, my counterparts and navies around the world. I think the strategy is a statement that is respected and that is being—I will use the term “plagiarized” in the positive sense—by many of the navies around the world. That strategy has also shaped and formed much of my decision making because if you were to ask members of my staff when I came in and the points I made to them was: if you are working on something and it doesn’t tie to the capabilities of the maritime strategy, you should be asking serious questions about what you are working on because the strategy lays out our plan for the future. I also believe that as we engage on this topic it is important that at the very top of the list must be to consider the needs of the  war fighters. That’s why we have a Navy to be able to go out and operate in the far reaches of the world and to be able to conduct prompt, sustained, combat operations. That is why we have a Navy. We use that Navy for many other purposes but at the end of the day that’s what we must be able to do with that which we procure and maintain and modernize. The challenge is compounded by the fact that we have to deal with long lay times in shipbuilding to be able to look that far into the future and to be able to see a world in which we think we’ll live and operate is not the easiest thing to do. I often remind myself of the fact that when Secretary McNamara was going through his confirmation hearing way back in the 60’s, no one asked him about a country called Vietnam. When then Secretary Cheney was going through his confirmation hearings no one asked him about Kuwait and Iraq and when Secretary Rumsfeld was going through his confirmation hearings the country of Afghanistan never came up so how do you try to put in place the capabilities, the strategies and the investments to address a world that is sometimes very unclear.
But I believe that in our strategy we have laid out capabilities that address the type of world that we are going to live in for the foreseeable future. The strategy has been characterized and even captivated by a couple of what some would call the softer end of naval capabilities, and I’ll talk about those in a bit.  But the strategy really does affirm that we will remain a global Navy, that we will be a forward Navy because in being global and being forward you can respond. I am often congratulated on behalf of our Sailors and the entire support team behind that, how quick we are able to respond to things. They say you’re very quick out of the blocks, you bring a great capability and you have a wonderful Navy and there is no question that we are quick out of the blocks and that we are a wonderful Navy. But the reason we arrive so quickly is because we are there. We were there in the vicinity of Burma when someone needed a response, we had ships albeit a very small number, that were able to move into the Black Sea in the recent conflict between Russia and Georgia. We are there when the need arises to shift airpower from Iraq to Afghanistan and the United States Navy can do it in a matter of days, not weeks, to establish infrastructure ashore.  So that’s how we are. We are global. I believe that if we are to remain a global power, a global maritime power, the need to be forward is imperative for this nation.
That force that we have forward has to be able to deter. It has to be able to present forces, present options so that those who have a certain course of action in their mind realize that that course of action is not a good one because of the capability that we have put in that area that will cause them to think again and that requires a Navy that has credible power and credible capability and credible capacity. It can’t simple be done through, ‘we’ll just put a ship here,’ and something that is becoming more and more en vogue, we’ll have a great strategic communications plan. That can give you the big paper tiger if you’re not careful. So it has to be a credible force. We also have to be able to project power because quite frankly that’s what underpins your deterrence. And that power projection we have in our Navy is like no other maritime force in the world today or in the world of yesterday. We can project power off of our aircraft carriers in fact in Iraq 51 percent of the fixed wing sorties that support our troops on the ground are naval – United States Navy, United States Marine Corps. In Afghanistan, over 40 percent of the fixed wing missions are naval, coming off of our aircraft carriers and that is a significant percentage of air power that the United States Navy provides. Power projection can also come off of our submarines and it can come off our combatants in the form of Tomahawk missiles. It can come out of our amphibious ships in the form of the United States Marines. That’s where our power projection is. We must be able to control the seas, size and location to be determined but we have to be able to control the seas to prevent any disruption to our access or any disruption to the flow of resources, goods. Or in the case of conflict, the logistics that enable us to be that global Navy and that global force. But the strategy also calls out for two other capabilities: One is maritime security.  Key because in the globalized world that we live in the flows of resources, the flows of products are more time critical today than perhaps they have ever been. Disruptions to that maritime flow will have far reaching effects, not just to our prosperity but to the prosperity of our friends and allies, everywhere around the world. So we have to be able to put together the concepts of processes that allow us to understand what’s moving on, under and above the sea. To work cooperatively with other nations, with other agencies, to ensure we understand that flow so that if we have to take any action or if we have to support any of our friends in taking action that we can do that. So maritime security is a much more prominent dimension and capability within our strategy of the future. Disaster response, we’ve been doing that since the first sea farers went to sea, it’s just who we are. It’s our culture. If someone is in trouble whether on the sea or in the littoral we respond and we sort out the details later on. That’s who we are. But we also saw that in our ability to respond we can improve that and we can also increase levels of cooperative activity if we become more proactive in humanitarian assistance. And since the tsunami of 2004 when we made the decision that we were going to start going down this proactive road, we’ve mounted 10 significant proactive humanitarian missions from our hospital ships, from our large amphibious ships, in Southeast Asia, South America and in West Africa, that all told, have treated almost 300,000 people, performed over 3,000 surgeries and touched the lives of countless others in those under-served communities. So those are the six capabilities. 

