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UNITED STATES FORCE POSTURE IN THE UNITED 
STATES PACIFIC COMMAND AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS, 
Washington, DC, Wednesday, August 1, 2012. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:22 p.m., in room 
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. J. Randy Forbes (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. J. RANDY FORBES, A REP-
RESENTATIVE FROM VIRGINIA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON READINESS 

Mr. FORBES. I want to welcome our members and our distin-
guished panel of experts to today’s hearing that will focus on the 
Pacific Command and an independent assessment of the U.S. de-
fense posture in the region. 

I have had the opportunity to review the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies’ report and was very impressed with the 
thoroughness of the assessment and the depth of study associated 
with the recommendations. The ability to pull together such a com-
prehensive document in the short time provided is indicative of the 
expertise provided to this report and the value the think-tank com-
munity can play in the policymaking process. 

My compliments to both of our witnesses. 
To quote the report, ‘‘Today, six of the 10 fastest-growing major 

export markets for the United States are in Asia, and 60 percent 
of U.S. goods exported abroad go to the region.’’ Meanwhile, the re-
gion is home to five of the eight states recognized as being in pos-
session of nuclear weapons, three of the world’s top six defense 
budgets, six of the world’s largest militaries, continuing tensions 
between India and Pakistan, and territorial disputes stretching 
from the northern territories of Japan through East and South 
China Seas and into South Asia. 

It is for these reasons and many more that a rebalance to the 
Pacific theater is in our strategic interest. Our subcommittee has 
long supported this strategic rebalance, and I believe that a for-
ward-based credible presence is essential to supporting our eco-
nomic interests. 

In previous discussions of the Marine Corps realignment from 
Okinawa, I had expressed my concern on the overall cost associated 
with the realignment of forces. However, earlier this year, the De-
partment of Defense offered an alternative force structure proposal 
that includes a reduction of forces in Okinawa and realigns the Ma-
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rine Corps into Marine air-ground task force elements in Okinawa, 
Guam, Australia, and Hawaii. 

I am pleased to note that the overall costs appear to have been 
significantly reduced while security posture may be further en-
hanced. Rarely in Washington do we encounter a proposal that 
both saves money and expands capabilities. But I think that we 
have encountered such a proposal in the latest agreement between 
the United States and the Government of Japan. 

I am glad that our witnesses today appear to have reached the 
same conclusion. 

I believe in maintaining peace through strength. I believe that a 
strong economy requires a strong military to protect the free flow 
of goods around the world. And I believe that the Asia-Pacific the-
ater provides a valuable key to the continued prosperity of the 
United States, and it is in our strategic interest to ensure peace in 
the region. 

I must admit, I do wonder whether such a Pacific rebalance as 
we are discussing today will be hollowed by the debate associated 
with sequestration and the decisions associated with the Budget 
Control Act. I think that we internalize the impacts of sequestra-
tion to the force structure of the United States, but I am equally 
worried as to the message that could be provided to our partners 
and allies. 

I look forward to also discussion how our withdrawal of forces 
from overseas that could follow a sequestration decision and the 
additional reductions already included in the Budget Control Act 
could be perceived by our partners and allies. 

As to our hearing today, we intend to have two panels of wit-
nesses. The first panel will be the principal authors of the report 
entitled, ‘‘U.S. Force Posture Strategy in the Asia Pacific Region: 
An Independent Assessment.’’ The second panel will be representa-
tives of the Department of Defense. 

Joining us on the first panel are two distinguished witnesses and 
authors of this independent report from the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies, Mr. David J. Berteau, Senior Vice Presi-
dent and Director of International Security Program, and Dr. Mi-
chael J. Green, Senior Adviser and Japan Chair. 

Gentlemen, we thank you both for being here and for the exper-
tise that you bring to our subcommittee this afternoon. 

I would now like to recognize the ranking member, Ms. Bordallo, 
for any remarks that she may have. 

Ms. Bordallo. 
[The prepared statement of Mr. Forbes can be found in the Ap-

pendix on page 41.] 

STATEMENT OF HON. MADELEINE Z. BORDALLO, A DELEGATE 
FROM GUAM, RANKING MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON READ-
INESS 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And thank you for calling this hearing to order. We have waited 

for some time for this much-anticipated report to be released. So 
I am glad that we have a chance to begin to dissect its findings in 
this hearing. 
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To our witnesses, I thank you also, and I look forward to our 
question-and-answer period. 

The recently released report by the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies on U.S. force posture strategy in the Asia-Pa-
cific region was authorized by Section 346 of last year’s defense au-
thorization bill. And this report has cost our taxpayers about $1 
million to complete. But the results were helpful, informing our 
dialogue in Congress about the refocus in the Asia-Pacific region. 

Broadly speaking, the report reaffirmed the Obama administra-
tion’s refocus on the Asia-Pacific region. The report states that 
overall the Department of Defense is reasonably well positioned to 
align and focus U.S. force posture in the Asia-Pacific region. This 
conclusion is critical to ensuring that our country remains engaged 
in this region of the world. 

U.S. engagement in this region of the world is so important to 
our country’s economic and political security. I, too, believe that 
more U.S. engagement in the Asia-Pacific region is critical. The re-
port helps to contextualize the commitments that we must make to 
our allies in the region to meet a wide range of military require-
ments, including contingencies on the Korean Peninsula, humani-
tarian and disaster response in Southeast Asia, support for our Pa-
cific Island allies, as well as for ensuring the free flow of goods in 
the maritime domain. 

While the report discusses a broad range of issues regarding our 
military posture in the Asia-Pacific region, it is important to note 
that the report validates the distributed laydown for the Marine 
Corps in this region. 

In fact, the report clearly states that the Department of Defense 
must implement the April 2012 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative 
Committee’s agreement to disperse four Marine air-ground task 
forces across the Pacific. The report reaffirms that our country and 
leaders in Congress must move forward implementing the distrib-
uted laydown. Not doing so would have dire consequences for the 
trust of our allies in the region. And among those lines the report 
states, and I quote—‘‘The current impasse between the Department 
of Defense and the Congress is not cost-free in terms of U.S. stra-
tegic influence in the region.’’ 

While there do remain several questions about the specifics of 
the realignment in the Pacific that I hope the Department will be 
able to address, the distributed laydown as validated by this report 
supports our country’s strategic interest in the region. 

We must get on with realignments in the Pacific or risk under-
mining our efforts in this critical region. 

So I hope that our witnesses will be able to comment on the 
broader implications to our posture in the Pacific should the Con-
gress refuse to take concrete actions that demonstrate our commit-
ment to the region, such as funding projects associated with the 
distributed laydown. 

I would also highlight that the report concluded work is needed 
to support civilian infrastructure on Guam. The report cautions of 
the impact of creating two worlds. We don’t want to develop a situ-
ation where the military has the best of everything and our civilian 
community is left with the impact of their presence without ade-
quate infrastructure. 
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I hope our witnesses can comment on the importance of address-
ing civilian infrastructure on Guam and how that could further en-
able a robust Marine Corps presence on our island. 

I also hope that our witnesses can touch on why the report indi-
cates that it is important for DOD [Department of Defense] to take 
the lead on addressing these civilian infrastructure challenges. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the efforts of the 
CSIS’s [Center for Strategic and International Studies’] report, lead 
co-authors Mr. Green and Mr. Berteau. I know there was a signifi-
cant effort put in place to meet the very stringent deadlines of this 
very report. 

And, again, I appreciate that this report broadly validates the 
Obama administration’s refocus on the Asia-Pacific region and the 
importance of this strategic initiative. 

It cannot be emphasized enough how important it is to get our 
strategic posture right for this region to ensure safety and stability 
for the years to come. 

And Mr. Chairman, I would also like to mention the fact that we 
have present during this hearing my fellow congressman from the 
Northern Marianas, Mr. Kilili Sablan. 

And I yield back, and I look forward to the questions and the an-
swer period. 

Mr. FORBES. Thank you for those remarks, Madeleine. 
As we discussed prior to the hearing, I asked unanimous consent 

that it be made in order to depart from regular order so that mem-
bers may ask questions that follow the train of thought from the 
proceeding member. 

I think this will provide a roundtable-type forum and will en-
hance the dialogue on these very important issues. 

Without objection, so ordered. 
I also would like to ask unanimous consent that other committee 

and non-committee members be allowed to participate in today’s 
hearing after all subcommittee members have had an opportunity 
to ask questions. 

Is there any objection? 
Without objection, non-subcommittee members will be recognized 

at the appropriate time for 5 minutes. 
Mr. Sablan, we are glad to have you join us today and be with 

us. 
And I also ask unanimous consent that the entirety of the inde-

pendent assessment and the comments provided by the Depart-
ment of Defense that were provided in the official transmittal of 
the report also be included in the record. 

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on 
pages 69 and 178.] 

Mr. FORBES. Without objection, so ordered. 
And Dr. Green, it is my understanding that you are going to be 

going first. And we look forward to your statement. 
And with that, we turn the floor over to you and recognize you 

for your remarks. 
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STATEMENT OF DR. MICHAEL J. GREEN, SENIOR ADVISOR 
AND JAPAN CHAIR, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTER-
NATIONAL STUDIES 
Dr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Bordallo and mem-

bers of the subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity for us to 
report on our findings from the independent assessment of U.S. 
force posture strategy in the Asia-Pacific. 

Let me also thank our colleagues in the Department of Defense 
and the commands within the Pacific and the allied and partner 
governments and military forces we met with. We had almost 300 
interviews, weeks of travel time in the region, and couldn’t have 
completed this in a timely way without their help. 

We conclude in the report that the American people continue to 
receive enormous dividends from our forward posture in Asia, but 
that much of the force posture is based on Cold War legacy basing 
arrangements and that it needs to be realigned. 

And we agree in the report that the Department of Defense is 
moving in generally the right direction to do that and that most of 
the known elements of their plan will get us there. But we do have 
in the report some specific areas where we recommend either re-
consideration or refinement, and we thought that more could be 
done to articulate the strategy comprehensively to the Congress 
within the U.S. Government and to our allies and partners. Let me 
focus on that strategic piece, and my colleague will talk about the 
specific recommendations. 

Asia has never been more important to our future than it is 
today, but we also face significant challenges: North Korean pro-
liferation, natural disasters like the one we saw in Japan last 
March. But in many ways the central question we face is how Chi-
na’s growing power is going to affect regional order, stability and 
progress. And our view was that our strategy for force posture has 
to have this as one of the guiding essential tenets for how we think 
about our forces and our partnerships in the region. 

We do not believe that this requires a strategy of containing 
China or that the sole or even central purpose of our force posture 
should be to prepare to fight with China. 

I thought President Obama put it well early last year when he 
said, ‘‘We have a stake in China’s success; they have a stake in our 
success.’’ 

But in order to build a mutually respectful and beneficial rela-
tionship with China, it is critical that our forces are part of a strat-
egy that help us win the peace, that create an environment where 
countries want to cooperate. They don’t want to challenge the sta-
tus quo. They don’t want to challenge the rules that have been 
championed by the U.S. and our allies for many decades. 

This involves more than just military forces: trade, diplomacy, 
the attraction of our political values are all important instruments. 
But a central pillar has to be how we position our forces in the re-
gion. 

Part of what our forward posture does for us is shape a more co-
operative peacetime environment; and part of what it does is posi-
tion us to deter challengers from taking us on. 

And let me briefly mention how we fill those requirements in 
both areas. 
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In terms of shaping the peacetime environment, we think a per-
sistent forward engagement does several things for us. First, it 
assures our allies and partners of our security commitments. It en-
courages solidarity among them and with us so that no one will 
challenge them, and they won’t feel they have to hedge, capitulate, 
or perhaps unilaterally escalate. 

Second, it helps us dissuade China from thinking—or North 
Korea or anyone from thinking that coercion will pay off, by dem-
onstrating our commitment and our solidarity with allies and part-
ners. 

Third, it helps to shore up the capacity of states to deal with 
their own security problems. The Philippines are an excellent ex-
ample of this. We need all of these countries to be able to deal with 
internal challenges, natural disasters, terrorism, to have maritime 
domain awareness, so that we don’t have vacuums or instability 
that creates larger disorder that in a way exacerbates our relation-
ship with Beijing. 

A forward posture that is persistent and engaged also helps us 
get ready in case we need to use force. It allows us to shape the 
doctrine, requirements, tactics, techniques of our allies—critical 
part of this. 

It allows us to network with allies and among allies; for example, 
the U.S., Japan, and Korea. It allows our forces to get much great-
er familiarity with the security environment and the counterparts 
they would work with. None of this you can do from the continental 
U.S. alone. You have to have forward posture. 

It increases maritime domain awareness for our allies and part-
ners, but for everyone who has a stake in open and secure sea 
lanes; complicates the planning of adversaries, because it dem-
onstrates through access arrangements, prepositioning, overflight 
arrangements that we are prepared to fulfill our security commit-
ments. And it can help us identify off-ramps and ways to manage 
crises with countries as we interact with their military forces, in 
particular China. 

A few guiding principles as we go forward. First, we have to be 
careful not to ask for access arrangements or commitments where 
the answer will be no, because if the answer is no we lose influ-
ence. We lose the ability to shape the environment. 

Second, we have to show that the U.S. has skin in the game. As 
Congresswoman Bordallo noted, if we are not willing to invest our-
selves in some of these new facilities, it is going to be a hard case 
for us to make to allies and partners that they should do it or that 
we are committed to our Asia-Pacific strategy. 

At the same time, we were not able to validate many of the long- 
term budget estimates in the DOD planning we saw. So there is 
going to have to be an interactive, iterative process, we think, be-
tween Congress and the Defense Department to deal with these 
issues. 

And finally there are certain areas—lift, for example—where we 
think more needs to be done to enhance our force structure, be-
cause as we distribute our posture more, we are going to have more 
requirements for lift, and we also face new challenges such as A2/ 
AD [Anti-Access/Area Denial], and these are areas that my col-
league David Berteau will get into. 
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Thank you. 
[The joint prepared statement of Dr. Green and Mr. Berteau can 

be found in the Appendix on page 43.] 
Mr. FORBES. Thank you, Dr. Green. 
Mr. Berteau. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID J. BERTEAU, SENIOR VICE PRESIDENT 
AND DIRECTOR OF INTERNATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAM, 
CENTER FOR STRATEGIC AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES 

Mr. BERTEAU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Waiting for my mike 
to pick up here. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Bordallo, members 
of the subcommittee. 

I am going to talk briefly about not the strategic framework, 
which Dr. Green just covered, but the specific recommendations 
that we made in our report. 

We were directed by Section 346 of the National Defense Author-
ization Act to look at options. And what we did is we actually came 
up with a set of four different options that we evaluated. We ended 
up not recommending an option. We used the evaluation of those 
options to develop our recommendations. 

And we evaluated them on four sets of criteria. The geostrategic 
impact, which gets back to the strategic framework that Mike just 
talked about. The operational impact in terms of our military capa-
bility and our ability to executive our operational plans, both at the 
high end and at the low end. The affordability question—how does 
it fit with the budget and what are the budgetary impacts. And the 
issue of how feasible they are—whether or not you actually can im-
plement these kinds of recommendations. 

So that was our criteria. We then had four options that we 
looked at. One is status quo: What if you just stayed ‘‘As Is, Where 
Is.’’ Everybody is where they are. Because that is your baseline, 
that is your benchmark that you start from. 

The second option was implementing all of the announced plans 
from the Administration. This would include the April 2012 U.S.- 
Japan agreement, as modified. It would include plans in Korea, et 
cetera. 

The third option was a more robust option: adding additional ca-
pability, adding additional U.S. force capability to the Pacific re-
gion. 

And then the fourth and final option was what we referred to in-
ternally as the sequestration-friendly option, which is big reduc-
tions. Right? 

So let me cover those. I am not going to go into the options. Let 
me cover that by way of our five recommendations, if you will. 

The first recommendation, and as Dr. Green suggested, a huge 
opportunity at the engagement level, at the lower end of the spec-
trum, with nearly 30 potential partners and allies in the region. 
We need to take advantage of that opportunity, if you will. 

