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INOUYE: 

    The hearing will come to order. The subcommittee meets this morning to receive testimony on F.Y. 2011 budget requests for the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. 

    And I'm pleased to welcome the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Ray Mabus, the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Gary Roughead, and the Commandant of the Marine Corps, General James Conway, and I look forward to their testimony. 

    The President's request includes $160.6 billion to pay for the personnel, operations, maintenance and acquisition programs of the Navy and Marine Corps. The request also includes $18.5 billion to pay for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan in 2011, and $3.8 billion to cover the additional costs of the surge in Afghanistan this year. 

    The committee will hold a separate hearing on March 25 to examine the 2010 surge supplemental request in more detail. The Navy and Marine Corps continue to be standard bearers in this country's ability to project power and maintain regional stability. Today, sailors and Marines are serving on the front lines in Iraq and Afghanistan. Every day these men and women are working to support our troops in harm's way, train foreign security forces, and carry out dangerous combat missions. 

    In addition, our forward presence in the Asian Pacific, Middle East, Caribbean, and elsewhere serves to assure our friends and our allies, as well as deter possible adversaries. Our forward bases and ships at sea keep trade routes secure, ease regional tensions, and respond to humanitarian emergencies. I particularly commend the life- saving efforts of our military personnel after the devastating earthquake in Haiti.

    As the subcommittee reviews the fiscal year 2011 budget request, it is clear that the Navy and Marine Corps will continue to deal with a number of challenges, particularly with the expensive acquisition programs. Delays in programs like the Joint Strike Fighter, the CH- 53K helicopter, and the Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle can force modernization funds to be used for sustaining all the capabilities in addition to the increased development and procurement costs. Congress will continue to exercise close oversight on balancing the investment in future capabilities with the demand to sustain current equipment. 

    The committee will also have important questions about the plans for ship building. The Navy has initiated work on the next generation ballistic missile submarine which includes a major research and development program and a per-ship cost of approximately $7 billion. With long range estimates of the ship building budget expected to average $16 billion over the next 30 years, many are concerned about the pressure the submarine will place on ship building budgets beginning ten years from now. 

    Also, in ship building, the Navy is committed to a new acquisition strategy for the Littoral Combat Ship that emphasizes competition to bring down costs while providing the best capability. With all the recent criticism of earmarks in the newspapers, it is important to note that the Navy would not be able to pursue the new acquisition strategy this year if the Appropriations Committee had not added $60 million in unauthorized funds to last year's budget. I believe when the history of this program is written, the additional funds by Congress will result in substantial savings to the U.S. taxpayer. 

    Finally, I'd like to commend the witnesses on their commitment to supporting the needs of sailors and Marines who serve our country. Both the Navy and Marine Corps are experiencing very strong rates of recruiting and retention, and I would hope that our witnesses will elaborate in their opening statement on the initiative to take care of our men and our women in uniform. The full statements of each of the witnesses will be made part of the official record. And now I am pleased and honored to turn to the Vice Chairman of the committee, Senator Cochran. 


COCHRAN: 

    Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. 

    I want to join you, I'm pleased to join you in welcoming this distinguished panel of witnesses to discuss the budget request for the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps in the next fiscal year. 

    It is particularly good to see my friend, Secretary Ray Mabus, Secretary of the Navy, who is serving with distinction in that capacity and served as our governor of Mississippi, and is a good friend. We're glad to see him in this very important position. We look forward to hearing your testimony and assure that we want to do what we need to do here to provide the funding so that we maintain a strong, mobile, and effective Navy and Marine Corps team to protect the security interests of our great country. 


INOUYE: 

    Senator Bond, would you care to make a statement?


BOND: 

    Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator Cochran, and thank you Mr. Chairman for your concise description of how this committee has provided vitally needed assistance to all branches of the service, and without it we would have had many shortfalls. 

    But we welcome Secretary Mabus, Admiral Roughead, General Conway, for appearing before the subcommittee today. 

    I'm particularly interested in our nation's carrier fleet, the backbone of our military's ability to project power and peace around the world. As we all know, the F/A-18 Hornets and Super Hornets are the backbone of the carrier-based Strike Fighter aviation fleet. These aircraft are providing support for our war fighters through close air support mission to ground forces with an unmatched deterrent capability. 

    The F/A-18 continues to be the Navy's only strike fighter with advanced air-to-ground and air-to-air operational capability and the continued procurement of these aircraft is, I believe, very necessary to address the Navy shortfall. In other words, to apply Secretary Gates' statement, I think procuring F/A-18's is absolutely necessary. 

    Secretary Gates said that he was advocating a shift away from 99 percent explicit service Centrix (ph) platforms that are so costly and so complex that they take forever to build, and only then in very limited quantities. With the pace of technological and geopolitical change, and the range of possible contingencies, we must look more to the 80 percent solution. The multi-service solution that can be produced in time, on budget, and in significant numbers. As Stalin once said, single quote, "Quantity has a quality all of its own," end Stalin quote and end Gates quote. 

    I think Secretary Gates has hit it on the head, keeping Americans, whether they are troops fighting overseas or families at home, safe from current and emerging threats is a difficult challenge in an uncertain and dangerous world. America must have the right tools to meet this challenge, and I believe having the Super Hornet in our arsenal is an important part of the strategy. 