We also said that we were going to concentrate our efforts in two general geographic areas and that was a matter of great debate as we were developing the strategy. Those areas are the Western Pacific and the Arabian Gulf/Indian Ocean region. There are many that said if you only name a couple then you are going to leave others out. But those two areas we really believe fuel our safety, our security and moreover our prosperity and the prosperity of key allies and friends around the world. It doesn’t mean we neglect the other areas. As I mentioned I believe we’ve had more activity in Africa in the last two years than we’ve had in the last 20 years combined. We have had more activity in and around South America in the last couple of years with our humanitarian missions, major exercises and the creation of an operational fleet, the 4th fleet, that is now focused on South America. So it doesn’t mean to neglect those areas, all it means is that those two areas are prevalent. So those are the general capabilities but as we also look at our future we have to look at the types of threats because we can always get into the debate about capability-based or threat-based. I personally believe that you have to be able to blend the two together. Capabilities are something that we have to focus on but we can’t take our eye off the threats. What I have seen in my operational experiences over the last decade and most of that time has been out at operational commands. I have been one of the fortunate few to intersperse my Washington assignments by a period of 10 years. I think that’s a good spacing (laughs)…but we have seen the proliferation of more advanced weapons. The first that comes to mind is the ballistic missile threat. In 1972 there were nine countries, states that possessed ballistic missiles. In 1990 there were 16 and in 2006 there was 25. So that’s a nation every three years that’s acquiring ballistic missile capability and we’re also seeing that ballistic missiles, in varying ranges, do not just belong to states but as we’ve seen in Lebanon, some not-state actors can acquire them. And the probability of a ballistic missile with a mass of a weapon of mass destruction, one can say, is perhaps more likely today than it was during the Cold War because of the protocols, because of the overwhelming consequences of an exchange of that, and we’re not tempered by the same strengths. But it’s not just limited to ballistic missiles, advanced anti ship cruise missiles are also proliferated. We saw that in 2006 when Hezbollah launched a CA02 and nearly sank the Israeli ship Hamod. Seventy countries, 40 of them in the developing world possess more than 75,000 anti-ship cruise missiles. That’s what’s out there. 
I believe that we in the United States Navy have the most advanced and capable integrated air missile defense process capability to defend against these threats. The question for me, and I’ll talk about it later, is really one of capacity but that’s the environment in which we are operating. Before 2006 if someone had told us we were going into Lebanon to do a non-combatant evacuation we would’ve sailed our amphibious ships in there, we would’ve had a nice tight force protection scheme around those ships as we went into port. We would’ve loaded our American citizens and taken them to a safe haven. Today given what we’ve seen in the last two years you’re going to have to go into places like that with a much more robust and much longer view and significant view as to the type of protection that you’re going to have to put around that force as you approach the country. 

Having been a creature of the Pacific for the last few years, you cannot be out there and not think about submarines. Not just sub-par submarines but the others that are proliferated. For me as the Commander of the Pacific Fleet, submarines were the big area of my *inaudible* (18:07) In fact I became such an advocate of submarines that many of my community thought that I had gone over to the dark side but they really are doing some unbelievable work. But on the other side of the coin when you see the developments that are taking place and the proliferation of submarines in the Pacific, indeed around the world, it is no longer, can no longer, be viewed by anyone as a relic of the Cold War, which I think there are some who may think in those terms. In the next two decades, 36 countries will buy some 280 submarines. You know our build rate and our portion of that is not that significant. But 20 years 280 more submarines and you understand the capability that now exists in some of those submarines. They’re ability to operate quietly, to operate for long periods of time without having to come up in that vulnerable period of recharging batteries. The Todaro, an Italian submarine, participated in a U.S. joint task force exercise off the coast of Virginia. That ship made the transit from the Mediterranean to the United States – small, conventional submarine, extraordinarily quiet, has made the transatlantic voyage. But those submarines are going to be out there and that number that I talked about—280—does not include UUVs which I believe are going to become another platform or weapon of the future. Nor does it include small or midget submarines. Those are not in the capitols. So those are still things that we have to deal with. 