We recommend that the way you do that is a more integrated 
strategy involving more from the Pacific Command, connected back 
to Washington, not only to the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
and the Joint Staff, but the broader interagency community, in-
cluding the State Department, connecting to the Services, con-
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necting to the Component commands, and connecting to the allies 
and the partners; needs to be developed better, articulated better. 
That was our first recommendation. 

At the same time, though, we have got to live up to the commit-
ments we have already made or we lose credibility with those very 
partners with whom we are trying to increase our engagement. 

And so you live up to that capability in part by executing those 
commitments, by moving forward on the transfer of the Marines 
from Okinawa to Guam, Australia, Hawaii, et cetera. And we rec-
ommend that as our second recommendation, with a couple of cave-
ats. 

We think there ought to be sort of implementable milestones that 
are reported on regularly to the Congress, so you can see the 
progress on these as you go forward. 

We think that with respect, for example, to investments in Guam 
and the Marianas Islands, that you prioritize those investments 
and start now with the things that are not only most important, 
but that you are going to want to do no matter what the long-term 
force posture is. And that gives you more capability to engage with 
our partners and allies, do combined training, do joint exercises, et 
cetera. 

And then finally, with respect to the relocation from Marine 
Corps Air Station Futenma on Okinawa, which is currently agreed 
that it will be moved to Henoko on a new facility that we built, we 
think you got to go forward with those plans, but we also think 
there needs to be a little bit of thinking about a Plan B. What if, 
in fact, you need to maintain operations and you aren’t there yet? 
And so there has got to be some thinking go into that. Those are 
the kinds of caveats that we put in. 

Our third recommendation had to do with Korea, where we rec-
ommend moving forward again with the existing agreement, the 
strategic agreement for 2015. This is the called OPCON [Oper-
ational Control] transition, if you will, but with a little more robust 
set of checklists that monitor along the way to make sure that the 
kind of joint capability we need to develop is in place. And we also 
recommend some other basing options with respect to Korea. 

Then our fourth recommendation really draws on the expanded 
capability, if you will, because at the same time that you are build-
ing partnerships, you are executing your current commitments, you 
have to look at really the fundamental of the strategic rebalancing. 

And we have a series of recommendations there. For instance, we 
recommend at least one additional attack submarine in Guam. We 
recommend deployment of an amphibious ready group to support 
the distributed marine air-ground taskforce arrangements across 
the Pacific and transferring that rather than global resourcing it. 

We recommend some additional munition stockpiles and 
prepositioning stocks, if you will, again to support the existing 
plans, as well as the future plans. And we recommend some surviv-
ability options for the forces that are already deployed there. 

Then finally, in our fifth option, which really derived from the se-
questration impact, and regardless of whether you believe seques-
tration happens or not, the possibility that some future further re-
ductions may occur in the defense budget, if you will. 
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And what we found there particularly is that you wouldn’t save 
much money, even with pretty big force structure reductions in the 
Pacific, but you would lose a heck of a lot of capability. And we 
think that is a pretty bad tradeoff. That is kind of the opposite of 
what you had alluded to in your opening comments, Mr. Chairman. 
You would save very little money, you would lose a lot of capability; 
as opposed to invest just a little money and gain a lot of capability. 

So we don’t recommend that you do that. We actually think 
that—we strongly recommend that you sustain and build on the 
current force posture in the Pacific region. 

But there are a few places where in fact you could look at some 
efficiencies and some consolidations that might make sense, and we 
recommend that as our fifth and final recommendation. 

That is pretty much where we stand on that process. We would 
be happy now, I think, to proceed to your questions and amplify 
and characterize things in any way we can. 

Thank you very much. 
[The joint prepared statement of Mr. Berteau and Dr. Green can 

be found in the Appendix on page 43.] 
Mr. FORBES. Well, thank you both. And I will start off with two 

concepts that I would like to run by you. 
With regard to the new Marine Corps distributed laydown, there 

are many elements of the plan which need further development, in-
cluding the movement of forces to Australia and Hawaii. There are 
also elements related to strategic lift that also need to be better 
analyzed. 

Should the United States move forward with the plans associated 
with the Guam realignment or should we wait for a complete plan? 

And then second part of that, what are the implications associ-
ated with our partners and allies if we continue to delay the overall 
alignment? 

Mr. BERTEAU. We will consult periodically as who will talk first 
here. 

With respect to the implementation, I think that our conclu-
sion—and we have got some detail on this in the report—is that 
there are some initial steps that we ought to proceed with right 
away. We have already got a number of marines in Australia work-
ing initially. The evolution of that engagement, I think, will take 
a few years to become fully realized in terms of the full Marine Air- 
Ground Task Force. 

There are some initial investments in Guam and the Marianas 
that make sense, both in terms of robust infrastructure and in 
terms of training capability that are to some extent not dependent 
on the total number of marines that are going to move. They make 
sense regardless of how many marines move and what the schedule 
is for moving those. 

There are, of course, a number of issues associated with timing 
that tie back to environmental impact statements. We actually 
have a modest recommendation that we advise the Department 
they could probably come up with some perhaps improved ways of 
approaching that to remove some of those time lines and come to 
some decisions more quickly, if you will. Those are kind of internal 
process questions. 
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But I think there is a core of both military construction and 
other associated infrastructure and project investments that could 
be done almost immediately. You could actually start those this 
year if the money were available. They are not huge. They also 
would allow us, in fact, to begin to take advantage of some of the 
matching funds from the Japanese Government as part of that 
transition and you do want to take advantage of that opportunity. 

Dr. GREEN. On the question of how our allies and partners would 
view delay, the short and simple answer is it will have a negative 
effect. Prime Minister Noda in Japan committed in April to provide 
over $3 billion for the overall distributed MAGTF [Marine Air- 
Ground Task Force] plan, and in particular for the Guam move, in 
cash. And it was not an easy lift politically, and I think it now has 
pretty robust consensus, and we want to sustain that. 

As David said, there are opportunities to leverage that, to build 
what we think are the first and most important elements of this, 
which is the training opportunity, Tinian and CNMI [Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands] and so forth. 

Those are particularly important because the Marine Corps’—all 
the Services will have an important role in this, but the Marine 
Corps’ role is worth focusing on for just a moment. 

The Marines are in many ways, I think, going to be a kind of a 
central clearinghouse for a lot of the engagement we do with allies 
and partners. 

Japan, Australia, Korea, Canada, New Zealand are all working 
on creating their own versions of amphibious-ready groups and ex-
peditionary capability, because of the importance of island chains; 
because of the challenges from humanitarian disasters and so 
forth. 

And the training opportunities in Tinian, CNMI, Guam can be 
realized fairly quickly and create opportunities, together with the 
training area in Australia, for getting a variety of forces working 
together on a variety of missions, and in a way that is joint and 
where we share information, and in a way that a variety of coun-
tries that don’t have the capabilities of an Australia or a Japan can 
plug into. 

So you get a lot of engagement and partnership-capacity-building 
payoff for moving forward, in particular on the Marine piece. 

Mr. FORBES. In your report, you indicated that, and I quote— 
‘‘The top priority of U.S. strategy in Asia is not to prepare for a 
conflict with China. Rather, it is to shape the environment so that 
such a conflict is never necessary and perhaps someday inconceiv-
able’’. 

What if our efforts to shape the environment in the region fail? 
Do we not ensure a conflict is avoided precisely by preparing for 
it and letting everyone know we are prepared? 

And then the second part of that question is, is there a difference 
between the capabilities, training and regional engagement that 
are focused on shaping the environment for peace and those on 
winning a conflict with China? 

Dr. GREEN. The answer, Mr. Chairman, is absolutely yes and ab-
solutely right. 

I would focus on a distinction between what some people call dis-
suasion and what you might call deterrence. Dissuasion is where 
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we are trying to convince, in this case, China, that they are much 
better off, as a strategic matter, operating within the system as 
they have been, focusing on economic interdependence, cooperation 
within the region. And that is where the peacetime cooperation and 
engagement matters. 

Deterrence is if our relationship with China gets to a point where 
Beijing decides it needs to consider military force. We want to 
make it clear that when the PLA [People’s Liberation Army] goes 
into the Central Military Commission to brief, in the future, Xi 
Jinping, they cannot say, ‘‘We can win this one, boss.’’ That is crit-
ical. 

So how do you strike a balance between these two? 
Well, in the dissuasion, or peacetime, phase, it is very important 

that our friends in Beijing see that the region is committed to the 
existing order, supports U.S. forward presence, and will not accept 
uses of coercion or force to resolve disputes, particularly territorial 
disputes at sea. 

So we need partners. We need engagement. We need access. If 
we push too hard on forcing allies and partners to commit to war- 
fighting cooperation or access for a China scenario, we are going to 
lose a lot of them. And if we lose a lot of them, we are going to 
find that that dissuasion phase, where we are really working on 
building a cooperative relationship with China, is going to be much 
weaker. 

So we have to walk and chew gum at the same time. And in our 
report, we thought the adjustments that David mentioned, sub-
marines, missile defense, lift, that is the kind of thing we need to 
do to ensure we can engage in peacetime, but also that we are cred-
ible; and not only to potential adversaries but to our allies, in case 
we find deterrence fails. 

Mr. BERTEAU. Mr. Chairman, if I could add to that, a little bit. 
We looked very hard at the question of the connection between, 
sort of, phase zero engagement and partnership capacity and the 
larger operational plan warfighting capability across the region. 

And what we found, in fact, was, at the strategic level, the con-
nection is that, at the low end, where you are building, you have 
got, maybe, 25 countries you can build and improve your relation-
ships with. And in doing so, you actually have the potential to re-
duce the probability of that large-scale war, because you are com-
plicating the planning for the other guys. 

There are a lot more moving parts out there, a lot more things 
that are uncertain to them, a lot more questions in their mind 
about what capability gets brought to bear and when and the tim-
ing and that sort of thing. Obviously, you can’t go into too much 
of that in an unclassified environment. So, at the strategic level, 
you have got a lot to gain just by complicating things. 

At the tactical level, in the event you ever get to implementing 
a large operational conflict plan, if you will, you have got a whole 
host of new capabilities that you bring to bear that are not just 
ours unilaterally. And those ebb and flow over time. And some of 
that is just access, overflight rights. Some of it is backfill of people 
who do other things so you can free up your forces as well. Some 
of it is actual capability at the high end that you would bring to 
bear. 
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So it is not like a see-saw where it is just us and the other coun-
try going up and down, right, it is just U.S. and China. It is actu-
ally one of those see-saws, if you will, that has a single pivot point 
in the middle, but a whole bunch of seats around the edge, and it 
is really balancing 30 different pieces simultaneously in a way that 
sustains our ability to not only do what we need to do, but to shape 
what China does and what other potential adversaries do. 

I am a veteran of the Cold War. That is my professional child-
hood is growing up in the Cold War, where it was very black and 
white. We knew who the other guys were. We weren’t really trying 
to shape them; we were just trying to stand off with them. This is 
a much more complex and difficult environment, and one that I 
think we are going to have to learn as we do and do way better 
than we have in the past. 

Mr. FORBES. Thank you. Now I would like to recognize the 
gentlelady from Guam, who has obviously been very concerned 
about these issues for a number of years. 

Ms. Bordallo. 
Ms. BORDALLO. For a number of years, yes, Mr. Chairman. 
This is a question for either one of you can answer it. 
The CSIS study emphasizes the toll uncertainty can exact in our 

strategic partners’ confidence in the strength of the U.S. commit-
ment to the Pacific. 

I understand that the report says that we need to move the de-
bate beyond that of simple military construction to a broader stra-
tegic discussion. 

Now, with that in mind, is authorizing and appropriating funds 
for certain MILCON [Military Construction] projects directly asso-
ciated with the realignment a clear and tangible sign that the U.S. 
is committed to strategic engagement in the region? 

And, secondly, could you elaborate on what strategic capital has 
been lost by the U.S., given the several years of impasse by the 
Senate in approving certain projects associated with this refocus? 

Mr. BERTEAU. Congresswoman, let me respond to that question. 
I think that there is a direct association, as you suggest in your 
question, between the authorization and appropriation into the nec-
essary military construction and other operation and maintenance 
funds to move forward. 

I think there are very powerful signals that get sent. 
I think the degree to which those moving forward of funds cannot 

be connected to a 6-year plan that is still being developed puts 
some boundaries on it. In other words, you only want to commit to 
those things that you are confident are going to make sense over 
the long run. We believe there are a number of those that the com-
mittee should engage in and look at for fiscal year 2013, as we 
move forward. 

I think, in terms of the signals that that sends, rather than look 
backwards to say what opportunities have we lost, the question is 
what opportunities do we have to gain by moving forward? And I 
think those signals are not only for the countries involved but real-
ly cut across the entire region. 

So it is not just signals to Japan with respect to movement of 
Marines from Okinawa, but it is really a signal for all the countries 
in the region. I think it is very powerful. 
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Ms. BORDALLO. And the second part of the question? 
Mr. BERTEAU. Well, I am sorry. I thought that was actually the 

second part of the question. 
Ms. BORDALLO. Well, it was on—could you elaborate on the stra-

tegic capital that has been lost by the U.S.? 
Mr. BERTEAU. Right, I can’t really measure what has been lost. 

I think we are where we are and we need to focus on what we gain 
by moving forward. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Is there anything further you would wish to—— 
Dr. GREEN. Well, I mean, it is a matter of record that, whenever 

the Guam relocation plan has stumbled in the Congress, it is big 
news in Japan, because this is a heavy political lift for any Japa-
nese Government. We are including going back to the Liberal 
Democratic Party. So in that sense, it costs us. 

As I mentioned, though, we weren’t able to validate the budget 
planning for the comprehensive overall distributed Marine Corps 
laydown plan. There are a lot of variables in this. We have multiple 
foreign and local governments, environmental impact statements in 
a fluid strategic environment and a fluid defense budgetary envi-
ronment. 

And that is why we thought, A, it is important to move forward. 
Momentum matters. We have benefited, in a way, from Beijing’s 
missteps. And there is a lot of appetite for engagement with us. 
That won’t be the case, necessarily, forever. We have to show that 
we are committed to this. So that is why we think it is important 
to move forward. 

But the variables in this plan are going to require much greater 
interaction, as David said, milestones reporting between the Con-
gress and the Department of Defense, so that there is consensus 
and confidence moving forward. 

Because what we don’t want is unanswered and almost unan-
swerable questions about where we will be in 15 years stopping us 
from doing things we need to do now. 

I have a map in my office of a Navy map from 1910 that shows 
Guam as a critical strategic hub in 1910. We came across a report 
when we were doing our work by a young Marine captain named 
Jim Webb on the importance of Guam in U.S. forward strategy in 
the Pacific. The Jim Webb you are thinking of. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Oh, yes, yes—— 
Dr. GREEN [continuing]. And we are there again. So Andersen 

Air Force Base—we recommended some work on survivability for 
the fuel line, a few other things. No matter what happens exactly 
with the plan for the Marine laydown, these are things we are 
going to want. It is a historic and geostrategic imperative. 

So we couldn’t sign on to everything, but we think momentum 
really matters. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Well, thank you. 
Along the lines of the previous question, how important is it that 

we begin to utilize some of the Government of Japan funds that we 
have already received? 

And how could spending these funds on construction projects di-
rectly associated with the realignment of Marines help enhance our 
strategic capital? 
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Dr. GREEN. Well, it will help. I think some of the early invest-
ments should focus, as we put in our report, on the training oppor-
tunities, which benefit Japan strategically and operationally, I 
would argue, and also other allies and partners. This is going to 
require, I think, negotiations. The specific amounts and the timing 
of the funding is a matter that has to be worked out with the Gov-
ernment of Japan, and they get a vote. But I think there are some 
opportunities there that the Department should be exploring. 

Ms. BORDALLO. We haven’t drawn down on the $800 million that 
is already deposited in our banks, have we? 

Mr. BERTEAU. To the best of our knowledge, no. You would prob-
ably have to ask the DOD witnesses afterwards for the latest on 
that. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Again, I have another question, Mr. Chairman, 
for either witness. 

The report looks at expanded roles and missions for Andersen 
Air Force Base on Guam. And I would note that, to my dismay, 
several military construction projects associated with the Guam 
strike were cut last year. 