    I applaud the efforts of the Department of the Navy for considering a multi-year procurement. This prudent move would prevent the Navy from having empty carrier decks, save hundreds of millions of valuable taxpayer dollars, and maintain the strength of the United States industrial defense base, a very important objective for the Navy, for the Marines, and for peace and security that this nation advocates and promotes here and abroad. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much. Senator Shelby. 


SHELBY: 

    Mr. Chairman, I'll be brief. I ask that my written statement be made part of the record and Secretary Mabus, General Conway, Admiral Roughead, we look forward to being with you this morning and hearing your testimony, and also have a chance to question you on some very important issues. Thank you. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you. Senator Kohl. Then I'll begin with questioning if I may. But first we'll call upon the secretary. 


MABUS: 

    Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Vice Chairman, members of the committee; it's a real pleasure to be here with you today. The CNO, the Commandant, and I are particularly grateful to the commitment that the members of this committee have shown to our men and women in uniform in the Navy and Marine Corps. We're exceptionally proud to be representing the sailors, Marines, civilians, and their families that are with the Department of the Navy. 

    The Navy and Marine Corps remain the most formidable expeditionary fighting force in the world, capable of global operations across the entire spectrum of warfare. Today, 40 percent of our forces are deployed and over half of our fleet is at sea. 

    In Helmut Province, Afghanistan, more than 16,000 Marines are engaged in major combat, counter insurgency, and engagement operations. They are supported there by naval air craft flying close air support from Eisenhower and from our forward deployed expeditionary aviation assets. A total of 12,000 sailors are on the ground in Iraq, Afghanistan, and across the greater Middle East, and another 9,000 sailors and Marines are embarked on our ships at sea. 

    Off the coast of Africa, our ships are protecting international commerce and operating as a partnership station with regional allies. Off the coast of South America, other ships are stemming the flow of illegal narcotics into the United States. Our ballistic missile defense forces are ready to defend against any threat to international peace in Europe, the Middle East, and the Pacific Rim. Our forward deployed forces continue their role as a strategic buffer and deterrent against rogue regimes and potential competitors alike. 

    In Haiti, as the chairman mentioned, the Bataan and 1,000 Marines from the 22nd Marine Expeditionary Unit continue to provide humanitarian aid, medical assistance, and disaster relief. The Navy and Marine Corps are flexible, responsive, and everywhere our nation's interests are at stake. Our global presence reduces instability, deters aggression, and allows us to rapidly respond to any crisis that borders the sea. 

    I believe that the President's F.Y. 2011 budget for the Department of the Navy is a carefully considered request that gives us the resources we need to conduct effective operations and meet all the missions we have been assigned. Our ship building and aviation requests concur with the findings of the Quadrennial Defense Review, and its objective of prevailing in today's wars, preventing conflict, preparing for future wars, and preserving the force. 

    With this budget, the Navy and Marine Corps will continue to maintain the maritime superiority of our forces, sustain a strong American ship building industrial base, and ensure our capacity for rapid global response. 

    Across the future year Defense Program, we've requested funds to build an average of ten ships per year, including one carrier, one big-deck amphibious ship, ten Virginia class submarines, and 17 Littoral Combat Ships. We'll leverage the technologies captured from canceled programs like the CGX and the truncated DDG 1000 program into what will become our Flight III Burke-class DDG's. These technologies include Spy-3 and the Air and Missile Defense Radar. 

    Through the submitted ship building plan, we will increase the size of our fleet to approximately 320 ships by 2024. In our ship building program I think we've made the most cost effective decisions to achieve the most capable force, one that achieves equal flexibility to confront missions across the spectrum of conflict from the technologically complex, like ballistic missile defense and integrated air defense, to low intensity humanitarian response and regional engagement. 

    In aircraft procurement, we've requested just over 1,000 aircrafts across the (inaudible), including both fixed and rotary wing. Over the next year, the Navy and Marine Corps will continue to move ahead with changes to the acquisitions process in compliance with the Weapons Systems Acquisition Reform Act. We are aggressively developing our acquisitions strategies to ensure that on time and on budget is a standard for Navy and Marine Corps programs. 

    I'm grateful for the support of this committee for the decision to re-compete the LCS program when it failed to meet program standards. I assure you that we will not hesitate to re-compete or cancel other programs whenever sub-standard performance demands change. 

    Change is also required to address the way in which the Navy and Marine Corps use and produce energy. Energy reform is an issue of national security, and it's essential to maintaining our strategic advantage, war fighting readiness, and tactical edge. By 2020, I've committed the Navy to generate over half the energy we use from alternative sources. This is an ambitious goal, but one which can be met. 

    Forty years ago, I stood watch on the deck of the USS Littlerock as a young junior officer. Today I have the solemn privilege of standing watch on behalf of our Navy and Marine Corps in a time of war. I am honored by the trust the President and the Congress have placed in me, and fully recognize the solemn obligation I have to those who defend us. I, along with the CNO and the Commandant, look forward to hearing your thoughts and answering any questions you may have concerning this budget, any specific programs, or policies. I also look forward to working with you as we move forward to sustain the Navy and Marine Corps as the most formidable expeditionary fighting force in the world. Thank you. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. And now may I call upon the Chief of Naval Operations, Admiral Roughead. 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Chairman Inouye, Senator Cochran, and members of the committee, it's my honor to appear before you again today, representing more than 600,000 sailors and Navy civilians and our families. 65,000 of them are deployed, 12,000 on land in the central command area of operations, and 55 percent of our fleet is underway carrying out our maritime strategy, a prescient precursor to the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review. 