So as Ive looked at some of those trends, and I know that this is an issue that many of you are interested in, many of you are involved in one way or another. How have I taken a lot of that information and how has it shaped my thinking? And the first item that I’ll talk about is that as I came back from Washington and I brought my fleet perspectives and I dug into programs here and looked at the analysis that underpins some of those programs. I began to look very hard at the DDG-1000. It’s a very well run program. I think the program office that is running that should be commended for what they have put together for the controls and how well that program is being run. The ship indeed has significant technological advances on it: a technology that is going to benefit our Navy in many ways and in many forms. It has a well conceived engineering systems approach to it but as I said at the very outset, what does the war fighter need? And that is what drove my thinking and technology does not always equate to relevant capability. We must be always mindful of the fact that there’s technology and then there’s relevant capability. And as I’ve looked at DDG-1000 I began to see in the world that we envision in the future gaps in the capability that are resident in that ship and they are there for a variety of reasons. The program was conceived in the early 90’s, it has evolved over time. The world has changed markedly since the early 90’s. The threats we see today are increasing at a faster rate in capability and capacity in recent years than they did as DDG-1000 was coming along. It does not account for the more complex integrated air missile defense environment in which we will operate. Self defense is great but you have to defend more than just yourself. Integrated area defense is what we have to do. Ballistic missile defense is going to become more prevalent. When we recently put together a test of ballistic missile capability in Middle East and Europe, we had to have a Pacific Fleet ship in the Mediterranean because it would be passing and to a certain degree because of the way we had biased our ballistic missile capability towards the Pacific. When you look at antisubmarine warfare no question, it is optimized for the littoral. Our challenge is not just in the littoral, it’s in the blue water. It’s where we will be able to mass our forces to be able to project power from those forces and it will be at a distance because there are other war fighting requirements as you project power that have to be taken into account. Expanding and much more sophisticated integrated air defenses on the part of the other guy, so where are you relative to that? Where is your air power? How are you able to project that air power? Those have to be taken into account. Antisubmarine warfare decisions that were made relative to the ship, where we have removed the organic weapons capability apart from the helicopter on that ship. Quiet, stealthy, no question about it. Get within 2,500 yards of a submarine, you got a real problem and so there are certain vulnerabilities there. And for that reason, that is what drove my thinking to truncate the 1000, take advantage of that technology, learn from that technology, because there are 10 new ones on that ship to include a rather radical hull form and propulsion. Clearly one area that we must learn from are the reduced manning technologies that are going to be on that ship because we have to bring crew size down on all of our ships, not just future ships. We have to then be able to take what we learn from that technology and roll it back into the fleet of being because we are going to have to bring the number of people afloat down. We can get into the economics of that later on. 

So we can take advantage of that yet continue to build a relevant capability and even at a small margin increase capacity with what we originally had planned. Did I go into this decision lightly? Absolutely not. I knew it was going to be met with great interests, controversy and discussion but to me the easiest thing would’ve been to do nothing but I couldn’t do that. Because to me we always have to think about what the war fighter, what that Sailor is going to need in the environments that they are going to face. But in our calculus for this we did and will continue to consider the industrial base. We cannot not do that as the most significant procurer of surface ships particularly in the United States. That has to be part of our calculus. 

The other area that is clear to me as you look at our strategy whether it is in the four core capabilities: the global Navy, the deterrent force, sea control, power projection or the area of maritime security and even humanitarian assistance/disaster response much of that is going to take place in the littoral areas or in archipelagos so the capability to get in there operate there to be able to move around quickly to be able to address a variety of threats, whether it’s antisubmarine warfare or mine warfare or surface warfare that is what drives my thinking and my advocacy of the littoral combat ship. 65 percent of the world’s oil reserves and 35 percent of the world’s gas reserves reside in the littorals and if we have a navy that is not able to operate in that band of what I call the green water, then we are going to be disadvantaged. And we have to be able to operate in numbers in those types of environments and we have to be able to move very quickly in that environment. LCS fits the bill. There is no question, LCS has had its set of challenges but I predict about four years from now, five years from now, it will have a thousand fathers and that is ok with me.