How important is Andersen Air Force Base to the distributed 
laydown strategy? And what are the practical implications of fur-
ther delay in obtaining the Guam strike capacity? 

Mr. BERTEAU. We took a look at a number of those elements, in-
cluding the actions by the Congress last year on the request. And 
in particular, we looked at some of the military construction 
projects associated with Andersen from the perspective of what is 
the most effective way to gain operational capability across the re-
gion for the dollars there. 

We concluded that there is a tradeoff, if you will, between some 
of the MILCON projects and looking at expanded ability for dis-
persal in the event of conflict. And we probably came down on a 
place in that tradeoff that is different than where the Department’s 
budget request is. We concluded that in fact higher investment in 
dispersal capability across the region is better use of near-term dol-
lars than hardened facilities proposed there. 

That, however, should not be taken in any way to reflect upon 
the lack of the value of Andersen Air Force Base. We think, in fact, 
it is one of the strategic hubs going forward for the entire region. 
And if you look at the capability that Guam offers to force posture, 
it is much more than a home base for, you know, the Marines and 
the MEUs [Marine Expeditionary Unit] it is moving out of Oki-
nawa. It is also a strategic hub for both long-range Air Force capa-
bility and in fact for naval forces as well, and that Guam should 
be seen in that context across the board. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you. 
And, Mr. Chairman, I want to give others a chance to ask ques-

tions, but I do have a couple more if you have a second round. 
Mr. FORBES. We will be glad to let you finish out with some ques-

tions, Ms. Bordallo. 
Dr. Heck is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Dr. HECK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
In the report, there seems to be some support for certain civilian 

infrastructure improvements in Guam, things that would be out-
side the fence line of the military installation. 
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Could you elaborate on what types of infrastructure projects or 
roadway projects you are referring to when we look at—if they 
move the 4.7 thousand troops, it is roughly going to be a 5 percent 
increase in Guam’s total population? And whether or not that is 
going to require significant infrastructure that DOD should be pay-
ing for to support that outside the wire? 

Mr. BERTEAU. Thank you, sir. There are sort of three elements 
to that question, if you will. One is what kinds of infrastructure 
support would be required almost no matter what in terms of 
troops moving in. And there, we focused particularly on a couple 
of items—road improvements so that you can actually move back 
and forth between the port and Andersen, and that is really almost 
independent, if you will, of the number of marines; the pipeline 
that clearly needs to be strengthened and bolstered along the way. 

The second has to do with the kinds of infrastructure support 
that would be needed to support the population. And clearly, the 
change in the number of marines moving, and particularly the 
number of family members and dependents that would be moving 
as well—the pretty dramatic reduction—hasn’t yet been reflected 
in the off-the-base requirements, if you will, the outside-the-wire 
requirements in Guam. We didn’t come up with an independent as-
sessment of what those ought to be. 

And the third question, then, is once you settle on what those re-
quirements will be, who should pay for them, if you will. And there, 
we struck a kind of an interesting balance. It is clearly not always 
in the purview of the Defense Department to pay for those kinds 
of improvements, if you will. 

But the history of base improvements across not only the region, 
but across America, is that if it is in the Defense Department’s in-
terests and if you can’t operate without those kinds of improve-
ments, ultimately DOD faces a choice. Either we pay for it our-
selves, or we suffer the consequences of it not being done, because 
there is nobody else to pay for it. 

So across America where we have done things, for instance when 
we put the submarine base into Kings Bay, Georgia and the other 
one into Bangor, Washington, an awful lot of Defense Department 
resources were expended outside the wire to build up the capa-
bility, because we needed to have it. 

And that is a question really that the committee has to deal with 
that is a little above and beyond the purview of our study, but I 
think history says that if it matters a whole lot to DOD, ultimately 
you have to figure out how to pay for it. 

The real question, though, is what is that requirement and that 
is still an open-ended question. We found some things that matter 
right now. You should get started on those—the road, the pipeline. 
There are others where I think we need to wait until we see what 
the total laydown plan is in detail and the timetable before we can 
determine what those are. 

Mr. FORBES. Ms. Hanabusa is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mrs. HANABUSA. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Thank you, gentlemen. 
In reading the introduction of your report, it is interesting that 

you, of course, cite to Secretary Panetta, who said that I guess the 
forces in the future are going to have to be geographically distrib-
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uted, operationally resilient, and politically sustainable—almost in 
and of itself one of the most difficult things to even begin to com-
prehend how we are going to do that. 

And then you list things like focus on air superiority and mobil-
ity, long-range strike, nuclear deterrence, maritime access, space 
and cyberspace, and ISR [Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnais-
sance] capabilities. The question is have it, in reading through your 
report, there is a lot of emphasis, of course, on Marines or MAGTF, 
as we call it; also of the Navy and its presence. But what is lacking 
is the discussion of the Army and not so much directly, the Air 
Force, but definitely lacking the Army. The only real mention I 
could really find was in reference to South Korea and the potential 
drawdown of many of the troops. 

So am I led to believe by reading the report that the—what I call 
‘‘the military of the future’’—I have asked all the people who sat 
in those chairs, ‘‘What does the military of the future look like?’’ 
Am I beginning to understand the military of the future is going 
to probably look more like expeditionary forces? We have a lot of 
emphasis on the littoral, or however you pronounce it, types of 
ships planned for Singapore. 

And of course, a good part of the report, though we are not look-
ing at conflict with China, we still cannot ignore the fact that we 
do have the A2/AD issue, which then brings in the economic compo-
nents. So who wants to answer first whether this issue of what the 
force looks like in the future is, in your mind, has changed and 
that is why the emphasis on the Marines and the naval forces. And 
believe me, 52 percent of the earth’s surface, the Pacific Ocean, is 
PACOM [United States Pacific Command]. I understand that, and 
maybe that is part of the answer, but please proceed. 

You can do what we do in Hawaii, which is junk and pull, which 
is paper and stone. 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. BERTEAU. We have a couple of places where I think a careful 

reading of the report probably is needed to be able to determine 
how we saw the possibility for the Army here. One is actually we 
see an enormous potential for regional dedication of units that the 
Army is already proposing, and but it is pre-decisional inside the 
Pentagon, so we are not quite sure where that goes. 

But we strongly supported the idea of a dedicated core head-
quarters associated with PACOM. That would allow PACOM as it 
builds its plans for engagement in the region to draw upon CONUS 
[Continental United States]-based forces for a whole host of rea-
sons—planning purposes, et cetera. 

We looked in particular, I think, at the robust capability that we 
have of trained brigades and units, with a lot of capability. These 
are veterans now who really know what they are doing, both with-
in the active force and within the National Guard. 

And that is part of the basis of our recommendation that we look 
hard at using more rotational brigades in Korea so that you draw 
upon the capability that is already existing in the Army today and 
you actually keep that capability up. It gives you much more to 
draw from in the event that we ever get to a conflict, if you 
will—— 
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Mrs. HANABUSA [continuing]. And I don’t mean to interrupt you, 
but that is what I meant. I saw the Army reference in Korea, but 
drawing down from the total force structure that we have there. 
But I didn’t see a mention of Army in all the other types of discus-
sion. 

Mr. BERTEAU. There is a mention in the engagement in terms of 
what Army’s relationship is with PACOM. And in fact, increasing 
the capacity of the U.S. Army-Pacific capability and stature, if you 
will, as part of that process. In addition, we saw some opportunities 
for the Army at the engagement end. 

And Mike, you may want to add a little bit on that. 
Dr. GREEN. Just to amplify the point about the Army aligning 

itself post-OEF/OIF [Operation Enduring Freedom/Operation Iraqi 
Freedom] to the Pacific. There is enormous potential for enhancing 
the role of the Army if I Corps becomes a joint task force-capable 
command, and is training forces, mostly at the brigade level, but 
at all levels, with Pacific—not just Korea, but Pacific missions in 
mind. 

And beefing them up with foreign affairs officers, enhancing joint 
training in the U.S., so that we are doing it with our partners and 
allies at the joint training center and so forth. And really kind of 
taking one of the three big corps in the Army and making it an 
Asia-Pacific Corps based in—the headquarters in Washington. 
Huge potential there. 

We were actually quite impressed, I have to say, with USARPAC 
[United States Army Pacific], with the U.S. Army-Pacific, where 
there is a lot of quite sophisticated thinking and country expertise. 
And it is also worth remembering that most of the chiefs of defense 
in this region, even though it is a maritime theater, most of them 
are Army generals. 

So in the engagement phase-zero shaping and partnership-build-
ing phase, a lot at the platoon, company, brigade level that the 
Army could do, we think that potentially with rotations of Army 
brigades to Korea, you could actually increase the capabilities that 
we are bringing. For example, the aviation brigade of the Second 
Infantry Division is short Apache helicopter squadrons. You could 
actually have more potential there. 

We didn’t have time in this report to really go through whether 
that would work in terms of readiness. You know, when you take 
a brigade, move then to Korea for a year, there may be some 
issues, you know, there is a seam there, sort of a month when they 
come in, are they going to be ready to go if something happens. 
There are some issues that we just didn’t have time to get into, but 
we thought it was really worth exploring. 

And then the last thing I would say about the force structure is 
because of air-sea battle, because of the more difficult operating en-
vironment in the Western Pacific within the first island chain, it 
is my own personal view—David can disagree if he wants—you 
know, the air-sea battle dialogue that the Army—the Air Force and 
the Navy have started is good. 

But really, we are going to need a jointness among the Army and 
Marine Corps as well, and we are going to need our allies and part-
ners to similarly develop jointness among their Services, because it 
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is going to be a much more intense environment. We are going to 
need more capacity, redundancy, distribution of opportunities. 

Mr. FORBES. And we thank you for those questions. The 
gentlelady’s time has expired. 

The gentlelady from Missouri is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, gentlemen, for being here today. 
I just wanted to ask: What are the U.S. objectives in the Pacific? 

And how does the distributed laydown of Marine Corps forces in 
Australia, Guam, Hawaii and Japan accomplish these objectives 
and enhance our security posture in the Pacific? 

Dr. GREEN. For over 150 years, our objective has been to have 
access to the region and to make sure that the Pacific is an ocean 
that is a conduit for our commerce and our ideas, and not a conduit 
for threats to Guam, Hawaii, the western and continental United 
States and Alaska. That has been our strategy since the middle of 
the 19th century. 

The Marines have always been an important part of that. For the 
past 10 years, a large chunk of those marines have been operating 
in Southwest Asia. And as they come back to the region, they are 
going to return to the historic role they have played. 

The base in Okinawa is a legacy of history. And it is recognized 
in both governments as too much of a burden for the Okinawan 
people to take. 

Okinawa itself is geo-strategically prime real estate, right in the 
middle of the first island chain, geographically close to all the chal-
lenges we might face. But it is a heavy burden for the Okinawan 
people. 

And for a variety of reasons, dispersing the Marines to some ex-
tent would help us. I would take the burden off Okinawa, it would 
position them—for example in Australia—to be closer to areas 
where we need to help shore up the capacity of states and deal 
with different crises. It would give us redundancy in dispersal. 

So it brings a lot of advantages why we were comfortable endors-
ing the plan in principle. 

It also raises some real questions about whether we have suffi-
cient lift and logistics when we spread out our forces a bit more, 
which we can get into if you like. Because it is going to mean we 
have to do some things differently and add some more resources. 

Mr. BERTEAU. If I could add one thing to that. Dr. Green has laid 
out the historical connection very well. But there is also kind of a 
unique opportunity going forward that goes beyond the historical 
value. 

A number of our potential partners and our current allies there 
would like to develop more expeditionary capability. And we think 
it is in our interest for them to do that because it helps bolster the 
security of the region across the board. And the Marines play a 
unique role in there. 

Congresswoman Hanabusa’s question about the Army does war-
rant, if you will, a comment that in fact the Pacific is a more expe-
ditionary environment. It does require a capability that most of the 
Army does not bring to bear. And that much of what we talked 
about for the Army is not a justification for additional Army force 
structure. 
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But the Marines can play a role with our partners and allies, 
with the Koreans, with the Japanese, with the Australians, with a 
number of nations in the Southeast Asia area that goes beyond the 
historical value and actually looks at expeditionary capability for 
defensive purposes as well as offensive purposes. And we think 
that brings an enormous value at pretty low cost in terms of force 
structure and long-term investment. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. I see in the report that on the Department of 
Defense’s summary their comments from the Secretary regarding 
the report says, ‘‘I disagree with the CSIS’s suggestion that the De-
partment should consider moving fewer than approximately 5,000 
Marines to Guam.’’ 

Could you expound on your thoughts on that criticism? 
Mr. BERTEAU. I think that the Secretary has a plan that is still 

being developed. The baseline for that plan will be done perhaps 
the end of this year, perhaps early next year, in terms of how many 
marines move where. We don’t prejudge the outcome of that plan. 
And we think that, in fact, there are some investments worth mak-
ing in Guam, even if the ultimate outcome of that plan is a dif-
ferent number. 

I am not saying we are walking away from the number that has 
been agreed to and it was announced back in April. That number 
is probably still the right number to be planning for. But in the 
event that that number changes, we still think there are things 
that make sense to be done, and that is the basis of our comment 
there. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Do you think with the growing threats that are 
out there with the aggressive military from China and the threats 
from North Korea—how comfortable do you feel with this plan that 
it would still meet our security needs? 

Dr. GREEN. It has definite advantages for both scenarios that you 
mentioned, China and North Korea. 

In terms of China, I think that the real focus is on the peacetime 
shaping environment and engaging with other countries, particu-
larly those that want similar expeditionary capability. The Marines 
can really play a role. A lot of that is in South and Southeast Asia, 
which is why the move to Darwin of approximately of 2,500 ma-
rines makes a lot of strategic sense. 

Operationally, I mean, we could settle so much in this session, 
but in the Korean Peninsula, given the possibilities of instability, 
uncertainty about how WMD [Weapons of Mass Destruction] might 
be used, there is a definite renewed advantage to having deep sea 
maneuver capabilities. In other words, to have options beyond just 
going up the middle, so to speak. 

For that to work, the Marines are going to have to have suffi-
cient lift, which is why we focused on that. Because the operational 
advantages work only if you have the lift. 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Thank you. 
Yield back. 
Mr. FORBES. Thank the gentlelady for her comments. 
The gentleman from Connecticut is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I was looking at the pieces of this report and the rundown of all 

the countries regarding undersea warfare and—I mean, the only 
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reference that I could see was in Australia, the discussion about 
trying to help with their Collins class program. I mean, that is 
about it, in terms of really any other navies in the area that—you 
know—I guess you would describe as allies. 

Is that an accurate representation? 
Dr. GREEN. I would say a couple things about that. 
We mentioned the Collins class, the Australian navy. The Royal 

Australian Navy is thinking through how they are going to develop 
a new class of attack subs [submarines]. They need longer range 
than most of the subs available from our European friends. 

There is enormous potential for collaboration on the development 
of these submarines with us with Japan, which makes outstanding 
world-class attack subs. We probably should have mentioned that 
in the report. We also mentioned in the recommendation, and my 
colleague highlighted this in his summary, that one of our real ad-
vantages in the Pacific is undersea warfare. We have—we are good 
at it. Our key maritime allies like Japan and Australia are good 
at it. 

And it is a reminder why for Beijing, you know, a coercive sce-
nario or option really isn’t very good. Because China depends on 
global sea lanes even more than we do for energy resources and so 
forth. And submarines and a capable undersea warfare capability 
are a reminder that we will, in a sense, own the oceans under any 
scenario. 

It is also an asymmetrical advantage as we look at the A2/AD 
environment. So you will see in the recommendation, sir, that we 
recommended additional attack sub or subs. We weren’t specific. 
That is, again, beyond what we could determine exactly in 3 
months. 

Mr. BERTEAU. I would take that—I think there is a lot of inte-
grated capability that we can bring with a couple of our key allies 
there. I think it is in our interest—in the U.S. interest to build on 
that capability. 