    They're projecting power into Afghanistan, building partnerships in Africa, delivering relief in Haiti, and providing ballistic missile defense in the Arabian Gulf, the Eastern Mediterranean with pride and determination. 

    They are even deployed in the first Littoral Combat Ship two years ahead of schedule. In the first weeks of that ship's deployment, they've already seized approximately four tons of cocaine with a street value of $89 million. With our sailors and Navy civilians who make all things possible, and thanks to your support, we've made important progress in building tomorrow's Navy, remaining ready to fight today, and supporting our sailors, Navy civilians, and families this year. 

    This year's budget submission will take us even further. As the high demand for our Navy continues apace, we have stabilized in- strength and the tone of the force remains positive. We will continue to aggressively improve wellness programs and medical and social services for our wounded warriors, indeed all who serve. 

    Our fleet, unlike other services, is a continuously deployed force that we reset in stride, conducting routine, indeed regular maintenance and training is how our ships and aircraft reach their expected services lives. We increased our base budget and overseas contingency operations, or OCO funding requests, for operations and maintenance in fiscal year 2011 over our levels of last year. 

    Our operations and maintenance requests are focused tightly on meeting increased op-tempo requirements, sustaining ships and aircraft to reach expected service lives, sustaining flying hour readiness requirements, and funding price increases. I strongly request your support for full funding of our operation and maintenance accounts. 

    While we reset, we must also procure ships and aircrafts to reach our requirement of more than 313 ships. Last year we commissioned nine ships and over the next decade our plan procures an average of ten ships per year, significant growth for the near term. For aviation, I remain committed to bringing new capabilities online, the Joint Strike Fighter and unmanned aircraft, and to maintaining the readiness of our current naval air force, all of which give our nation flexibility and response unencumbered by overseas basing. 

    Affordability for all our plans will remain fundamental to our decisions. The effectiveness of our unmanned systems, ships, and aircraft is a feature of the systems which connect them. Last year I brought information capabilities and resources under a single information dominance directorate within the Navy's staff, and commissioned fleet cyber command Tenth Fleet. I see the benefits of this already. 

    I'm proud of our Navy's accomplishments last year and I'm confident we can achieve even more with this year's budget submission. Our risk continues to trend toward significant and achieving the right balance within and across my priorities remains critical to mitigating it, but I remain optimistic because of our outstanding sailors and Navy civilians in the spirit of our nation. 

    We have seen more challenging times and have emerged prosperous, secure, and free. I ask that you support our fiscal year 2011 budget request, and I thank you for all you do to make the United States Navy a global force for good today and into the future. 

    Thank you, sir. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much, Admiral Roughead. 

    Now may I call upon the Commandant of the Marine Corps, General Conway? 


CONWAY: 

    Mr. Chairman, Senator Cochran, and distinguished members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to report to you on the posture of your Marine Corps. 

    My pleasure, as it has been over the years, is to provide you today with a candid and honest assessment. Having recently returned from a trip to theater, I'm pleased to report to you on the magnificent performance of Marines and sailors in combat. 

    If you count a four-year enlistment as a generation of Marines, we are now experiencing our third generation of great young patriots since our nation was provoked on 9/11. The first generation broke trail, leading the strikes into Afghanistan and Iraq. The second generation quelled the once volatile province of Anbar. Today there are less than 130 Marines in Iraq, but our third generation has more than 16,000 serving in Afghanistan. Your Marines are fighting a skilled and determined enemy, but with the Afghan security forces, they are once again proving that they are the strongest tribe in the Taliban stronghold of Helmut. 

    Let me assure you from what the Sergeant Major and I witnessed firsthand, the highest morale in the Corps resides in those units posted in Afghanistan. My written statement to the committee provides a snapshot of the Corps and describes the near-term focus, long-term priorities, and our vision of the future. That vision matches closely the results of our Quadrennial Defense Review. 

    The Secretary of Defense seeks to create a U.S. military more closely focused on hybrid threats, yet capable of responding to a major level contingency. That combination essentially describes the Marine Corps that we have built today, a corps we call a two-fisted fighter, able to perform equally well in a counter insurgency or in a high-intensity combined arms fight. 

    Our resource expenditures moreover reflect our dual or swing capacity. That is to say that 100 percent of our Marine Corps equipment can be used in a hybrid conflict or in a major fight. Equipment procurement is indeed our primary concern as we look at the F.Y. 2011 budget and beyond. Our requirements for equipment density in Afghanistan and our resolve to re-establish our maritime pre- position squadrons have driven equipment stocks to an all-time low in our operating forces at home station. 

    The ability to properly train for deployment and certainly the ability to respond to an unexpected contingency is at significant risk based on this increasing shortfall. Congress has promised us resources for reset and reconstitution, but increasingly we cannot wait for the guns to fall silent in Afghanistan for such an effort to begin. We ask for your help in this critical area. 

