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CONSEQUENCES TO THE MILITARY OF A
CONTINUING RESOLUTION

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, DC, Wednesday, April 5, 2017.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:02 a.m., in room
2118, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. William M. “Mac”
Thornberry (chairman of the committee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM M. “MAC” THORN-
BERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM TEXAS, CHAIRMAN, COM-
MITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

The CHAIRMAN. Committee will come to order.

After having explored the next steps of defense reform in yester-
day’s hearing, we now turn to what is needed to repair and rebuild
our military. And I am grateful to each of the distinguished service
chiefs for being with us today.

There is widespread agreement that funding cuts under the
Budget Control Act, plus a series of continuing resolutions, coupled
with the pace of required deployments have damaged the U.S. mili-
tary. I believe that damage has gone far deeper than most of us
realize, requiring more time and more money to repair than is gen-
erally expected. There is plenty of responsibility to go around for
the current state of affairs, with both Congress and the Obama ad-
ministration, with both Republicans and Democrats, with both mil-
itary and civilian leadership.

Among other problems, defense funding has gotten caught up in
partisan back-and-forth on other issues and has even been held
hostage to other priorities. We need to get back to evaluating de-
fense needs on their own without regard to any agreement or dis-
agreement we may have on other issues. The men and women who
serve deserve at least that.

The most important thing now is to repair the damage. We have
the chance to begin doing so by passing a full appropriation bill for
this year, acting favorably upon the supplemental request, and
then enacting adequate authorization and appropriations for fiscal
year 2018.

The immediate issue before us is the expiration of the current
continuing resolution on April 28th. We in the House passed a full
appropriation bill for fiscal year 2017 on March 8th by a vote of
371 to 48. The Senate has not yet acted on it. As I have said before,
I will not vote for a defense continuing resolution for the rest of fis-
cal year 2017. It would simply do too much harm.

Fundamental to fixing a problem is to expose it and understand
it. I understand that we have to be cautious about exposing our
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vulnerabilities, but in order to do better for the military and for the
country, we must have the best professional military judgment our
witnesses today can offer on the current state of our military
forces, and on what a CR [continuing resolution] or inadequate
funding would mean for them. To get on a better track, we all have
to be clear and candid with the American people. And that is ex-
actly the purpose of today’s hearing.

Mr. Smith.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Thornberry can be found in the
Appendix on page 57.]

STATEMENT OF HON. ADAM SMITH, A REPRESENTATIVE FROM
WASHINGTON, RANKING MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON ARMED
SERVICES

Mr. SmiTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I agree with much
of what the chairman had to say.

I mean, certainly over the course of the last 6-plus years, you
know, the uncertainty that has accompanied the defense budget
has made it very, very difficult to operate. We have had one gov-
ernment shutdown, countless threatened government shutdowns,
and numerous CRs. And I think most people don’t appreciate what
a CR means; they just say, well, you are just continuing the budg-
et.

A CR basically means you can’t start new programs, you can’t
end programs that need to be ended, and as importantly, a lot of
times you are not really sure what qualifies as which. All of you
have to go through a very difficult task when we don’t have a reg-
ular appropriations bill of figuring out exactly what you can and
cannot spend money on, and that is a colossal waste of your time
and also very expensive. We should give you a clear budget, every
year, clear appropriations to give you the freedom to implement
that as is necessary. We have not done that.

And T agree with the chairman, there is plenty of blame to go
around on that front. But the lack of budget clarity has caused no
end of problems. I also agree that the force has been unquestion-
ably been stressed over the course of the last 15 years, certainly
with two major wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and then the ongoing
struggle against extremism all across the world.

Our military has been given a large number of assignments, and
couple that with the inadequate, well, with the unpredictable num-
ber of resources and you—you have a problem. I think there is a
larger thing that we need to get at, and I agree with the chairman
again that we need an appropriations bill, and we need to fund the
military to meet the mission.

I don’t agree that we can somehow pull defense out of the entire
rest of the Federal Government, look at it totally separately as if
all the other money that we spend in the government doesn’t mat-
ter. Because unfortunately, we do have other priorities than just
national security, some of which are really rather important. In
fact, some of them have to do with security—the intelligence budg-
et, the Department of Homeland Security; but also our infrastruc-
ture, which is crumbling at an alarming rate and it regrettably is
a tradeoff.
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And I think the budget that President Trump sent up this year
makes that absolutely clear. He plussed up defense by $54 billion
and he took the $54 billion out of everything else, including a 31
percent cut in the State Department. And as the Secretary of De-
fense, General Mattis, said, if you are going to cut the State De-
partment, and if you are going to cut development aid, then you
better give me five more divisions because I am going to have a lot
of wars to fight. It is all of a piece.

As much as I would love on this committee to be able to pull de-
fense out and say we can ignore everything else, we aren’t just
members of the defense committee—we are Members of Congress,
and we are responsible for all of that. Towards that end I will
make one final point.

As we look at how we put together a defense budget, I agree with
the chairman: we should not give the men and women who serve
in the military tasks and assignments that we do not equip and
train them to do. That is where we are at right now; that is com-
pletely and totally unacceptable.

I do not, however, agree that the answer is to simply continue
to expand what those tasks and responsibilities should be and kind
of hope that we somehow come up with more money to meet it be-
cause the tasks and responsibilities that have been described by
the President and what he says he wants the military to do. He
sent up a $603 billion dollar budget that doesn’t even come close
to meeting those tasks and responsibilities that are outlined. Even
the $640 billion that the chairman here and the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Committee have talked about doesn’t come
close to meeting that, either.

So what we also need to do, in addition to rightly pointing out
the lack of resources and the unpredictability, is come up with a
set of tasks and missions for the Department of Defense, for the
men and women who serve in the armed services, that we can ac-
tually fund.

We cannot continue to say, well, you got to do this, got to do this.
We don’t have money, we don’t have the money, we should have
the money, we don’t have the money, we should have the money.
We know where our budget is at. We know that we are $20 trillion
in debt, that we are running a deficit in excess of $600 billion, and
that there are other needs in our budget.

So I think we also have to be really smart about how we spend
the money in defense and about what missions we decide our men
and women should be ready, trained, and equipped to serve.

So I hope that is part of the discussion as well this morning. I
look forward to your testimony, and I thank you all for your serv-
ice.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Smith can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 58.]

The CHAIRMAN. We are pleased to welcome this morning General
Mark Milley, Chief of Staff of the Army; Admiral John Richardson,
Chief of Naval Operations; General David Goldfein, Chief of Staff
of the Air Force; and General Robert Neller, Commandant of the
Marine Corps.

Without objection, your full written statements will be made part
of the record.
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And let me just say, again, how much I appreciate each of you
being here. I know you have a lot of responsibilities on your shoul-
ders. I know, for example, the Commandant came back a day early
from an overseas trip. But I believe the opportunity to get funding
for the military on a better track deserves all of our careful atten-
tion and discussion. Again, that is the purpose of today’s hearing.
Thank you all for being here.

General Milley, we would be pleased to turn to you for any oral
statement you would like to make.

STATEMENT OF GEN MARK A. MILLEY, USA, CHIEF OF STAFF
OF THE ARMY

General MILLEY. Thanks, Chairman Thornberry and Ranking
Member Smith and all the distinguished members of the commit-
tee, for the opportunity before you today. I appreciate that, and I
know we all do.

The world is becoming a more dangerous place, with simulta-
neous challenges to the United States interests from Russia, China,
Iran, a rapidly growing threat from North Korea, and an ongoing
series of wars against terrorists. This is no time, in my professional
view, to increase risk to our national security. A yearlong CR or re-
turn to the BCA [Budget Control Act] funding will do just that. It
will increase risk to the Nation and will ultimately result in dead
Americans on a future battlefield.

To execute current operations, sustain readiness while making
progress toward a more capable and lethal future, the United
States Army requires, most importantly, predictable and consistent
funding. The lack of fiscal year 2017 appropriations and no supple-
mental increase in funding will significantly and negatively impact
readiness and increase risk to our force.

Additionally, a return to budget caps due to BCA sequestration
in fiscal year 2018 forces the Army to reverse our efforts to improve
readiness and will lead to a hollow Army. In the last 2 years, we
have made steady progress in our core warfighting skills across
multiple types of units. But we have much work to do to achieve
full-spectrum readiness necessary to meet the demands of our Na-
tional Military Strategy and the Defense Planning Guidance.

Advances by our adversaries are real, and the cumulative effect
of persistent and destructive budget instability for 8 consecutive
years is increasing risk, not only to the Army, but to the Nation,
and will result in unnecessary U.S. casualties. Readiness to pre-
vent or, if necessary, fight and win wars is a very, very expensive
proposition. But the cost of preparation is always far less than the
cost, the pain, the blood, and the sacrifice of regret.

Readiness is the Army’s number one priority. Our current readi-
ness funding requirement is submitted in the amendment to the
fiscal year 2017 President’s budget is $3 billion above fiscal year
2016’s operations and maintenance levels. Our planning efforts for
fiscal year 2017 request for additional appropriations centered on
filling critical gaps in readiness, specifically in armor, air defense,
field artillery, and aviation.

If forced to operate under a yearlong CR, this will not happen
and Army current readiness and efforts to close critical gaps will
be severely impacted. Funding under a CR for a year will result in
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a dramatic decrease in training starting next month in May and by
15 July all Army training will cease, except those units deploying
to Afghanistan or Iraq.

Our CTC [Combat Training Center], collective training exercises,
at NTC [National Training Center] and JRTC [Joint Readiness
Training Center]| will be significantly degraded and all efforts to in-
crease Army end strength, as mandated in the fiscal year 2017 Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act by you for the Regular Army, the
National Guard, and the Army Reserve will also cease. The cumu-
lative effect of training shortfalls, combined with personnel con-
straints, will result in an Army that is less ready to meet not only
current requirements of combatant commanders, but limit our abil-
ity to assure our allies, deter our adversaries, now and in the fu-
ture.

Also, procurement efforts currently on hold will remain on hold,
preventing the Army from immediately addressing known short-
falls and gaps in combat systems, and importantly in munitions,
electronic warfare, cyber programs, air and missile defense, long-
range fires, protection and mobility programs, along with several
other modernization initiatives. We will lose our current over-
match.

The current battlefield is already very lethal, and a future battle-
field will likely prove far more lethal than anything we have re-
cently experienced. Our adversaries have studied us and are rap-
idly leveraging available technology while the Army has yet to fully
recover from the effects of the shutdown in 2013. Time is not our
ally. A return to the BCA caps will damage the Army’s ability to
build and maintain readiness at appropriate levels and result in
multiple years of negative impacts on the future of our Army.

While we cannot forecast precisely when and where the next con-
tingency will arise, it is very likely to require a significant commit-
ment of U.S. Army ground forces. Sustaining high levels of per-
formance that your Army has demonstrated in the face of increas-
ing challenges requires consistent, long-term, balanced, and pre-
dictable funding. A yearlong continuing resolution or return to BCA
funding caps absolutely will result in a U.S. Army that is out-
ranged, outgunned, and outdated against potential adversaries.

With your support, however, in passing the fiscal year 2017
budget and the supplemental, the Army will fund readiness at suf-
ficient levels to meet current demand, build readiness for contin-
gencies, and invest in the future force.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I look forward to
your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Milley can be found in the
Appendix on page 60.]

The CHAIRMAN. Admiral Richardson.

STATEMENT OF ADM JOHN M. RICHARDSON, USN, CHIEF OF
NAVAL OPERATIONS

Admiral RICHARDSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Mem-
ber Smith, and distinguished members of the committee for the op-
portunity to discuss the impacts that another continuing resolu-
tion—in fact, just to leverage General Milley’s statement—con-
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tinuing uncertain and inadequate funding levels would do to the
Navy.

And two points I just want to clarify and clearly convey right off
the top is that, Mr. Chairman, we need that fiscal year 2017 bill
and the supplemental in order to keep Navy programs and key in-
vestments moving forward, to recover readiness this year, prevent
?igging the readiness hole deeper, and to sustain it into the near
uture.

There is a growing gap between the missions that we are asking
our Navy to do and the unreliability and shortage of the resources
provided to do those missions, as Ranking Member Smith high-
lighted. We got to where we are today because of 15 years of oper-
ating at wartime pace. The Eisenhower Strike Group has deployed
five times in the last 7 years.

Contrast that level of effort with 8 years of continuing resolu-
tions and 5 years of budget restrictions imposed by the Budget
Control Act and the Balanced Budget Acts. This gap creates years
of stress over and above the inherent stress of deployed operations.
And the Navy team, in fact, the joint service team, the joint force
team, sailors, civilians, and their families, have been absorbing
that stress.

And so in the simplest possible terms as I speak to you today,
if we don’t get the funding just described, lots of our aviators will
not fly and they can’t train. We won’t have the spares to fix their
planes; we won’t have the gas to fly them. We may not have the
pay to keep our pilots in the services. And we won’t have ready air-
craft for tomorrow’s pilots.

Lots of sailors will not go to sea. We can’t afford the maintenance
to fix their ships, can’t afford the gas to steam them. And ships will
remain tied up to the pier. In many ways this is irreversible. You
can’t get lost training time back; we will be less proficient when we
do go to sea, when we do fly. Our pilots will be less experienced,
which is a daunting fact when you consider what we are asking
them in wartime. Our sailors will have less time at sea to practice
together, to train together, and to achieve the intricate teamwork
needed to win in modern warfare.

And the stress doesn’t stop when they return to homeport. Cur-
rent funding without the fiscal year 2017 bill and the supplemental
will only allow for 1-month’s notice before they move their families,
placing a huge burden on their families and especially those with
children. And we will continue to ask our people to work in sub-
standard conditions in over 6,000 buildings in dismal condition
awaiting repair, replacement, or demolition.

At the unit level, we will have to shut down air wings in the
short term. And in the long term, the shortage of airplanes will get
worse. We will delay important upgrades that help us keep pace
with the threat. These delays or cancellations will put sailors at
greater risk from cyberattacks, with the growing threat of anti-ship
missiles in the areas that they routinely operate. Submarines will
lose their certification to dive. Ships will be at the pier instead of
underway.

Failing to maintain our equipment has the same net effect as
cutting force structure; whether we leave a ship tied up to the pier
because it is not repaired or we decide not to build a new ship, both
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mean one less ship at sea. Not being able to fly an existing aircraft
or not buying a new aircraft both mean one less plane in the air.
As the general said, this is not a theoretical debate. While we talk
about whether or not to keep ships in port and aircraft on the
ground, our competitors are making steady progress and gaining on
us.

America’s risks are getting worse as other nations grow their
fleet and operate them in the Pacific, Atlantic, Indian, and Arctic
Oceans. As they extend their influence over trade routes that are
the lifeblood of the international economy, including ours.

I just got back from Rota, Spain, where I saw our sailors in ac-
tion. We visited the USS Ross who is now in the increasingly con-
tested waters of the Eastern Mediterranean. Those sailors know
clearly that they are sailing into harm’s way, but they took an oath
to support and defend the Constitution and they live up to that
commitment every day, undaunted by the competition I just de-
scribed. And their teammates do this every day all around the
world. They are tough, dedicated, and proud of what they do.

Back here at home, there is less evidence that we get it. There
is tangible lack of urgency; we are not doing what we should to
help them win. In fact, we are here today to discuss plans, poten-
tial plans, that would make their lives harder, that will further
shrink their advantage.

So, Chairman, I urge Congress to pass the fiscal year 2017 bill
and give favorable consideration to the supplemental. It will make
us more ready, more competitive, and relieve a lot of stress that is
on our people. Together, we can find ways to maintain our edge.
There is so much at stake.

Thank you for the chance to testify, and I look forward to your
questions.

[The prepared statement of Admiral Richardson can be found in
the Appendix on page 65.]

The CHAIRMAN. General Goldfein.

STATEMENT OF GEN DAVID L. GOLDFEIN, USAF, CHIEF OF
STAFF OF THE AIR FORCE

General GOLDFEIN. Thank you, Chairman Thornberry, Ranking
Member Smith, distinguished members of the committee for
hosting this critically important and timely hearing. It is a privi-
lege to be here with my fellow Joint Chiefs.

Your Air Force is globally engaged both here in the homeland
and deployed to capture and control the high ground as we provide
global vigilance, global reach, and global power for America and
our allies. As the service with the most diverse portfolio of mis-
sions, operating from the outer reaches of space, to 100 feet below
the surface and everywhere in between, we are involved in some
way in every mission the joint force performs. Put simply, your Air
Force is always there.

Our responsibility begins in the nuclear enterprise as we ensure
the bomber and missile legs of the triad remains safe, secure, and
reliable, and on our worst day as a nation we ensure the Com-
mander in Chief is where he needs to be when he needs to be there
and that he remains connected to our Air Force and naval nuclear
forces who stand watch for America and our allies.
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In space, your airmen fly and maintain 12 constellations that
provide critical intelligence, protected communications, nuclear
command and control, and GPS [Global Positioning Satellite] for
the joint team and for the globe. When China launched its anti-
satellite missile in 2007, creating a debris field over 300,000 par-
ticles, space became both a contested and a congested place, and
it is the responsibility of your Air Force to organize, train, equip,
and present the preponderance of ready space forces to combatant
commanders to fight should a war either start or extend into space.

In the cyber domain, airmen join their fellow soldiers, sailors,
and Marines to defend the Nation and develop tactics, techniques,
and procedures to produce strategic effects in this new and critical
warfighting domain. Just 16 years ago, we had a single remotely
powered aircraft in test. Today your Air Force delivers 60 lines of
armed reconnaissance along with high-altitude capabilities that
provide an unblinking eye on our adversaries.

If you heard jet noise this morning driving to the Capitol, it was
likely the F—16s from the 113th Air National Guard Wing at An-
drews who sit on alert to defend this city, just as we do across the
Nation to defend our homeland from attack. And I learned just
walking in this morning that we lost an F-16 from that wing this
morning. And I am proud to say that at least the news reports are
telling us the pilot got out and he is okay. These are just some of
the missions we perform here.

Simultaneously, airmen are operating forward in over 175 loca-
tions to assure allies and partners, deter adversaries, shape the en-
vironment, and respond to crises. Job one for our deployed force is
to gain and maintain air superiority, which we define as freedom
from attack and freedom to maneuver.

When a soldier, sailor, airman, Marine, or coastguardsman hears
jet noise, I don’t ever want them to look up. I want them to know
it is me. This is sacred duty for an airman. Once we establish air
superiority, your Air Force provides unmatched global reach with
an aircraft taking off or landing every 3 minutes delivering critical
personnel or supplies where and when they are needed. And we
sometimes operate out of locations that are in insecure areas. And
it is our special forces, air commandos, who are trained to secure
airfields when and where we need them in places like Qayyarah
West in Iragq.

And when it comes to global precision strike, I call your attention
to the January raid where a pair of B-2 bombers departed their
home base in Missouri for a 32-hour round trip sortie to Libya.
These stealth bomber crews, refueled by 13 different tankers, deliv-
ered 85 bombs over 2 terrorist camps, delivering precise legal ef-
fects within 10 seconds. And I repeat, 32-hour mission, within 10
seconds of their designated time over target.

And in the counter-ISIS [Islamic State of Iraq and Syria] fight,
Lieutenant General Jeff Herigian, the air component commander,
leads a coalition of 16 nations in the fight to defeat violent extre-
mism in the Middle East. In the current fight against ISIS, coali-
tion partners have dropped over 40,000 munitions on our enemy
with the vast majority coming from United States Air Force.

For our enemy, “always there” has a different meaning. General
Hap Arnold, who led the air effort during World War II, stated dur-
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ing the worst days of the daylight bombing campaign, “The prob-
lem with air power is we make it look too easy.” The truth is any-
thing but. Today’s Air Force is the smallest, oldest, and least ready
in its history. We have and will continue to fly, fight, and win, but
at a cost to our airmen and their families who remain globally en-
gaged.

Chairman, it is fitting that we are having this hearing on Gold
Star Spouse Day as a reminder of how vital our families are to our
mission. For 26 years of continuous conflict, starting with Oper-
ation Desert Storm through Operations Northern and Southern
Watch, Deliberate and Allied Force in the Balkans, Odyssey Dawn
in Libya, and the current fights in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria,
they have remained faithful to our cause. So it is unfortunate that
we are now discussing the potential of yet another extended con-
tinuing resolution, which, as has already been said, is the equiva-
lent of a mini sequestration round which we have already been
through before. You see, in the Air Force we still haven’t recovered
from round one.

Failing to pass an appropriations bill will cost the Air Force $2.8
billion in the remaining 5 months of 2017. Here are just two of the
direct impacts to our most important resource, our airmen and
their families, of failing to pass a budget. We will stop flying in late
June when the money runs out; so only squadrons in the fight or
preparing to go to the fight will train. By the end of this year, we
will be short 1,000 fighter pilots.