And, quite frankly, if I were going to try to defend one thing in 
the Defense Department budget it would be building two attack 
submarines a year for as far out as the eye can see. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Right. That won’t come as any great surprise to 
the chairman—— 

[Laughter.] 
Mr. COURTNEY [continuing]. There is no disagreement from this 

corner of the table here. 
Mr. Green, as long as I have got a couple more minutes and you 

are here, there are press reports this morning about a defense re-
port that came out this morning in Japan, which raised some con-
cern about sort of the command-and-control of the Chinese mili-
tary. 

I mean, is that big news or is that really kind of pretty standard 
conventional wisdom out there? I mean, does it deserve sort of the 
breathless headlines that it received today? Or is that some kind 
of new discussion or new development? 

Dr. GREEN. The only thing new about it is the candor about a 
problem that I think everybody in the region and many within the 
Chinese system recognize. 
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The Central Military Commission, which is chaired currently by 
Hu Jintao and vice chaired by Xi Jinping, his successor and the 
vice president, has exactly two civilians on it—and I just mentioned 
them. And below the Central Military Commission, there is no sub-
committee on readiness. There is no committee with oversight over 
defense decisions. The Foreign Ministry has no idea—when I was 
on the National Security Council staff we often surprised our For-
eign Ministry counterparts when we would raise issues involving 
the PLA. They had no idea. 

So civilian oversight is a challenge for all of us. And it is further 
complicated by the fact that in this maritime domain, especially out 
to the first island change and the contested waters in the East 
China Sea and South China Sea. It is not just the PLA navy. It 
is the fisheries police. It is the coast guard. There are five Services 
competing and whipping up support domestically for increased re-
sources and more boats. 

Our engagement strategy has to involve two pieces. We have to, 
you know, convince our Chinese friends that if they keep pushing 
in this direction our partnerships will only grow stronger. And the 
rest of the region will be more unified in expressing concern and, 
in many cases, cooperating with us to protect those maritime areas. 

The other part is we have to find a strategy, and forward-de-
ployed forces are a part of this, where we are talking to the PLA. 
We are talking to the Chinese. In my own personal view, a mili-
tary-to-military dialogue is not sufficient. Our national leaders 
have to have dialogue with China’s national leaders and hold them 
accountable for the actions of the PLA to sort of help in our own 
diplomacy the Chinese start getting some grip over what their own 
forces are doing, particularly at sea. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Yield back. 
Mr. FORBES. Thank you, Mr. Courtney. 
Mr. Sablan is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SABLAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And I want to thank you and Ranking Member Bordallo and the 

members for allowing me the courtesy of joining you this afternoon. 
Welcome, Dr. Green and Mr. Berteau. 
I am going to—the phrase ‘‘jointness’’ among Services, but I will 

wait for the second panel to appear. But I just have one question 
here that either one of you or both of you could address. 

The report makes the recommendation to, and I quote—‘‘move 
forward with funding necessary for the development of training 
ranges at Tinian Island and other CNMI locations, work with the 
Government of Japan to leverage Japanese funding commitments 
in order to realize early joint bilateral training opportunities.’’ 

I know where Tinian is. They say ‘‘other CNMI locations.’’ I am 
assuming that this is islands north of Saipan. And I couldn’t agree 
more with you with that recommendation. 

So can either one of you comment on the strategic value where 
there is in developing this training ranges? What capabilities does 
Tinian and other locations, other islands in the Northern Marianas 
offer our military that they don’t currently have? And what value 
would these training ranges provide to our allies in the region? 

Mr. BERTEAU. Thank you. That is a good key set of questions, sir. 
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One of the key strategic advantages, of course, is that these terri-
tories are in fact part of the United States, and so they offer us 
a stability, if you will, and a predictability over time not only al-
lows us to invest in them, but then to realize the benefits of that 
investment over time. 

The second, of course, is they have the geostrategic location, if 
you will, so that they can serve as not only training capacity for 
United States forces, but for combined training of partners and al-
lies in the region in a way that none of them can develop that capa-
bility for themselves. 

And it is to our advantage for them to take advantage of that ca-
pability, train with us, practice with us, exercise with us, both at 
the command post level and in terms of live fire training. 

And so the investment pays back not only for us in enhanced 
readiness and capability for U.S. military, but for our allies and 
partners as well. So it gives you both the stability and a capability 
that we think well warrants the investment. 

Mr. SABLAN. You are talking about not just Tinian, then, you are 
talking about—— 

Mr. BERTEAU [continuing]. Right, we are talking about Pagan, we 
are talking about Tinian, we are talking about other islands—— 

Mr. SABLAN [continuing]. And, you know, just from the chart 
that you have—table 8 actually—the only minor negative you have, 
but you also have a caveat next to it is affordability. And this is 
my—why I agree with your recommendation that we work with the 
Government of Japan in making those funds available. 

That is all I have for this panel. Thank you very much. 
Mr. FORBES. Thank you. 
Gentlemen, we want to thank you both. And Ms. Bordallo and 

some of the other members may have some written questions if you 
don’t mind we would like to submit to you for your answers for the 
record. But we are going to move on to the next panel because we 
have got some votes coming up down the road. 

So thank you so much for your expertise and your willingness to 
share that with our subcommittee. We appreciate you being here 
today. 

Mr. BERTEAU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We will be happy to 
take any questions for the record and be glad to provide additional 
information as needed. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. FORBES. Thank you both. 
And we are going to switch our panels out now and we will get 

started immediately with our next panel. 
Representing the Department of Defense and to provide their 

thoughts and comments to the PACOM report, I am pleased to 
have two distinguished individuals, Mr. Robert Scher, Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Plans, and also Mr. David F. 
Helvey, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East 
Asia. 

Gentlemen, thank you both, one for being here, but secondly your 
patience in having the first round and a little bit of delay with 
those first votes. But we certainly appreciate your comments and 
your willingness to share those with our subcommittee this after-
noon. 
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And I don’t know which one wants to start, so we are going to 
let you guys decide. And whoever wants to start, we are looking 
forward to your comments. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT SCHER, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE FOR PLANS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE 

Mr. SCHER. Terrific. Thank you, Chairman and members. 
I will start, and I want to first of all thank you, Chairman, Rank-

ing Member Bordallo, and everyone on the subcommittee. We real-
ly appreciate the opportunity to appear before you today, and ap-
preciate the chance to follow two good friends of mine, Dave 
Berteau and Mike Green, to be able to discuss the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies’ independent assessment of U.S. de-
fense posture in the Asia-Pacific region. 

We have submitted a written statement for the record, but we 
will highlight some key points here. 

As you know, the U.S. strategy calls for rebalancing defense, dip-
lomatic, and economic resources towards the Asia-Pacific region. 
While this hearing focuses on expanding our military presence in 
the region, the Administration-wide initiatives include diplomatic 
and other efforts, to include strengthening of our bilateral alli-
ances, deepening working relationships with emerging powers, en-
gaging with multilateral institutions, expanding trade and invest-
ment, and advancing principles of democracy and human rights. 

Apart from force posture, another key aspect of our defense strat-
egy is our effort to strengthen alliances and partnerships in the 
Asia-Pacific. Rebalancing to achieve these ends requires enhanced 
U.S., allied, and partner military capabilities throughout the re-
gion, the U.S. forward presence of forces, and a more resilient mili-
tary infrastructure to support effective U.S. power projection oper-
ations in the face of current and future security threats. 

We are heartened that the CSIS assessment supports these te-
nets of the U.S. defense strategic guidance and draws conclusions 
consistent with the Department’s own analysis about the chal-
lenges and opportunities likely to present themselves in Asia over 
the coming decade. 

Of note, the CSIS assessment also supports the Department’s ap-
proach to enhancing U.S. defense posture as a key element of the 
overall policy, and highlights appropriately some of the challenges 
to implementing and sustaining the U.S. defense presence and pos-
ture in this critical region. 

The Department continues to pursue a defense posture in the 
Asia-Pacific region that is geographically distributed, operationally 
resilient and politically sustainable, as was noted. 

More broadly, we are investing in defense activities, presence, 
posture and capabilities necessary to reassure allies and partners 
in the region and shape the security environment, while also pro-
viding forward capabilities appropriate to deter and defeat aggres-
sion. 

In the coming years the Department will continue to build up 
Guam as a strategic hub in the Western Pacific, expand access to 
locations in Southeast Asia, Oceania and the Indian Ocean region, 
invest in capabilities appropriate for deterring and defeating ag-
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gression, and reassuring allies and partners, and expand our exer-
cises, assistance efforts and other engagements with allied partner 
states in order to build trust, capability and interoperability. 

This includes necessary near-term investments to establish fully 
capable Marine Air-Ground Task Forces, or MAGTFs, in Japan, 
Guam, Australia and Hawaii, our plans to deploy up to four Lit-
toral Combat Ships to Singapore, and our plans to increase the ro-
tational deployment of U.S. Air Force units in northern Australia. 

In parallel with these posture enhancements, the Department is 
also making key capability investments that undergird our efforts 
to rebalance towards the Asia-Pacific region. Steps include the de-
velopment of a new penetrating bomber and long-range prompt 
conventional strike system, the sustainment of the Navy’s carrier 
fleet and their associated air wings, and investments in a variety 
of resiliency initiatives. 

Pursuing these and other capabilities offers the best prospect for 
protecting U.S. interests, not only in the Asia-Pacific region, but 
also elsewhere in the world. 

As the Department looks to rebalance towards the Asia-Pacific 
region, it is mindful of pressing priorities in other regions and 
across the defense program which compete for scarce defense re-
sources. The fiscal year 2013 President’s budget request provides 
an initial set of investments towards fulfilling the defense strategic 
guidance’s vision of enhanced defense capabilities and activities in 
the Asia-Pacific region, while addressing threats and opportunities 
in other key region. 

However, fully realizing these plans for future defense activities, 
presence and posture in the region will not happen in one budget 
cycle. Although the Department differs with CSIS’s claim that 
there is a disconnect between DOD’s strategy and resources, the 
Department agrees with the assessment’s finding that continued 
appropriate budgeting will be essential to properly executing this 
strategy. 

In this vein, and as Secretary Panetta noted in his comments, se-
questration would place at risk the bipartisan goal of sustaining 
this rebalance. 

I now pass the statement over to Mr. Dave Helvey, who will 
focus on how our presence is a part of our approach to strengthen 
our partnerships in the region. 

[The joint prepared statement of Mr. Scher and Mr. Helvey can 
be found in the Appendix on page 59.] 

Mr. FORBES. Thank you. Mr. Helvey, we look forward to your 
comments. 

STATEMENT OF DAVID F. HELVEY, ACTING DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR EAST ASIA, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF DEFENSE 

Mr. HELVEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congresswoman 
Bordallo and distinguished members of the subcommittee. To pick 
up where my colleague left off in our discussion of the CSIS report, 
I would like to focus my remarks this afternoon on what we are 
doing in the Asia-Pacific region today, both in terms of strength-
ening our alliances, as well as our partnerships. 
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The CSIS report comes against the backdrop of an increasingly 
dynamic Asia-Pacific security environment. President Obama has 
stated that as a Pacific nation, the United States will play a larger 
and long-term role in the Asia-Pacific over the decades to come, 
and this effort will draw on the strengths of the entire U.S. Gov-
ernment. 

In his speech before the International Institute for Strategic 
Studies Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore this past June, Sec-
retary Panetta outlined how we in the Department of Defense are 
approaching a rebalanced Asia by presenting four key principles. 

One, promoting international rules in order to advance peace and 
security in the region. 

Two, deepening of bilateral and multilateral partnerships. 
Three, enhancing and adapting U.S. military’s enduring presence 

in the region. 
And four, investing in the capabilities needed to project power 

and to operate in the Asia-Pacific. 
Looking across this vast region today we see that it is home to 

some of the world’s largest and fastest-growing economies, the 
world’s largest populations and the world’s largest militaries. The 
Asia-Pacific region provides unprecedented opportunity for trade 
and investment, as well as access to cutting-edge technology. 

It also contains several and varied challenges, whether through 
maintaining freedom of navigation in the South China Sea; coun-
tering the proliferation efforts of North Korea and maintaining ro-
bust deterrence against North Korean aggression or provocation; 
ensuring transparency in the military activities of key regional 
players, such as China; or addressing traditional and nontradi-
tional security challenges, such as counterterrorism, counter-piracy 
and disaster relief. 

A central, indeed essential part of the strategy are our efforts to 
strengthen alliances and partnerships in the Asia-Pacific region to 
advance a common vision for the future. In this context, the CSIS 
report includes an important discussion of the Department of De-
fense plans for the realignment of U.S. Marine Corps forces. 

The realignment plan sustains a U.S. Marine force presence in 
the Asia-Pacific region, establishes multiple fully capable Marine 
Air-Ground Task Forces, and importantly increases our ability over 
time to train and exercise with allies and partners throughout the 
region. 

The realignment of U.S. Marine Corps forces enhances the polit-
ical sustainability of our presence in Japan by enabling the early 
movement of some of those forces to Guam independent of progress 
on the Futenma replacement facility, while relocating others to the 
less populated northern part of Okinawa. 

This approach maintains our forward capabilities, reduces our 
footprint in Okinawa, and in combination with other measures 
should reduce the political pressures associated with our presence 
there, all while sustaining robust Government of Japan financial 
support for the Marine Corps move to Guam. 

By providing for the possibility of shared ranges in Guam and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, this agree-
ment supports deeper operational cooperation with the Japan Self- 
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Defense Forces and our larger bilateral review of roles, missions 
and capabilities. 

In this context, the Department of Defense continues to work 
closely with the Government of Japan to implement the provisions 
of the April 27th, 2012, two-plus-two joint statement. In order to 
demonstrate to the region that we have a credible plan, congres-
sional support is essential. And the Department is incredibly ap-
preciative of the committee and this subcommittee’s continued co-
operation and counsel as we move forward on the realignment. 

The Department agrees with the CSIS assessment there are op-
portunities to move forward with Guam and to send an important 
signal to the region. For much the same reason, the Department 
believes that to rotate fewer marines to Guam, as suggested by the 
CSIS assessment, would bring into question the stability of our 
basing arrangements with Japan and would run counter to our 
plan to establish multiple fully capable MAGTFs in multiple loca-
tions within the Asia-Pacific region. 

Turning to the Republic of Korea, the U.S.-Republic of Korea alli-
ance continues to be a cornerstone of U.S. defense partnerships and 
posture in Northeast Asia. 

In accordance with the 2009 joint vision statement, we are re-
aligning our forces on the Korean peninsula to prepare for transi-
tion of wartime operational control to the ROK [Republic of Korea] 
in December, 2015. This transition will allow for the ROK to take 
the lead role in the combined defense of Korea, supported by an en-
during and capable U.S. military force presence on the Korean pe-
ninsula, in the region, and beyond. 

Central to this effort is the need to evolve U.S. and Republic of 
Korea capabilities to provide for a stabilizing presence on the pe-
ninsula and in the region, including rotational deployments of U.S. 
Army units to the Republic of Korea in support of a range of peace-
time and contingency response activities. 

The Department is working in partnership with Republic of 
Korea to implement the bilateral strategic alliance 2015 plan, in-
cluding the caveats proposed by CSIS, which are already part of a 
series of planning milestones toward which the Department is 
working to ensure OPCON transition occurs as planned with no 
loss of readiness to our combined forces. 

Other significant posture changes are under way in Southeast 
Asia, in addition to the rotational deployments of the Marine Corps 
and U.S. Air Force aircraft units to Australia, which Mr. Scher has 
already highlighted. These initiatives will strengthen one of our 
most important alliances by providing opportunities for high-end 
combined training in Australia and through working together to 
build up partnerships in Oceania and Southeast Asia to build re-
gional capacity to address common security challenges. 

Littoral Combat Ship deployment to Singapore will strengthen 
U.S. engagement in the region through port calls and engagement 
in regional navies through activities such as exercises and ex-
changes. It will also support the Department’s effort to counter 
transnational challenges and build partner capacity for maritime 
security, among other missions. 
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The Department continues to explore opportunities with our trea-
ty ally in the Philippines to deploy forces rotationally to priority 
areas in order to enhance their maritime security. 