    Our military construction accounts in the F.Y. 2011 budget are sufficient to help maintain a promise we have made to our Marines that they will have quality living spaces while they're home between deployments. One need only visit some of our major bases and stations to realize that we waited too long to begin this effort. Similarly we believe that even in wartime, we must continue a heavy emphasis on education of our officers and our staff NCO's. A strong reservoir of strategic and operational thinkers is a must on sophisticated joint and combined battlefields. Therefore, a quality Marine Corps University with facilities to match our already world-class student body, faculty, and curriculum is a major priority. We trust we will receive your full support on our MILCON investments that will repay huge dividends in the years to come. 

    Ladies and gentleman of the committee, I must admit my own surprise that our corps of Marines and their families have remained so resilient over these nine years of conflict. They have been incredibly determined, loyal, and courageous in an effort to see these two wars to a successful close. 

    Much of the credit goes to you in the Congress for providing them with the finest in terms of equipment, warrior care, quality of life for families, and compensation. The number one question in the minds of our troops is always, "Is the country behind us?" The members of Congress have answered that question in spades, both by your apportionment of the nation's precious resources, but also through personal efforts to visit both troops in theater and our wounded at Bethesda and Walter Reed. 

    As a result of all the above, and a natural tendency of Marines to stick around for a fight, our recruitment and retention are at all- time highs. I predict that for the second year in a row, we will close out reenlistment for both the first term and career force half way through the fiscal year. Clearly such a phenomenon would not be possible if Marines and their families were not happy in the service of their country. 

    One day this long war with terrorists and Islamic extremists will be over, your Marine Corps will cease being a second land army, and will gladly rejoin our Navy brothers aboard amphibious ships in order to project America's global presence, demonstrate American goodwill, and if need be, protect America's vital interests. 

    Until that day comes however, your Corps will continue as we say to do windows, that is, we will continue to take aboard the indomitable youth of America and make them Marines with the absolute conviction that as a result they will one day be better citizens. We will be trained and equally as prepared to rout Taliban fighters in Marjah as we are to feed beleaguered Haitians outside Port-au-Prince. 

    With your continued support and that of our loyal countrymen, we will do whatever the nation asks us to do, and do it exceedingly well. 

    Thank you, sir, and I look forward to your questions. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much, General. 

    I will be submitting questions of technical nature on weapon systems and ships, but I'd like to ask some broad questions. 

    Mr. Secretary, you spoke very generously on the good things that we are providing, but I'm certain you have challenges. I'd like to know if you're really satisfied with the budget request. 


MABUS: 

    Mr. Chairman, we are exceptionally satisfied with this budget request. We believe that the budget that has been submitted will allow us to do all the missions that we have been tasked to do, it will allow us to buy the equipment that we need for those missions, it will allow us to maintain the equipment that we have today to make sure that it reaches the end of its life cycle. 

    The budget request that we have in over the next five years will buy, as the CNO said, an average of ten ships per year, beginning to move our fleet toward the level that we believe it needs to be -- in aircraft procurement, a little over 1,000 aircraft over the five years to meet those requirements. In terms of people, this budget meets the needs for taking care of our sailors and Marines, both in terms of deployed missions and also in terms of their families at home station. 

    It also takes care of the research and development needs that we have to pursue to make sure that we can continue to be at the forefront of new technologies and emerging weapon systems. So we believe this is a very good budget, we believe that it will allow us to do everything we need to do, and we believe that it was constructed using -- making some hard choices but making them in a way that ranked priorities and that all our high priorities have been met. 


INOUYE: 

    I'm pleased to listen to your response. It makes us feel better, but if I may ask the admiral, I come from a state surrounded by the ocean so Navy has been part of my life, and I recall not too long ago, about 25-30 years ago, we're speaking of a 600 ship Navy. Now you have 313 ships for tomorrow's Navy, but the Navy is all over the globe. 

    In fact, not just a few weeks ago, I was in Afghanistan, and there I saw Navy personnel, sailors and officers, right in the middle of Afghanistan, running a hospital, training troops. Do we have enough ships, do we have enough equipment for all of these activities all over the world? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Thank you, Senator, and as you pointed out, the objective that we have for the fleet size is what I call the floor of 313 ships. Right now we have 286, the ship building program puts us on the trajectory to get to that 313 ship floor that addresses the many needs that our Navy has around the globe. 

    If we meet that floor of 313, I'm comfortable that we will be able to address the nation's requirements. That said, the 313 ship floor must be of the proper balance to be able to meet the mission requirements, not just with the largest capital ships such as our aircraft carriers, but the value that our submarine force provides is extraordinarily important. The amphibious ships that support our Marines in their operations that can also be used for some humanitarian activity when we're called upon to do so as we have been seemingly every year in the last decade, but it's important to get to 313 ships, that will give us the capacity we need but the balance must be right to give us the capabilities that we need. 


INOUYE: 

    The committee is very impressed by your recruiting and retention numbers, but I must say honestly that we were set back a little when we read the numbers on suicides. Do you have anything to tell us about that? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Yes, sir, the suicides is a problem that all the services deal with, indeed I think society deals with. 

    While it's too early I think to call it a trend, as a result of some of the programs that we have put in place, the engagement with leadership over the past few months, starting in January, we've seen some very encouraging signs as suicide numbers in the Navy are not replicating what we had last year. 

    In January, in our active force we did not have a suicide, February we are down from February of a year ago, and I can say the same for this year. But it is something that requires a great deal of attention. The Navy's demographic is somewhat different in that our suicides tend to be more senior. 