Chairman, it takes approximately 10 years and $10 million to
train a fighter pilot. One thousand short equates to $10 billion of
capital investment that walked out the door, and it will take us 10
years to replace that experience. Of all the things that we can do
to retain pilots, the most important is to get them airborne. Pilots
who don’t fly, maintainers who don’t maintain, air traffic control-
lers that don’t control, leave. And while we will never buy our way
out of this shortage, an extended CR will also negate the pilot bo-
nuses Congress authorized, which will break faith with the force.

In addition, over 2,000 young men and women have signed up to
serve in the long blue line who will not be allowed to enter the
service until we get an appropriation. They represent the greatest
treasure in our Nation’s arsenal. They come from each of your dis-
tricts. They have given up jobs, left home, made plans, all to be
told they will have to wait now for months to pursue their dream.
How many of these talented young men and women won’t wait and
will choose an alternative path when we desperately need to grow
our force in fiscal year 20177

As a service chief I have many obligations, but one remains para-
mount. Every airman we send into harm’s way must be properly
organized, trained and equipped, and led to succeed in their mis-
sion. And we must take care of their families while they are gone.
This is our moral obligation. A yearlong CR makes meeting this ob-
ligation extremely difficult.

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, distinguished members of this
committee, the demand for air and space superiority has never
been higher. With it, we win; without it, we lose. We look forward
to working with you in the weeks ahead to pass a budget and
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thank you again for holding this critically important hearing. I look
forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Goldfein can be found in the
Appendix on page 69.]

The CHAIRMAN. General Neller.

STATEMENT OF GEN ROBERT B. NELLER, USMC,
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS

General NELLER. Chairman Thornberry, Ranking Member Smith,
members of the committee, I will be brief so we can get to your
questions.

First, let me fully endorse the comments of my fellow chiefs. And
second, I think it is important to remember that the readiness of
our respective services are inextricably linked. The fleet doesn’t
sail, Marines don’t get to sea; the Army can’t train, we can’t train
with them; the Air Force can’t fly, we can’t move around the world.
So none of us can do anything by ourselves. So our readiness of our
respective forces are part of that of the joint force.

Marines have a unique perspective on readiness based on the di-
rection of the Congress as the Nation’s force in readiness. Being
ready is central to our identity. So the bottom line is this: oper-
ating under a full-year continuing resolution through the remain-
der of this fiscal year will seriously degrade readiness across the
force and have adverse effects on future readiness.

Specifically, we will cease CONUS [continental United States]-
based flight operations in late July or early August with the excep-
tion of those squadrons getting ready to deploy. Lack of funding
will slow, halt, or potentially reverse hard-earned material readi-
ness recovery efforts across the force. It will slow the acquisition
of critical systems and delay the construction of much needed am-
phibious warships.

The scope and scale of our training will be significantly reduced,
impacting service level pre-deployment training such as the inte-
grated training exercise at Twentynine Palms, which is our key
event for certification before deployment.

Other events, large multilateral and multinational exercises such
as Bold Alligator at Camp Lejeune or our cold-weather training in
Norway, Cold Response, will also be degraded. And we will be chal-
lenged to recover from these training gaps, because once you lose
a training you can’t get it back. You can’t get it back because there
is another unit in the queue ready to go. And if you miss it, you
are not going to get another turn.

As Representative Smith mentioned, the global security environ-
ment drives the requirements which determine our operational
commitments. Your Marines are as busy now as they were during
the height of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Just this morn-
ing, I returned from visiting Marines and our joint and coalition
partners forward deployed in the Republic of Korea and Japan. I
assure you that the forward-deployed force is engaged around the
globe in support of not only PACOM [U.S. Pacific Command], but
all combatant commanders and is ready to go.

Our current operational tempo, combined against fiscal reduc-
tions, the instability of these CRs, and the lasting impacts of se-
questration, continue to make us make hard choices that prioritize
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support to the operational forces above many other resource re-
quirements.

The priority has and will continue to go to deployed and the
next-to-deploy units. But that results in readiness shortfalls in
aviation facilities, sustainment, modernization, retention of critical
skills, and the depth and readiness of our ready bench. Working
with our Congress and our chiefs and the Department of Defense,
and the chairman and the Secretary, I assure you, the Marine
Corps make the most of those resources we are provided, and that
Marines will meet the high standards of the Congress and the
American people, regardless.

I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of General Neller can be found in the
Appendix on page 76.]

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask each of you to address a relatively
simple question. Why is it different now? As Admiral Richardson
and Mr. Smith mentioned, we have had 8 years of CRs, 5 years of
the Budget Control Act. You know, to most people, they look and
say, well, we are still bombing ISIS. You know, we are getting by.
We are doing what needs to be done. And yet, each of you has
painted a pretty dire picture of where we are and especially where
we would be under a CR or without a supplemental.

So, again, I guess my basic question is, why is it different now?

General Milley.

General MILLEY. In my view, it is the cumulative effect. We have
been doing CRs now for 8 years, shutdown in 2013. It is a cumu-
lative effect on the personnel. We have reduced the Army by 80,000
or 90,000 soldiers in the last 8 years. We have taken out 17 brigade
combat teams. We still have 180,000 soldiers today deployed in
under 40 countries around the world. We are still actively engaged
in terms of OPTEMPO [operational tempo] and combat operations
in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, Yemen, Libya, Central Africa, West Af-
rica, and several other places.

Roughly speaking, I just got back from the Middle East last
week, 80 percent of those forces that you see on the ground in
those countries are Army forces. It is the cumulative effect of all
of these years.

And, by the way, it is not just fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan.
There are other potential contingencies on the horizon. We saw
that yesterday morning with the launching of a nuclear missile, or
not a nuclear missile, but a missile from North Korea that landed
in the Sea of Japan. I have no idea and neither does anybody in
this room where all that leads. We must be ready. It is the cumu-
lative effect.

Chairman, if I were to draw an analogy, it would be like smoking
cigarettes. One cigarette is not going to kill you. But you do that
for 8, 10, 20 years, 30 years, you are eventually going to die of lung
cancer. It is the cumulative effect over time that is really dev-
astating and the seesaw effect of money in and money out.

And also, we can’t invest in modernization because industry has
to have predictable funding and we can’t do that. It is a very—not
only is it negative on immediate readiness it is devastating on fu-
ture modernization because we can’t get out in front of it and it is
much more expensive when you can’t do multiyear contracts—it is
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very expensive. It is an inefficient, ineffective way of doing the
budget.

The CHAIRMAN. Admiral.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I would pile on top of ev-
erything that General Milley said. It is the cumulative effect of this
triple whammy of the operational pace against fighting violent ex-
tremism; contrast that against the uncertainty of the budget and
the budgetary levels.

We always, all of us, strive to send our forces forward, fully
ready into those fights so that they are fully prepared for any con-
tingency that comes their way, but that has come at the cost of
readiness back home and those reinforcement forces, those surge
forces that would flow into the fight if we had a major contingency,
as the general highlighted.

I would also say that one thing, in my mind, that has character-
ized the discussion is it is very internally focused and it is not just
us that have been operating in the world in the last 10 years. So
if we had this conversation 8 years ago, in the intervening 8 years,
China has completely modernized their fleet and they are oper-
ating, not just around their shores, but around the world now. Rus-
sia was actually considered an ally at that time. We were exer-
cising with Russia, and now it is a much different picture.

The general mentioned North Korea and Iran. These competitors
have also grown in these last intervening 8 years, and so the rel-
ative balance has shifted. So it is a combination of our internal ef-
fects, the stress of 10 years of combat operations, 15 years, con-
trasted against the funding instability and levels. But it is also our
competitors that have been making significant gains during those
8 years.

The CHAIRMAN. General Goldfein.

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, that is really, you know, let me build on
Admiral Richardson’s comments because the reality is the world
changed in 2014. If you go back to prior to 2014 and look at our
posture and the collective assumptions we were making, both with-
in Congress and the executive branch, we were out of Iraq, we were
coming down in Afghanistan and in a single year the world
changed for us. Russia went into Crimea and got active in Ukraine.
China started militarizing islands in the South China Sea. We had
ISIS and we went back into Iraq. And you may remember we had
this thing called Ebola that happened during 2014.

And while we may now all look back on that as not that big a
deal, as we were going through it, you might recall that we weren’t
sure whether we were facing the plague of the 21st century. All
that happened in a single year.

So the world changed. And so the assumptions that we had made
in terms of strategic trades that we make because for, as service
chiefs, you know, what we do is we look at trying to balancing ca-
pability, capacity, and readiness. And we make strategic trades
based on our assumptions of the global security environment. And
so to your question of, what is different now? The world is different
now.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Commandant.
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General NELLER. Chairman, on 9/11 there were 172,500 Marines
and we deployed at a rate of 3:1. We were home for 18 months and
we were gone for 6 and the gear we had was the gear we had from
the 1980s buildup; it was only 16, 15, 12 years old.

You go to Camp Lejeune or Camp Pendleton today, you drive
around, that is the same stuff we are driving today. It has been
modified, been re-engineered. It has been through the depot. Still
flying the same F-18s; we got one squadron F-35s. We replaced
CH-46s with MV-22s. We are flying the same 53s [CH-53s]. We
are starting to get at replacing the Hueys and Cobras. The force
now deploys at a rate of 2:1. I mean, we have to recapitalize this
force.

We fought a fight against an insurgent and counterinsurgency
stability op. And as my fellow chief said, the game has changed.
We weren’t talking about “four plus one” ¥ even 5, 6 years ago. And
all their stuff is new. And we need to have our stuff modernized.
And we have to change our training. And we can do all that. We
can do all that. And we are in the process of doing that.

But we need to have the stability of a known funding stream so
that we can get the best price for modern gear, that we can plan
our training, that we know we are going to go, and we know we
are going to get a ride either on an airplane or a ship. And our al-
lies know they are going to be able to show up and we are going
to be there to train with them. And this potentially puts all that
at risk.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMiTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I actually have no ques-
tions. I have had the opportunity to speak with these gentlemen on
a number of occasions, so I will let Mrs. Davis take the first ques-
tions for our side.

The CHAIRMAN. Mrs. Davis.

Mrs. DAvis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you all very much for your service and for being here
today.

You know, you make a very good case, and I think we are all
with you in understanding the difficulties, the challenges that you
face. But I am also wondering, you know, here we are. It is April,;
we haven’t passed last year’s budget yet. In many ways, as you say,
we are dealing with a continuing CR, which, in many ways, is al-
most the norm. And so, what is it that we should be looking at
doing? Are there different metrics when it comes to readiness and
setting priorities that suggest that we actually have to adapt to
this kind of situation and still accomplish the mission?

What do you think needs to be done differently at all if this is
the new normal?

General MILLEY. I don’t accept that——

Mrs. DAvis. I am not suggesting that I like the new norm.

General MILLEY. I don’t accept it as a new normal, Congress-
woman. I think, candidly, failure to pass a budget, in my view, as
both an American citizen and the Chief of Staff of United States

T Reference to the primary security challenges for the United States being Russia, China, Iran,
North Korea, plus terrorism.
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Army, constitutes professional malpractice. I don’t think we should
accept it as the new normal.

I think we should pass it and pass the supplemental with it and
get on with it. The world is a dangerous place and is becoming
more dangerous by the day. Pass the budget.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, here is what this new normal
would mean. It would mean trying to run a mile race and giving
the competition a lap head start. You have got to run very fast if
you are going to win that race and we are just not fast. So, I mean,
that is what you buy into if you accept this as a new normal. I
couldn’t agree with the chief more.

General GOLDFEIN. Ma’am, I will just use this as an opportunity
just to remind us in terms of what I think you expect from us as
Joint Chiefs. And that is, I think you need from us our best mili-
tary advice on what we think we need to be able to perform the
missions that we are being given. And until those missions change,
what we will continue to tell you is what the force requires.

So the resistance you are getting from us relative to setting some
kind of a new normal is that the missions haven’t changed. And so
what you won’t hear from us is anything but here is what is re-
quired to do those missions which we have been given to defend
this Nation and to do those missions as required both here in the
homeland and abroad.

General NELLER. I think we have adapted, otherwise we wouldn’t
be able to do the things that we do every day. That doesn’t mean
we like it. I mean, we are not perfect, we make mistakes, but I
think we are adaptable because of the men and women that serve
in our services are really smart and they are mission oriented and
they figure out a way to get it done and everybody is, you know,
hedging or whatever they are doing, but the bill is in the back end.

And the people we are contesting right now, they don’t have ar-
mored forces, they don’t have electronic warfare, they don’t have an
Air Force, they don’t have long-range artillery, they don’t have the
ability to jam space and deny our networks. That is who is out
there potentially in the wings and that is what we are trying to get
at.

And, you know, the force, we are a volunteer force. Or maybe
more accurately, we are an all-recruited force, and it is expensive.
And in order to continue to recruit, you have to have the capability
that they think they can have the opportunity to be successful
against these other threats. And we can assume that it may or may
not happen; that is not my job. My job is to manage risk and pro-
vide best military advice.

So we need stability, we need to be able to plan, we need to
know, whatever the number is, whatever the number is, and then
we will go forward. But the force has to have confidence that they
are going to have a continued resource stream for the capabilities
they need to train and to be operational and for their families and
for all those things you have to have with an All-Volunteer Force.

Mrs. DAvis. Thank you.

Right now we actually have a hiring freeze, a Federal hiring
freeze. And is that contributing to degraded readiness? And in
what way?
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General NELLER. I would say, I will just go up and go back the
other way, but we have had pretty good luck because of the param-
eters and the guidance that was given as far as we could get a
waiver for those jobs on the civilian side that were directly affected,
affecting readiness, maintainers, people that are involved in certain
things. It is not perfect and it has caused some problems, particu-
larly in the non-appropriated side. And sadly, the people that were
mostly hurt by that were a lot of family members who worked in
those organizations where we couldn’t get a waiver.

But we have worked through it, and we have got good reaction
from Secretary Stackley and Secretary Mattis and the Department
to fill those jobs. But it was just another thing because, as you
know, ma’am, it takes time to fill those jobs, particularly if they in-
volve a security clearance.

The CHAIRMAN. If the others of you have comments, if you would
submit them in writing, too, we will try to keep as close as we can
to the 5-minute rule because of the number of members.

Mr. Wilson.

Mr. WiLsSON. Thank you, Chairman Thornberry, for your coordi-
nating this important hearing today on urgent issues to American
families.

I appreciate each of you for your extraordinary dedicated service
to our Nation.

I would prefer that we were under better circumstances, but un-
fortunately budget uncertainty is an issue that needs to be under-
stood by the American people. Your clarity today is very much ap-
preciated.

In South Carolina, I represent over 48,000 enlisted soldiers who
annually graduate and are stationed at Fort Jackson along with
the nearby base at Fort Gordon, and the nearby airmen at Shaw
Air Force Base, the Marines of Parris Island, Beaufort Naval Hos-
pital, Beaufort Marine Corps Air Station, and the Guard members
at McEntire Joint Airbase. South Carolina knows and loves our
military.

Your leadership provides young people opportunities for mean-
ingful and fulfilling lives while protecting American families. Addi-
tionally, as a veteran, son of a veteran, I am grateful I have four
sons that have served overseas in the military, along with a neph-
ew in the Air Force who has served in Iraq.

It is for this reason that I am particularly concerned about the
negative impacts a continuing resolution would have on military
families, such as deferred reenlistment bonuses, delayed family
moves from summer to the school year, reprogrammed military
equipment upgrades with limited training.

How would each of you describe the real-life consequences to
military families that a continuing resolution poses on our soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and Marines? How would this affect service mem-
ber morale, recruitment, and retention? And additionally, could
eac}‘l? of you provide one specific impact that stands apart from the
rest?

General Milley.

General MILLEY. Thanks, Congressman, appreciate the comment.
And in South Carolina, as you mentioned, you got Fort Jackson. At
Fort Jackson alone on an annual basis we train, we recruit, and
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bring into basic combat training the equivalent of the British
Army, every year.

Mr. WILSON. Wow.

General MILLEY. At Fort Bragg, North Carolina, or Fort Hood,
Texas, if you combine both those bases, that is the equivalent of
the Australian and Canadian armies put together. What will hap-
pen in your State, in South Carolina, and many other States that
have basic training, Missouri and Georgia and elsewhere? That
basic training is going to stop in July. We are going to run out of
money next month. And then over the following 60 days we are
going to not have the gasoline, the fuel, the ammunition, et cetera.
And basic training is going to stop.

And what that will mean is we can’t take those basic trainees
that are already there and then onward deploy them or PCS [per-
manent change of station] them to operational units. And we will
have to keep them right there at the fort. They won’t be doing any-
thing, they won’t be training, they won’t be doing anything of sub-
stantive value. And then we won’t be able to recruit and bring in
more trainees.

So if we don’t get this budget passed, we don’t get the supple-
mental passed, Fort Jackson, and many other forts, for all intents
and purposes, will be coming to a screeching halt for all of the ac-
tivities and training that goes on there. The impact on families will
be significant.

We already cut back on several services throughout the Army.
And we will continue to have to cut back on more services for fami-
lies, family members. You are going to have to stop PCS moves;
you are going to have to cancel bonuses. And bottom line is you are
going to significantly and radically increase stress on the force that
Admiral Richardson talked about. That is going to be throughout
all the services. It will be very dramatic. It will be very significant,
and it is something that should and must be avoided, in my view.

Mr. WILSON. Admiral.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, before I begin I also have to thank you
for hosting our nuclear power school down there in South Carolina
as well.

Mr. WILSON. Well, that is a bit out of the region so I was just
trying to include ones nearby.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Okay, all right. It is not too far.

Mr. WILSON. No. And see, I would have included Charleston Air
Force Base too, but I was trying just to stay with the immediate
region.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Roger, sir. Well, I only highlight that be-
cause that is some of these areas

Mr. WILSON. We are proud, yes.

Admiral RICHARDSON [continuing]. Are where some of our most
skilled operators, our nuclear trainers, our combat aviators, you
know, those are the folks that will be, you know, they will be the
first to leave. This is where we talk about competition. Competition
is everywhere I look. Competition is certainly in the security envi-
ronment around the world.

But I will tell you, I am competing every day for people. I am
competing with the public sector, and the pool of qualified people
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to do those skills is small to start with and gets smaller every time
somebody gets hired by another place.

And when we talk about 1-month notice to move your family and
children from Norfolk to Guam in the middle of the school year,
that is a huge detractor. And that talent will leave, and I will lose
that fight for people. And it will be the highest skilled, smartest,
those folks will leave first.

Mr. WiLsoN. Thank you very much. And the rest, if you could re-
spond in writing, thank you very much.

[The information referred to was not available at the time of
printing.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Langevin.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And gentlemen, I want to thank you all for your testimony, but
most especially for your service to the Nation. So like all of you,
I am very concerned about the impact of a CR across the board,
especially when it comes to something like cyber. So can you dis-
cuss the potential impacts upon cyber programs, particularly those
that might be a new start this year, such as the persistent training
environment [PTE]?

General Milley, I am going to start with you, as PTE is an Army
program. But then I would ask the other services to add their
thoughts.

Next, for all of our witnesses, also, I remain also concerned about
recruiting and retaining highly trained cyber warriors, especially
as U.S. Cyber Command [CYBERCOM] is provided personnel from
each of the services rather than raising their own forces. So the
critical role the CYBERCOM plays in defending national interests
against cyberattacks and providing support to military operations
is an imperative that we obviously cannot afford to lose.

And how will a CR and other budget gimmickry hamper your
ability to recruit and retain the best of the best?

General MILLEY. Thanks, Congressman. As you rightly point out,
cyber is a relatively new domain of war, as we refer to it, and it
is critically important, and significant damage can be done to ad-
versaries through the use of cyber. So it is really important that
we as a military, and the Army is playing its role, develop both of-
fensive and defensive cyber capabilities.

For the most part, for the Army operational units, they focus on
protection of the networks and protection of the forces, the defen-
sive cyber capabilities. The impact of the continuing resolution
means that we are not going to be able to finish the facilities at
Fort Gordon, which is the Cyber School Center of Excellence. It
means that the National Guard is not going to be able to field their
cyber protection teams, their defense teams for the National Guard.
And we will not be able to continue the level of training that we
need to do for the teams that are already formed in the Regular
Army.

In addition to that, the CR will likely have a negative effect on
the recruitment of the best talent that we can get out there to be-
come cyber warriors. It is a new branch in the Army. Thus far we
have had great success. We need to continue that momentum. A
continuing resolution or return to BCA funding is going to stop
that momentum right in its tracks.
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Mr. LANGEVIN. Thank you, General.

Admiral.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I will just again pile on. We have been
organizing for cyber for some time now. And that organization in-
cludes people, the talented people that General Milley referred to.
And so we have a requirement for 40 cyber mission teams that con-
stitute a cyber mission force throughout the joint force. And then
there is the engineering. We need to do the work to engineer our
systems to make them more resilient against a cyberattack.

Our latest development in that is to stand up the Digital Warfare
Office this year on my staff that will work with the fleets to en-
hance our agility in the information domain across the board. And
it is a very comprehensive program; I would love to come and talk
to you about it in more detail. But that will stop without this fund-
ing.