Supporting these planned and potential posture changes are en-
hancements to U.S. training ranges in the region. Investments in 
training ranges in Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands and other locations will enhance U.S. joint training 
opportunities, as well as combined training opportunities with our 
allies and partners. 

In conclusion, the Department of Defense is devoting substantial 
effort to the United States Pacific Command area of responsibility, 
consistent with the U.S. strategic priority to rebalance to the Asia- 
Pacific region and to build a defense posture that is geographically 
distributed, operationally resilient, and politically sustainable. 

The Department appreciates the efforts of the CSIS in con-
ducting the independent assessment and looks forward to con-
tinuing a dialogue with Congress on this key national security 
issue. 

And with that, Mr. Chairman, we look forward to taking your 
questions. 

[The joint prepared statement of Mr. Helvey and Mr. Scher can 
be found in the Appendix on page 59.] 

Mr. FORBES. I want to once again thank you both for being here 
and for your service to our country. 

My first question is for either or both of you, however you feel 
appropriate to answer, but the distributed laydown proposed in the 
April 27, 2012, U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee agree-
ment carries significant cost to support. It appears that these costs 
are not adequately reflected in the budget plan for fiscal year 2013. 

Can you tell me what the current timeline and cost estimate to 
support the Marine Corps distributed laydown is? And is the Ad-
ministration committed to the distributed laydown if the Depart-
ment has not supported even a modest investment in the fiscal 
year 2013 budget plan? 

Mr. HELVEY. Mr. Chairman, we do not have a timeline for exe-
cuting the full distributed laydown. One of the advantages of the 
plan is that each piece, though, is discrete and can be pursued 
independent of the others. For now, we are focused on beginning 
with the move to Guam and we are eager to get started. Although 
the most significant construction cannot begin until the supple-
mental environmental impact statement is complete, there are a 
number of projects that we can execute in the meantime and we 
would seek congressional support in moving forward with these. 

If the congressional restrictions are lifted, we can initiate a few 
projects which are already appropriated with funds or with the 
Government of Japan funds, at Andersen Air Force Base, Apra 
Harbor, and the non-livefire training location. As I understand it, 
these previously determined locations will not be reviewed under 
the supplemental environmental impact statement. 

Mr. SCHER. And I would just add, Mr. Chairman, that I think 
there are—we believe that we have for the overall rebalancing al-
ready started to see some things that we have reflected in the fiscal 
year 2013 budget, especially in terms of technologies and ap-
proaches that we have saved and have made sure remained. 
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We, in the fiscal year 2014 budget, will look to continue to holis-
tically move towards the rebalancing. It may not be seen in all the 
MILCON requests because many of those, as Mr. Helvey said, must 
wait for some of the environmental impact statements. But we 
would appreciate the opportunity to move forward on some of the 
things that we do know that we can do, and believe very strongly 
that this will tangibly demonstrate to the region that the rebalance 
is something that we are committed to. And that it will be more 
than just technology and more than just rhetoric, but that we can 
see posture movements throughout the region. 

I also believe that in other funding authorities you will see that 
we are continuing to move forward on the Australia part of moving 
MAGTFs and looking at how we can make sure that the Marines 
are more capable of operating in and around Australia as part of 
that piece of the laydown. 

Mr. FORBES. Do either or both of you think it is unreasonable for 
this subcommittee to expect or request a timeline on what we are 
expected to do? 

Mr. SCHER. Certainly, it is not unreasonable. And I think we can 
provide you with a generalized timeframe, recognizing, sir, that 
there are going to be many things that we simply will not be able 
to predict in terms of timing for various reasons, either they being 
bilateral negotiations or they being environmental impact state-
ments that we don’t have the end to. But certainly, we could put 
together a generalized timeline and approach to what we need, as 
well as what we could start to do right now. 

Mr. FORBES. I think that would be helpful for our committee 
members if you would strive to see if you could put that together. 

Also, while the overall costs have been reduced, the Marine 
Corps distributed laydown plan represents a significant investment 
in the region. Could you describe for me the current state of host 
nation discussions with regard to offsetting overall costs in Guam 
and Australia? And also, how would our allies and partners per-
ceive not proceeding with the plans as outlined in the April, 2012 
security agreement? 

Mr. SCHER. In terms of the discussions on Australia, as you 
know, the President and the Prime Minister announced moving to-
wards the establishment of a MAGTF in Darwin in November of 
last year. And we are now engaged in discussions with the Aus-
tralians about what that would look like, what kinds of facilities 
would we be using within Australia. 

To be clear, we are not looking to establish a U.S. base in Aus-
tralia or anywhere outside of U.S. territory. We are looking to 
share facilities and use facilities as we have, frankly, in Australia 
for a number of years under the overall approach of shared knowl-
edge and concurrence between both of our governments. 

So that is how we are approaching these discussions. But as yet, 
we do not know the full extent of the infrastructure needed or re-
quired for our presence and what Australia has to offer, and what 
we are looking to do. So it is premature, unfortunately, to be able 
to talk about cost sharing as we honestly do not have a measure 
of the costs. 

We are very close to that and we expect that we will see progress 
between now and the meeting of our ministers and secretaries at 
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the AUSMIN [Australia-United States Ministerial Consultations] 
consultative talks in November. We will have a better idea then. 
So we are making progress in terms of identifying costs, but not 
yet obviously having any cost-sharing piece of that for Australia. 

Mr. HELVEY. Well, Mr. Chairman, with respect to Japan, you 
have correctly pointed out the April 27, 2012, U.S.-Japan Security 
Consultative Committee agreement did identify that the Govern-
ment of Japan would provide a direct contribution of $3.1 billion 
to support the Guam realignment. And in addition to that, we are 
also talking to the Japanese, of course, about the types of projects 
that we would have to do on Okinawa as part of the sustaining the 
current Futenma location. And those conversations are ongoing. 

We have also got a series of conversations with the Government 
of Japan with respect to training ranges, both on Guam and in the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

Mr. FORBES. Could you also just address how you think our allies 
and partners would perceive not proceeding with the plans as out-
lined in the April 2012 security agreement? 

Mr. HELVEY. Well, sir, I am hesitant to speak on behalf of our 
allies and partners, but I think from our perspective, it would call 
into question the credibility of the U.S. commitment to do our part. 
As the previous panel had highlighted, there is some political risk 
on the part of Japan in making some of the investments that they 
have had in entering into this agreement. And so I think there is 
an expectation that we would live up to our part of the bargain. 

Mr. SCHER. I would just add I think broadly from the regional 
perspective, the region understands and appreciates and believes 
that we are committed to the rebalancing towards Asia across all 
of the spheres, both diplomatic, economic and defense. 

Not following through on the commitments that we have made 
and on the promises that we have made to our various friends and 
allies, I think would indicate to them that we were not serious 
about this rebalancing; that we were not ready to tangibly back up 
those assertions; and I think it would have a negative effect overall 
on how we are perceived by our friends and allies. And I think it 
would also be troubling for anybody who would be a potential ad-
versary. 

Mr. FORBES. The gentlelady from Guam is recognized for any 
questions she may have. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair-
man. 

And I really want to thank you very much for holding this hear-
ing. A lot of questions in this move, and some of them—we are get-
ting to the bottom of them this afternoon. 

I want to thank you, Secretary Scher and Secretary Helvey, for 
being with us. 

This is important to me, and I want to hear from both of you. 
The report highlights an apparent disconnect between OSD [Office 
of the Secretary of Defense] and PACOM with regards to planning 
and strategic direction. What is being done to better synchronize 
these elements with DOD? 

From time to time, I have remained concerned that the Depart-
ment is not speaking with one voice or executing major programs 
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in the Pacific with a coordinated focus. Now, this is very important 
to me. 

And Mr. Chairman, I know you have heard me speak about this. 
We have been working on this military move to Guam and now to 
other areas for nearly 10 years—10 long years. And why is there 
so much discord? We are moving to U.S. territories. We are trying 
to enhance the bases there. We are moving into something that be-
longs to us. 

And now, of course, we are moving into CNMI with training 
areas. We are moving to Hawaii with some of the marines, and of 
course, to our ally Australia. I just can’t understand why we—and 
I know that Congress—one of the houses here in Congress is part 
of the blame. They simply just want to keep wanting more reports 
and more reports. But this has been 10 long years that I have been 
at it, and I just want to know if you could answer, how can this 
problem be mitigated with our renewed focus on the Asia-Pacific 
area, the discord between OSD and PACOM? 

Mr. SCHER. Congresswoman Bordallo, I actually believe that—I 
did not—as I think noted in my statement, we don’t see the same 
level of disagreement between the Pacific Command and the De-
partment of Defense in Washington. 

I think certainly we are still working through many of these 
issues in terms of implementing. The defense strategic guidance 
came out in the beginning of this year. That was then translated 
into various guidance documents that guide the Department of De-
fense. It is, as you know, a very large organization and I think it 
takes time to make sure that these are all put forward throughout 
all the Components and agencies of the Department of Defense. 

That is certainly our job, to make sure that that gets done. And 
I believe that it is getting done and that we will see the fruits of 
that as we look to the fiscal year 2014 budget submissions that 
come in, as well as the theater campaign plans that come in from 
the combatant commanders that talk about how they are planning 
on implementing the process. 

So I believe that there is a better connection that the CSIS as-
sessment talked about, but certainly there is always the oppor-
tunity to communicate better within the Department of Defense 
and ensure that we will. And I certainly ensure that we will con-
tinue to do that in terms of providing guidance. 

I don’t know, the actual issues about how we are where we are 
with some of the moves in particular I think is a many and circui-
tous route we have gotten here. But certainly the Department of 
Defense now, I feel very confident, and all of the Services and Com-
ponents are committed to this plan, making sure this plan works 
and is very workable. 

We have commitments from all of the Service Components that 
this is the plan that they approve from the Pacific commander. And 
I think that within the Administration, there is no doubt that this 
is the appropriate approach, and that we should begin imple-
menting as soon as possible, assuming that we are given the appro-
priate funds to do so. 

Ms. BORDALLO. I want to add, too, that I join the chairman in 
requesting a time line. We just haven’t had anything. So I do join 
him in requesting that you send that. 
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Secretary Helvey. 
Mr. HELVEY. Well, Congresswoman Bordallo, I—like Bob, I—par-

don me, Mr. Scher—I don’t think that we see the same disconnects 
between OSD and PACOM that is referenced in the CSIS report, 
quite the contrary. We have a very good relationship with our col-
leagues and counterparts in the United States Pacific Command. 
And we are committed to continuing to work very closely with 
PACOM and with Admiral Locklear as we move forward. 

We rely very heavily on the advice, recommendations and coun-
sel that we receive from U.S. PACOM across a variety of issues, 
whether it is thinking about the security situation in the Asia-Pa-
cific, working very closely with PACOM on engagement plans, 
whether it is with China or with other countries in the region. I 
mean, this is something that is very tightly integrated with U.S. 
PACOM, Joint Staff and with OSD. 

And with respect to this plan, the rebalance toward the Asia-Pa-
cific and, in particular, the distributed laydown for U.S. Marine 
Corps forces in the Asia-Pacific, we will continue working with 
PACOM as we move forward and implement this plan. This is 
something that everybody is behind, and we are looking forward to 
move forward. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you. 
And I do want to—I realize, Mr. Chairman, that this is a project 

that it is not an ordinary project. We are working with a foreign 
country, the country of Japan. They have been very good partners. 
And they have come across with their commitments. And I do feel 
that, you know, we have to work together, but I don’t think it 
should have taken this long. I do realize that there have been prob-
lems. We have the budget problems now. Japan has had their 
tsunamis and their nuclear fallout and other situations have come 
about. But I just wish I could see a little more action in this area. 

Now, the next question I have, the report discusses some addi-
tional capabilities that could enhance the United States military 
posture in the Asia-Pacific region, like hosting additional attack 
submarines or permanently stationing bombers on Guam. 

Are there additional possibilities as well? And how could such 
recommendations be coordinated with DOD? 

Mr. SCHER. I think they see it, as described by Mr. Berteau and 
Dr. Green, the CSIS assessment, consciously looked out both—first 
of all, from only an Asia-Pacific perspective; and secondly, to look 
at an option that has more than—with an unconstrained budget 
environment, if you will, understanding that budgetary issues are 
a part of it. 

Certainly, that is something that we are going to—that we can 
consider. People have talked about that. And certainly now that the 
CSIS assessment talks about that, we will take another look. 

Part of the issue, however, of course, is that the Department 
must look at this from a global perspective and ensure that we 
have the capabilities to address our interests, support our friends 
and allies, and deter threats throughout the region. So we will 
have to look at this from a broader perspective in terms of re-
sources and where they can be committed. 

But certainly, I think everyone understands that there continues 
to be great value in Guam as a strategic hub. And we will always 
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be open to looking at ways that we can enhance our posture in the 
Pacific along the lines of ensuring as well that we can deal with 
the interests that we have globally. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Do you want to make any further comments? 
Mr. HELVEY. No, madam. Thank you. 
Ms. BORDALLO. And then I have one further question, Mr. Chair-

man. 
What impact, in your estimation, would occur to our bilateral re-

lationship with Japan, as well as other allies in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion, if the Congress does not approve MILCON directly associated 
with the realignment of the Marines or reduce the restrictions on 
spending Government of Japan contributions? 

And further, what can we expect the Congress to formally receive 
a schedule—or when can we, as I mentioned earlier, receive a 
schedule and a list of projects required to support the buildup? And 
when could we expect to see these projects reflected in the future 
years’ defense program? 

Secretary Scher. 
Mr. HELVEY. I think with respect to the first question, madam, 

I think if we fail to do our part, I think it would call into question 
in Japan’s mind whether or not they ought to be able to move for-
ward. So I think the real risk here is that if we don’t take further 
steps, then it will be hard for us to expect that the Government of 
Japan will do its part. 

This also has broader implications and ramifications across the 
region as other countries beyond Japan look at the United States, 
and look at not only the strength of our alliance with Japan, but 
the credibility of our obligations and commitments with them as 
well. And as Mr. Scher noted as well, potential adversaries will 
also take note if we have challenges in living up to these obliga-
tions, and that can have deeper implications for our long-term se-
curity interests in the region. 

Ms. BORDALLO. Thank you. 
Mr. SCHER. And we will endeavor to get you the outlines of a 

timeline as soon as possible. I simply don’t want to promise you a 
date because I don’t want to get that wrong. And I would rather 
be incomplete than incorrect. So we will try to get that as soon as 
possible, recognizing that different levels of detail will be difficult 
to get, as I have said, due to environmental impact statements and 
ongoing negotiations with other countries. But certainly, that is 
something that we can get you. 

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on 
page 185.] 

Mr. SCHER. I think that there is money that we already have 
asked for that we could put to use right now, as noted by our state-
ments and by the CSIS—by the witnesses as well. And we will con-
tinue to look and fund wedges within the budget as we see that 
there is an opportunity to do more. But obviously, we need to make 
sure that we do this in conjunction with both houses of Congress. 

Ms. BORDALLO. I thank you, and I yield back, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. FORBES. I thank the gentlelady. 
And if the gentlelady from Hawaii would just allow me one fol-

low-up question from my good friend from Guam. The gentlelady 
from Guam asked about the disconnect between the Department 
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and PACOM. Obviously, it is always difficult when you are the per-
son that someone is alleging has a disconnect, for you to see that. 
An objective party sometimes can see it better. 

Why do you feel that they would make that conclusion if you do 
not see it? What do you think objectively they were looking at 
which would lead them to conclude that there was such a dis-
connect? 

Mr. SCHER. Certainly, Mr. Chairman, that is a great question for 
them to answer. 

Mr. FORBES. Unfortunately, they have left the building. 
Mr. SCHER. Yes, and to be honest, I want to talk to both Mike 

and Dave to figure out exactly how they got there. I don’t want to 
hazard a guess, but I certainly do know that as new strategic ap-
proaches, new policies are developed, that is only the first stage. 
And making sure that it is promulgated and then understood ap-
propriately takes a little while, especially in an organization as 
large as the Department of Defense. 