    But they have a common thread for the most part, personal problems, personal issues, mix the use of alcohol in with that and a firearm, and you have honed in on about 74 percent of our suicides. We are going to be relentless in getting at this problem, but I do see some encouraging signs in where we have gone in the last few months in the Navy. 


INOUYE: 

    So the suicide rates are not necessarily based upon deployment? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    No, sir, in our case, they are not necessarily driven by deployments. We've been looking for various correlations, as I mentioned our demographic of suicides, they seem to be more senior, not necessarily deployment driven. However, if there is a suicide relative to a deployment, the higher probability occurs within six months of return, but for the most part ours are not a function of deployments. 

    In many instances, we have young men and women who take their lives who have not deployed, so we're looking at all the possible drivers and methods to get at this issue. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much, Admiral. 

    And General, if I may, we are very much impressed by the activities of the Marine Corps; you're all over the globe. You're in Haiti, you're in Afghanistan, but yet you're having no problems with recruiting and retaining. What's your secret? 


CONWAY: 

    Sir, I think there's a culture there that we provide to some very incredible young men and women in our country that simply makes them want to become Marines. 

    As I mentioned in my opening statement, the biggest problem I have as the commandant is trying to find a way to get about 190,000 other Marines who want to go to Afghanistan to Afghanistan, and those are the nature of the people that we seem to attract. 

    We work hard at it; I'll say that. We've got some tremendous recruiters in the field. I would in no way discount their efforts. We're tied into a very good advertising agency in New York City that's been with us now for I guess close to 60 years. 

    But I just have to think, sir, that there is a great young strain of Americans out there that see the need to defend their country's vital interest and are more than willing to step up to do so. 


INOUYE: 

    I note that in your resettling and reconstituting of the Marine Corps, which is getting bigger for one thing, and having different missions, are you having problems with that change? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Sir, to the extent that we're not staying up with our equipment, we are. As I referenced in my opening statement, we have what I would call a rolling requirement. 

    In other words, every day that we're in a fight in Afghanistan, we're going to have equipment damaged, equipment that is undergoing some tremendous usage rates and those manner of things. There is equipment density there that we just have not seen before in previous conflicts based upon what we now would call our distributed operations that we're conducting today over large areas of land mass. 

    Those Marines at the point of the spear will have everything they need, but in the process, the bill payers, which for the most part are our base and station units at home, are starting to see some real concerns with regard to the readiness rates. 

    Congress has, I think, been generous in the past, it's fair to say. We were kept at about 75 percent of that requirement over the previous years. Today, we're only at about 50 percent. Congress has told us that when we are finished with that fight in Afghanistan, and God forbid any others, that there will be a two or three year period where we can get healthy again, both the Army and the Marine Corps principally with regard to our equipment sets. 

    But I'll paraphrase my secretary and say that I think our nation is going to face hard choices at that point based upon the national fiscal picture. And I would advocate, sir, that before that time, starting as soon as possible that we try to get caught up again and essentially do in stride kinds of reset and reconstitution of our equipment sets. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much. 

    Senator Cochran? 


COCHRAN: 

    Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

    Mr. Secretary, there is a lot of pressure on the budget because of modernization efforts and things that are being planned to make our Navy and Marine Corps team more sophisticated with newer component parts and advanced systems for both reconnaissance and combat activities that may be required of these services. 

    What is the status of some of our efforts to take advantage of new technologies like composites and polymer science initiatives that provide us with more modern coatings for ships, and efficient operations? Is this something that is a part of our R&D effort that is funded in this budget, or is more money needed to be appropriated for these kinds of activities to make us more modern and capable? 


MABUS: 

    Senator, those kinds of activities are funded in this budget, and I'll give you a few specific examples of that. One is on energy savings, energy efficiency; we've done a lot of work and are continuing to do work on hull coatings and hull technologies, particularly in the polymer area. When you combine that with some stern flaps and mission planning tools, you can cut down the use of fuel on our ships pretty substantially. The DDG 1000 program has a completely composite superstructure, for example. We're looking at other ways to use those sorts of technologies. 

    The move toward polymers, toward different sorts of materials that are stronger, more resilient, that can withstand different sorts of pressures, is one of the focuses of what we are doing. 

    As always, the challenge is to make those requirements come into the budget. And one of the ways we're trying to do that is as new technology such as this comes forward, is to incorporate them into existing designs, into existing hull forms, so that we don't have new ship classes coming out with the resultant, more expensive first and second ships in the class. 

    But to finish the answer, things like new advances in polymers, and all across the spectrum of science, is something that we're focused on. We're asking for a little over $17 billion in F.Y. 2011 to continue the R&D in all sorts of areas, but polymers are certainly one of those. 


COCHRAN: 

    General Conway, I recently had an opportunity to be briefed and see some demonstration techniques of new bullet resistant vests and body armor, I guess you could call it, it didn't look like old time armor. You couldn't tell by looking at the material that it had the capability of resisting injury from fired weapons. Is this something the Marine Corps is involved in, and to what extent are our troops benefiting from research and development of new capabilities for defense of this kind? 


CONWAY: 

    Sir, the short answer to your question is that we're heavily involved in it, and as an adjunct to again the secretary's answer, we are branching out as it pertains to our equipment to try to accomplish better sets of gear through advanced technology, and I'll give you two or three examples. 