And also, many of those upgrades, those modernizations that I
talked about are to enhance our resilience against cyberattack,
which, you know, as the chief said, the critical vulnerabilities. The
first shots in the next war, in fact the war that is going on right
now, is in the cyber domain. The war is on there. We need to keep
that funding in place.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Thank you, Admiral.

General.

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, I will just offer you some thoughts on
what this is doing to Admiral Rogers as the combatant commander
who has been entrusted with the mission of defending the Nation
in cyber, defending the defense networks, and ensuring that we
have the talent to be able to do his mission.

All of us contribute to those cyber mission teams. And while we
can’t go into operational details, this extended CR will have an im-
pact on all of our ability to be able to put those teams in place and
allow him to accomplish the mission that he has been given at the
very national level.

General NELLER. Sir, I was up at Fort Meade talking to Marines
at MARFORCYBER [Marine Forces Cyberspace Command]. And a
sergeant stuck his hand up and goes, “Hey, Commandant, how are
you going to afford to keep me?” I said I don’t know if I can afford
to keep you. What is it going to cost me?

I don’t know if there is enough money out there. We got people
up there getting offered six figures-plus to leave and go work in the
civilian side. So we have already made the—we close down, we are
going to have to treat cyber like special operations; once you are
in, you are in, because the investment is too high to get them
trained, they got to stay. But then I got to figure out how to pay
them or get a contract out of them long enough to get a return.

Obviously, if we are at a CR level, any money for bonuses or any-
thing like that, there is a tradeoff for something else. I mean, you
will find the money, but what are you going to take it away from?
There are no good choices.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Thank you all.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. LoBiondo.

Mr. LoBIoNDO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you all for being here, and thank you for your very candid
and sobering explanation of what we are facing. Been on this com-



19

mittee for a while, and I can remember in years past when wit-
nesses came in and just danced around the edges about what the
consequences would be if we didn’t do our responsibility the right
way. And unfortunately we are seeing the results of it now. But un-
derstanding in clear and uncertain [sic] terms of what it means to
each of the branches and to the country overall I think is the sober-
ing information we need.

With that in mind, I want to talk about the potential strains on
the military and tie in with what you have been saying to highlight
what I think our most important resource, our men and women. So
we need the weapon systems. We need the modernization. But
without the men and women, as you have been saying, we have got
a real problem.

Specifically the 177th Fighter Wing in my district experienced a
CONUS COLA [cost of living allowance] drop of 7 percent in 2017,
compared to 2016. It was cutting paychecks this year. While the
fiscal year 2017 supplemental funds a 2.1 percent pay raise for
troops, as authorized in the 2017 NDAA [National Defense Author-
ization Act], and by law DOD [Department of Defense] must pro-
vide this pay raise, unless the supplemental is passed, DOD will
likely have to realign funds from military personnel accounts.

So, first for General Goldfein, what is the effect on service mem-
bers’ pay if a fiscal year 2017 supplemental is not passed? Exacer-
bating the strains they have already experienced with such
CONUS COLA cuts, how could this affect service members’ morale,
recruitment, and retention? I know it is not good, but I would like
to hear it in your words. And what other personnel issues concern
you if we are stuck in a yearlong CR?

General GOLDFEIN. No, thanks, sir. You know, I will piggyback
on what General Neller said. You know, when it comes to meeting
our obligations to our airmen when it comes to pay, we are going
to meet those obligations. The issue is we are going to have to go
somewhere in that military personnel account to find that money.
So it is the tradeoffs that will be the issue.

For example, under a continuing resolution, we have talked
about PCS moves, right? Moves, change of station. For the Air
Force, for 5 months of a CR, there will be 13,000 families that now
will have to be delayed in their moves. Of those families that now
have children in school, think of all of the issues that will go on
now to have to delay all of those moves into the fall cycle after they
have started school. That puts a stress on our families that actu-
ally can’t be quantified.

When it comes to the last part of your question, which is one of
my biggest concerns relative to a long CR, quite frankly, it is
breaking faith with our airmen and their families. They have been
at this for 26 years now. They will stay with us if they believe they
can count on us to ensure that we take care of them and their fam-
ilies as they deploy. They will stay with us if they believe they are
given the resources to be the very best they can be.

And so I go back to my point. Pilots who don’t fly, maintainers
who don’t maintain, air traffic controllers who don’t control will not
stay with us. So that is why you are hearing all of us talk about
readiness as our top priority. And being able to fund them to be
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able to get them in the air is a key priority for the United States
Air Force.

Mr. LoBioNDO. We only have little more than a minute, but Gen-
eral Milley, you want to comment on that as well?

General MILLEY. Thanks, Congressman. Just very briefly, I con-
cur and endorse everything that General Goldfein said. By law, we
are supposed to do a 2.4 percent pay raise, you know, ECI [employ-
ment cost index] is how they calculate it, to keep pace with infla-
tion, 2.1 percent is built into it. If we go to a CR or go to BCA fund-
ing, that is going to kill any pay raise.

Right now, our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines, we are
reasonably well-paid by global standards. But I want you to con-
sider something, that in World War II only 10 percent of the
United States military was married; today 60 percent of us are
married and on average there are two children. So you are talking
about families of four here. If you are a specialist or corporal with
a family of four earns just slightly above the poverty level. There
are thousands of soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines today that
still use food stamps. That should really get people’s attention. And
if we don’t pass the budget with the supplemental, it is going to
hurt their pay, it is going to hurt other forms of benefits, it is going
to hurt services, and it is going to crush morale, it will be very dev-
astating to morale.

So, again, I can’t highlight enough yellow ink here to get the
budget and the supplemental passed, because to do otherwise is
going to have significant negative impact.

Mr. LoB1oNDO. Thank you, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Courtney.

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to all
witnesses for your testimony.

We have 5 legislative days, not counting today, to get this done,
so obviously the urgency of your message is, you know, very impor-
tant and, again, we appreciate it.

Admiral Richardson, I wanted to just drill down a little bit on
the maintenance availabilities impact of a CR. But before I do, I
would just like to clarify a point that was raised yesterday when
General Hyten of Strategic Command testified over in the Senate
regarding the knife-edge timeline the Navy faces to sustain the
SSBN [ballistic missile submarine] fleet. As he correctly stated,
Ohio SSBNs will be coming offline starting in 2027 at a rate of one
per year, which you have testified about many times.

In order to avoid dipping below 10 SSBNs while the new Colum-
bia class comes into service, last December CR we included a year-
long $773 million anomaly to keep Columbia moving forward with
detail design and production this year. Just again, for clarification’s
sake, is that $773 million plus-up that we, again, made as a year-
long anomaly adequate to keep Columbia on track this year?

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I appreciate you highlighting the
forced march that we are on to get that submarine on patrol in
2031. And this is a program [that has] zero margin and so we need
every dollar of that for the year to keep that on track. There is
good news there. The team up at Electric Boat has regained track,
so our designs are on pace, and I will tell you there is no margin
in that. And even the fact you highlighted going down to 10, that
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requires pretty much error-free operation to maintain the require-
ments at that.

Mr. COURTNEY. Right. So that will be adequate for this year, but
stable, continuous funding to keep that on track. Great, thank you,
appreciate that.

Admiral Malloy, when he was over here earlier this year, stated
that a yearlong CR would drive the Navy to cancel some 14 or
more ship availabilities. You know, you are dealing with a phe-
nomenon over the last couple years of carrier gaps. Obviously that
would kind of spread into other areas of the fleet in terms of per-
formance gaps. And I was wondering if you could just kind of high-
light that little critical point.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Yes, sir. I mean, certainly we don’t just fix
the ships just to fix them. We maintain and upgrade those ships
so they can go forward and do the Nation’s business, but we need
to send them forward fully ready, maintained, ready to go, just like
your car would be. You just wouldn’t drive your car without doing
the maintenance on it, without giving it the gas. And so this will
translate downstream, the maintenance thing writ large.

You know, when you can’t fly an air wing because the aircraft
aren’t maintained, that just will result in, you know, we are not
going to send them forward untrained. We are not going to send
them forward unable to defend themselves because of poor mainte-
nance. And so this will result in a smaller Navy around the world,
longer tethers, less presence, gaps, if you will.

And so, you know, it is a domino effect as well when those main-
tenance availabilities get canceled. Well, all of our, particularly the
private shipyards, have to adapt to that as well. So their workforce
is going to have to be cut and those people necessarily do not come
back. They will find new jobs. And so you can see this downward
spiral that results.

Mr. COURTNEY. And just to follow up the chairman’s question
about what is different this time, again Admiral Malloy seemed to
suggest that, you know, this is going to happen pretty much imme-
diately if the CR is the final outcome.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, our fleet commanders and maintainers
are hanging out with their fingernails right now. They wanted to
take action before because they are at risk. Right? There are laws
in place here in terms of spending more money than you have. And
if we don’t pass this, it will be abrupt. They have extended this as
long as they can.

Mr. COURTNEY. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Turner.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Milley, thank you for your incredible answer to Susan
Davis concerning the prospects of continuing CRs. Your statement
that it is malpractice and unprofessional is incredibly important,
and everyone in Congress needs to hear it. We know certainly that
members of this committee not only understand it, but are the ad-
vocates to the rest of Congress to try to ensure that it doesn’t hap-

en.

When the last CR came forward, many of you are aware that
members of this committee refused to vote for the CR unless we re-
ceived a promise from the Speaker that DOD approps [appropria-
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tions] would move from the House. It did. There is no reason, as
we look forward to the prospects of a CR, that DOD funding should
be an exception. There is no reason it should not be an exception
because we have already passed the DOD approps, we have already
passed the NDAA. They should absolutely just be stapled to what-
ever is moving forward for funding and we certainly are to be advo-
cating that it does.

But I want to drill down for a minute on what the effects of se-
questration and a possible CR, General Milley, would be, specifi-
cally on the Army. Last year, Chris Gibson and I introduced the
POSTURE [Protecting Our Security Through Utilizing Right-Sized
End-Strength] Act. The bill recognized the importance of ground
forces in current and future conflicts and, most importantly, imple-
mented a strategic pause in the Obama administration’s proposed
reductions to land force end strength level, given future and cur-
rent threats. It began the process of reversing the harmful effects
of downsizing our land forces as a result of the Budget Control Act.

Under Chairman Thornberry’s leadership, we successfully incor-
porated these end strength increases as part of the NDAA for fiscal
year 2017. The NDAA provided full funding for manning, training,
and equipping for these increases. These end strength authoriza-
tions associated with the fiscal year 2017 NDAA will allow the
Army to begin the process of mitigating some of the strategic risks
imposed by the Budget Control Act.

However, we recently heard testimony from the Vice Chief of
Staff of the Army, and he stated that at today’s end strength, the
Army risks consuming readiness as fast as we build it. This leads
me to believe that we need to continue to look at ways to reason-
ably continue to grow the Army to minimize the risks associated
with the current and future operational demands. So, a few ques-
tions in that regard.

First, we now know that the President has proposed a spending
level of $603 [billion] for fiscal year 2018. As you know, our chair-
man has proposed $640 [billion]. Could you please tell me what the
effects of a $603 [billion] funding level in the aggregate would be
on rebuilding our military? And what is the impact on Army end
strength under a yearlong CR? As we have continued to try to re-
build, what would the effect of the CR be? So those two questions.

General MILLEY. There will be lots of impacts. Probably the most
significant, we have been authorized to move out for the Regular
Army to reverse the downward trend in end strength and to move
out to 476 [thousand] by 1 October of this year. For the National
Guard, we want to stabilize that force and bring them to 343,000
by 1 October. And for the U.S. Army Reserve, we would like to
bring them back to about 197,000 by 1 October.

A yearlong CR will stop all of that, it will stop the recruiting. As
I mentioned earlier, it will stop the basic training and we will es-
sentially resume a downward trend. What does that mean? Oper-
ationally, it means that units are going to go to the field at less
than optimal strength for training. We already have units in the
field for training in the 60 to 70 percentile versus what is required
of 90 to 95 percent present for training. That is a significant deg-
radation in capability over time.
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We are going to end up having to, if it is a yearlong CR, we will
end up having to cancel the National Training Center rotations out
in California and we will end up canceling JRTC rotations. We will
also end up canceling significant collective training for home-sta-
tion training for all of the Active units.

And for the Guard, they are going to have to cancel four of their,
what we call, XCTC [eXportable Combat Training Capability], or
significant training events. So training across the board, beginning
shortly after we run out of money in May, looking at June or July,
training will be reduced to individual squad training.

Individuals and squads an Army does not make. You have to
train at the company, the battalion, the brigade, and higher levels
in order to have an effective force for full-spectrum warfare against
the type of enemies that are possible out there. So it will be very
significant across the board, Congressman.

Mr. TURNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Garamendi.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Gentlemen, thank you for your impassioned
plea for money. We know where it is coming from, it is coming from
all the other things the American public would like us to do and,
frankly, we need to do.

Our ranking member spoke to the 30 percent decrease in the
State Department and what that means. The $5 billion decrease in
the National Institute of Health research programs for everything
from cancer to Alzheimer’s and the like. So we are going to make
some choices here.

You have been told to develop a war plan for ISIS, where is that
plan?

General Milley, where is the war plan for ISIS? You were sup-
posed to have it done in 30 days.

General MILLEY. Yeah, Congressman, appreciate that. I am not
going to discuss classified operational matters, but I will be happy
to do that——

Mr. GARAMENDI. But just tell me generally, where is the plan?
Not what it is, where it is?

General MILLEY. It has been submitted, and it has been looked
at and reviewed, and it has been submitted.

Mr. GARAMENDI. By this committee?

General MILLEY. I don’t know that we submit it to this com-
mittee.

Mr. GARAMENDI. No, I don’t believe you have.

General MILLEY. We submit it to the chain of command through
the Chairman, through the Secretary of Defense.

Mr. GARAMENDI. You got $5 billion dollars, in your supplemental
you have $5 billion for a war plan that has never been submitted
to us. You expect us to approve something that you have not sub-
mitted to us?

General MILLEY. Congressman, I am not going to get into a dis-
cussion of classified operational plan.

Mr. GARAMENDI. No, my question was very direct, sir.

General MILLEY. I am sorry?

Mr. GARAMENDI. Do you expect us to give you $5 billion on a war
plan that you have not submitted to us?
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General MILLEY. I would ask that you refer that to the Secretary
of Defense or the President. We work through the chain of com-
mand on war plans.

Mr. GARAMENDI. That is not an answer to my question, but I
guess the answer is that you would expect us to approve a plan
that has not been submitted. Where the money would be spent,
how it would be spent, where it would be spent. Okay, fair enough.
That is $5 billion of the $30 billion supplemental.

You said in this testimony that pay will be reduced unless you
have the supplemental. But yet in the base bill there is a 2.1 per-
cent pay increase. How does that work?

General Goldfein, apparently you would like to answer.

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, sir. And what we said was that we will
find the money within our budget to pay that 2 percent pay raise.
The issue is we will have to make choices and trades within the
military personnel account to do that. So we will

Mr. GARAMENDI. And I think the budget, if I might, sir, the
budget that we put out, the 2017 appropriation had 2.1 percent
built into it for the forces that presumably you have, all of you
have. Are you suggesting that that is not the way we

General NELLER. No, sir. We are not suggesting that at all. The
appropriations that came from this body had a growth, for exam-
ple, of 3,000 Marines in a 2.1 percent pay. What we were brought
here today to talk about would be the impact if we had the con-
tinuing resolution went through the whole year.

Mr. GARAMENDI. And you have spent a good deal of your time
talking about the supplemental. All four of you did.

General NELLER. No, I believe we have spent most of our time
talking about the effect of the CR, but I take your point, sir.

Mr. GARAMENDI. Then we are debating the word “good deal of
your time.” Let us not get into too much detail about how much
time you spent on the supplemental, but each one of you advocated
for the supplemental. And we, at least I, have never seen how you
would want that supplemental to be spent in certain key areas.
That is not to say it may not be necessary, but we are going to
have to make some tough choices. And we are going to need some
detail in order to make those choices.

General Goldfein, you and I have spent a lot of time talking
about, do we really need to replace all of our ground-based stra-
tegic missiles in the near term? You know, that is about $50 bil-
lion. Do we need to do it right now? Or we are saying can that be
delayed and we can do some of these other things that you would
like to have us do?

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, I would submit to you that all three legs
of the triad, the missile leg, the bomber leg, and the submarine leg,
the three legs of the triad, were all built to build into a specific at-
tribute we were looking for. The missile leg gives us the most re-
sponsive leg of the triad. The bomber leg gives us the most flexible
leg. And the submarine is the most survivable leg of the triad. And
my best military advice to you, sir, is that we need all three of
those legs to be able to do the mission that we have been asked
to.
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Mr. GARAMENDI. I have got 10 seconds. I am not debating wheth-
er we need it or not, my question is, when do we need it? We have
to make some tough choices.

General GOLDFEIN. Absolutely.

Mr. GARAMENDI. And in making those tough choices, some things
{naydget delayed. We have got to figure out what needs to be de-
ayed.

With that, I am out of time. Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Lamborn.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me just try to clarify one thing here. I don’t think there is
anything in any legislation where a plan has to be devised and
given to this committee. I think your responsibility is to the Sec-
retary of Defense, his responsibility is to the President. And at
some point we are interested in what that plan is, but I don’t think
that is written in stone that we have to be given that plan at point
X.

General MILLEY. That is correct. We normally do not submit an
operation plan for full review to the United States Congress.

Mr. LAMBORN. Okay, well, thank you for that clarification.

General Milley I do want to ask you about a readiness and mod-
ernization issue. Currently, Fort Carson, which is in my district,
has a brigade combat team [BCT] deployed to Europe in support
of our allies to deter Russian aggression. To get the BCT ready to
deploy, they obviously require reliable, modern equipment and
training.

So my two-part question is, if we had a CR, will the next brigade
combat team out of Fort Carson be able to deploy with reliable
equipment and necessary training? And secondly, would the next
Stryker brigade out of Fort Carson be able to go to the National
Training Center to get critical training before deploying?

General MILLEY. Congressman, the Stryker brigade you are re-
ferring to, that is one of the rotations that would be canceled, so
if there is a yearlong CR that unit rotation would likely be can-
celed. For the deployment to Europe, we plan on fully funding and
resourcing units that are deploying into Iraq, Afghanistan, and
other areas of combat.

However, the unit that goes to Europe, for example, on a rota-
tional basis that you are referring to, they would not get their full
suite of home-station training prior to deploying because of the per-
sonnel strength issue that was previously discussed, the end
strength issue. They would likely not deploy at full operational
readiness standards that we would like them to deploy at. So there
would be a negative impact on that particular brigade deploying.

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you. That is very sobering and, to me, has
national implications and certainly has community implications
back in Colorado Springs.

General Goldfein, I would like to ask you a question about space.
In your written statement, you say that the JICSpOC [Joint Inter-
agency Combined Space Operations Center], recently renamed the
National Space Defense Center, will face critical acquisition delays.
You also mentioned delays in the new GPS ground infrastructure
and GPS III. So my question is this: With so many military and
civilian systems relying on assured access to space, and even just
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GPS is critical for navigation, for financial transactions, 2 billion
out of our 7 billion people use GPS every day one way or another
on the surface of the earth; what does this mean for security in
space and access to our space-based resources?

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, sir. You know, we have been the stew-
ards of space since 1954 and we continue to take that priority seri-
ously. As we look at the GPS constellation, moving forward with
GPS III, with the ground-based stations and with all of the integra-
tion that needs to occur is a priority. And so we are managing that
very closely.

The part that we actually haven’t discussed here, I think General
Milley may have referred to it earlier, and that is the impact on
the industrial base if we don’t have a resolution. This is an incred-
ibly sophisticated workforce that you keep on the books if you are
industry to be able to do the business of space.

And so as we jockey the throttle between a CR, a budget, no
budget, an annual appropriation or not, these industries that we
rely on to be able to bring that kind of sophisticated workforce have
got to figure out what they do with them when we tell them, well,
we are not going to be able to use the workforce for next year, but
we are hoping we can do the year after that. So it has incredible
impact on the industrial base for CEOs [chief executive officers] out
there who are trying to manage their businesses. And I will tell
you, as the service that is working the preponderance of space, that
is a significant impact.

Mr. LAMBORN. Okay. I want to thank you all for your service.
And, Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Hanabusa.

Ms. HANABUSA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you, gentlemen, for being here. Thank you for your
service. A special shout out, of course, to Admiral Richardson for
the time you spent in Pearl and on the USS Honolulu. Thank you
very much.

I represent the congressional district that is home to PACOM
[U.S. Pacific Command]. And we all know PACOM is the largest
AOR [area of responsibility] among all of you, you all know that.
And, of course, the concerns, like this morning with North Korea,
in protest maybe of what is going on in Mar-a-Lago, they shot off
missiles. And we also saw this morning’s news as to what is going
on in Syria.

Having said all of that, we understand and I, in particular, are
very empathetic to the fact that you are on a CR, but the fact re-
mains. I think, Admiral Richardson, you in particular pointed out
in your written statement that we are 6 months into the CR, and
irrespective of what happens between now and 5 days from now,
chances are it may not be anything that you want to see.