And I think we are at the point where I feel very confident that 
we have appropriately articulated it; that we have promulgated it 
well. But clearly, there is still a discussion to be had. So in fact, 
sir, I did go out to Pacific Command just last week. And part of 
my purpose in going out there was to make sure that we had no 
gaps between the guidance that has been given from the Secretary 
and from his staff to Pacific Command. And I feel very confident 
after having extensive discussions with Admiral Locklear and oth-
ers on his staff that there is not a gap. 

Mr. FORBES. Well, we don’t want to belabor it, but I think the 
ranking member and I would both feel comfortable if you would 
have that little chat with them and perhaps respond to us on the 
record what do you think those objective criteria are, so we can just 
make sure that is not taking place and we have done whatever we 
can to iron that out. And we appreciate you looking at that and 
getting back to us. And we will ask them to do the same thing. 

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on 
page 185.] 

Mr. FORBES. The gentlelady from Hawaii is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. HANABUSA. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 
Mr. Helvey, during your responses to Ms. Bordallo, you kept say-

ing, ‘‘If we don’t do our part, Japan will not do their part.’’ Can you 
give me an example of what you meant by ‘‘do our part’’ and ‘‘they 
will not do their part’’? What are you talking about? 

Mr. HELVEY. I think we are talking about, you know, moving for-
ward with the realignment plan. You know—— 

Mrs. HANABUSA. Futenma Replacement Facility and so forth—is 
that what you are talking about? 

Mr. HELVEY. Yes, madam. And we have made some, I think, 
really good progress in the April two-plus-two statement in pro-
viding a delinkage between forward progress on moving towards 
the Futenma Replacement Facility and the realignment of Ma-
rines—— 

Mrs. HANABUSA. That was my next question. When you say— 
well, it was said after that meeting that they delinked. So what 
does that give you, in your mind, or either of you, on our part? 
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When that delinkage took place, what does it permit us to now do 
that we couldn’t do before? 

Mr. HELVEY. Well, what that allows us to do is to be able to 
make progress, on both issues—the moving to a new Futenma Re-
placement Facility and moving to Guam have strategic value inde-
pendent of each other. And so what the delinkage allows us to do 
is to be able to make progress where we can make progress. 

So we can begin the movement of forces, for example, from Oki-
nawa to Guam, while at the same time we are continuing to work 
with the Government of Japan to make sure that all the right 
things happen on Okinawa so we can move forward with the begin-
ning of the construction and move to the replacement facility in 
Henoko Bay. 

Mrs. HANABUSA. We have been calling it Camp Schwab, so is 
that correct? 

Mr. HELVEY. Yes, madam—— 
Mrs. HANABUSA. But is the Camp Schwab portion of it linked to 

Futenma? In other words, we have delinked part of it, but is the 
delinkage between us making the move to Guam, or is it also that 
we can proceed to do whatever we need to do, like another runway 
or whatever it may be, to Camp Schwab as well? 

Mr. HELVEY. Yes, we can—there are things that have to happen 
on Okinawa first. There has to be—they have to, I think, finish 
some work on their environmental impact statement. There has to 
be a landfill permit. But once that happens, then presumably con-
struction can begin for that replacement facility. 

Mrs. HANABUSA. The other discussion that we have been having 
is on training ranges. And this, sort of, ties to my prior question 
about the view of the new military. And of course, that then will 
also determine what we need in terms of training facilities, area 
mass, what is it. 

So when we talk about training ranges, whether it is Mr. 
Sablan’s area or wherever you may else go, what exactly are the 
requirements that you see that we need in terms of training? And 
are we talking about training expeditionary forces primarily? 

Mr. SCHER. I think, in terms of specific needs of units and re-
quirements, that is really a question that we can certainly take for 
the military services. Title 10 is their responsibility for manning, 
equipping and training. 

From a broad perspective, what is very clear is that, when you 
deploy forces and distribute around an area, one of the things you 
want to try to make sure to do, as a general rule, is to have them 
near training facilities. If not, then they have to go elsewhere to 
train before they can be ready forces to deploy and back. 

So we want to make sure that, as we look at the operational de-
ployment of forces, in this case the Marines particularly, that they 
have training available near and around them. And that is one of 
the key pieces that should not and cannot be forgotten in the dis-
tributed laydown, to ensure that we have operationally ready forces 
in these geographically distributed areas. 

Mrs. HANABUSA. So it would be whatever the Marines need in 
terms of the training, if they were to move to—when they move to 
Guam? Is that what you are talking about? 
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Mr. SCHER. Yes, and the joint force requirement. We try to look 
at all of these in terms of the joint force requirement, and looking 
at many of the training ranges will be valuable not only for one 
Service. 

Mrs. HANABUSA. You were here when I had my discussion with 
the CSIS gentleman about Secretary Panetta’s positions regarding 
what this new military is going to have to do. And I don’t think 
that is something, in the time that I have remaining, that you are 
going to be able to answer, so I would like to ask, Mr. Chairman, 
if they could take that for the record. 

How do you intend to accomplish all that Secretary Panetta said 
we would have to do? 

And that means political sustainability and the geographically 
distributed, as well as, I think, what is the middle one? 

Mr. SCHER. Operationally—— 
Mrs. HANABUSA. Operationally resilient. That is the one I am 

really interested in. How do you do operational resilience? 
Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. I yield back. 
Mr. FORBES. I thank the gentlelady. 
And I think both you gentlemen heard the gentlelady’s question. 

If you could just acknowledge that you understand the question 
and that you will respond back to her so we have that on the 
record? 

Mr. SCHER. We will take for the record the question about how 
do we accomplish our geographically distributed, operationally re-
silient, and political sustainable force posture in the Pacific. 

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on 
page 185.] 

Mr. FORBES. Good. Thank you so much. 
I thank the gentlelady. 
Mr. Sablan is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SABLAN. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
And Secretary Scher and Secretary Helvey, thank you very much 

for your service. 
Let me just associate myself and get to my real question. For my 

observation—and Ms. Bordallo brought this up and then Chairman 
Forbes brought this up. And I think it was Dr. Green who said that 
lack of jointness of service among Services—it was also in the CSIS 
report—that indicated there seemed to be a disconnect. 

And for me, my observation is—and maybe, if it helps, is that— 
at the moment, there are currently several EIS—environmental im-
pact studies—going on in the region in just where, you know, you 
have these divert EIS going on and, you know, a supplemental EIS 
for Guam, and the Pacific Com EIS for the Pacific AOR [Area Of 
Responsibility], among others. I will take your word that there is 
somewhere within our Government or in the Department of De-
fense that will coordinate all of this. I am actually—because I had 
mentioned to you the divert EIS—we still recommend that you 
have the divert—but let me say this. Secretary Panetta agrees with 
the CSIS report’s assessment that the training ranges in the region 
are of significant military readiness and potential military oper-
ations in the PACOM area of responsibility. One recommendation 
is to have training areas and facilities on the island of Pagan in 
the Northern Mariana Islands. 
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So can you tell us your plans, or the Department’s plans for 
Pagan, including the plans on the necessary funding required to 
develop Pagan into a suitable training area? 

Are there any potential barriers to the use of Pagan, for exam-
ple? Have you had consultations with the Northern Marianas Gov-
ernment officials? 

And what exactly are your plans for Pagan? 
Mr. SCHER. I know that we have done some initial work on this, 

but I admit to not knowing the full range of where we are in these 
discussions or in the considerations within the Department. So I 
will take for the record the question of giving you an update on all 
of the activities in regard to the training in CNMI. 

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on 
page 185.] 

Mr. SABLAN. Then, Mr. Chairman, that answers all my ques-
tions. 

You will get back to us? I am not a member of the committee, 
so hopefully, you will get back to us. 

And, Mr. Chairman, again, I am very grateful to you and Ms. 
Bordallo and the members of the committee for the courtesy, sir, 
for allowing me to join you this afternoon. Thank you very much. 

Mr. FORBES. We thank you for being here. We thank you for your 
questions. And you have sat today and asked that question. It will 
be responded to and we will get you the answers when it comes 
back. 

Gentlemen, as you heard from our earlier panel, we may have 
some members of the subcommittee who have some written ques-
tions for you. If you would be courteous enough to look at those and 
get us your responses back for the record for doing that. But with-
out that, or other than that, we want to thank you again for being 
here, for your time. And with that, the hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 4:08 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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I want to welcome all our members and our distinguished panel 
of experts to today’s hearing that will focus on the Pacific Com-
mand and an independent assessment of the U.S. defense posture 
in the region. 

I have had the opportunity to review the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies report and was very impressed with the thor-
oughness of the assessment and the depth of study associated with 
the recommendations. The ability to pull together such a com-
prehensive document in the short time provided is indicative of the 
expertise provided to this report and the value the think tank com-
munity can play in the policymaking process. My compliments to 
both of our witnesses. 

To quote the report, ‘‘Today, six of the ten fastest growing major 
export markets for the United States are in Asia, and 60 percent 
of U.S. goods exported abroad go to the region. Meanwhile, the re-
gion is home to five of the eight states recognized as being in pos-
session of nuclear weapons, three of the world’s top six defense 
budgets, six of the world’s largest militaries, continuing tensions 
between India and Pakistan, and territorial disputes stretching 
from the Northern Territories of Japan through the East and South 
China Seas and into South Asia.’’ It is for these reasons and many 
more that a rebalance to the Pacific theater is in our strategic in-
terests. 

Our subcommittee has long supported this strategic rebalance 
and I believe that a forward-based, credible presence is essential to 
supporting our economic interests. 

In previous discussions on the Marine Corps realignment from 
Okinawa, I had expressed my concern on the overall costs associ-
ated with the realignment of forces. However, earlier this year, the 
Department of Defense offered an alternative force structure pro-
posal that includes a reduction of forces in Okinawa and realigns 
the Marine Corps into Marine Air-Ground Task Force elements on 
Okinawa, Guam, Australia, and Hawaii. I am pleased to note that 
the overall costs appear to have been significantly reduced while 
security posture may be further enhanced. 

Rarely in Washington do we encounter a proposal that both 
saves money and expands capabilities, but I think that we have en-
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countered such a proposal in the latest agreement between the 
United States and the Government of Japan. I am glad that our 
witnesses today appear to have reached the same conclusion. 

I believe in maintaining peace through strength. I believe that a 
strong economy requires a strong military to protect the free flow 
of goods around the world. I believe that the Asia-Pacific theater 
provides a valuable key to the continued prosperity of the United 
States and is in our strategic interests to ensure peace in the 
region. 

I must admit, I do wonder whether such a Pacific rebalance as 
we are discussing today will be hollowed by the debate associated 
with sequestration and the decisions associated with the Budget 
Control Act. I think that we internalize the impacts of sequestra-
tion to the force structure of the United States, but I am equally 
worried as to the message that could be provided to our partners 
and allies. I look forward to also discussing how a withdrawal of 
forces from overseas, that could follow a sequestration decision and 
the additional reductions already included in the Budget Control 
Act, could be perceived by our partners and allies. 

As to our hearing today, we intend to have two panels of wit-
nesses. The first panel will be the principal authors of the report 
entitled ‘‘U.S. Force Posture Strategy in the Asia Pacific Region: An 
Independent Assessment.’’ The second panel will be representative 
of the Department of Defense. 

Joining us on the first panel are two distinguished witnesses and 
authors of this independent report, from the Center for Strategic 
and International Studies: 

• Mr. David J. Berteau, Senior Vice President and Director of 
International Security Program; and 

• Dr. Michael J. Green, Senior Advisor and Japan Chair. 
Representing the Department of Defense and to provide their 

thoughts and comments to the PACOM report, I am pleased to 
have two distinguished individuals: 

• Mr. Robert Scher, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Plans; and 

• Mr. David F. Helvey, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for East Asia. 

Gentlemen, thank you all for being here. 
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION SUBMITTED BY MR. FORBES 

Mr. SCHER. We have had several engagements with PACOM, including conversa-
tions with Admiral Locklear, regarding the United States’ defense strategy in the 
Asia-Pacific region and how PACOM’s activities best support it. To ensure we are 
resourcing and executing the strategy, PACOM is aligning its joint exercises, ex-
changes, and operations, among other activities, to the strategy over time. It is also 
developing measures for and evaluating how its activities produce outcomes con-
sistent with the Department’s strategy and the broader United States Government 
effort to rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region. 

More broadly, the Department, led by the Deputy Secretary, has established a 
group of the Department’s senior leadership to focus on implanting the rebalance 
toward the Asia-Pacific region. The PACOM Commander will be an active partici-
pant in these senior leader engagements. [See page 33.] 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION SUBMITTED BY MS. BORDALLO 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. DOD is in the process of finalizing the next version 
of the implementation timeline for the distributed laydown. Once complete, the im-
plementation timeline will be briefed to you and your staffs. [See page 32.] 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION SUBMITTED BY MS. HANABUSA 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. The Department of Defense must keep pace with 
changes in the Asia-Pacific security environment that pose profound challenges to 
international security, such as the rise of new powers, threats to free and open ac-
cess to the maritime, air, and space domains, piracy, and the potential spread of 
weapons of mass destruction (WMD). The Department will maintain an enduring 
military presence in the Asia-Pacific region that provides a tangible reassurance 
that the United States is committed to Asia’s security, economic development, and 
the prosperity that is essential to the region’s success. 

In order to do so, the Department must continue to transition over time to a de-
fense posture that is geographically distributed, operationally resilient, and politi-
cally sustainable. Although the threat of conventional conflict remains, U.S. military 
forces must also be positioned to respond to a wider range of challenges and oppor-
tunities in Asia. This requires a more geographically distributed presence for U.S. 
forces, with a focus on near-term opportunities to enhance our presence and access 
with our allies and partners in Southeast Asia and Oceania. 

The Department is also investing in the capabilities to ensure the ability of our 
forces to operate in a security environment in which access to and freedom of move-
ment within the region are challenged. This includes taking steps to disperse key 
capabilities throughout the region, as well as strengthen our missile defense capa-
bilities and those of our allies and partners. We must ensure that our allies and 
partners in the region are confident in the continued strength of our deterrence of 
the full range of potential threats to regional peace and stability. 

As we work to develop a geographically distributed and operationally resilient 
posture in the region, we are doing so in a way that is politically sustainable for 
us and for our allies and partners in the region. Domestically, this means that we 
have an obligation to clearly communicate to the American people and Congress our 
interests and objectives. This is the key to sustaining the domestic support nec-
essary to make critical resource investments. In the region, this means pursuing 
and sustaining a presence that is sustainable for the host governments and the local 
communities that support us. [See page 35.] 

RESPONSE TO QUESTION SUBMITTED BY MR. SABLAN 

Mr. SCHER. We are currently continuing general discussions with the Government 
of Japan on the possibility of contributing to the development of land training 
ranges in the Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands, including Pagan. The 
April 2012 2+2 Statement indicated that a decision would be made by December 
2012. We are considering a number of non-live fire and live-fire ranges that would 
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enable vastly improved Air, Sea, Land and Subsurface training in the western Pa-
cific. [See page 36.] 
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MS. BORDALLO 

Ms. BORDALLO. To what extent has congressional ambiguity, and in some cases 
inaction, potentially emboldened forces that are opposed to a continuing Marine 
presence in Okinawa? In other words, has U.S. congressional action, or inaction for 
that matter, made a local matter more difficult to navigate? 

Dr. GREEN. Both the United States and Japan will have to secure respective legis-
lative approval for various aspects of the April 2012 Security Consultative Com-
mittee Agreement and members of the U.S. Congress still have questions about De-
partment of Defense (DOD) plans to implement that agreement. That said, delays 
on the part of the U.S. Congress will eventually have a negative impact on Japanese 
Diet support for the roughly $3 billion Japan has committed to the distributed 
MAGTF plan. It is already a matter of record that when the Guam relocation plan 
has hit political obstacles in the United States, it is big news in the Japanese media. 
For these reasons, we argue in the report and Dr. Hamre emphasizes in his cover 
letter to the Secretary of Defense that it will be important to demonstrate momen-
tum to our allies in order to reassure them of the U.S. commitment to implement 
a geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable for-
ward presence. We also acknowledge in the report that we cannot independently 
validate the cost estimates or operational merit of the distributed MAGTF plan, 
though there are some positive elements geostrategically and operationally. The key 
will be to find ways to move forward on initial investments, while retaining flexi-
bility as the Congress and Department of Defense are able to incrementally validate 
cost and operational estimates going forward. 