    We have endeavored to find a helmet, since I've been the commandant that will stop 7.62 caliber rounds, which is the enemies' primary rifle bullet. We are close, but we're not there yet, and yet it is in many regards my number one procurement priority. It is simply a matter of technology and industry being able to put the polymers together we think can make it work. 

    Now to your point on protection in vests, we have now what we call sappy plates, there is an enhanced sappy plate, and there is even an ex-sappy out there that will stop supposedly Chinese ceramic bullets. Well, sir, I've never seen a Chinese ceramic bullet, and we're not willing to forego the weight that the extra plate would create, so we're looking for lightweight kinds of technological advancement that will ideally be flexible and give us the same level of protection that we have today in these fairly heavy and very rigid plates. 

    Another area is the joint light tactical vehicle. It was going to be light because it was going to have new age armor as opposed to plated steel, and yet again for all of the expense and resources that we apply against it, industry tells us that we're still probably five years away from that type of development. So sir, we're pushing hard for those things we think will enhance the force, but in some ways, the science is just not there. 


COCHRAN: 

    Well we don't want to drop the ball here on this side of the table either. If we would need additional funding or some priority readjustments, we hope you'll communicate that with us in the appropriate way. 

    Admiral Roughhead, you had experienced that on the Mississippi Gulf coast, I know, when you were commanding officer of a ship that was built at Ingalls when we first got to meet you, and we appreciate your distinguished service as Chief of Naval Operations. 

    What is the status of the readiness of our ship obligations and needs of our Navy vessels? Do we have enough ships, or is our construction schedule sufficient to enable us to carry out our responsibilities around the world? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Thank you, Senator, and I would say that until we get to the floor of 313 ships, we're going to be pressing the fleet that we have today pretty hard as we currently are doing, but the ship building program that we have presented to this committee puts us on that proper trajectory. 

    I would say that there are two elements in there that are key to the future. One is the restart of the DDG 51 class destroyer. That allows us to address the ballistic missile threats that are proliferating around the world as well as the more advanced cruise missiles. The restart of that class of ship gives us the capabilities we need and then it allows us to back fit that rather large class, so now we have the capacity that is so very important, and we have the capability that is there.

    The other element that is going to be extremely important is that we get to a good, quick, clean down select so that we can begin to produce the Littoral Combat Ships in the numbers that we need to meet the obligations that we have around the world. That ship, whatever design it may be, is going to be a work horse for us, and it will generate the numbers that we need. 

    I'm also very pleased that this year's budget starts the production of two Virginia class submarines a year. Submarines remain in great demand, submarines are a capability that gives us a cutting edge in naval warfare, and the Virginia class submarine that we're building now is an extraordinary submarine. 

    But I would also say there's something more that gets to force structure, and that is our operations and maintenance account. It's all very interesting to look at how many ships we're buying and building a year, but if we do not maintain the fleet that we have today, then those numbers will be disappearing from the books faster than we expect and our fleet size will begin to drop off. And that's why it's important that we properly fund the fleet that we have today with our operations and maintenance accounts. 

    I'm a fleet sailor, and I have paid a great deal of attention since becoming the CNO, on what does it cost to maintain the fleet that we have today, to get the life we need, to get the readiness that we need, and not put work on the backs of our sailors because we're not properly funding shipyard maintenance. And so this year's budget has a significant increase in it. That increase is the cost that we need to maintain the fleet that we have today and that is something that I ask for your strong support in, sir. 


COCHRAN: 

    Thank you very much, for your leadership and your response to our questions. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you. Senator Bond. 


BOND: 

    Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

    Mr. Secretary, I applaud your statement about demanding on time, on budget acquisition, that you would terminate programs that were substandard or where the costs escalation, much as I said in my opening statement quoting the Secretary of Defense. 

    I trust that you either watched or read the transcript of the F- 35 hearing held last Thursday, stated many times by witnesses that best case scenario, "If everything goes perfect", the Navy's JSF will be in initial operating capability, IOC, in 2016. It was also stated that the Navy Strike Fighter shortfall of 100 is no longer accurate since the JSF restructuring plan. 

    As far as budget cost escalation, I believe an accurate cost accounting would show that the JSF not only has breached the initial threshold of Nunn-McCurdy, but will have gone past it, if it hasn't it will be soon. 

    When you're taking production dollars to go into continued testing, something is very wrong, and knowing these facts, do you think the Navy need only purchase F/A-18's on a year by year, case by case basis or would it be better to enter into a multi-year contract which would save hundreds of millions of dollars for American taxpayers? 


MABUS: 

    Thank you, Senator, because of what Congress has provided to the Navy in F.Y. 2010 in terms of F/A-18's, both E's, F's, and G's, and our budget request, which counting F.Y. 2010 is for 124 F/A-18 E's, F's, and G's. 

    We received, the last week of February, a proposal from the contractor for a multi-year procurement, Congress had allowed us to look at a multi-year procurement on the F/A-18, that proposal on its face met the 10 percent savings requirement for a multi-year, but it is right now looking at the details to make sure that the requirements are met. It's with the Cost Analysis and Program Evaluation office in DOD. 