The House, I think, has done, as the chairman says, its job. It
has sent over basically the defense budget or defense approps. But
having done that, we are in a situation where you will be poten-
tially faced with it and historically you have been faced with it.

And, General, I agree with you, it may border on malpractice if
it were in a civilian situation. But the fact remains that is what
happens.
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Yesterday where Admiral Richardson sits, we had Under Sec-
retary Flournoy. And former Under Secretary made a statement
that one of the things that she thought was necessary was a flexi-
?iligy in your individual abilities or defense’s abilities to move
unds.

So my question to each and every one of you is, we can all agree
we don’t like it, we don’t like the situation you are in, but the fact
is you are in that situation. I would like to understand what you
all do to make things work. I mean, I am envisioning someone in
the back room with a little pencil saying it is another month, Admi-
ral, or another month, General, so we are going to have to move
money here and there if we are going to do X. I assume you have
the ability to do that. And if you don’t have the ability to do that,
I would like to know what will make it better so that you com-
pensate for that.

And like I said, we all can see CR is not good, but we are 6
months into it. And even if you were to get what you want, you
still have 6 months that you had to have done something and made
it work. So with that, whoever wants to take a stab.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, I will lead off. The first part of the
deal was that everything that we have requested, particularly in
the supplemental, would be executable in the remaining time. So,
you know, the 6-month period of time is that.

And, as I mentioned earlier, we—we have been doing all of that
adjustments that revisit and re-revisit to a tremendous waste of
time and energy by our leadership as we navigate through the
shoal waters of just continuing budget unpredictability, instability,
and insufficient levels. But for this year, we are out of creative
space.

Our fleet commanders, Admiral Swift out there in Pearl Harbor
as well who runs the fleet for Admiral Harris at PACOM, he and
his colleague, Admiral Davidson in Norfolk, they are out of options.
They have stretched it to the breaking point on the faith that we
will be able to do something to be able to fund the rest of the year.

And so I share that faith that they have. This is not a fait
accompli, we can do the right thing, get your military out so we can
defend the Nation, can provide the flexibility and protection for all
the other things to happen. I am just not ready to concede that this
is the new normal.

General GOLDFEIN. Ma’am, if I could add that so here is the
sandbox for a service chief: capability, capacity, readiness and we
make strategic trades. And so I mentioned earlier that part of
2014, the world was different. And so as we were making trades,
I can tell you in the Air Force we actually traded capacity and
readiness to get capability, to modernize for the future. Then the
world changed. And so we have to relook at that balance and make
different kinds of trades.

When we are then limited or restricted congressionally or legisla-
tively to be able to work within that box to be able to make those
trades, it makes our job even harder because what we owe you is
the best Air Force, Navy, Army, Marine Corps that we can give you
for the money that we are given. And so that is what happens.

I will give you one quick example. So we got additional acquisi-
tion authorities, we have used those acquisition authorities to be
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able to look at a weapon system that we can procure at a faster
rate. We get in a CR, anything that falls in the new start category
we are going to be stopped. So modernization is future readiness,
and so that is one example of when we get legislative restrictions
of our ability to move within that sandbox, it is hurtful.

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Chair, I am out of time. Could we ask that
it be submitted for the record? Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. If the other witnesses have other comments, ab-
solutely.

Mr. Wittman.

Mr. WITTMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, thanks so much for joining us, thanks for your lead-
ership.

I think it is unfortunate we find ourselves in a situation where
we hear this familiar refrain and that is the uncertainty of re-
sources coming forward. And what you all have done to accommo-
date that leaves you at a place where you have no flexibility to do
the job that we ask you to do. Whether it is the OPLANS [oper-
ation plans], whether it is the national defense strategy, we are
now stretched to the limit. We are there at this point, I think, that
begs the question, what is the collective impact of this line of CRs
or the sequester? I talked earlier about time is now one of our ad-
versaries because we lose time with these things. When we have
a CR and the things that we can’t do and we redirect dollars, as
you should, to training, to developing readiness, but that takes
away money from programs where we are trying to modernize, we
are trying to keep up with our adversaries. And then there are ad-
ditional costs. So when you try to catch up later, you never catch
up timewise and it is more expensive to do that later.

Admiral Richardson, give me your perspective on the impacts of
this roller-coaster ride of uncertainty and where it leaves you,
whether it is postponed ship availabilities, whether it is lack of
training for pilots, where does that leave you? And what is the
overall long-term impact both of time that we lose and of additional
costs to regenerate that in the future?

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, if I could, how about if I phrase my
answer in the positive and talk about what could be done if we
pass this budget with its supplemental. I will run down as quickly
as I can a fairly extensive list.

First, we will keep the USS Ponce forward deployed, on station
in the Middle East. We will retain five cruisers deployable, we will
buy repair parts, ship spares, consumables, we will fill those cof-
fers. We will fund the 14 availabilities for submarines and surface
ships that were talked about earlier. We will fund 14,000 flying
hours for tactical squadrons and we will fund 27,000 flying hours
for student pilots. Our aviation spares, which have been a big con-
tributor to the reduced readiness of aviation, will be funded.

We will upgrade our afloat and ashore networks to improve their
cybersecurity. We will add 15,000 moves and increase the lead time
for those moves to 2 months or more, from 2 months to 4 months.
We will do material improvements to six airfields, five piers, three
hangars, a communications center, and other facilities. We will do
security improvements, physical security improvements to our
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bases. We will buy more Tomahawk missiles, more rolling airframe
missiles, more ship-to-shore connectors.

We will complete the—the fiscal year 2016 DDG [guided-missile
destroyer]. We will keep on track the aircraft carriers CVN-80. We
will keep on track two aircraft carrier overhauls. We will keep on
track LHA-8 [amphibious assault ship], the TAOX) [new replen-
ishment oiler] program. We will complete a destroyer, four LCSs
[littoral combat ships], LPD [amphibious transport dock] and other
expeditionary ships. The list goes on and on. This is what we can
do if we pass that budget with its supplemental.

What a list that is. And this is just the Navy. The joint force,
each of my comrades here, my colleagues, has a list just like that.
And so you flip the coin on its other side and all of those things
will not get done. And that divot will be felt for decades in the
United States Navy.

Mr. WITTMAN. Very good.

General MILLEY. Let me make a brief comment.

Mr. WITTMAN. General Milley, yes.

General MILLEY. You know, for two-and-a-half centuries, our
country has got a long, cyclic history of unreadiness for the next
conflict. When they fired the first shot at Lexington, they had no
idea they were entering into an 8- or 9-year war with the greatest
power of the day. We weren’t ready for the Civil War. Lincoln
{,)htl)lught he was going into a 90-day conflict to put down a local re-

ellion.

And we sent guys off with wool uniforms to Cuba or into the
tropics. World War I, which we are in the 100th anniversary of
World War I right now, that army was fighting a Pancho Villa on
the Mexican border 2 years after the war started. And we entered
into it in 1917, Pershing takes those soldiers over there, they are
in a state of unreadiness when they get there. And he has to train
them for 6 or 8 months in France before he commits them to the
ground combat. World War II, it is well known, right after Pearl
Harbor, 1942. Go look at the history of 1942.

Mr. WITTMAN. Yes.

General MILLEY. Look at Guadalcanal, Tarawa, look at the naval
battles in the South Pacific. My father fought in the central Pacific,
1942 was a disaster for the United States military in the Pacific.
And it was a disaster in North Africa at Kasserine Pass. Look at
June 1950, Korea, yet again where we were completely in a state
of unreadiness, where Task Force Smith deploys with two squads
out of a platoon, two platoons out of a company. Maintenance and
equipment that didn’t work, soldiers that weren’t adequately
trained.

The ultimate impact of all of this stuff is cumulative and it re-
sults in failed battles, lost battles, and dead soldiers, sailors, air-
men, and Marines on the battlefield. That is what this ultimately
results in.

Mr. WITTMAN. Very good. Thank you, General.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Brown.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr Chairman.

I want to thank General Goldfein for bringing attention to the
downed F-16 at Joint Base Andrews; it is in my district. Glad to
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hear that no life-threatening injuries to the pilot, no reported inju-
ries on the ground. Obviously it is early. Investigation will reveal
the cause. But I am confident that with greater resources we do re-
duce the number of aircraft incidents that are related to either
human error, training, or maintenance.

So this is yet just another example of the need to continue to in-
vest in readiness, modernization, and in the men and women to do
the difficult work that we ask them to do.

Look, I was on the USS Nimitz last weekend and I looked at
those sailors, average age is 23, we ask them to do things that few
Americans want to do today. It is dangerous, it is important, they
are excited about it. A big majority of those sailors, first deploy-
ment and the first time that they were working with one another,
but they are confident that they are going to be able to do the job
that we ask them to do.

And I said to them and I wanted to reassure them that Congress
recognizes that we are a great nation because of the work that they
do. We are the most prosperous nation in the world, not just eco-
nomically, culturally, our democracy, our religious tolerance, be-
cause of the work that men and women in uniform do. So we owe
it to them to invest in the work that they do, but we also owe it
to the country to ensure that we continue to be prosperous by in-
vesting in good schools, safe neighborhoods, a clean environment,
and health care and there was no debate on that. And Admiral
Byrne, who is doing a great job on the USS Nimitz and that strike
group, he gets that as well.

So you are doing a great job, I appreciate what you are doing.
Here is my question and it has to do with BRAC [base realignment
and closure]. Because as we are looking, you know, for all different
ways to resource what we need to do, to find the resources, the as-
sets, the equity, the funding, here is my question. The acting As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Energy, Installations, and Environ-
ment testified about a few years ago that a future base realignment
and closure round will cost about $6 billion to implement and re-
sult in $6 billion in initial savings and then $2 billion per year.

The Army and the Air Force in particular have been arguing that
maintaining excess basing capacity diverts scarce resources from
maintaining readiness and mission capability to maintain an un-
needed infrastructure. If a new round were to be authorized, how
would you reduce excess infrastructure and balance of force? And
given the potentially significant upfront cost to implement a BRAC
round, what other ways, if any, exists that would permit you to dis-
pose of excess capacity at a potentially lower cost?

General MILLEY. For the Army, we do have excess capacity to the
tune of about half a billion to a billion dollars that we would gladly
try to shed if we could. And at the same time, we have failed and
failing infrastructure out there, about 22 percent, 33,000 facilities
across the entire Army throughout the world that are in really bad
shape that need work.

A continuing resolution or a return to BCA funding is going to
stop the progress we are trying to make against that 22 percent of
our facilities that are in bad shape. And obviously, it is going to
prevent any sort of BRAC, which we would encourage, so we can
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get rid of the half a billion to about a billion dollars worth of un-
needed infrastructure that we have.

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, I will just add that, you know, when we
talk BRAC we tend to focus on the C and we don’t spend enough
on the R, the C being closure, the R being realignment. And quite
frankly, for the Air Force, it is as important for us to have the
flexibility to realign as it is to talk about closure. And quite frank-
ly, to General Milley’s point, you know, when I look through this
lens, I look more at the infrastructure I have right now and ensur-
ing that we have a budget that allows us the MILCON [military
construction] dollars to be able to improve what we need, not only
to bring on new mission, but to fix dorms, you know, that are
World War II era, to get the facilities that we need, to be able to
demolish those things that we don’t need and bring our footprint
in, so we are not having to spend these precious dollars on keeping
large installations not only open, but keeping all of those buildings
continually be run, right, when I don’t actually need them given
the size of the force.

So for us, you know, this starts with why we are here, which is
to talk about, first and foremost, getting a budget so we can get
into our military construction projects and our modernization that
we need and our restoration that we need. That, to me, is far more
important than a discussion about a future BRAC.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Scott.

Mr. ScorT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General Goldfein, good to see you again.

Most Americans would be surprised to learn that the average age
of an aircraft in the Air Force today is 27 years old and that some
fleets like the JSTARS [Joint Surveillance Target Attack Radar
System] are nearly 50 years old. How would a yearlong continuing
resolution affect the Air Force’s ability to recapitalize these 50-
year-old JSTARS aircraft?

General GOLDFEIN. Hey, sir, thank you. And, you know, you are
right. About 48 years average that these JSTARS aircraft are being
used. And as the air component commander deployed forward,
working in CENTCOM [U.S. Central Command], you know, we
often talk about what we do with these aircraft relative to the
ground fight. But I will tell you, they are as equally important to
the maritime domain and what we do for Admiral Richardson and
his forces as well. So these are critical aircraft.

Right now, a 5-month continuing resolution would delay the con-
tract vehicle that we are working on, the risk reduction on the
radar to be able to move that forward. And it is not a linear. We
don’t just pick it up again because, again, back to industry, if we
go back to industry, they are going to have to manage that work-
force and that workforce may walk. And so when we pick it up
again, there is no telling what the long-term impact of delaying our
ability to recapitalize that critical weapons system.

Mr. ScOTT. General, I am also concerned about the loss of the
weapons system when they go in for, I mean, they are going to be
overdue for major depot overhauls and then they are not going to
be in the air flying. And it certainly seems to me better to put that
money into new aircraft with new technology than to rebuild 50-
year-old planes.
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General GOLDFEIN. Sir, that is what we are trying to do. And you
made a point about the maintenance. The civilian workforce

Mr. Scott. Yes, sir.

General GOLDFEIN [continuing]. Who are the ones that are at our
depots who keep these much older aircraft flying are the ones that
are impacted the most personnel-wise from a CR. And so you lose
literally hundreds of man-hours of being about to get the depot
maintenance on these older aircraft to keep them airborne.

Mr. ScoTT. Yes, sir. And I hope that you all maintain that posi-
tion that you do not want a CR.

General Milley, congratulations on the pistol, long overdue. That
is the first time I have seen you laugh.

You state in your testimony that over 80 percent of the U.S. mili-
tary forces in Iraq, Syria, and Afghanistan are U.S. Army soldiers.
Building on what General Goldfein has stated today about the im-
pact of the continuing resolution on the Air Force, how would the
constraint on heavy lift and combat support aircraft impact your
piece of the fight against ISIS?

General MILLEY. Well, frankly, the Army is dependent and we
are all dependent on each other, as General Neller said earlier.
With respect to heavy lift, I mean, the Army can’t get to the fight
without the Navy or the Air Force. Just can’t get there. Our people
and equipment doesn’t arrive at the point of decision without the
transport capabilities of the Navy and the Air Force. So it will be
significant if the Air Force doesn’t have that kind of capability. So
we are a big advocate. We in the Army are a huge advocate for the
Navy, the Air Force, and the Marines who are on the ground with
us. It is a joint fight.

And I as a soldier, I want the most unbelievable Air Force the
world has ever known because a soldier’s best friend is when a
fixed-wing Air Force pilot is showing up in his aircraft when we are
in contact. And that is the first call we all make is to the United
States Air Force or Navy or Marines, whatever aircraft is flying
around there, or an Army attack helicopter, to come to us to make
sure it is an uneven fight on the ground. So I want the best Navy,
the best Air Force, the best Marine Corps as the Chief of Staff of
the Army. It is a single joint fight.

Mr. ScorT. Could you reiterate the impact, if we don’t get the $5
billion for the urgent operational requirements for Iraq, Syria, and
Afghanistan to counter ISIS and the additional intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance, could you reiterate your points on
the consequences to our deployed forces in those areas and our
operational mission if the supplemental is not passed?

General MILLEY. Candidly, Congressman, I would like to do that,
but I would like to do that in a classified session to talk about spe-
cific operational impacts. What I would say just here is it would
be negative.

Mr. ScotT. Yes, sir.

. General MILLEY. And it would be unhelpful to the ongoing ef-
orts.

Mr. ScoTrT. Gentlemen, I want to thank you all for your service,
and I hope that you will continue to maintain the position of no
CR. This has gone on way too long. Thank you, and God bless you.

I yield back.
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The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Rosen.

Ms. ROSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Smith.

And I thank all of you for your testimony today and being here
and we know how detrimental the continuing resolution is to every-
one’s ability to plan, prepare, and do long-range strategic planning,
not just in our military, but in every area of our Nation. That af-
fects all of us in the country, worldwide.

But I want to ask General Goldfein a question. Of course, I rep-
resent Nevada’s Third District. Nellis Air Force Base is just a few
miles outside my district, and, of course, it is one of our main com-
bat training exercises, the Red Flag, right there, very important to
us, very important to you. And so we are designed to provide our
pilots with their first 10 combat missions prior to actually flying in
combat there. So is Red Flag going to be included in the stand-
down under a continuing resolution this time?

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, ma’am. I think what you have already
heard from us is that one of the first things that will go, as we look
at where we have to go for the money, like for the Air Force. Where
do I find $2.8 billion? One of the first places I have to go is to can-
cel exercises. So I have got airmen right now that are actually
scheduled to deploy, that are scheduled to come to Nellis to do
their first 10 combat missions in that unmatched training environ-
ment, that will not go do that training.

They are still going to deploy, we don’t stop the deployment be-
cause that is what the Nation calls on us to do, we just go less
ready. So we are all going to end up canceling rotations at National
Training Center, at Fallon, at Camp Lejeune, and clearly at Nellis.

Ms. ROSEN. So you would say the impact of a continuing resolu-
tion impacts human lives, obviously, the lives of our soldiers and
it will impact the lives of their families because we are not able to
pass a budget?

General GOLDFEIN. Ma’am, I will share a very personal story. So,
you know, Captain Goldfein, day one, Desert Storm, never been
into combat, we had one guy in the whole formation that had been
into combat in Vietnam, and we all went across the line. And I re-
member the first time I heard triple-A, you know, anti-aircraft [ar-
tillery], right, 2:00.

Ms. ROSEN. Right.

General GOLDFEIN. And we all looked and then I remember hear-
ing, you know, SA-2, left, 10:00, and we all saw our first surface-
to-air missile. And then I remember hearing splash, MiG-29, and
I was in the formation, and I saw a MiG—29 hit the ground. And
I remember that moment in my cockpit. And I remember the con-
fidence that came over my cockpit because I realized I have seen
this before, I have heard these radio calls. I have actually seen
Smokey Sam simulators simulating triple-A and surface-to-air mis-
siles.

Never seen an airplane hit the ground before, but I have heard
this, I have been in this environment before. And you can’t imagine
the confidence that came over my cockpit and all of those that were
flying that day that said we have been here, we can do this mis-
sion, and we went in and we crushed it.
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So what Nellis provides is confidence in the air and confidence
under fire, and so it concerns me that we are not going to give that
training to our young men and women.

Ms. ROSEN. Well, I think we know that from everything we do,
the more training you have, the more muscle memory you have,
the better able you are to execute your job, no matter what it is.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, if I could also just pile on. There
is a great responsibility we have to do things different and better
as well. We can’t just do—keep doing the same things for the same
cost and expect to be effective.

Ms. ROSEN. Right.

Admiral RICHARDSON. And Nellis and Fallon and our training
ranges, that is where that development is done, that is where we
experiment, that is where we learn the new ways to fight, more ef-
fective ways to fight, more efficient ways to fight. And so it is not
just, you know, going out and doing sets and reps, this is learning
how to fight in the future. It is extremely important.

Ms. RoseEN. Well, I thank you for your service and I, for one,
don’t want to send one more service member into battle unpre-
pared. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Wenstrup.

Dr. WENSTRUP. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentle-
men, for being with us today.

You know, in budgeting decisions, we don’t get to decide our-
selves here in this committee, it is beyond us. And I just don’t
know how many of our members sometimes really dwell on or un-
derstand the details and the difficulty that goes into running an ef-
ficient and effective military. And when we are in this discussion
today, it is probably the most grave I have heard since I have been
here and rightfully so.

And I know that each of you look at your troops as part of your
family and that is what makes this even tougher to think the envi-
ronment that you are being asked to be put in and your family
members being asked to be put in. We have touched a little bit
about what happens to those next to deploy; they may deploy, but
they are not going to be as ready as they should be.

And I also would like to hear from you, if we could, on the con-
sequences of those that are currently deployed in Iraq, Syria, Af-
ghanistan, and what is going through your mind if we find our-
selves in the situation that may happen, which we do not want.

And I will start with you, General Neller.

General NELLER. As we have all said, we will make trades. I
mean, I think we are pretty flexible, we are all in learning organi-
zations and as much as we don’t like the fiscal situation we have
been in, you know, we are mission oriented and we figured it out.
But I think, at this point, what you are seeing is those that are
forward deployed have got the best gear, they got the best part
support, they got the best training we can give them. The next ones
out the door, then, and it goes down from there.

But because of the security environment that we see, the folks
that just came back, if you would, the people on deck, or actually
in the hole in the dugout getting ready to run out on the field,
those are the ones that are going to end up getting the shorter end
of the stick.
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I mean, there is normal level and rhythm of a force and how you
train it. But if we have to make cuts, for example if we had a CR
as opposed to the budget that you have all passed, that is an $800
million delta for the Marine Corps, $500 million on the ground
side, $300 million on the air side. So those that are in the dugout,
in the hole, if you will, they are the ones that are going to take
the hit.