But also for me is what I’ll call the capability of capacity. Capacity becomes a capability. The ability to be able to be there to not have to go great distances to respond you have to have capacity to do that and we must think of that as a capability, a capability that quite frankly no other Navy has. Just go back in history, to include last year and just draw graphs of some of the more significant maritime nations in the world and see which way capacity is going. The Royal Navy, a great navy, our closest partner—the one navy that does so much at the capability level that we do. I just read an article where I think they are going to go down to 22 combatants, that’s a significant change. Capacity makes a difference, being able to be out there. Right now we have more than 40 percent of our fleet deployed and if you look at how much of the fleet is underway it’s only a few percentage points above that, which means you’re either deployed or you’re back at homeport and we need to get that capacity going. I talked about my naval engineering professor. When I was in class struggling with the topic, the United States Navy 641 ships. In the Reagan area, many of whom in here are a part of, the mantra was 600 ship navy. I and the pleasure of being the official counter of the 600 ship navy and we got there, held on with our finger tips for awhile and then we came down and today we’re out 282 and moving very slowly around that number. But take a look at that fleet size and capacity on the types of threats and the trends that we’re seeing in those threats and that’s what we have to be able to progress. I think that in some areas we’re doing some great work. I applaud our submarine program for what they have done; getting the cost of Virginia where it needs to be, driving it down and it’s a great submarine. As you all know the New Hampshire just delivered in August, was to have been delivered in April. A lot of folks would say, there you go again. It was supposed to be delivered in April now it’s August, only the years are different, it was supposed to be April of ’09 and it’s August of ’08. So I think that just speaks volumes about what we’re doing there. 
We also are starting to move, perhaps not quickly enough in areas of open architecture because I think that’s going to give us increased flexibility. We’re about halfway through with the modernization of Bunker Hill. This is our first step in that regard. The cruiser modernization is key to us because we need those ships not just for their capability but for the capacity that we are going to need to have the types of defense and offense that we are going to have to deal with in the future.
I also believe that we have to really become very serious about commonality of hull forms among different ship classes and look at where we are going what we will have to replace in the future. And not start with a blank sheet of paper every time.  We have some great hull forms out there that need to be adapted to other applications. For example we’re going to have to replace the LSD’s in the not to distant future. Why should that be a different hull form? Why should that have a completely different set of engineering into coal systems? Clearly configurations may have to be modified a bit but why can’t we do that. 
We’re going to have to replace our command ships—the Mount Whitney at the Blue Ridge. There are some who say, ‘well you can still do everything from shore, you can to reach back.’ I don’t subscribe to that. The ability for us as a maritime commander, the ability for us as a joint task force commander to be able to be in remote areas with robust command and communications I think is an asset that the nation needs, that the Navy needs. 
But again why do we have to look at a different hull form than perhaps something we have already built today. 
When I talked to some of my colleagues in the Pacific when I was a JTF commander they said well if you were to take a large amphibious ship or a large auxiliary the JTF staff wouldn’t fit on it. Have you ever been on a LPD 17 or a T-AKE? My answer is, make the staff smaller and you’re going to solve all problems. I think that’s what we have to do. 
We also have to take advantage of optimal manning, reduced manning. That’s why the manning technologies that are underway in the 1000 program are so important, same with LCS. We also have to make sure that we put in place the other structures that when you bring an LCS in with a crew of forty, and you’ve been on them and you see what the real estate is that exists on that ship. What structure do we have in place to take care of that ship so that we can get the life out of it that we need, because I can tell you that the forty sailors are going to be pretty darn busy fighting the fight and not fighting the corrosion and the maintenance and other things.

We have to become much more aggressive in our use of unmanned vehicles, air, surface, and underwater.  

I believe that our technology has us much further ahead than our culture. And we have to collectively drive to more aggressive use of applications and innovation with unmanned systems. They can stay there longer. The technology allows them to alert other aspects of our force if there’s something that needs to be attended to. And I think that’s and area that we really have to push hard. All of this is going to take a lot of tough decisions. I had the pleasure for the last few years of blissfully running fleets around the world’s oceans, and looking back at Washington I’ve been trying to figure out why they couldn’t get me more money and resources to do what Sailors needed to do. The tables have turned. And now the running the fleets of the past is exactly that. And my job as I see it is to make sure the fleet is ready to do what it must do. And I will tell you that it is. If you go around the world as I did about a month ago, and if you go and talk to our Sailors whether they’re  on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan, and oh by the way there are 15,000 on the ground in those countries, in the Horn of Africa. Or if you go aboard as I did the USS RUSSELL that’s a ship that’s in the Mediterranean participating in the BMD exercise. Those Sailors get it, and they are moving the concept forward while most of us back here are working with PowerPoint, they’re making the trons move, and they’re writing the book on how to make this stuff happen.  Or if you go aboard the DEXTROUS, a little MCM in the Arabian Gulf, and you talk to the Sailors on there you look them in the eye and that individual Sailor that you’re talking to will convince you that it’s because of him that the Straights of Horn are open and that’s what they are doing. 
And you move into the Pacific and you see the same thing. You go aboard our ships and submarines and they are doing great stuff. And we have to make the right decisions. Look for the right investments to give them the tools that they need. 

And the other thing that we must do in the United States Navy is regain our credibility when it comes to talking about shipbuilding and cost associated with shipbuilding. We have lost our credibility. We have got to get it back. And we have got to get it back by making the right decisions and being absolutely forthright and direct and honest when we talk about our shipbuilding programs. 

So with that I’ll open the floor to question, and I thank you for your attention.