    Assuming that those thresholds for a multi-year procurement are met, we would be very eager to enter into a multi-year, and we'll be coming back to Congress to ask for permission to do that, assuming those thresholds are met. 


BOND: 

    Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. I think the only requirement that Congress would put on you is substantial savings, I don't know, I believe that 10 percent is a figure that the Defense Department has come up with, I don't think it is a statutory requirement. But in any event, so long as you would see a substantial savings, I would think it would be a good investment. 

    Admiral, given the conditions of last year and the Attack Air shortfall, if you don't continue with major purchases of the F/A-18's to address the shortfall, what will the shortfall for the Navy's carriers be by about 2015 or some period along in there, do you have that information? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Yes, sir, we're still looking at the shortfall of being in that area around 100, and the reason I say that is even though we have slipped the JSF, and what appears to be a calendar slip of two years, 2014-2016, it really looks to be about 13 months, because we're going from December of 2014 to January of 2016. That still allows us to deploy the Joint Strike Fighter in 2016 as we planned; it deploys first on one of our Pacific Fleet carriers. 

    But we're continuing to look at the Joint Strike Fighter production. We in the Navy have somewhat of an advantage because we're the third service in line to get it, so a lot of the testing that will go forward early on Joint Strike Fighter will be benefiting from that and we're looking at getting the IOC in January of 2016. 


BOND: 

    It's interesting you say that because last year at Souda Bay I talked with a master chief petty officer who is very familiar with it and he thought that they JSF will never operate off of a carrier because the back blast and lack of area to service the airplanes. So I think the testing is continuing but I think there's a final question of whether it will work on shipboard. 

    I know that there's been a proposal for service life extension, and are you considering that? I gather we'll add only about 1400 hours to an older Hornet which is, at $26 million it would be about half of a Super Hornet, if you're considering a SLEP, isn't the purchase of a new aircraft a better option -- better bargain for the taxpayers? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Senator, if I could just touch on the comment on the Joint Strike Fighter on the carrier -- the carrier variant of the Joint Strike Fighter is compatible with carrier operations. I think the chief may have been talking about the short take off and landing aircraft, but our carrier variant is compatible. We may have to make some adjustments to the jet blast deflector that we use in the launch of the airplane, but it is compatible. 

    With regard to the service life extension program, as we go into the 2012 budget, we're going to be taking a very, very close look at managing the strike fighters that we have. SLEP is where I'm going to be looking because I can generate more strike fighters at less cost for a period of time to do that, and that's something that we're going to be getting into in the 2012 budget. 


BOND: 

    Well, we appreciate you looking at that. 

    And Mr. Chairman, I'd like to submit for the record a letter I have written to the Secretary of Defense today which addresses these issues that I have raised. 

    And I thank you very much, thank our witnesses very much. 


SHELBY: 

    Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

    Mr. Secretary, I'm going to get into the Littoral Combat Ship that the admiral alluded to. A lot of us are concerned, Mr. Secretary, that the pending requests for proposals for the next ten Littoral Combat Ship does not appear to take capability and life cycle cost into consideration. The upfront acquisition price of the LCS, I believe, must be balanced against total ownership expenditures, and neglecting to evaluate these criteria may result in an inaccurate picture of the total cost associated with each ship. 

    I'm concerned, Mr. Secretary, about fuel efficiency, which is a big cost. You mentioned this earlier over in the Armed Services Committee in the House, being a critical factor of competitive cost evaluation. The two LCS designs are dramatically different in this respect, as you well know. 

    Now it's my understanding if the request for a proposal is not amended, it would appear that the acquisition would go forward in a direct contradiction to the statement that you made before the Senate Armed Services Committee on February 25, that said, and I'll quote your words, "I have also committed the Navy and Marine Corps to consider energy as a mandatory evaluation factor in contracting." 

    I'd like to see the request for proposal amended, if it needs to be, to include an evaluation factor that provides for the consideration, as you mentioned, of energy consumption cost in the valuation and source selection decision. 

    As my letter to you on March 12 of this year stated, I've asked the Congressional Budget Office to review and to address the total life cycle cost of the LCS program. And we haven't got a response yet because it's just happened. Would you consider extending the April 12 submission date considering your statement to the Armed Services Committee and our request to the Congressional Budget Office regarding this? Because what we want actually is the best vessel for the Navy, isn't that right? And you have to consider all costs, not just your words, but others too. 


MABUS: 

    Thank you, Senator. 

    Yes, sir, in terms of total ownership costs, the entire LCS was designed with that in mind, and we believe that the current RFP addresses the need for the Navy to get the best ship possible. Either variant, LCS 1 or LCS 2, meets all the requirements that the Navy has in terms of operation. 

    And in terms of total ownership costs, if you look at everything from the manning of the vessel which, as you know, is about 40 sailors for the core crew, and the other things that go into total ownership costs. If you look also at the way these ships are to be used, at the profile of the speeds that they will be used at while they're at sea, where the fuel savings diverge is only at the very upper end of the speed of these ships. 


SHELBY: 

    That could be a lot of money, could it not? 


MABUS: 

    Well, the profile that we've developed for these ships is that they would be used very infrequently at such high speeds, and so I think that the current RFP, which stresses the cost to purchase the ship so that we can get enough of these ships, and both variants we believe meet every requirement that we have, not only operationally but also in terms of life cycle cost going forward. 