Ultimately, as we note in the report, the U.S. ability to shape the security envi-
ronment will depend on continued momentum in commitments made to align force 
posture to the evolving security dynamics in the region. The current impasse be-
tween DOD and the Congress is not cost-free in terms of U.S. strategic influence 
in the region. At the same time, the scope and cost uncertainties associated with 
some of DOD’s realignment proposals have raised important concerns in the Con-
gress that must be addressed. 

Ms. BORDALLO. The report, as well as the DOD, talk a lot about ‘‘engagement’’ 
in the Asia-Pacific region. In your opinion what does this mean and how does it sup-
port U.S. objectives? How can you measure the effectiveness of such engagements? 

Dr. GREEN and Mr. BERTEAU. Before exploring the role of engagement in sup-
porting U.S. national security objectives, it is important first to define those objec-
tives. As the CSIS report mentions, ‘‘the underlying geostrategic objective for the 
United States in Asia and the Pacific has been to maintain a balance of power that 
prevents the rise of any hegemonic state from within the region that could threaten 
U.S. interests by seeking to obstruct American access or dominate the maritime do-
main.’’ (page 13) Today, the most significant challenge is China’s rising power, influ-
ence, and expectations of regional pre-eminence. Other challenges include North Ko-
rean saber-rattling and possible instability, the region’s vulnerability to natural 
‘‘mega-disasters’’, terrorism, and partner nations’ economic dependence on maritime, 
cyberspace, and space commons. U.S. objectives require the ability to deter where 
possible and respond when necessary to each of these challenges. 

Engagement is a critical element of the overall U.S. approach to addressing these 
challenges and achieving U.S. objectives in the region. Courses in professional mili-
tary education discuss what the Department of Defense calls ‘‘elements of national 
power’’, which include diplomatic, information, military, and economic tools that 
allow the United States to advance national interests and shape the strategic envi-
ronment. The full complement of these tools enables the United States to pursue 
national security objectives, and they allow the U.S. military to partner, plan, exer-
cise, and operate with the military (and sometimes security) forces of friendly for-
eign governments. Such activities constitute what we call ‘‘engagement,’’ which also 
may include the careful provision of equipment, education and training, and advice 
to these foreign forces. As the report states: 

U.S. forces that are forward deployed and persistently engaged shape the stra-
tegic environment in the Asia Pacific region by: 
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Assuring allies and partners of U.S. security commitments, which encour-
ages solidarity against challenges to their interests and discourages uni-
lateral escalation in a crisis; 
Dissuading Chinese coercion or North Korean aggression by dem-
onstrating solidarity with and among allies and partners; 
Shoring up the security and self-capacity of vulnerable states so that they 
are neither targets of coercion or expansion nor havens for violent extrem-
ists; and 
Reassuring China where possible through engagement in bilateral and 
multilateral security cooperation and confidence-building on common chal-
lenges (e.g., counter-proliferation, counter-terrorism). 

U.S. forces that are forward deployed and persistently engaged set the stage for 
more effective deterrence and better contingency capabilities by: 

Shaping requirements, doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures of 
U.S. allies and partners for more competent coalitions across the range of 
possible contingencies (with Australia, Japan, and the ROK at the higher 
spectrum of intensity and with other allies and partners at the lower spec-
trum of intensity); 
Networking those allies and partners with each other to enable more effec-
tive coalitions when needed (e.g., U.S.-Japan-Australia, U.S.-Japan-ROK); 
Gaining familiarity with the immediate security environment and with 
joint and/or interoperable interaction with other allied and partner forces; 
Increasing overall maritime domain awareness for individual countries as 
well as across the Indo-Pacific littoral and ensuring the integrity of the 
First and Second Island Chains with respect to adversaries in a conflict; 
Complicating the military planning of potential adversaries by identifying 
and developing arrangements for access, prepositioning, over-flight, and 
other needs, thereby dispersing possible targets and providing redundancy; 
and 
Identifying what planners call ‘‘off ramps’’ for crisis avoidance and de-esca-
lation, if necessary, through regular direct and indirect military-to-mili-
tary engagement. (page 17) 

Though various Components of the U.S. military do already engage with friendly 
foreign nations, the CSIS study notes that ‘‘legacy planning processes, focus on Op-
erations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom/New Dawn, and the complexity of 
planning simultaneous missions for shaping and deterrence have combined to create 
a series of apparent disconnects in conceptualizing and implementing U.S. strategy.’’ 
(page 90) The development and implementation of a robust engagement plan, one 
that allows U.S. forces to create and maintain valuable relationships with partner 
nations, is critical to shaping the security environment of the Asia Pacific region. 
Thus, the CSIS report’s first recommendation is that the Department of Defense 
better align its engagement strategy under the Pacific Command and across the De-
partment to shape the environment in such a way that the United States can con-
tinue to pursue its national security objectives. 

In terms of metrics for engagement effectiveness, it is important to recognize that 
engagement—like diplomacy or defense—is a concept. It may be measured in num-
bers of military events (e.g., a training exercise, planning conferences, operations), 
military equipment provided, flows of commercial goods through the region, and 
numbers of troublesome security events (e.g., attacks on fishing vessels, missile 
launches), but such quantifiable measures are insufficient for considering the full 
impact of building relationships and assuring security. Assessing improvement in 
the overall environment must involve opinion polls of local residents regarding their 
feelings of safety and security, as well as feelings toward the United States as a 
reliable partner and toward China, North Korea, terrorism, and other security chal-
lenges. Also, do U.S. military planners find it easier or harder to work with foreign 
partners? What are intelligence analysts noting about nations’ policies, leaders, and 
rhetoric? The answers to questions like these enable the United States to measure 
the value of specific engagement activities. In the long run, measures also need to 
cover the entire region, not just the engagement with one country at a time. 

Ms. BORDALLO. The report, as well as the DOD, talk a lot about ‘‘engagement’’ 
in the Asia-Pacific region. In your opinion what does this mean and how does it sup-
port U.S. objectives? How can you measure the effectiveness of such engagements? 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. Forward engagement is about the United States 
working with our friends, allies, and partners to ensure that we can further U.S. 
interests and address any threats. We seek to remain the security partner of choice 
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in the region, while encouraging others to share the burden of furthering common 
interests. Our forward presence and engagement play an essential role in promoting 
strong partnerships that strengthen the capabilities of the Pacific nations to defend 
and secure themselves. Building strong partnerships in the Asia-Pacific region also 
requires us to sustain and enhance U.S. military strength there. 

Engagement includes increased military-to-military engagement with China, with 
whom we will seek to deepen our partnership in areas such as humanitarian assist-
ance, counter-drug, and counter-proliferation efforts. 

The Secretary has directed all of the geographic Combatant Commanders to think 
and plan strategically when it comes to security cooperation, including all their re-
gional activities—from joint exercises, exchanges, and operations to more traditional 
forms of security assistance. This direction also requires them to develop measures 
for and evaluate how their engagement activities produce outcomes consistent with 
the Department’s Strategic Guidance and the broader United States Government ef-
fort to rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MS. SPEIER 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Berteau, how are our allies measuring our commitment to the 
region? Are some of these same metrics increasing China’s security concerns or de-
fense development? 

Mr. BERTEAU. Allies in the Asia Pacific region examine closely the U.S. level of 
commitment and have heightened sensitivities to changes, whether real or per-
ceived, in this commitment. In addition to economic and diplomatic engagement 
with nations in the region, U.S. force posture through Asia and the Pacific figures 
prominently as a reflection of U.S. commitment. One needs only to read news head-
lines in Japan and the Republic of Korea, especially when the U.S. presence in those 
nations is under negotiation, to witness the significant role that such presence plays 
across the region. Other nations also host or otherwise support U.S. forces, ranging 
in footprint from small, rotational units that provide humanitarian or 
counterterrorism training to larger deployments that participate in multilateral ex-
ercises or disaster relief operations. 

In fact, the type and costs of force posture—including its attendant capabilities— 
are also important reflections of U.S. commitment. As noted in the CSIS report, 
‘‘U.S. force posture must demonstrate a readiness and capacity to fight and win, 
even under more challenging circumstances associated with A2/AD (anti-access/area 
denial) and other threats . . . Demonstrating such capacity is not automatic; one 
way to undercut dramatically the regional confidence in the U.S. commitment and 
the American ability to shape decisions and preserve peace would be to adopt a pos-
ture that pulled back from the Western Pacific and focused only on the survivability 
of U.S. forces and reductions in annual costs of forward presence.’’ (pages 17–18) It 
is not enough to have U.S. forces in the region. Allies and partners watch closely 
to gauge whether those forces provide the needed capabilities to help address secu-
rity concerns, from humanitarian assistance/disaster relief to conflict prevention to 
more kinetic activities (should the need arise). 

Regarding Chinese reactions, it is a challenge to convince leaders in Beijing that 
the overarching U.S. goal in the region is to shape a peaceful environment and not 
to contain an adversarial China. As the CSIS report states, 

Beijing is well aware of U.S. strategies to shape the regional environment and has 
developed counter-containment and counter-intervention strategies in parallel. The 
counter-intervention strategies are usually thought of in terms of A2/AD military ca-
pabilities (described below) but also include diplomatic, information, and economic 
sources of leverage against the U.S. political system and particularly weaker re-
gional states in order to complicate U.S intervention in Taiwan, South China Sea, 
or other regional crises that could involve China. The counter-containment strate-
gies aim at weakening U.S. alignment with other states in the region and involve 
instruments that range from trade agreements and diplomacy to bribery and indi-
vidual coercion. (page 40) 

However, it is important to note that economic and diplomatic engagement be-
tween China and its neighbors does not necessarily threaten U.S. interests. In a 
globalized economy, Chinese economic cooperation is critical to the success of many 
neighbors that might otherwise be subject to problems linked to poor or struggling 
economies, such as terrorism and crime. Moreover, while the United States and 
China will continue to vie for influence, Beijing has premised its counter-contain-
ment strategies on a mistaken interpretation of U.S. shaping activities as ‘‘contain-
ment’’ in the Cold War sense of the word. The report notes that ‘‘in fact, the United 
States does not seek to limit China’s development or international engagement, as 
was the case vis-à-vis the Soviet Union during the Cold War. Thus far, efforts to 
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reassure the Chinese elite and people of this fact have had mixed success . . . Dis-
tinguishing between legitimate and manufactured concerns in dialogue with Beijing 
will require careful attention.’’ (page 40) For that reason, the CSIS study team rec-
ommended that the Department of Defense better align engagement strategy under 
the Pacific Command and across the Department and highlighted areas for further 
investment, including ‘‘more reliable mechanisms with the PLA [China’s People’s 
Liberation Army] for military-to-military dialogue, crisis management, trans-
parency, and avoiding incidents at sea and in cyber and outer space.’’ (page 22) 

Ms. SPEIER. How can we measure our successes when it comes to capabilities? 
Mr. BERTEAU. The United States may measure military capabilities by consid-

ering three layers of analysis: 
What are the resources brought to bear; 
What are the ‘‘conversion capabilities’’; and 
What is the U.S. combat proficiency? 
(Note: For a more detailed explanation of how to measure military capability, 

please see Measuring National Power in the Postindustrial Age by Ashley J. Tellis, 
Janice Bially, Christopher Layne, and Melissa McPherson, RAND Corporation, 
2000.) 

On the resource side, one can determine quantitative aspects of capabilities. These 
elements include: defense budgets; manpower (numbers and types); infrastructure; 
research, development, testing, and evaluation institutions; industrial base; and 
equipment inventory, logistics support, and other investments. 

To convert these elements into military capability, one can also consider, inter 
alia: the geostrategic environment and threats therein; Department of Defense 
strategies and plans; relations with nations in the region; doctrine, training, and or-
ganization of military assets; and innovation. These ‘‘conversion capabilities’’ allow 
the U.S. military to translate resources into capabilities. 

Finally, it is not enough to have the manpower, equipment, infrastructure, strate-
gies, doctrine, training, and other elements already mentioned. To realize military 
capabilities, U.S. forces must also have the readiness levels and demonstrated pro-
ficiency to achieve the missions assigned to them. 

Ms. SPEIER. How can we measure our successes when it comes to capabilities? 
Mr. BERTEAU. Please see the answer to the previous question. 
Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Scher, as you’ve acknowledged, our strategy encompasses many 

facets, including diplomatic and economic objectives. These different approaches, 
however, can sometimes undermine each other, and military force is frequently the 
signal that drowns out our other efforts. What are you doing to prevent this from 
occurring, and how are you measuring whether our growing military capabilities are 
undermining our economic well-being? 

Mr. SCHER. As I highlighted in my opening statement, the Defense Department’s 
efforts to rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region are part of a broader United 
States Government effort to increase attention and investment there. The Depart-
ment’s investments in its forward defense posture, presence, and activities in the 
region are thus not simply about the application of military force, but about posi-
tively shaping the security environment and ensuring regional peace and stability. 
We will continue to work with our interagency partners to synchronize a whole-of- 
government approach to ensure we enhance our defense capabilities and activities 
in the region in support of our economic well-being, as well as the well-being of our 
allies and partners in the region. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Scher, the CSIS report raises concerns about a gap between 
strategy and defense resources. Is the Defense Department pursuing any strategies 
to control costs? 

Mr. SCHER. Today and into the future the United States faces security challenges 
across the globe. As we look to implement our rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific re-
gion, we must be mindful of pressing priorities elsewhere in the world and across 
the defense program, which compete for scarce defense resources. We are working 
to ensure that we do have the resources identified and in place to fully resource our 
rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region, but fully realizing our Defense Strategic 
Guidance will not happen in one budget cycle. The Secretary has directed the Mili-
tary Departments and other Components to build on our Fiscal Year 2013 invest-
ments in the Fiscal Year 2014 budget proposal now under development. The Depart-
ment will continue to assess priorities across regions and make appropriate, delib-
erate choices to align our defense strategy to resources. 

Ms. SPEIER. How receptive are our allies to non-military strategies and coopera-
tion? 

Mr. SCHER. The Defense Department’s rebalance toward the Asia-Pacific region 
is only part of a broad U.S. Government effort to focus more attention and coopera-
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tion there; this includes non-military strategies to promote strong partnerships in 
support of common interests. From our discussions with allies and partners, it ap-
pears that they are quite receptive to non-military strategies and cooperation. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Scher, how is the Defense Department mitigating the challenges 
of capability risks and declining defense resources? What would you consider to be 
the Defense Department’s top acquisition priority? What is the highest priority for 
our allies, in terms of foreign military sales? 

Mr. SCHER. As Secretary Panetta noted in his comments on the CSIS report, 
DOD’s efforts to implement the 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance, including its key 
tenet of rebalancing toward the Asia-Pacific region, will require judicious invest-
ment in the highest payoff initiatives and capabilities. The Defense Strategic Guid-
ance and the President’s Budget Request for Fiscal Year 2013 have placed the De-
partment on a path to meet this challenge, and the Deputy Secretary has created 
a process to ensure the Department continues to make appropriate, deliberate 
choices to align our defense strategy to resources. 

If the United States is to remain a credible security partner in the Asia-Pacific 
region, we must be able to retain our ability to credibly deter potential adversaries, 
to prevent them from achieving their objectives, and to advance common interests. 
Accordingly, the U.S. defense program is investing in capabilities across a range of 
missions, as outlined in the Defense Strategic Guidance, to include maintaining the 
unique ability of the Joint Force to project power even in areas in which our access 
and freedom to operate are challenged. To this end, investments include stealthy, 
multi-role aircraft; more capable long-range strike systems; modern, VIRGINIA- 
class submarines; more capable theater missile defense systems; enhanced airfield 
damage repair capability; a new, penetrating bomber; and enhancements to the re-
siliency and effectiveness of critical space-based capabilities and our computer net-
work defense, network exploitation, and network attack systems. These and other 
capabilities are central to reassuring allies and partners in the Asia-Pacific region 
and shaping the security environment, while also providing forward capabilities ap-
propriate to deter and defeat aggression. No one program can provide this critical 
capability. 