And then when they get on deck, you will be chasing yourself,
to try to catch up, to get the reps and sets you need and the time
is not there. We just don’t have the time that we used to have. So
that is the risk, that is the risk. And that is just in today’s fight.

If you go to one of the other adversaries that we have all talked
about and we continue to maintain the current ops, those are the
ones that are going to have to go there, or you are going to have
to shift the force. So that is the risk that we have all talked about.

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, I would also add that, you know, we have
all had a lot of time deployed forward and a lot of time deployed
together. And when we would do our battlefield circulation and
talk to our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines, we would always
most of us get the same question, okay, exactly what are we doing
here? And we could all give that speech.

The hardest question to answer was, why isn’t anybody talking
about it back home? Why are we all completely focused about it
here forward, but nobody is focused on it back home? That was the
hardest question to answer as a commander in the field.

So my concern, in terms of those who are deployed forward right
now and for their families, is they are going to ask the question,
are we serious about this or not? Is their risk going forward worth
it or not? And I am not sure, if we don’t even pass a budget, we
can look them in the eye and tell them that what they are doing
forward is on the minds of this Congress.

Dr. WENSTRUP. I appreciate that, General.

Admiral.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I will just—one word is munitions.
That is how the forward force will be affected. Every one of my
strike group commanders that comes back is coming back on fumes
when it comes to munitions. And this is the good stuff, if you will,
the precision munitions, the ones that we are using for a very good
reason. And so I know that General Milley feels that same shortage
and that is an absolutely critical part of this recovery is the restock
of our magazines with the munitions we need to prevail.

General MILLEY. Congressman, for those that are deploying, we
try to ensure that they get the maximum equipment and training.
It is really the bench, as General Neller said. And then as Admiral
Richardson said about munitions, we are critically short, and I am
not going to go into it publicly and happy to do it in classified ses-
sions, but a discussion of munitions is important.

And for the Army, we actually, I didn’t realize this before becom-
ing the chief, but we actually make the bombs for the aircraft that
the Navy, Air Force, and Marines fly. They had all the precision
stuff, but we make the basic bombs at our joint munitions facility
for which we are responsible for. And next month, we are not going
to be able to ship those bombs to our sister services for training.
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Operational things will be taken care of, but at Nellis, at the dif-
ferent Red Flags, they are not going to have bombs to drop. They
are not going to have that practice that “Fingers” just talked about,
that General Goldfein just talked about. So munitions is critical
and the shipping of those training munitions is going to cease here
in the next month or two.

And the other thing that we talk about is leader development.
Missed training, missed opportunities. Say we miss 6 months of
training, that is an entire generation of lieutenants and captains
that are going to miss training that is never going to be made up,
sergeants and so on.

The other piece is, like this summer, we are not going to be able
to run ROTC [Reserve Officer Training Corps] summer camp, or
military academy summer camp at West Point. We are going to
have 74 percent of second lieutenants in the United States Army
won’t get commissioned in fiscal year 2018 because they won’t be
qualified because their summer camp is going to be missed this
summer.

So there is enormous amount of consequence in all kinds of areas
if we go with the continuing resolution or return to BCA and we
don’t get this budget and supplemental passed and quickly.

Dr. WENSTRUP. Thank you, General.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Carbajal.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you, Chairman Thornberry and Ranking
Member Smith.

And thank you all for coming and addressing us today and thank
you for your service. Even with a Budget Control Act repeal, we
would not have a blank check and must prioritize as intelligently
as possible. While some estimates put costs at an additional $1.2
billion per 10,000 uniformed personnel, how do you reconcile the
need to train and equip the current force with a desire to increase
end strength?

General MILLEY. For the Army, they are interlinked, the idea of
the readiness of the force, the size, the capacity and capability of
the force. Obviously, what we want for this budget, for 2017, is we
want to fill holes. There are already holes existing in the forces; not
increasing the force structure, the increased end strength is not to
make the Army bigger in terms of number of brigades and divi-
sions and so on. It is to make the units that do exist, whole. To
make them capable of doing adequate levels of training.

Training a unit at 65 or 70 percent strength is inadequate. You
take 10 percent casualties in combat, maybe 15 percent, you are
going to be a combat-ineffective unit. Yet we are training on a rou-
tine basis units at 65, 70, 75 percent strength at the training cen-
ters for the high-end collective training.

So this increase in end strength, I want to be careful that it is
not mischaracterized as an increase in the Army. It is not. It is a
filling of the holes in the existing force structure, and I think that
is an important piece of it, and that is how I would reconcile it. We
are not increasing the brigades and divisions or any of that. We are
just filling holes in the existing units.

General GOLDFEIN. And I add, because it is the exact same thing
in the Air Force. We are filling formations to do the mission that
we have been given.
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I will also tell you that you need those forces to actually achieve
the training, to be able to build the time you need and the forces
you need to support the training we have been talking about. And
here is how sometimes this gets masked. So when I was a younger
pilot, and I would show up at the aircraft, I would meet my crew
chief, the dedicated crew chief and the assistant, and we walk
around the airplane, and then I taxi to the end of the runway and
a different crew would be there to meet me, and they would pull
the pins and arm the aircraft and I would take off, and I would
go to another destination, and a third crew would be there to meet
me.

Here is what often happens when you get to the shortfalls that
we are seeing right now. Your taxi is slow because the same single
crew chief has got to get to the end of the runway, because it is
the same individual that is pulling your pins and arming you. And
then you have to fly slow because that guy has got to get on a C—
17 and fly to the next location to be able to meet you. That is a
vignette of some of the ways that we are managing the smaller
force.

So to General Milley’s point, this is not about growing the Air
Force or the Army. This is about filling holes.

General NELLER. I would say for us it is a little bit different.
This body authorized an increase in 3,000 Marines. And those Ma-
rines are going to do different missions than the 183,000, 184,000
are doing today because we have a requirement to develop different
capabilities that we think we need for the future fight. So if that
money is not there and we can’t grow the force, we are going to
develop those capabilities, but it is going to come out of that
182,000 base. So 3,000 Marines that are doing something today are
going to do something different. And that is going to reduce our ca-
pability in those particular areas.

So we have got to grow these new capabilities. Yeah, there is
going to be some filling of shortfalls in maintenance and other
places, but ours is different. We have got to build a force that is
ready to fight what we think we are going to face in 2025.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Stefanik.

Ms. STEFANIK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you to our witnesses for your leadership and for your
service.

In my district, which is New York’s 21st District, I represent two
of our Nation’s premier career military installations: Fort Drum,
which is home of the 10th Mountain Division, and Kesselring,
which is a naval nuclear training facility.

My first question is for General Milley, and it is regarding
Army’s aviation readiness.

The 10th Mountain Combat Aviation Brigade is currently sup-
porting Operation Atlantic Resolve throughout EUCOM [U.S. Euro-
pean Command], and I have serious concerns that the CR could
limit future aviation capabilities and training opportunities, like
the ongoing deployment of the 10th Mountain. Could you describe
how a CR would impact the Army’s aviation readiness, specifically
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its training, and, on top of that, the pilot shortage that the Army
is already experiencing?

General MILLEY. Thanks, Congresswoman. I appreciate that and
“climb to glory” for the mighty 10th Mountain Division, a shout-out
to the north country. A continuing resolution or a return to BCA
would have a significant, negative effect on Army rotary-wing avia-
tion.

We are already short 741 pilots, which we are trying, if we can
get the budget passed with the supplemental, we are trying to
make that up. But if we don’t get the budget passed with the sup-
plemental, we are not going to make that up and that is going to
increase several hundred more. And that is across the entire total
Army with the Active, the National Guard, and the U.S. Army Re-
serve.

For the National Guard specifically, there are about 1,300 pilot
seats available in a given year that won’t be available in the fol-
lowing year as a result of a continuing resolution. Those would be
National Guard and Reserve seats. There are about another 1,000
seats that might not be available for the Regular Army.

We are going to try to preserve and fence the flying hour pro-
gram, those already qualified pilots that are in units, although I
must mention that the standard is about 14 hours, 15 hours a
month of rotary-wing flying. We have reduced that over the last 8
years, so the new normal, if you will, is something around the 12
or 13 hours, but we are going to preserve the 12 or 13 hours.

We don’t like the new normal, but the flying hours program will
try to fence that. For units that are deploying, we will make sure
{:)hat they get the appropriate levels of training to deploy into com-

at.

And the last piece is upgrading the fleet. The continuing resolu-
tion or a BCA is going to prevent us from putting active protection
systems for missile defense on the aircraft. We will not be able to
upgrade some of the modernization efforts that we have inside the
cockpits. We are going to be short on the munitions and Hellfires,
et cetera, for the Apaches. And most importantly, we are not going
to be able to buy the additional Apaches we need to fill the holes
in the existing force structure, for both the Regular Army and the
National Guard. It will be a significant negative impact on Army
aviation.

Ms. STEFANIK. Thank you, General Milley.

And my second question is for Admiral Richardson. I understand
the second moored training ship [MTS] requires a new start and
full funding this year to provide training for nuclear operators, and
I am asking this question in context of Kesselring.

What is the current status of the second MTS and how would a
CR create challenges for the Navy if it is not funded and allowed
to start in fiscal year 2017?

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, great question, and thanks for
your support of Kesselring and everything that they do up there.

There has been a fair amount of talk about a balanced approach
and that everything that has to do with national health and par-
ticularly national security doesn’t all reside in defense. And Kessel-
ring is a great example of that, where a lot of that site is supported
by the Department of Energy and the NNSA [National Nuclear Se-
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curity Administration]. And so it is critical that we understand
those relationships.

And if we are not training operators and developing new nuclear
technologies up there, we are training them at our moored training
ships. And the second moored training ship is the next generation.
Right now, we are using ships that were built in the 1960s to do
that. They are the oldest operating nuclear power plants I think in
the country, and it is time to recapitalize those.

This is a new start. There has been a lot of talk about funding
flexibility. The continuing resolution is the opposite of funding
flexibility. It is absolute funding rigidity. You have to continue to
do the things you would like to stop, you can’t do the things you
would like to start. One of the things I would like to start is the
second moored training ship, and I can’t do it with a CR.

Ms. STEFANIK. Thank you. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Suozzi.

Mr. Suozzi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First, let me say I am very sobered and humbled by the responsi-
bility that we have listening to your testimony. It is really incred-
ible the vocation that you have made with your lives and how dedi-
cated you are to this mission that you have.

I am new to this job. I am formerly a mayor and a county execu-
tive of a large county with a $2.8 billion budget. I am a freshman
in the minority and don’t have as much influence as I would like
to have, obviously. But I know that there is an important mission
that the Congress has, and I really want you to know that I am
going to do the best I can to communicate that we are dealing with
people’s lives here, the people that work for you. And what we do
has a tremendous impact on their lives. And as you pointed out so
eloquently, on their morale and on their effectiveness.

I want to just look at some big picture things. The overall budget
in 2016 was about $580 billion, and personnel made up 24 percent
of that overall budget, and O&M [operations and maintenance]
made up 42 percent of that budget. So that is a big number, 42 per-
cent of the budget for O&M, and 20 percent went to procurement
and 13 percent went for other. And it is going to be different for
each of your services.

You know, the Army, they might not be procuring as much in
equipment, for example. But you are all spending about this 40
percent in O&M. I just want to ask you from a big picture perspec-
tive, does that make sense that we are spending as much as we are
on O&M, on operation and maintenance, or should that be some-
thing over time that we are trying to change?

So, go ahead.

General NELLER. Well, we are a little bit different. I mean, our
people account is about 65 percent of our budget, at least the green
Marine Corps budget is about 65 percent. Our O&M, probably
about 15 percent. Acquisition and then the facilities make up the
rest.

Mr. Suozzi. Now, a lot of your equipment is in the Navy though,
right?

General NELLER. No, our aviation is naval aviation, but all our
ground equipment, we own our ground equipment. So, you know,
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we are a small percentage of the overall force. But most of our cost
is people.

So I take your point, but if we have people costs or we have to
increase the size of the force, or the force gets more senior or the
pay raise that is voted upon, then those bills where we have to
make those trades and the trades are in those other areas, in oper-
ation and maintenance and procurement modernization or in facili-
ties. And so then you start to build up a deficit in those areas.

And you have got a force that is—that’s what a hollow force is,
is a large force. So there are trades. We can reduce the size of the
force, we can reduce acquisitions. So those are the puts and takes
that always go on as we manage the budget, but we are probably
not a good example of what you are looking at as far as a large
amount of O&M.

General GOLDFEIN. Actually, no mystery for an Air Force. Older
aircraft are more expensive to fly, period. And so what happens
with us is you get an average aircraft age of 27 years. And when
I go out and talk to airmen, you know, every once in a while I will
find somebody who has been driving a 27-year-old car, not many.
But when you find something like that, one of the things they
know is they know that that company stopped building parts for
that car 11 years after.

So when you are 27 years old, right, there was a Fox News spe-
cial that maybe you saw that had B—1 maintainers that were actu-
ally cruising museums to find parts to keep those B—1s flying. That
is what it takes to keep older aircraft flying. So when you look at
our O&M costs going up, it is because that is a direct result of air-
craft age.

And so as we try to procure and try to get that aircraft age going
down, what comes along with that, quite frankly, is a bigger bill
than the procurement cost is the sustainment costs over the life
cycle of that weapon system. So we drive that down as much as we
possibly can.

Mr. Suozzi. Admiral.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I will just say I think General
Goldfein and I share that we are a pretty capital-intensive force,
right? So we operate a lot of stuff and we have to fuel it, maintain
it, that sort of thing. And so we have got about between 25 and 30
percent of our budget in the Navy is operations, and I think the
general captured it very well.

Newer things don’t require so much maintenance, and so this re-
newal of the force at the end of the day, it helps us do our business
for less operating and maintenance costs.

Mr. Suozzi. So for the two of you, as a general rule, you know,
if you could have the Congress work with you effectively and you
could get your way over time, would you like to see your O&M be
a lower percentage of your budget? And where would you rather
see an increase, in procurement or in personnel?

Admiral RICHARDSON. I think that both for operations and for
procurement, stable, adequate funding. That is the way I would
like to partner with Congress the most.

Mr. Suozzi. General.

General MILLEY. For the Army, we committed about just a little
bit less than 50 percent for personnel costs, which is, you know, no



41

surprise. Cost of labor is Economics 101, and that is going to be
your expensive factor of production.

For us, O&M accounts, as you said, just under, in our case, just
under 40 percent. So what is operation maintenance for the Army?
It is ammunition, it is fuel or POL [petroleum, oil, lubricants] prod-
ucts for the vehicles, flight hours for aviation, and, importantly,
parts.

So our O&M costs have gone up in the last couple of years. Why?
Because we are trying to intensify our levels of readiness and
training for combined arms operations against a near-peer threat.
We have been fighting for 16 consecutive years against guerrillas
and terrorists in tennis shoes with IEDs [improvised explosive de-
vices] and AKs [AK-47 rifles] in desert terrain in the Middle East.
We don’t know, no one knows, where the next conflict will occur.

We don’t want to be preparing for the last war for the next one.
So we don’t know. We have to keep all the cards on the table for
the U.S. military to be able to fight a wide range of threats. So we
have reemphasized combined arms, higher end combat, unless you
are specifically deploying. That training is having a positive effect
over the last couple of years, about 24 to 36 months or so. We are
seeing improvements, slightly, in our readiness in that regard.

If we don’t pass the budget with the supplemental and we con-
tinue with the CR or we go to BCA funding, that level of training
is going to come to a halt and that readiness improvement is going
to stop. So we need to continue funding O&M in order to do that
for current day readiness.

For procurement, in the Army’s case, what we have done, we
have biased current readiness, today’s fight and, you know, the
next couple of years’ readiness. And we are really mortgaging the
future, in terms of our procurement. We only put 20 percent of our
money into research, development, science, technology.

Mr. Suozzi. Yes, I saw that.

General MILLEY. And we need to improve that.

Mr. Suozzi. Okay, well, thank you very much, General.

And again, I know that our mission is to do our jobs to try to
help you do your jobs. So thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Russell.

Mr. RUSSELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thanks to all of
you for being here today.

This body historically has wrestled with these issues since we
have been wearing tri-corner hats. I am mindful of the Joint Com-
mittee on the Conduct of the War after Bull Run. The congres-
sional investigation of the sinking of the USS Maine and how did
we let that happen? The Joint Committee on the Investigation of
the Aerial Attack on Pearl Harbor and what went wrong, or the
one on the communist attack on South Korea and how did we get
so surprised.

These are but a few of the examples, but the story is familiar.
Service chiefs, given shifting, declining budgets that makes the dol-
lars that did arrive less flexible and less valuable; endless ques-
tions by people like me, in previous lives, wondering why so much
treasure must be spent when there are domestic priorities that de-
mand immediate action, and we can eke out savings that will real-
ize all of our dreams.



42

Whatever saving that has been realized by this American bad
habit of unpreparedness, it has been more than horrifically com-
pensated for by scores more in spending and thousands more of
American dead. I don’t know, Mr. Chairman, what the next com-
mittee will be named, but I already know what its recommenda-
tions will be.

Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to waste any more of these warriors’
time. We need to give them what they ask for, and I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Shea-Porter.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Thank you. And I thank you all for being
here.

And T have had 6 years on this committee, and I think this is
about the grimmest it has gotten. And so clearly, we are not ad-
dressing these really crucial issues.

I want to put a little bit of a change in the direction of the ques-
tioning. I understand, you know, that we are falling behind in
equipment, et cetera. But I am looking out at the world now as
they look in on us.

And I think I agree with you, General Goldfein, that when you
were talking about people wondering, you know, are they talking
about it at home? I don’t think we are talking about it enough right
here. I think that what happens is these committees are like silos.
And everybody is incredibly busy. I just ran from another commit-
tee hearing, but we have to somehow or another address this. So
I recognize the urgency, and I thank you.

So what I am looking at right now is, what about the rest of the
world? Is the conversation going around, you know, in your profes-
sion? Are friends worried that we are not going to be able to keep
our commitments or we lack the will to keep our commitments?
And are our enemies hopeful that we are going to just, you know,
get so bogged down in this, in our budget issues, that we are not
going to properly fund?

And I would appreciate hearing from each one of you on that.

General NELLER. I will go first. I think the simple answer is yes.
Our allies—our strategy is based on our ability to build partner ca-
pacity and that they are going to be there with us if we have to
face any of the future challenges. In order to do that, we have to
be able to show up for exercises, work interoperability, do things
with them, have them procure equipment that is interoperable with
us, ideally made by the same manufacturers, by American manu-
facturers.

We need to make it a little bit easier to be our partner across
all areas, intel sharing, acquisition, foreign military sales. But I
think they look to us and they have looked to us since the end of
World War II when this world was created where the United States
was the guarantor of peace and stability in the world. And whether
it be NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization] or ASEAN [Asso-
ciation of Southeast Asian Nations] or any other security appa-
ratus, or the United Nations, they look to the United States.

And so it is important that we as military members go out there
in the profession of arms, not as Department of State or ministry
of foreign affairs, we maintain these relationships, and that we
have to be able to go to our partners and say we are going to be
there for you. And then they can pass that back onto their political
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leaders, because we occupy a very interesting space out there in
the international world.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Thank you.

General GOLDFEIN. Ma’am, you know, technology changes over
time, but the fundamentals of deterrence, I would argue, have not
changed. It is capability times will. And the times is important be-
cause if either side of those is zero it equals zero.

And so what I will tell you is that we have the luxury, not only
as Joint Chiefs but throughout our career, of having developed re-
lationships of trust and confidence with our counterparts around
the world. And I can’t tell you how important those relationships
are. We call them mil-to-mil or military-to-military. And I think we
could all give you examples of where sometimes diplomatically we
may not have had agreements with a country, but our relationships
with fellow airmen, soldiers, sailors, or Marines are vital.

And so we keep those long. And very often, to what General
Neller was talking about, our commitment that brings that capa-
bility and brings that will is to the relationships that we build. You
know, this is one of those questions where it would be inappro-
priate to do a big, broad brush over, you know, general concerns,
beczigse the reality is it is a bit mixed bag as you go around the
world.

But I can just tell you that we are committed to making sure
that we keep those relationships alive and well.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Thank you.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Ma’am, thanks for a great question. I
would say that, and I appreciate you looking around the world and
directing our attention there as well. You know, in the very short
term we are in a very unstable environment right now. There are
a lot of governments coming into place, elections, the world is shift-
ing in many ways, including our administration as, you know, they
settle in, we settle in.

And in times of great uncertainty, there also is the opportunity,
I think, for a great miscalculation. And it is even more important,
in my mind, that during these times of uncertainty we minimize
that possibility of miscalculation by making sure we operate from
a position of strength.

And this strength will assure our allies that we will be there and
not contribute to that uncertainty, not contribute to that insta-
bility. And it will also deter our enemies, so that even though a pe-
riod of transition, they will wake up every morning and say not
today, this is not the day to start something.