SHELBY: 

    Mr. Secretary, where in the request for proposal for the year 2010 LCS procurement does the Navy consider the fuel differential in dollars between the two competing designs over the expected life of the program? Can you furnish this to me and to the committee? 


MABUS: 

    I'll be happy to furnish you the technical aspects of that RFP. 


SHELBY: 

    That would be very interesting to get because we're interested in the total life cycle costs, and you stand by your words, do you not, before the Armed Services Committee? 


MABUS: 

    Yes, sir, and not only total life cycle cost in terms of manufacturing, but also what energy requirements the shipyards themselves use. That was the import of my words before the Armed Services Committee. 


SHELBY: 

    Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


KOHL: 

    Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

    Mr. Secretary and Admiral Roughead and General Conway, we thank you all for being here today. 

    I'd like to congratulate the Navy on the successes the Marinette built Littoral Combat Ship USS Freedom has had in the Caribbean. It's already making a great contribution to the war on drugs and you should be very proud; I know everybody in Wisconsin is. 

    Just to review the previous questioning, Mr. Secretary, there are a lot of concerns being raised about the total ownership costs of the two competing LCS designs, and that of course is a fair thing to do because we all want taxpayer dollars to be spent wisely. But aren't long term costs already a part of the criteria that you will be using to evaluate these designs, which does include fuel consumption? I think you responded to the previous question that way. 


MABUS: 

    Yes, sir, that is correct. 


KOHL: 

    As far as fuel efficiency goes, don't you now have real data on the first LCS, the Freedom, and its fuel consumption, not just estimates? Is the ship's fuel consumption about what you expected? 


MABUS: 

    Yes, sir. 


KOHL: 

    Mr. Secretary, one of the concerns as well has been the experimental nature of the Austal ship design, and use of aluminum as a building material. 

    Aluminum is not traditional for Navy ships, it wears differently and it melts as we know at lower temperatures. Compared to steel construction, how much experience does the Navy have estimating the maintenance costs over decades of aluminum ships? How much experience do you have evaluating the maintenance requirements of Trimaran vessels? 


MABUS: 

    In terms of aluminum, Senator, other ship types have been made out of aluminum for many years now. And looking at other ships that have been made this way, we have been able we think to look at what sort of maintenance will be required over time. 

    And it's because of things like that, that we think that either variant of the LCS will meet all our requirements both in terms of, as I said, of operations and in terms of life cycle costs and maintenance as we go forward. 

    We don't foresee any significant issues for either variant. And as the CNO said, and I want to echo this, it's crucial to us to get the cost of these ships down so that we can buy the numbers that we need. Over the 30 year ship building plan proposed to buy 55 of these, they will become one of the backbones of the fleet, and we're taking this exceptionally seriously, and we will pick the best ship for the Navy today, and the Navy of the future. 


KOHL: 

    Thank you. Aren't aluminum ships, Mr. Secretary, more expensive to fix in part because not all shipyards have welders, or enough welders trained to work on aluminum?


MABUS: 

    My understanding, Senator, is that welding for aluminum and welding for steel are very similar and that the training required to do aluminum could be done in a normal course of events. 


KOHL: 

    Finally, I'd like to say in closing that this is an argument as we know about costs, but one of these ships because of its radical design and non-traditional material I believe makes it riskier and harder to determine the long term costs. 

    It seems in a very real sense that we're comparing apples and oranges. But I thank you for your testimony. I thank you for your frankness and your interest and your concern in making the correct decision. 

    Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


MABUS: 

    Thank you, Senator. 


INOUYE: 

    Thank you very much, I have one further question. 

    I participated in an ancient war many years ago. And in that war, the women I saw were nurses, far away from the combat zone. But today we have women in all branches, in all areas. And I commend the Department of Defense for that decision. 

    However, recently I've been receiving e-mail and letters on the decision to assign women on submarines. 

    May I have your thoughts on that sir, Admiral? 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Yes, sir. I believe that the initiative that we have put forth and have made notification to the Congress that it's our intent to incorporate women into our submarine force is exactly the right thing to do. 

    The young women who serve in the Navy today are absolutely extraordinary. There is great interest among the young women who serve in joining our submarine force. In fact, just this past weekend I was at a function and a young woman came up and thanked the leadership for moving forward and that she was putting in her papers to join. 

    We have a very good plan to incorporate women into our submarine force, starting with our ballistic missile submarines and our guided missile submarines, the SSBNs and the SSNGNs. The young women will begin in the officer ranks, attend nuclear power school, submarine school and the plan has the first women coming aboard in 2011. 

    The skill, the competence, the drive, the focus and the dedication of the young women who serve today, I believe that this will enhance the capabilities of the force. And I look forward to being able to have this implemented before the end of 2011. 


CHAIRMAN: 

    I thank you very much, and I congratulate you on your decision. 


ROUGHEAD: 

    Thank you, Chairman. 


CHAIRMAN: 

    Any further questions? 

    If not, Secretary Mabus, Admiral Roughead, General Conway, the committee thanks you for your testimony today, and we thank you for your service to our country. 

    And if we may, through you, thank the men and women in uniform who are willing to stand in harms way (inaudible). 

    Thank you very much. 

    This committee will stand in recess until March 24th, Wednesday, at which time we will receive testimony from the National Guard and Reserves. 

    The committee is in recess. 
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