There is also no singular priority for our allies and partners in terms of foreign 
military sales. Rather, we will continue to work with allies and partners to address 
common security challenges, one piece of which will be to building their capability 
and capacity in the areas most appropriate to how we will address these common 
security challenges. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Helvey, while we in Congress frequently struggle to think beyond 
the next fiscal year, the Chinese tend to have a longer view of time and national 
competition. As the Chinese continue buying our debt and we continue to pursue 
unsustainable deficit spending—including defense spending that exceeds China’s 
budget six times over—how do China’s strategic thinkers measure their national 
strength against the United States? How could our significant deficit undermine 
this pivot to the Pacific? 

Mr. HELVEY. People’s Liberation Army (PLA) leaders and strategists often discuss 
China’s strategy in terms of building ‘‘comprehensive national power’’ (zonghe guoli). 
Comprehensive national power (CNP) is the concept by which China’s strategic 
planners use qualitative and quantitative variables to evaluate and measure China’s 
standing in relation to other nations. CNP incorporates both soft, internally-oriented 
indicators of strength (e.g., economic prosperity, domestic cohesion, and cultural in-
fluence) and hard, externally-oriented measures (e.g., the size of a state’s nuclear 
arsenal, territory, military capability, diplomatic influence, economic influence, and 
international prestige). 

The rebalance to the Asia-Pacific, a ‘‘whole-of-government’’ effort, comes at a time 
when the United States confronts a serious deficit and debt problem that is itself 
a national security risk that is squeezing both the defense and domestic budgets. 
Even facing these considerable pressures, the U.S. Government must not lose sight 
of national security interests as it makes difficult fiscal decisions. Instead, the U.S. 
Government seeks a balanced approach. 

During the last year, we conducted an intensive review to guide defense priorities 
and spending over the coming decade, in light of strategic guidance from the Presi-
dent and the recommendations of this Department’s senior military and civilian 
leadership. This process has enabled us to assess risk, set priorities, and make dif-
ficult choices. The Department would need to make a strategic shift regardless of 
the nation’s fiscal situation. 

The U.S. Armed Forces will remain capable across the spectrum. We will be fully 
prepared to protect our interests, defend our homeland, and support civil authori-
ties. We will continue to strengthen key alliances, build partnerships, and empha-
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size building their capacity to defend their own territory and interests more effec-
tively through better use of diplomacy, development, and security force assistance. 
Whenever possible, we will develop low-cost and small-footprint approaches to 
achieve our security objectives, emphasizing rotational deployments and exercises, 
and other innovative approaches that maintain presence. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Helvey, do you believe that you have enough personnel with ex-
perience living in China and speaking Chinese to underpin our assumptions and 
strategy moving forward? 

Mr. HELVEY. Yes. The Department has exceptionally well-qualified country direc-
tors, including several who speak and read Chinese and have experience living in 
China and Taiwan. 

Ms. SPEIER. How receptive are our allies to non-military strategies and coopera-
tion? 

Mr. HELVEY. U.S. alliances are based not only on shared security interests, but 
also on shared economic and political goals. Our relationships with U.S. allies are 
broad-based, underpinned by trade arrangements, membership in economic 
groupings like the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, and shared respect for democ-
racy and human rights. In part because of these dynamics, the U.S. rebalance to 
the Asia-Pacific is based on a whole-of-government approach emphasizing the impor-
tance of the region to the security, economic, and political future of the United 
States. 

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Helvey, how have our allies responded to the Pacific Pivot in 
their own defense budget decisions? 

Mr. HELVEY. Given that Department announcements regarding the rebalance only 
took place in January 2012, the budget cycles of many U.S. allies have not occurred. 
We are working with our allies to encourage them to prioritize capability develop-
ment that supports shared goals in the Asia-Pacific region. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MR. SCHILLING 

Mr. SCHILLING. You commented on the need for avoiding multiple points of failure 
in our posture. Can you comment on how the organic base and our arsenals specifi-
cally can aid in this need? 

Dr. GREEN and Mr. BERTEAU. Throughout the history of the United States, the 
military has relied on a combination of support from the private sector and from 
organic, in-house capabilities. That balance changes over time, depending on factors 
such as technical capabilities, the economics of supply and demand, and cost. The 
balance also depends on the requirements of the Department of Defense (DOD). In 
part, the presence of capable in-house organic DOD capacity provides some insur-
ance against points of failure in private sector capability, and the reverse is also 
true. The requirements on the books today, however, have not been updated to re-
flect the future force demands that the U.S. military will face. This disconnect of 
requirements to capability has already led to problems. For example, in the 2005 
round of DOD base closures, decisions to close ammunition plants were made using 
data that were not updated for Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom. 
The most important aid that the DOD organic base and arsenal community could 
provide to DOD would be to push hard for an update on requirements, a better and 
forward-looking determination of what needs to be sustained as core DOD in-house 
capability, and an alignment of resource allocations in the budget and across the 
Future Years Defense Program to focus first on supporting that core. Instead, deci-
sions are made more on the lines of marginal cost and contracting convenience than 
on core capability requirements and avoiding single points of failure. 

Mr. SCHILLING. In your fourth recommendation you stated the need to increase 
stockpiles and replenish and upgrade equipment and supplies. Can you speak to 
how vital the organic base is to this work? 

Dr. GREEN and Mr. BERTEAU. The CSIS report highlights the importance of in-
creased stockpiles of critical ammunition and of replenished, upgraded equipment 
and supplies to enable U.S. forces to address the myriad of security challenges in 
the Asia Pacific region. As noted in the report: 

Global force presence is assisted by prepositioning personnel and equipment in 
crucial areas to resupply ships and aircraft, as well as provide havens for 
equipment repairs. Prepositioning facilitates the fast deployment of equipment 
and supplies to personnel in areas of contingency operations. Positioned stocks, 
both afloat and ashore, support timely movement of essential military supplies 
between operating areas with decreased travel time, transport cost, and with-
out reliance on other nation’s transportation networks into theater. 
Prepositioning stocks also permits the swift arrival of personnel to theater 
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while supplies are transported separately to a specified link-up point once a 
port or airfield has been secured by early arriving forces. (page 59) 

The U.S. defense industrial base is well-positioned to assist in activities to in-
crease stockpiles and replenish and upgrade equipment and supplies. The answer 
to the previous questions speaks to the need to identify Department of Defense re-
quirements for core capabilities. That same logic applies to this question. In par-
ticular, ammunition requirements for both production capacity and stockpile re-
quirements are in need of updating. It would be useful for the Congress to engage 
with the Department of Defense to identify ways to support that updating. 

Mr. SCHILLING. Your statement talked about creating an effective deterrent by 
working closely with allies. Does this include greater support for U.S. foreign mili-
tary sales? 

Dr. GREEN and Mr. BERTEAU. The CSIS report reflects the conviction that work-
ing with allies and partner nations is essential in the Asia Pacific region. U.S. forces 
rely on access, basing, and overflight rights. They also leverage capabilities that 
friendly foreign nations can bring to bear along the full spectrum of military oper-
ations, from humanitarian assistance/disaster relief efforts to counterterrorism ac-
tivities to combat operations. To be effective and efficient, the United States must 
be familiar with allies’ and partners’ military capabilities and must highlight inter-
operability as a shared goal. 

That familiarity and interoperability can be achieved through the use of several 
foreign assistance tools. The vast majority of these tools are subject to the direct 
oversight of the Department of State, as codified in title 22 of the United States 
Code. These tools include foreign military sales (FMS) and international military 
education and training. They also include, but are not limited to, provision of excess 
defense articles—meaning, equipment that U.S. forces no longer require or that no 
longer meets U.S. requirements—and assistance in direct commercial sales of mili-
tary goods and services to foreign governments. As the United States rebalances its 
force posture to the Asia Pacific region, it is sensible that the Department of State, 
in consultation with the Department of Defense, analyze the needs of allies and 
partners in that region and support foreign assistance, including FMS, where such 
assistance makes sense. 

Further, the CSIS report is predicated on a more integrated U.S. approach to both 
FMS and foreign direct sales. This integration is part of the larger recommendation 
that the Department of Defense better align engagement strategy under the Pacific 
Command and across the Department and the entire Federal Government. 

Mr. SCHILLING. You stated that the strategy for the DOD force posture must be 
better articulated. How do you recommend we do this? 

Dr. GREEN and Mr. BERTEAU. In the course of the CSIS study, we interviewed 
hundreds of current and former U.S. civilian and military officials, subject matter 
experts, and foreign officials. Based on these interviews and a rigorous literature 
review, the CSIS study team concluded that the Department of Defense’s (DOD’s) 
focus on the Asia Pacific region—implied in the Secretary of Defense’s June 2011 
speech in Singapore and reinforced by Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership: Priorities 
for 21st Century Leadership and the President’s fiscal year 2013 budget proposal 
earlier this year—has not yet been publicly articulated in ways that enable resource 
decisions within the United States and by U.S. partners and allies. While there may 
have been general agreement between the Office of the Secretary of Defense and 
the Pacific Command leadership, stakeholders at various levels throughout the De-
partment and the interagency, as well as from various countries, had vastly dif-
ferent interpretations of what ‘‘rebalancing to the Asia Pacific region’’ means in 
practical terms. Those different interpretations will remain until a better articula-
tion of the overall strategy is made public, and that strategy can be tracked to spe-
cific resource decisions in the Federal budget and in DOD force posture decisions. 

In addition, it appears that the public and legislative bodies, both in the United 
States and abroad, have various interpretations of the force posture strategy. These 
diverse interpretations indicated a lack of successful articulation. DOD cannot ex-
pect the U.S. Congress to align its decisions with a strategy that has not been laid 
out in sufficient detail. The Congress is correct in its desire to require such detail 
before decisions are made. 

At the same time, however, the situation in the Asia Pacific region is fluid and 
continually changing. Neither DOD nor the Congress can wait until the last fact is 
known before making the decision to take initial steps. For that reason, the CSIS 
report recommends that Congress approve initial steps, including funding for im-
proved training facilities in the Pacific. These initial steps make sense regardless 
of the long-term evolution of U.S. forces or changes in the defense budget. 
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Mr. SCHILLING. What exactly would Sequestration do to the ability for the DOD 
to rebalance to the Asia-Pacific? 

Mr. SCHER. As Secretary Panetta noted in his comments on the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies assessment, sequestration would devastate the De-
partment’s ability to advance and sustain enhancements to our defense presence 
and posture in the Asia-Pacific region and elsewhere. 

Mr. SCHILLING. How important is a strong industrial base to DOD efforts to 
under-gird re-balancing efforts towards the Asia-Pacific region through capability in-
vestments? 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. A strong industrial base is essential to the Depart-
ment’s efforts to invest in the capabilities appropriate to reassure allies and part-
ners in the Asia-Pacific region and shape the security environment, while also pro-
viding forward capabilities appropriate to deter and defeat aggression. The Depart-
ment needs, and will continue to invest in, a strong industrial base to implement 
the vision that we have for our future armed forces, including their growing role 
in the Asia-Pacific region. 

Mr. SCHILLING. What exactly would Sequestration do to the ability for the DOD 
to rebalance to the Asia-Pacific? 

Mr. HELVEY. As Secretary Panetta noted in his comments on the Center for Stra-
tegic and International Studies assessment, sequestration would devastate the De-
partment’s ability to advance and sustain enhancements to our defense presence 
and posture in the Asia-Pacific region and elsewhere. Because the sequestration 
statute does not propose to make cuts strategically, we remain more focused on pre-
venting the sequester from occurring than assessing its effects. 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MR. SABLAN 

Mr. SABLAN. The CSIS report makes the recommendation to ‘‘Move forward with 
funding necessary for the development of training ranges at Tinian Island and other 
CNMI locations. Work with the Government of Japan to leverage Japanese funding 
commitments in order to realize early joint-bilateral training opportunities.’’ Can the 
witnesses comment on what strategic value there is in developing these training 
ranges? What capabilities does Tinian, and other locations in the Northern Mariana 
Islands, offer the U.S. military that they don’t currently have? Further, what value 
will these training ranges provide to our allies in the region? 

Dr. GREEN and Mr. BERTEAU. The strategic value of developing training ranges 
in places like Tinian and other Commonwealth islands is based on three elements. 
First, the ranges are on territory controlled by the United States and therefore are 
not subject to political developments in other countries. Second, they provide essen-
tial training capacity for U.S. forces that are dispersed across the Asia Pacific, re-
ducing the need for additional training investments elsewhere. Third, these training 
facilities enable more combined training with forces from U.S. allies and partners 
across the region. Increased combined training increases the capability of partners 
and allies, enables the United States to expand and focus engagement activities 
with those allies and partners, and familiarizes military personnel and forces with 
the requirements for joint and combined operations. This is particularly true with 
respect to joint training for amphibious operations, for which purpose ranges like 
Tinian are well suited. We note that Japan, Korea, Australia, New Zealand, and 
Canada are seeking to develop U.S. Marine Corps-type expeditionary and amphib-
ious capabilities. 

Mr. SABLAN. There are currently several environmental impact statements being 
conducted in the Pacific region. What is being done at the OSD level to ensure ap-
propriate coordination among all these EIS actions? For example, there may be 
synergies by establishing a Divert Field at Tinian which could also enable better 
training opportunities for the Marines and other Services. I ask this because the 
CSIS report indicates that there seems to be a disconnect between PACOM’s desired 
actions and what the Department is currently budgeting and how it’s articulating 
strategic requirements. 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. There are a number of environment impact state-
ments (EIS) being conducted in the Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands 
(CNMI) and Guam. The Marine Corps’ planned relocation to the Marianas and Pa-
cific Air Forces’ expanding mission requirements in the western Pacific have many 
common requirements, including airfield facilities, port facilities, and associated lo-
gistics. This commonality may present the opportunity for significant savings. The 
Military Departments coordinate directly in areas of potential mutual benefit/use, 
with U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM) and Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) oversight as appropriate. 
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As part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, the Depart-
ment of the Navy is evaluating a range of alternatives through the development of 
a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for a proposed Live Fire 
Training Range Complex, Marine Corps cantonment, and family housing on Guam. 
The training complex is necessary to support training requirements for the Marines 
relocating from Okinawa to Guam. The Notice of Intent for this effort was published 
in February 2012. 

The consideration of training ranges in the CNMI will be incorporated in a 
USPACOM-led Environmental Impact Statement that would enable vastly improved 
air, sea, land, and subsurface training in the western Pacific. There is a variety of 
non-live-fire and live-fire ranges being considered under this EIS, and a determina-
tion will not be made until the completion of that study. 

U.S. Air Forces Pacific (PACAF) recently published the Draft Environmental Im-
pact Statement for Divert Activities and Exercises, Guam and the CNMI. The EIS 
listed Saipan International Airport and Tinian International Airport as the two pri-
mary alternatives, with Saipan selected as the current preferred alternative. 

Mr. SABLAN. Can you comment on the current status of negotiations with Japan 
on ensuring that direct contributions could be used to create and improve current 
training ranges in Tinian? What projects is the Department currently contemplating 
on constructing to enhance training opportunities in Tinian? 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. We are currently continuing general discussions with 
the Government of Japan on the possibility of contributing to the development of 
land training ranges in the Commonwealth of Northern Mariana Islands. The April 
2012 2+2 Statement indicated that a decision would be made by December 2012. 

Mr. SABLAN. Secretary Panetta agrees with the CSIS report’s assessment that the 
training ranges in the region are of significance to military readiness and potential 
military operations in the PACOM AOR. One recommendation is to add training 
areas and build facilities on the island of Pagan in the Northern Mariana Islands. 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. There is consideration of Pagan as a location for am-
phibious and live-fire training on ranges in the western Pacific. 

Mr. SABLAN. Can you comment on DOD’s plans for the island of Pagan, including 
plans on the necessary funding required to develop Pagan into a suitable training 
area? Are there any potential barriers to the use of Pagan, and have consultations 
with CNMI Government officials resulted in support of Pagan’s use for military 
training? 

Mr. SCHER and Mr. HELVEY. I understand that Government officials in the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands are broadly supportive of the concept 
of developing ranges on Pagan. 
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