And so in the very near term and then I would say in the long
term, and we can have a different conversation through the 2020s,
we have got to ensure that we operate from a position of strength
for assurance and deterrence.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Right. And I will add to that that this com-
mittee knows our responsibility and we are active in seeking the
answers and recognizing that we have got to properly fund if we
want you to do what we need you to do. So thank you.

General MILLEY. I would echo my teammates here. Assuring al-
lies is critical and we do that through presence, exercises, ex-
changes. Interoperability is important to readiness and capability
overall with our allies. The United States has a great set of allies
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and partners and friends around the world. I believe that is still
strong, but we have to continue to make it strong.

And virtual presence is actual absence, so we need to be there
with them in the air, on the sea, and on the ground. And that will
help reassure and stabilize various situations around the world.

With respect to adversaries or enemies, you know, “Fingers” hit
it on the head. It is capability plus will. The capability has to be
real. It has to be seen. It has to be demonstrated. It has to be
sensed. And your opponent needs to know that you have the will
to use it. If you do that, then you will have peace through strength
because you will definitely deter any rational actor on the other
side.

Ms. SHEA-PORTER. Thank you.

Thank you, Chairman, for the extra time. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Abraham.

Dr. ABRAHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen,
for being here.

As vitally critical as our schools, our infrastructure, and certainly
cures for cancer are—I am a physician and have certainly lost my,
unfortunately, share of good people to that horrific disease—as im-
portant as all those are, I think we are all smart enough to under-
stand that that makes no difference if we don’t have a country and
national security. So certainly we want to, I want to give you what
you ask to protect our country.

And, General Milley, when you reminded us that our men and
women in uniform unfortunately have to still rely on food stamps
to feed their family, that is both a moral and ethical tragedy that
I hope makes everyone angry. And we need to fix that problem.

General Goldfein, I want to thank you for—I am a mission pilot
for the Civil Air Patrol, the Air Force auxiliary, and I fly for the
Green Flag Program, which you had the foresight to actually start,
which has been a phenomenal success, giving real-time training to
our men and women on the ground.

Last week, we heard from the vice chiefs. We were talking about
the pilot shortage that you have referenced already, and the intel-
lectual property and the institutional knowledge that these pilots,
you said it takes at least 10 years to train that great pilot, and that
is certainly true, that with this CR, retaining that pilot with what
the airlines are now offering on the civilian side is almost an im-
possible task.

My question is, what other areas of the DOD do any of you see
where we are losing this intellectual property, this institutional
knowledge, because of the CR?

And I will start with you, General Goldfein.

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, sir. You know, the reality of the pilot
shortage is it is actually not a military problem, it is a national
challenge that we have all got to face. And Chairman, this is some-
thing that I think we need to work together, because here are the
basics. We in the United States Air Force produce about 1,200 pi-
lots per year. The airlines, based on their projections, need 4,500
every year for the next decade. We are not going to buy our way
out of that challenge. This is a supply-demand mismatch nationally
to be able to produce the pilots we need, to service the commercial,
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the business, the private, and the military aviation needs of the
Nation.

So first and foremost, we have to have a national approach to
this that looks at, what are the incentives we can put in place to
increase the supply going up for the pilots that we need to service
all of these bins? And then what we need to do across the military,
I would offer, is to approach it from a combination of quality of life
and quality of service.

Quality of life we tend to focus on, which is the financial piece
and taking that financial burden off of the family. And that is im-
portant. But I would argue that quality of service is equally, if not
more important.

That we have got to ensure that our pilots, our maintainers that
are getting the resources they need to train, that they feel like they
can be competitive and the best that they can be. That they are
part of a unit, that they are part of something that is better than
themselves. That they know that they are in an organization where
they are valued, that we take care of their families.

All of the cultural things that go along with wearing these uni-
forms, that is as important as anything we do financially. And I
would just offer that this is something we have to work together,
because it is a national crisis.

Dr. ABRAHAM. Admiral.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I will just add on, other areas that are
under stress just from this competition for people that I described
earlier, certainly pilots, as we have mentioned, our cyber forces are
very much under stress. Our nuclear-trained sailors are under
stress. And our special forces have been extremely busy in this war
and they are also under stress.

I will tell you, just as we have said, none of these, we can’t com-
pete in money. And you know what? They didn’t join for money. I
mean, we need to give them adequate resources to live. And I think
with this bill and supplemental, we will be meeting that responsi-
bility.

But these folks, they joined to sail and fly and operate at the
high end, become the most lethal force on the earth to protect and
defend the Constitution of the United States. And that is all we
have to do is keep that covenant with them and they will keep
coming. If they start to doubt that, they are going to go to where
the money is.

Dr. ABRAHAM. Thank you. I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Banks.

Mr. BANKS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen,
for being here and for your service.

I am rather unique on the committee. I don’t serve a district that
has an Active Duty military base. However, in my district in north-
east Indiana, we are the proud home of Indiana’s Air National
Guard 122nd Fighter Wing. The men and women of the 122nd
serve our country with distinction and often go into harm’s way in
service to our Nation, just as our Active Duty troops do as well. Yet
I am concerned that the prospect of a CR will have an even greater
impact on our National Guard and Reserve forces than the Active
Component.
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General Goldfein, while I am dismayed at the prospect of yet an-
other CR, can we have some sort of commitment from you or what
kind of commitment can you make on behalf of your branch that
a continuing resolution will not have a disproportionate impact on
our National Guard or Reserve forces?

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, I can tell you this. I can’t do the mission
without the Air National Guard, period. You go into a cockpit of a
C-17 today and ask the crew that is in the front of that cockpit,
okay, who is Active, who is Guard, and who is Reserve? I can’t tell
you the number of times that I have flown in C-17s and all three
hands go up. You actually can’t tell us apart. So we, first and fore-
most, we can’t do the mission without the Air National Guard.

So my commitment to you is that this is one Air Force and I am
their chief. And so I am going to make sure that the Air National
Guard has everything it needs commensurate with the force be-
cause we are one Air Force to accomplish the mission we are given.

Mr. BANKS. I appreciate that strong statement and commitment.
Another frequent concern that I hear related to the supply chain
and spares account that are required to keep our A-10s flying is
related to the suppliers that are no longer in the A-10 business.
So can you speak a little bit to how the continuing resolution would
affect or impact the supply chain of the A-10 specifically?

General GOLDFEIN. Sir, it is not so much that it will have that
much impact on the supply chain. It will have more of an impact
in terms of our ability to take those A—10s and put them in depot
maintenance because that depot maintenance line will stop. And it
will stop because the civilian hiring freeze and a combination of
other things.

I am going to have to figure out, you know, we are each going
to have to figure out how to pay the bill. Okay? So for the Air
Force, it is $2.8 billion. To find $2.8 billion, one of the things I am
going to have to do is stop a lot of depot maintenance lines. And
the A-10 will be directly affected.

And it is not linear, meaning at the end of that timeframe when
we get appropriations, it is not like you just start the line back up
immediately. Because all those workers have left, we haven’t been
able to hire their backfill, and they have lost their qualifications.
And so there is going to be a spin-up time at the end when we get
an appropriation to get those lines back up and running.

So what you have in the middle is a number of aircraft. And, oh,
by the way, the aircraft that have been flying in the fight are com-
ing due for their maintenance, and so it continues that backlog
over time and what you end up doing is grounding aircraft.

And so while I could buy all the parts in the world, if I chose
to be able to do that within my flexibility, those parts will sit on
the shelf because I don’t have the workforce I need to put those
parts in the airplane.

Mr. BANKS. I appreciate the insight. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. McSally.

Ms. McSALLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony and your service and
your leadership and your candor about the impact on the men and
women in uniform who are putting their lives on the line to protect
our freedoms. And I really appreciate it. And I hope there are a lot
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of people out there listening and there will be a lot of stories about
what you said today.

Admiral Richardson, I want to start off with a story that trou-
bled me about a hundred pilots that are essentially refusing to fly.
Having been a pilot myself, to get to the point where you don’t
trust your equipment and you think your life and your student’s
life is in danger is pretty severe. And now, some of that is because
of the aging fleet and the resource implications that have been dis-
cussed today. But it sounds like some of it is also a leadership
issue.

So can you please comment on what the Navy is doing to address
this issue? That is going to be impacting, obviously, our readiness,
our pipeline, morale, and the lives of the men and women.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Certainly. Thank you for the question.
And as has been said before, this is the top safety priority for naval
aviation. It is a vexing problem. And this is not a resource-con-
strained thing. This is an area where we are applying every bit of
fesources we need. Cost is not an issue as we approach this prob-
em.

It, as you said, is directly related to crew safety. And it has got
the full attention of all leadership in the naval aviation

Ms. McSALLY. You are aware that, some of the quotes by instruc-
tors, that is not how they felt, right?

Admiral RICHARDSON. Right. Well, so, let me just continue my
answer.

Ms. MCSALLY. Yes.

Admiral RICHARDSON. To address this, we have established a
dedicated team. And I am going to take a little bit of time to step
through it because it is complicated. And that team will stay on
this from a technical standpoint until it is fixed. But as I said, it
is a complex problem and it requires a multidimensional solution.

First and foremost is the human dimension. And communication
is a big part of that. And so when we heard about the concerns of
our instructor pilots in our training wings, we sent, you know, a
team down there to make sure that we fully understood their con-
cerns and they fully understood what we were doing.

I think what we had there, more than anything else, was a
breakdown in communication. And those teams are on-site now.
They are working through each of the training wings. And they are
resolving their differences in perspective and differences in commu-
nication.

And so, in addition, you know, from the human perspective, you
know, the crew and their awareness is going to be the most impor-
tant thing towards minimizing risk here. And so we have improved
training to make sure they recognize the symptoms of hypoxia and
related effects.

We have improved their training on emergency procedures. That
includes training in simulators where they actually feel those ef-
fects and go through those procedures. And as I said, we are mak-
ing sure that we are listening and they all feel like they can be
talking to leadership so we understand where their anxiety and
concerns are.

Ms. McSALLY. Great.

Admiral RICHARDSON. It is a constant effort.
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Ms. McSALLY. I appreciate that. I would like to follow up more
with you maybe after the hearing. I appreciate it and would like
to stay in touch on the impacts on that side.

Admiral RICHARDSON. I will make sure we do that.

Ms. McSALLY. Thank you, I appreciate it.

General Goldfein, you have eloquently expressed the challenges
of a CR and how it is going to impact flying operations, saying
squadrons will be grounded in June. I don’t know if everybody who
is listening fully understands what that means. So even to just lo-
calize it for Davis-Monthan, so the Bulldogs that I commanded are
over shwacking bad guys right now, when they come home in the
summer they are going to be grounded, like, no flying, no upgrades,
no training. They are done, right?

General GOLDFEIN. So, ma’am, what I would tell you is that if
you don’t have a unit on your base that is either preparing to go,
that is directly preparing to go into conflict, you will have the
equivalent of a no-fly zone over your base.

Ms. McSALLY. Yeah, this is unprecedented. I know it happened
for a little while a few years ago. But this is unprecedented in the
impact it is going to have. They need to be ready to go anywhere
in the world on 24 hours’ notice, as you know.

Similarly, the EC-130s, they are only the capability in the world,
and the cross-decking, the training and everything, same thing,
right? They are done?

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, ma’am. And so, Congress gave us acqui-
sition authorities and told us to use those authorities to speed up
acquisition. There is no better example than Compass Call, elec-
tronic warfare asset in high demand in this fight and it is going
to be a central asset in any fight. So we took those authorities and
we looked at how could we rapidly take the exact same equipment
that is on the current EC-130 and cross-deck it.

Ms. McSALLY. Right. But with a CR?

General GOLDFEIN. It stops.

Ms. McSALLY. It stops, okay.

General GOLDFEIN. That contract going forward stops.

Ms. McSALLY. Red Flags, we talked about Air Warriors, Angel
Thunder, same thing. Those that are going to deploy to rescue
Americans in harm’s way, their training is done as well.

General GOLDFEIN. No, ma’am, be very clear, there will be no
degradation to folks that we are preparing to go into the fight.

Ms. McSALLY. Okay, I hear you.

General GOLDFEIN. Everyone is trained to go.

Ms. McSALLY. But as you know, that is just-in-time training.

General GOLDFEIN. That is right.

Ms. McSALLY. But the cumulative effect of missing out training
throughout the year does have a degradation, is that fair?

General GOLDFEIN. Absolutely.

Ms. McSALLY. And we have got a thousand fighter pilots short
and you are grounding pilots. And we are expecting them to stay?
That is insane. You agree?

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, ma’am.

Ms. McSALLY. All right, thank you. I yield back. Thanks.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hunter.
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Mr. HUNTER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Gentlemen, great to see
you.

I guess let me ask my first question is, how do you mitigate the
risk of not fighting? And let me give an example. Haven't had a
naval battle in a long time. I mean, ships shooting at ships with
cannons, right? We haven’t had air-to-air combat in quite a long
time. The places we are at right now, we have air superiority. We
know how to set up FOBs [forward operating bases], we know how
to do life support with the best expeditionary military since the Ro-
mans. I mean, it is amazing what all of you do and what our serv-
ices can do. How do you mitigate the risk of atrophy when it comes
to facing peer competitor countries?

And I am looking for one word.

General MILLEY. Training.

Mr. HUNTER. Training.

General MILLEY. That is it.

Mr. HUNTER. All right.

General MILLEY. What it is all about.

Mr. HUNTER. That was my question. So it is training.

General MILLEY. To follow on Ms. McSally, it is not just air-
planes that are shutting down training in July. The entire Army’s
training is shutting down except those guys that are deploying.
Navy, same thing in the Navy and the Marines as well. It is across
the board. And training is the answer. That is how you mitigate
it.

Mr. HUNTER. How does training get slammed by the CR?

General MILLEY. It stops.

Mr. HUNTER. It stops, right?

General MILLEY. Right.

Mr. HUNTER. Yes, what happened with the units?

General MILLEY. That is with the OPTEMPO. What happens is
the OPTEMPO money, the gas, the parts, the ammunition, that
ceases. And so people still get paid, but there is no training going
on. So what ends up happening is, is if called upon, this is for the
bench now, if called upon for some unknown contingency that no
one can predict right this moment, but if it happens, people are
going to be going out the door with equipment that is less than op-
timally maintained, units that are not properly trained, and we are
going to be putting young men and women into harm’s way that
are not ready for that level of combat. That is what is going to hap-
pen with the lack of training.

Admiral RICHARDSON. Sir, I would just add that also there is a
lot of that contained in that supplemental.

General MILLEY. That is right.

Admiral RICHARDSON. And so it is the combination of both that
we need favorable attention to, not only the fiscal year 2017 budg-
et, but there is a lot of training, operating money in that supple-
mental.

Mr. HUNTER. You both probably have the same answer.

Mr. Chairman, I just want to thank you for your leadership on
this. You came out very publicly and said you are not going to vote
for a CR that is for defense. I just want to just say thanks for your
leadership on this. We are behind you.

Thank you, gentlemen. I yield back the balance my time.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Ms. Cheney.

Ms. CHENEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I would like to
start by thanking all of you very much for your service, for being
here today.

Associate myself also with the comments of Mr. Hunter and the
chairman; I will not support a CR either, in terms of the damage
that it will do to the Defense Department.

We are engaged, as you all know, in a whole range of crucial
issues here on the Hill, issues that affect the Nation domestically,
health care, tax reform. I would argue that none of those is as im-
portant as this issue we face today. And if we get this wrong, none
of those matter either.

That we are in a situation today, as you have all laid out during
this hearing, that we have got to make sure that not only do we
fill the gaps, but that we begin to rebuild our superiority. And in
that regard, General Keane testified last year about the extent to
which we are running the risk now of not prevailing in a fight in
some circumstances.

And I would like to ask each of you to talk about the shortfalls
that we face, which you have detailed very effectively today, but
talk about it in the context of the overall threat and as we see our
own capabilities decline in too many instances, it seems to me we
have seen the capabilities of our adversaries increasing and ad-
vancing.

And so whether we are talking about ISIS, North Korea, China,
Russia, Iran, if you could just talk for a little bit about the extent
to which our declining capabilities have just created a gap which
may be a gap of historic proportions in terms of where our adver-
saries are.

General Neller, I will start with you.

General NELLER. I think we have all watched this over the last
5 to 6 years as we have been continually involved in the daily grind
of the counterterrorism fight. We have seen the growth of the capa-
bilities of the Chinese, the Russians, the Iranians, the North Kore-
ans. On the countering to that is our OPTEMPO has stayed high
because of what is going on fiscally, our ability to modernize and
start to train to face that type of a threat and develop the capabili-
ties through equipment and training and leverage technology. We
have made a move. We started to do that. It is not like we have
been sitting here ignoring it, but to get to that point, while at the
same time do what we do on a day-to-day basis.

It is the equivalent of rebuilding the airplane or the vehicle as
you are driving down the road moving toward the day-to-day ef-
forts. You are trying to rebuild the thing in motion, which is dif-
ficult enough, but if you don’t have the resources to do that, and
fifth-generation stuff is expensive. It is. And we all want to drive
down the costs, we all want to get it faster, but to do that we need
to have adequate resourcing, and it has got to be stable.

We are not going to get a good price point on any of this stuff
if we can’t tell the vendor, okay, we are in for 3, 4, 5, 6 years be-
cause we know we can buy five for the price of three-and-a-half, or
whatever it is, if we can get the money to get the long-term con-
tract. So, that is the dilemma we face.
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It would be great if we could stop and get a time-out. People talk
about, you know, the interwar period; we have had no interwar pe-
riod. We have been since 9/11 at war, and I don’t see there being
an interwar period, which makes it difficult, but it also makes it
necessary that the resources are there to maintain the current
fight, but to build up the capability for the fight that we hope
doesn’t come. And if we are ready and we have the capability, the
probability that it will come goes down, but we can’t assume that
it won’t.

Ms. CHENEY. Thank you.

General Goldfein, could you also talk, I know we are focused on
the CR, but the Budget Control Act and sequestration, as a whole,
a}rlld whether we really can do what we need to do before we repeal
those.

General GOLDFEIN. Yes, ma’am, and I would just tell you that
one of the things that you have heard from us here is that when
called to go, we go. We have heard all the impacts of a CR. We are
going to cancel exercises, we are going to cancel training. But let
no one question for a second that when the United States militaries
are called upon, we go.

And when you take the combined military might, although none
of us, as Joint Chiefs, are happy with our current level of readi-
ness, for those that may be listening ought to have no question in
their mind that if they take us on they lose.

I will give you just one example. You know, if Mr. Putin makes
a bad choice, he will face the combined economic and military
might of 28 nations in the most powerful alliance we have ever
been part of, and that spells his loss.

So we are going to work with you on ensuring that we can man-
age this to the best of our ability. We have been through sequestra-
tion before, and I think we would all tell you we still haven’t recov-
ered from that. And one of the worst things we did during that en-
tire period when we shut down the government was we broke faith
with our civilian workforce, and especially our young civilian work-
force that don’t have the luxury of 4 to 5 months of pay, you know,
in the bank that can cover them while they are out of work.

And we had so many civilian workers, young civilian workers,
that left the government service because they couldn’t pay the bills.
Or those that didn’t pay the bills then had security challenge
issues because one of the things we look at are their financial re-
ports. And they left government service, talented young men and
women, and never came back. We can’t go through that again.

Ms. CHENEY. My time has expired, thank you very much. I ap-
preciate it. I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you all for your time, your testimony, and
your service.

You know, the earlier conversation General Milley had, Mr. Rus-
sell referenced to some historical parallels, reminds me that tomor-
row, April 6th, is the 100th anniversary of our entry into World
War L.

You know, we tend to think about World War II and Patton’s
dash across Europe, Iwo Jima, those incredible battles, but the
thing about World War I is nobody ever thought it would happen.
They all traded with each other, the rulers were related to one an-
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other, and they thought they could out-bluff each other, that there
might be a skirmish, and yet a whole generation of European men
were wiped out in World War I. It just, I think, should be a sober
reminder to all of us about the stakes of what we are talking about
here. They are incredibly high.

And I appreciate you all’s testimony; as you have heard many
times, I think it has been sobering.

The bottom line is we have to do better than that, than CRs,
than not passing a supplemental, than sequestration. We have to
do better than that.

The hearing stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:43 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]



APPENDIX

APRIL 5, 2017







PREPARED STATEMENTS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD

APRIL 5, 2017







Opening Statement of Hon. William M. “Mac” Thornberry
Chairman, House Committee on Armed Services
HEARING ON
“Consequences to the Military of a Continuing Resolution”
April 8, 2017

After having explored the next steps of defense reform in yesterday’s
hearing, we now turn to what is needed to repair and rebuild our military.
And I am grateful to each of the distinguished Service Chiefs for being with
us today.

There is widespread agreement that funding cuts under the Budget
Control Act, plus a series of continuing resolutions, coupled with the pace
of required deployments have damaged the U.S. military. I believe that the
damage has gone far deeper than most of us realize, requiring more time
and more money to repair than is generally expected.

There is plenty of responsibility to go around for the current state of
affairs—with both Congress and the Obama Administration, with both
Republicans and Democrats, with both military and civilian leadership.

Among other problems, defense funding got caught up in the
partisan back and forth on other issues and has even been held hostage for
other priorities. We need to get back to evaluating our defense needs on
their own without regard to any agreement or disagreement we may have
on other issues. The men and women who serve deserve at least that.

The most important thing now is to repair the damage. We have the
chance to begin doing so by passing a full appropriations bill for this year,
acting favorably on the supplemental request, and then enacting adequate
authorization and appropriations for fiscal year 2018.

The immediate issue before us is the expiration of the current
continuing resofution on April 28, We in the House passed a full
appropriations bill for FY 2017 on March 8 by a vote of 371 to 48. The
Senate has not yet acted on it.

As I have said before, 1 will not vote for a defense continuing resolution
for the rest of FY 17. It would simply do too much harm.

Fundamental to fixing a problem is to expose it and to understand it. 1
understand that we must all be cautious about exposing our vulnerabilities.
But in order to do better for the military and for the country, we must have
the best professional military judgment of our witnesses today on the
current state of our military forces and on what a CR or inadequate funding
would mean. To get on a better track we all have to be clear and candid
with the American people. That is the purpose of today’s hearing.

(57)
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Statement of Ranking Member Adam Smith
House Armed Services Committee Hearing:
Consequences to the Military of a Continuing Resolution
April 5, 2017

[ thank the Chairman for holding this hearing, and [ thank each of the
service chiefs for appearing today. Their expert perspectives on military
preparedness and how it might be affected by an annualized continuing
resolution are vital to our deliberation of the issue. We are now in the second
half of fiscal year 2017, and the federal government is still operating under a
continuing resolution. By April 28, Congress must pass an appropriations bill,
another continuing resolution, or a combination of the two to avoid a
government shutdown.

Another continuing resolution would undermine timely and productive
action. As I stated for the record when the service vice chiefs recently
testified, the harms inflicted by the Budget Control Act (BCA) caps, years of
budgetary standoffs leading to several threatened government shutdowns, one
actual government shutdown, and congressional overreliance on continuing
resolutions have combined to foster fiscal uncertainty, which has weakened
the abilities of the Department of Defense and every other Federal
Department and Agency to invest confidently and to fund critical activities.
Uncertainty challenges the military’s ability to fulfill the national defense
strategy, and uncertainties regarding ground force end strength totals, the
aumber of serviceable Navy ships and aircraft, the numbers of Air Force
bomber and tactical fighter aircraft, other major weapon system procurement
programs, and combat unit readiness are just a few defense-related examples
of the numerous unsettling effects that the congressional failure to enact a
comprehensive, deficit-reduction plan has imparted on governmental
operations. Extended reliance on a continuing resolution in fiscal year 2017
would only perpetuate these uncertainties and further frustrate important plans
and priorities.

It is, therefore, high time for Congress to put the country’s fiscal house
in order. I have long held that it must begin by eliminating sequestration in its
entirety and by subsequently establishing a long-term, discretionary spending
plan that advances national interests on a broad front. Unless the law is
changed, sequestration would be applied in fiscal year 2018 through fiscal
year 2021 to a wide variety of discretionary spending programs. Even the
Administration’s request for roughly $30 billion in supplemental
appropriations for the national defense budget function for fiscal year 2017
and its request for approximately $603 billion in national defense base budget
funding for fiscal year 2018 depend on Congress adjusting the BCA caps.
However, securing defense dollars alone, especially at the expense of non-
defense accounts, is unacceptable. Investments in homeland security, law
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enforcement, emergency preparedness and response capacities, veterans
services, diplomatic efforts, and foreign assistance programs also need to be
prioritized, and we need to reinvest heavily in sound infrastructure, research
and innovation, education, health care, public safety, housing, the workforce,
small businesses and many other facets of enduring national strength.
National security involves much more than defense. I also wish to reiterate
that deficit-reduction goals cannot be achieved through cuts alone. Increased
revenues and changes in mandatory spending are integral to the solution.

As we focus on addressing the needs of the military, we need to strike
the right balance with respect to providing resources and with respect to
maintaining an effective joint force. The National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2017 authorized $611.2 billion for national defense. Assuming
that appropriations supporting that top-line amount eventually follow, itisa
considerable sum. Given the complex diversity of the current security
environment, one can make a strong argument for increasing funding for
defense, but we clearly need to find new ways to realize savings within the
defense budget to maximize effectiveness. I concur with former Secretary
Gates’ assertion that “not every defense dollar is sacred and well-spent, and
that more of nearly everything is simply not sustainable.” Simply throwing
money at the defense budget is not a viable option. Rather, the legislative and
the executive branches of government must work in concert to identify
efficiencies that can be justifiably reinvested to good effect.

‘We must also guard against making force structure adjustments that
could potentially compromise military effectiveness. The modern joint force
is a sophisticated and carefully orchestrated body of specialized roles and
capabilities. Too much attention to any one element or detail risks the
cohesion and readiness of the whole. As we evaluate methods for rebuilding
readiness and the preferences of the individual services for improving it, we
need to do so with a mind to optimizing the effectiveness of the joint force
construct, We must invest wisely when it comes to national security.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to our witnesses’ testimony.



60

RECORD VERSION

STATEMENT BY

GENERAL MARK A. MILLEY
CHIEF OF STAFF UNITED STATES ARMY

BEFORE THE

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

FIRST SESSION, 115™ CONGRESS

ON

CONSEQUENCES TO THE MILITARY OF A CONTINUING RESOLUTION

APRIL 5, 2017

NOT FOR PUBLICATION UNTIL RELEASED BY THE
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES



61

INTRODUCTION

Today, our Army remains globally engaged to help secure our nation’s interests in
the face of a wide range of challenges. We continue to build partner capacity in lraq as
we destroy ISIS. We are training, advising, and assisting the Afghan National Defense
Security Forces. In Europe, we are actively deterring Russian aggression and
reassuring allies. In the Pacific Rim, we are sustaining regional stability and deterring
aggression on the Korean peninsula. We are engaging our partners in Africa, and
throughout North and South America, improving stability and security. Our Army is
protecting important national security objectives in every region of the world, and plays
a key role in every major contingency plan. in fact, almost 50% of Combatant
Commander annual demand is met by Army capabilities and over 60% of Combatant
Commander emergent demand is filled with Army capabilities. Today, over 80% of U.S.
military forces in Iraq, Syria, and Afghanistan are U.S. Army soldiers. Ground Forces
remain the most globally committed U.S. military force with over 180,000 U.S. Army
Soldiers — Active, Army Naticnal Guard, and Army Reserve — committed to COCOM
missions in over 140 countries worldwide. Meeting these demands requires your Army
to be trained, ready and modernized. Moreover, investments made by Russia, China,
and other challengers have exposed areas where we no longer retain the overmatch
our nation has come to expect.

Conducting current operations, sustaining current readiness, and making progress
towards a more modern, capable, and lethal future Army requires predictable and
consistent funding at levels commensurate with the current and contingency operating
plans. The lack of Fiscal Year 2017 appropriations resulting in a year-long continuing
resolution, and no supplemental increase in funding for the remainder of FY 17, wouid
result in significant negative impacts to current and future readiness and a reversal of
progress towards reducing an already high military risk. Additionally, a return to
arbitrary budget caps set by the Budget Control Act (BCA) in Fiscal Year 2018 will
reverse gains we have made to improve readiness, risking a hollow Army lacking
sufficient funding to man, train, equip, house, and modernize the force. We simply

cannot sustain readiness or build the Army our Nation needs in the future if we continue
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to rely on continuing resolutions and return to BCA caps in FY 18 instead of full-year
defense appropriations bills.

In the last two years we have made steady progress in our core warfighting skills
across multiple types of units, but we have much work to do to achieve full spectrum
readiness necessary to meet the demands of our national military strategy and the
Defense Planning Guidance. In short, we need to sustain the capability to fight and win
against potential near-peer adversaries. Advances by our adversaries are real and the
cumulative effect of persistent and destructive budget instability is increasing risk not
only to the Army but to the Nation and could result in unnecessary U.S. military
casualties on a future battlefield. Readiness to prevent or if necessary to fight and win
wars is very expensive but the cost of preparation is always far less than the cost and
pain of regret.

FISCAL YEAR 2017

Readiness is the Army’s number one priority. Our current readiness funding
requirement as submitted in the amended FY 17 President’s Budget is $3 billion above
the Fiscal Year 2016 operations and maintenance enacted funding levels.

Our planning efforts for the FY 17 Request for Additional Appropriations centered
on filling critical gaps in readiness, armor, air defense, artillery, aviation, and training
resource gaps. We projected this funding would result in a doubling of Brigade Combat
Teams (BCT) — from three to six — at the highest levels of readiness. if forced to
operate under a year-long CR, this will not happen, and Army current readiness and
efforts to close critical capability gaps would be severely impacted.

Funding under a CR will result in a dramatic decrease of all fraining, except
aviation training, starts in May of this year and by 15 July will include a shutdown of
critical homestation collective training for five Army BCTs preparing to deploy to Combat
Training Centers (CTC), as well as the possible cancellation of one BCT CTC rotation.
Concurrently, all efforts to increase Army end strength to 1,018K, an increase of 28,000
Soldiers across all components — as authorized in the FY 17 National Defense
Authorization Act — will also cease. The cumulative effect of training shortfalls
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combined with personnel constraints will result in an Army less ready to meet the
current requirements of combatant commanders and limit our ability to assure allies and
deter adversaries now and in the future.

Procurement efforts currently on hold will remain on hold, preventing the Army
from immediately addressing known shorifalls and gaps in combat systems and
munitions, electronic warfare and cyber programs, air and missile defense capabilities,
long range fires, protection, and mobility programs, and other modernization efforts
critical to maintaining, and in some cases, re-gaining overmatch.

Planned FY 17 production rate increases for current funding lines will cause
operational delays in procurement and research across the Army and to specific
initiatives, such as the European Reassurance Initiative — critical to deterrence in
Europe. The programs most affected include ammunition, air and missile defense
capabilities, and protection and mobility programs.

The resulting net effect of a year-long CR means a further degradation of Army
readiness in both the current and future fiscal years, and no progress toward reducing
the risk in modernization. In short, a year-long CR and a return to BCA funding risks
deploying forces that are not fully ready for combat. We must never allow that to

happen.

FY 2018

The return of funding caps under the Budget Control Act will reverse efforts to
restore prior end strength cuts and improve Army readiness, and will cause the Army to
further mortgage future readiness especially in our modernization accounts. Army force
structure — our capacity, or size — will almost certainly contract to free the resources
necessary to ensure near-term operational readiness to meet the demands of
combatant commanders and fulfill war plan requirements. This significantly risks a
return to a hollow Army. Mandated end strength without commensurate funding will
mean only a select few units will be ready for combat. Turbulence associated with
decreasing force structure caused by deactivating units will further hurt the readiness of
remaining units. Training will continue to slow, as units will lack the funds, spare parts
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for combat systems, and personnel to conduct critical combat training. Modernizing
already deficient key infrastructure and facilities essential for training, mobilizing, and
deploying forces will also be severely impacted.

The current battlefield is already very lethal, and the future battlefield will likely
prove far more lethal than anything we have recently experienced. Continuing
resolutions — paired with a return to BCA funding caps — will force the Army to defer and
cancel modernization efforts across both our air and ground fleets that address
immediate capability gaps and build our future Army. The continued recapitalization
and modernization of forty to fifty year old equipment in the face of overmatch and
increasing challenges from our adversaries places our Army at increasing risk on the
future battlefield against near peer threats. Our adversaries have studied us and are
rapidly leveraging available technology while the Army has yet to fully recover from the
effects of sequestration in 2013. Time is not our ally. A return to the BCA caps would
hamstring the Army’s ability to build and maintain readiness at appropriate levels
required by the Defense Planning Guidance and result in a multi-decade negative

impact on our future Army due to a lack of modernization.

CONCLUSION

Sustaining the high levels of performance our Army has demonstrated in the face
of increasing challenges requires consistent, long term, balanced, and predictable
funding. Without it, the Army must fully fund current readiness at the expense of all
else, including future readiness, facilities modernization, maintenance, and building the
future Army. A year-long Continuing Resolution and a return to BCA funding caps will
result in a U.S. Army that is out-ranged, out-gunned and outdated against potential
adversaries.

We request the support of Congress to predictably fund the Army at balanced
and sufficient levels to meet current demands and build a more capable, modern, ready

force that is prepared to meet future contingencies.
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Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Smith, distinguished members of the Committee, thank
you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the impact on Navy readiness of
extending the current continuing resolution (CR) for a full year.

1 see readiness in the context of a competition that is real and intensifying, in which our
maritime superiority is approaching razor thin margins. It is clear that Russia and China are
working hard and fast to strengthen their position, influence their neighbors, and shift the world
order in their favor. There are persistent headlines about Iran’s actions to challenge security and
commerce in their region, including by providing lethal assistance to forces nearby. North
Korea’s reckless and provocative missile tests and rocket launches inform its advance toward
the goal of a nuclear weapon that can threaten the United States, raising tensions and creating
uncertainty. And terrorist groups adapt and persist, continuing to inspire attacks in the west. All
of this activity is occurring at an ever-quickening pace, and is increasingly complex.

As these threats evolve, the Navy maintains our relentless focus on protecting America
from attack and promoting our interests around the world. We achieve this by

e Being powerful enough to deter conflict, but if deterrence fails, ready for prompt,
sustained, and decisive combat operations at and from the sea;

e Operating forward, beyond the horizon and away from our shores, and prepared to fight
close to home if required;

e Operating with our allies and partners. The scope and scale of today’s challenges places
a growing imperative on the assistance of our friends around the world -- assistance that
can range from fighting with us in combined operations to intelligence sharing, from
overflight rights to permission to operate from their ports. We can fight alone if we
must, but together we are much stronger than the sum of our individual parts; and

o Coordinating and synchronizing across naval component commands around the globe,
as part of the joint force.

As we have discussed before, ensuring the Navy’s ability to perform our mission, now
and in the future, is becoming a greater and greater challenge. We have not had sufficient
resources to maintain the fleet at current levels of operational tempo, to modernize it to
adequately address evolving threats, and to invest in new capabilities to maintain an edge into
the future. Our competitors are gaining on us, and our advantage is shrinking.

1 have previously described the combined effects of the continuously high pace of
operations, the uncertainty of when our budgets will actually be approved, and constrained
funding levels as a “triple whammy.” All three elements of that dynamic persist, and the
detrimental effects are being felt more and more acutely.

Our sailors, civilians, and families continue to bear the brunt of these realities, as many
of you have seen in your visits to the fleet. Ensuring the full preparation of our deploying forces
means we are unable to give our bench the training they deserve to achieve optimal levels of
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expertise, the spare parts to keep their equipment functioning, work or office spaces that support
their missions, or even the courtesy of more than one to two months’ advance notice before we
uproot them and send their families to new and distant locations. And once our sailors set out to
sea, operational demands emerge that too frequently mean our teams return home later than
planned.

These realities have consequences. Despite their many choices, our sailors willingly
took an oath of office to support and defend our Constitution, knowing that this would involve
danger and sacrifice. We must face the truth that those sacrifices are being exacerbated by the
conditions that we are imposing upon them. It is taking a real toll on our teams and their
families, adding stress that detracts from our focus on staying ahead of those that challenge us.

Fixing our readiness is not just about sufficient funding to buy what we need. Just as
important, we must change how we do business so that we can act more quickly. In
competition, time matters - the best Navy that arrives too late will lose. We are competing in
time, but our processes are byzantine and lack urgency. This reduces our chances to be the first
to field a new capability or develop a new concept. I am doing what I can to address this
problem, and am grateful for the new authorities that you have provided to me. But funding
instability and uncertainty add delays, delays that are becoming increasingly costly as we fall
further and further behind the pace of available technology.

We are now six months into the fiscal year, and face the prospect of another CR. The
negative impacts of a CR will continue to be felt long after this fiscal year ends in September.
First, we will need to identify areas to cut over $500 million to shift to much-deserved pay
raises, housing allowances, and other cost of living adjustments for our sailors. Second, within
our shipbuilding accounts, an extended CR will require us to realign $4.4 billion in order to
move ahead with planned ship purchases, adding more delay and churn for our already-besieged
shipyards. The time to make these adjustments means that new ships will deliver late, and in
turn that current ships will need to operate longer, at great effort and expense. Third, CR
limitations will set us further back in the years to come, as we will lack the authorities to invest
in new things that we had planned to help us to remain ahead of our competitors’ advances.
Under a CR:

o  We will not purchase numerous new ships and advanced missiles;

o We will not start developing new ways to address a growing undersea warfare threat or
create new and advanced cyber tools;

e And we will not increase production rates or buy parts for new aircraft carriers, early
warning aircraft, armed helicopters, advanced missiles, undersea sensors and arrays,
missile decoys, or radar enhancements.

Finally, if or when we ultimately do get funding, under a CR we will get less for our
dolfar. We will not have authority to enter into new multi-year contracts that allow us to
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negotiate lower unit costs. We will pay higher prices for short-length services contracts. And we
will have to spend more on overhead to write and review those agreements.

While the House-passed FY2017 Appropriations bill resolves many of these problems
and is much better than an extension of the CR, the Navy will still need an additional $2.1
billion to address immediate readiness shortfalls. Without it, three ships scheduled to deploy to
Europe and the Middle East will stay home, our pilots will not fly and their jets will sit on the
ramp needing maintenance, we may lose skilled sailors because we cannot fund their bonuses,
our stocks of critical munitions will remain too low, and we will not be able to fix known cyber
vulnerabilities. Our ability to deter potential adversaries will be undercut, and our allies and
partners will become less certain of our capabilities, which will further intensify the
competition.

Beyond the $2.1 billion, the Navy’s portion of the Request for Additional
Appropriations also includes funding for things that, while they do not improve readiness in this
fiscal year, still help to deliver combat power more quickly. Accelerating the number of
available aircraft and spare parts for our squadrons, launching a new and more capable
destroyer, and increasing the depth of our missile and ammunition magazines would help us dig
out and stay out of the readiness hole that we are in more quickly --, a hole that gets deeper as
we continue to steam and fly in support of ongoing operations.

Ultimately, my request to you is simple. Your Navy is out on the seas. Its sailors are

being harassed by submarines and strike fighters, and even fired upon, as they protect the U.S.
and its interests. We’ve been at war, operating hard, for 15 years. As we have been doing that,
the rest of the world has not stood still - the competition is on, and it is heating up. Now, more
than ever, time matters. | have a hard time believing that I am sitting before you now to discuss
the potential that we might take steps to make those sailors’ mission still more difficult, to give
our adversaries more advantage, to make our people’s lives more stressful -- not only now but
in the years to come. | am hopeful that we can together find a way to reverse this trend and turn
our attention to staying ahead of our competitors today and in the years to come.
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INTRODUCTION

To prevent sequestration-like effects and severe impacts to our Airmen and
readiness, we need Congressional action to pass the Fiscal Year 2017 Defense
Appropriations Bill, as specified in the amended FY 2017 budget request.

Your United States Air Force has been breaking barriers since 1947 and our
Total Force Airmen are prepared to fight and win today. We secure peace throughout
the full spectrum of hostilities with a decisive warfighting advantage in, through, and
from air, space, and cyberspace. The unmatched Global Vigilance, Global Reach,
and Global Power we provide for the Nation and our allies has never been more
indispensable, and the demand for Air Force capabilities continues to grow. Rest
assured, as long as our Joint Force is in the fight, the Air Force will continue to provide
our nation's leaders and combatant commanders with air, space, and cyber options to
deliver decisive action anytime, anywhere.

However, after 26 years of sustained global combat operations, a growing
mission set coupled with a 38% reduction in end strength since 1991, and over half a
decade of volatile and unpredictable budgets, we can no longer effectively balance
capability, capacity, and readiness within constraints. The military funding constraints
and resulting budgetary turbulence stemming from the Budget Control Act of 2011
(BCA), when combined with an unrelenting succession of eight Continuing Resolutions
(CR), have critically challenged our ability to sustain warfighting capacity, improve
readiness, modernize our force, and invest in research and development to maintain
decisive advantages over near-peer competitors. The competitive edge we've long

maintained over these actors is rapidly closing and, in some cases, has closed. Thus,
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we need immediate Congressional action to pass the Fiscal Year 2017 Defense

Appropriations Bill.

NEGATIVE IMPACTS T R AIRMEN

A year-long CR would have an adverse impact on our people and readiness
recovery. We would have to cut over $2.8B in base and Overseas Contingency

Operations (OCO) funding in the remaining five months of the Fiscal Year, forcing

actions similar o those taken in 2013 during Sequestration. Further, we would be

forced to use significant portions of DOD’s limited general and special transfer authority
to move funding between appropriations to cover must-pay bills (e.g., military pay), and
even with the transfer authority, we cannot avoid impacts to personnel and readiness.

This CR:

+ Halts efforts to grow active duty personnel end-strength as directed in the FY 2017
National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), preventing us from meeting our top
readiness priority. It also inhibits manpower growth in new or expanding mission
areas including Remotely-Piloted Aircraft (RPA), cyberspace operations,
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), and nuclear command, control,
and communications (NC3).

» Prevents the Air Force from continuing to close critical career field gaps, undercuts
our ability to close aircraft maintenance manning shortfalls, and thwarts our efforts to
remedy our pilot shortage crisis.

+ Defers bonus payments across numerous critical career fields, devastating critical
programs we must have in place to retain Airmen with indispensable skillsets. Our

taxpayers invest approximately $11M to produce each fifth-generation fighter pilot,
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and our active-duty fighter pilot shortage is expected to exceed 1,000 by the end of
Fiscal Year 2017. The Aviation Retention Bonus is critical to our efforts to address
this crisis. Most important, deferring bonuses breaks faith with our Airmen, who
make great sacrifices every day to defend our nation.

+ Delays operational, unit, and training permanent-change-of-station moves until
Fiscal Year 2018, halting all moves internal to the Continental U.S., creating a
severe training backlog, and leaving positions vacant across the Air Force. This
severely degrades the quality of life for our Airmen and their families in the process
of moving, as schools, jobs, child care, and other plans are disrupted.

« Significantly reduces Air Reserve Component (ARC)-filled OCO taskings, causing
significant degradation in Air Force support of current global operations.

» Precludes filling civilian vacancies outside of mission-critical areas, which would
directly increase workload demands on remaining personnel.

EGATIVE | CIST P Tl TE c
Significantly impacting our O&M readiness accounts, a year-long CR:

« Creates a $2.4B (Base and OCO) shortfall in the O&M portfolio that will need to be
sourced at the expense of readiness requirements.

« Eviscerates our Flying Hour Program (FHP), grounds non-deploying squadrons, and
degrades qualifications and proficiencies of remaining aircrew. This exacerbates the
Air Force's ability to meet pilot production throughout and reduces readiness in
Combat Air Forces units for the foreseeable future.

» Forces a $1B cut to our Weapon System Sustainment (WSS) accounts, preventing us

from maintaining predictable and sufficient funding for our sustainment actions—
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limiting aircraft availability, beyond those grounded for lack of FHP, needed for
wartime and full-spectrum training.

» The Air Force would need to reconsider participation in 3™ and 4 quarter live-fly
exercises. Distributed exercises could be supported but would continue at a lower
level of participation. While the Air Force cannot “cancel” any Combatant Command
exercise, the Air Force could reduce participation in such exercises, which would
impact training in support of combat capabilities.

+ Halts all restoration and modernization projects, effectively cancelling 301 projects at
78 installations across the Air Force, including 51 directly related to maintaining Air
Force readiness levels. It also limits facility projects to only those actions addressing
life, health, and safety.

TIVE IMPAC Q OUR 1 FORT

A year-long CR would impact more than 60 Air Force acquisition new starts in
aircraft, space, missile, and ammunition procurement while simultaneously curtailing
our Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation efforts. This CR:

+ Negatively impacts programs intended to sustain strategic platforms, forcing
shortfalls in five critical programs.

«+ Limits munitions production to Fiscal Year 2016 rates, which do not meet current
usage and inventory requirements. Additionally, inventory levels for flares, cartridges,
and training munitions are already very low, impacting our aviators’ ability to counter
real-world enemy fire while reducing live fire training scenarios—both essential for
success on the battlefield.

« Forces delays in critical acquisition new starts, including MQ-9 upgrades, Joint
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Interagency Combined Space Operations Center, and C-130 Avionics Modernization
Program Increment 2.

+ Delays fielding of the new COMPASS CALL Prime Mission Equipment platform,
putting the Air Force's ability to meet Combatant Command requirements for vital
COMPASS CALL at risk. This weapon system is essential for disrupting enemy
command and control communications in support of U.S. and Coalition tactical air,
surface, and special operations forces.

« Restricts our ability to award the Long Range Standoff Weapon and Ground Based
Strategic Deterrent technology-maturation and risk-reduction contracts on time,
jeopardizing the Initial Operational Capability dates, and requiring service life
extension of the aging Air Launched Cruise Missile system.

» Inhibits our ability to meet the Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV) program’s
mission critical requirements. This CR would impact launch capability, force the Air
Force to delay award of a competitive EELV procurement currently in source
selection, and delay the launch of a critical national security space capability.

« Limits the Air Force’s ability to support on-going MMIl! flight tests, potentially impacting
our most-responsive leg of the nation’s nuclear triad. This will create a year-long gap
in ICBM Force Development Evaluations (FDE), which are needed to collect the data
for the weapon system’s effectiveness report to show the MMl weapon system is
reliable and accurate. Also, the data collected during the FDEs are used by
Department of Energy for continued certification to the President in the Report on the
Stockpile Assessment.

» Significantly impacts our Combat Training Ranges supporting warfighter development
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of new tactics, techniques, and procedures in a relevant, realistic combat
environment, which is critical to 4th and 5th generation air dominance.

+ Stops work on the Global Positioning System (GPS) Next Generation Operational
Contirols System program, delaying scheduled acceptance and preventing availability
to support the planned GPS Il Satellite Vehicle 1 launch in March 2018. Launch of
the first GPS llI satellite is critical to maintain operational availability of the GPS
constellation.

+ Delays Initial Operational Capability of the Protected Tactical Enterprise Service to 4th
Quarter Fiscal Year 2023, directly impacting the Navy’s ability to utilize the Wideband
Anti-jam Modem System.

+ Restricts F-35A Dual Capable Aircraft funding in FY17, delaying compatibility and
safety design certification tasks critical to maintaining nuclear certification timelines
and jeopardizing our ability to provide this key capability in support of our allies in the

future.

CONCI USION

We need Congressional action to pass the FY17 Defense Appropriations Bill (at
the amended FY 2017 budget request funding levels), repeal the Budget Control Act,
and provide us with budget stability. These actions will allow us to train and equip our
Airmen to meet current threats fo our nation as well as develop a ready force to defeat
future adversaries. Our fellow Americans expect us to deliver overwhelming air, space,
and cyber dominance for the nation, and we need your support to provide this blanket

of freedom and security.
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General Robert B. Neller, USMC
Commandant of the Marine Corps

General Robert B. Neller assumed the duties of Commandant of the Marine Corps on September
24th, 2015. A native of East Lansing, Michigan, he graduated from the University of Virginia
and was commissioned in May 1975. He previously served as the Commander, Marine Forces
Command from June 2014 to September 2015.

General Neller has served as an infantry officer at all levels. He commanded the Marine Security
Force Company Panama during Operations JUST CAUSE and PROMOTE LIBERTY, 3d Light
Armored Infantry Battalion during Operation RESTORE HOPE in Somalia, 6th Marine
Regiment, 3d Marine Division and Marine Forces Central Command.

His Joint assignments include service in the Policy Division of Suptreme Headquarters Allied
Powers Europe (SHAPE) in Casteau, Belgium, and as the Director of Operations (J3) of the Joint
Staff in Washington, D.C.

He has also served as Executive Officer, 7th Marine Regiment, G-3, 2d Marine Division, G-3, 11
Marine Expeditionary Force, Assistant Division Commander for the 1st and 2d Marine
Divisions, and Deputy Commanding General, I Marine Expeditionary Force (Forward) during
Operation IRAQI FREEDOM 05-07.

General Neller is a graduate of the Advanced Armor Officer Course, the Marine Corps
Command and Staff College, the NATO Defense College and the Armed Forces Staff College.
He holds a M.A. in Human Resource Management from Pepperdine University.
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Introduction

Your Marine Corps stands ready to answer the call in any clime and place as our Nation’s Naval
Expeditionary Force-in-Readiness. That said, our current operational tempo remains
exceptionally high. We continue to adapt and innovate across our five focus areas of people,
readiness, training, naval integration, and modernization in the context of the current continuing
resolution (CR) and resulting resource challenges. We are building a “5th Generation Marine
Corps” able to counter the evolving threats of this century (China, Russia, Iran, North Korea, and
violent extremism). This requires us to change the composition of the force, while we continue
to execute our material readiness recovery plans, and concurrently modernize our equipment.
The Marine Corps has and will remain good stewards of the resources we are provided;
we are affordable. Case in point; for 7% of the Department of Defense budget the Marine Corps
provides 21% of the active infantry battalions, 15% of the fighter/attack aircraft and 19% of the
artillery battalions. However, operating under CRs for some portion of the past eight fiscal
years, to include government shutdowns, has impacted readiness. Operating under a full-year
continuing resolution through the remainder of FY 17 will seriously degrade readiness across our
force affecting our people, readiness, and modernization efforts. Additionally, without the
ability to reprogram funds while under a full year CR, the Marine Corps is unable to address
unplanned urgent needs and other operational requirements such as tools to counter adversary
Unmanned Aerial Systems in theater. In specific terms, a full year CR and no additional funding
may result in the following: the termination of flight operations in July, delayed construction of
one amphibious ship, a halt to many modernization gains, cancelled or reduced participation in

service-level, joint and combined exercises, many necessary to prepare units for deployment
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such as Integrated Training Exercise (ITX), and reductions in available aviation munitions to
include delays to necessary modification of laser Maverick missiles, procurement of Helifire
missiles, and recovery of Laser Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) stocks. Marines are

deployed around the globe and need adequate resources to meet our commitments and at the

same time prepare and adapt to meet the challenges of our evolving foes.

People

The center of gravity of the Marine Corps is its people. Trust amongst Marines is critical
to readiness. The Marine Corps has reason to look inward in light of the “Marines United”
revelations to ensure our culture reflects our core values of honor, courage, and commitment, to
improve the manner in which we value and treat all Marines, and emerge a better Corps. At the
same time, the American people trust us with precious resources. We must and will remain good
stewards with what we are provided, however, central to meeting and upholding our commitment
is dependable and predictable funding such that we are fully ready to accomplish the mission.

The FY17 National Defense Authorization Act approved an end strength of 185,000
Marines. Under a full year CR we would not be able to grow to that end strength. The Marine
Corps operating forces are currently averaging, in the aggregate, less than a 1:2 deployment to
dwell ratio. This tempo is not sustainable as it does not provide options to train to our full
mission sets and puts unreasonable strain on our Marines and families. A combination of a
deliberate and measured end strength increase coupled with prudent operational employment of
the force is the only path to a sustainable 1:3 deployment to dwell ratio. The CR does not afford

this option.
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A full year CR will impact the Reserve Component (RC) the most as it will result in a 44 million
dollar, or 6.2 percent decrease from the amended FY 17 budget request in the Reserve Personnel,
Marine Corps (RPMC) account. This decrease will directly impact the Marine Corps Reserve’s
FY17 ability to fulfill commitments to Combatant Commanders (CCDRs) to provide forces in
support of regional security cooperation, crisis response, crisis prevention activities, and support
to combat operations. Our Special Purpose Marine Air Ground Task Force — Southern
Command is largely comprised of Marines from the RC — this deployment will suffer, potentially
straining relationships in that region. Furthermore, the fourth quarter would see almost a 50
percent reduction in drill and annual training. The Marine Corps multi-year Training and
Readiness Plan includes the integration of Reserve units, detachments, and individuals into
Service, Joint, and Multilateral level exercises; therefore, the 44-million-dollar reduction will
have substantial impacts on FY17 unit formations that have been planned for over a year. Ifnot
funded, the reduction will immediately create a force management dilemma that will increase an

already high operational tempo across the total force.

Readiness

Readiness is central to who we are as Marines. We are the force “most ready when our
nation is least ready,” which is incompatible with tiered readiness in theory or practice. Forward
deployed forces in every geographic combatant command are trained and ready; Marines in Iraq,
Afghanistan and Syria, the over 21,000 in the Pacific, and those embarked on naval ships with
our three deployed Marine Expeditionary Units are ready. Marines don’t get ready when the
crisis occurs. We must prepare those next to deploy and maintain a ready bench to respond to

crisis or contingency, with minimal notice. While forward deployed forces and those about to
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deploy will remain ready, the instability of the current fiscal environment, compounded by
current shortfalls in our Operation and Maintenance (O&M) accounts, impact our ability to
maintain a “ready bench.” A full year CR would see and even larger O&M deficit and
exacerbate the problem further.

For example, Marine Aviation is in the midst of a focused readiness recovery effort. We
have developed an extensive plan to recover or improve readiness across every
Type/Model/Series in the current legacy inventory, all while we continue to procure new aircraft.
We are realizing steady improvements in aviation readiness, but the plan requires sustained
funding, parts and supply support, flight operations, and time. Under a full year CR, flight
operations within the continental U.S. will cease in July and hard fought gains made in Marine
Corps aviation readiness will stall or be reversed. Finally, a full year CR will further delay the
modification of nearly 200 laser Maverick missiles, procurement of 100 Hellfire missiles, and
delay the planned recovery of Laser Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) shortfalls. These
delays affect our ability to replenish warfighting assets, impact our current operational
capabilities to support current contingency operations, limit our next to deploy units” ability to
train, and cost us more in the long-run.

A full year CR will reduce the scope and scale of exercises which will impact unit level
deployments for training, service level pre-deployment training such as ITX, and large, multi-
lateral exercises such as BOLD ALLIGATOR ’17 and COLD RESPONSE °18. This will not
only reduce readiness, it will impact hard won, but never guaranteed relationships with foreign
partners and allies.

Our ground equipment readiness is approximately 90 percent availability and 94 percent

serviceability, allowing the Marine Corps to conduct mission requirements. That said, under a
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full year CR we can expect to see delayed maintenance, shortages of parts, dramatically extended
work hours as Marines try to sustain the increased workload of unserviceable equipment.
Furthermore, long-term underfunding of aging facilities and sustainment requirements has
resuited in the degradation of our infrastructure and increased long-term costs to return these
assets to proper condition. Funding for our facilities sustainment, recapitalization, and
modernization (FSRM) has been sacrificed to support the readiness of our deployed and
deploying forces in recent budget cycles. A full year CR will impact an already bad situation
resulting in a 10 to 15 percent reduction to facilities sustainment levels and/or elimination of
currently programmed demolition, restoration, and modernization projects, including recovery
from the tornado damage recently sustained at Marine Corps Logistics Base Albany, Georgia.
Infrastructure sustainment is a key enabler to our current readiness. Investment in real property,
facilities maintenance, and base infrastructure to support the missions and readiness of our
operating forces and other tenant commands are critical to providing the capacity and capability

needed to build, train, and launch combat ready forces.

Modernization

Modernization is future readiness; however, under a full-year CR recapitalization and
modernization efforts will be disrupted. Budget cuts since the Department of the Navy top line
peaked in FY08 coupled with fiscal uncertainty, forced us to utilize limited resources to ensure
the readiness of deployed forces and sacrifice end strength, home station readiness, infrastructure
sustainment, quality of life programs, and delay critical modernization. We need to modernize

rapidly, to replace “old iron” with new, reliable, sustainable, and affordable equipment across the
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Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF). We must remain relevant and develop as a “5th
Generation Marine Corps” able to operate across all domains.

FY17 CR based prohibitions on program new starts and quantity increases, as well as
limitations on investment funding at line item levels, will prevent planned funding and
production rate increases for multiple ground and aviation programs. Under a full-year CR
specific FY17 new starts, quantity increases, and line item funding increases will be affected.
New starts affected by a full year CR include: Cyber Operations Technology Development
supporting Marine Corps Cyber Mission Forces, CH-53K low rate initial production (LRIP),
Unmanned Aircraft Systems (UAS) Sensor Payloads, and Joint Air-to-Ground Missile (JAGM).
Under a full year CR our acquisition of key systems is at risk and would drive necessary
reductions to include: Joint Light Tactical Vehicles (74 vehicles), Common Aviation Command
and Control System (CAC2S) (10 systems), RQ-21 UAS (1 full system: ground infrastructure
plus 5 air vehicles), F35B (1 aircraft), and CH-53K (2 aircraft). Slowing CAC2S is detrimental
to our aviation combat element as it is a much needed command and control (C2) upgrade
necessary to further exploit the information domain. Additionally, many programs require
funding increases included in our amended FY'17 budget request to support capabilities to meet
the needs of an ever changing future operating environment. Systems that require additional
funding include: Network on the Move (NOTM), Ground / Air Task Oriented Radar (GATOR),
and Precision Extended Range Munition (PERM). A full year CR prevents a funding increase
for NOTM ~ another C2 system necessary to increase ground maneuver capabilities. New starts,
quantity increases, and requested line item funding increases are all essential tools to ensure our
Marines are operating with the most technologically advanced equipment necessary, building

future readiness for our Corps, and are prohibited when operating under a CR.
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Conclusion

The Marine Corps will continue to meet current operational requirements; however,
without support for our budget requests and consistent funding we cannot achieve and sustain
acceptable levels of readiness. To truly operate, recover, recapitalize, and rebuild the readiness
our nation needs, the Marine Corps requires the resources and stability provided by the FY 17
budget, plus the additional resources identified by the Secretary of Defense in the FY 17 Request
for Additional Appropriations. Funding the Marine Corps via a CR continues to stress the force,
stunt necessary capability and capacity growth, and reverse hard earned gains made by our
readiness recovery efforts. The American people expect and deserve nothing less than a Marine
Corps that is ready and capable of deterring and defeating future threats, and the Marines Sailors,

Civilian Marines and our families need the resources to successfully meet this challenge.
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY MR. BROOKS

Mr. BROOKS. If a high priority is being placed on the fastest schedule to field five
Airborne IBCTs and particularly the three IBCTs with the 82nd Airborne Division
who have the Global Response Force Mission, why wouldn’t leveraging the 70
DAGORs already in the 82nd along with the OEM available inventory and produc-
tion be the most expeditious and cost effective way to accomplish this especially
%’Ven?it has been certified for Air Drop and Sling Loaded by the National Mission

orce?

General MILLEY. The DAGORs were bought specifically to support the Global Re-
sponse Force requirement in an Operational Needs Statement (ONS) submitted by
the 82nd Airborne Division. No other ONS exists for the remaining Airborne IBCTs.
An additional purchase of the same vehicle without a validated ONS is prohibited
based on regulatory and statutory limitations.

To quickly field this capability, we will procure a limited quantity of 295 GMV1.1
vehicles under a directed requirement for the Airborne IBCTSs thru an existing, com-
petitively-awarded Special Operations Command (SOCOM) contract. The SOCOM’s
Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System-approved requirement for
GMV1.1 meets the Army’s current requirement as well. This plan accelerates deliv-
ery of this critical capability by two years—from Fiscal Year 2020 to Fiscal Year
2018. It allows us to fill an immediate need while refining the requirement to sup-
port full and open competition for the remaining IBCTs.

This approach is consistent with Congressional intent to find ways to accelerate
the delivery of equipment to our Soldiers.

Mr. BROOKS. Why is the Army taking on the significantly higher vehicle costs and
the cost risk for an unknown final unit price with a guidance of $260,000.00 Aver-
age Unit Manufacturing Cost (AUMC)?

General MILLEY. Speed of delivery is our highest priority. The Army is willing to
pay a higher cost of up to $260,000 to provide the initial capability of 295 vehicles
to support our Soldiers’ as quickly as possible. The Army benefits from purchasing
the GMV1.1 because the vehicle has already gone through testing and logistics de-
velopment and shares the same repair parts system in the Army, all of which save
time. The remaining ~1,700 GMVs will be procured through a full and open competi-
tion, once the requirement has been refined, which should reduce cost.

Mr. BROOKS. Explain the rationale for how the SOCOM GMV 1.1 requirement can
meet the critical parameters of the Airborne IBCT GMV; e.g. 9 infantry soldiers and
their gear, air droppable, sling load capable and 250 miles range or more on vehicle
organic fuel tank?

General MILLEY. The approved SOCOM GMV 1.1 Capability Production Docu-
ment supports all of the critical capabilities for the Airborne IBCTs, except for the
9-seat capacity. The SOCOM program office is supporting a contract modification
that allows for production of a 9-seat variant within the scope of the existing pro-
duction contract. Based on test results, the GMV 1.1 is transportable by CH-47 in-
ternally and externally with 250 mile operational range. The SOCOM program
plans to complete the air drop test by the first quarter of Fiscal Year 2018.

Mr. BROOKS. Is there a material difference between the Sustainment and Mainte-
nance support of the SOCOM GMYV 1.1 solution and the commercial alternative cur-
rently being used by the 82nd?

General MILLEY. Yes, there is a material difference. The Army benefits from pur-
chasing the SOCOM GMV1.1 because under the contract the vehicle shares the
same sustainment and maintenance system with SOCOM. The DAGOR’s were com-
mercially purchased for the specific purpose of filling an Operational Needs State-
ment for the 82nd Airborne Division. Because the vehicles are not centrally man-
aged they must be maintained by the unit without support from the Army logistics
system or any additional funding to maintain them. There is also no long term
sustainment support for DAGOR. The unit must continue to use unit training funds
to purchase maintenance and sustainment requirements directly from a commercial
vendor. Ultimately the vehicles will be replaced by the GMV which will provide the
parts system to support the unit.

O
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