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THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1995.
COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES PACIFIC
COMMAND

and

COMMANDER, UNITED STATES FORCES, KOREA
WITNESSES

ADM. RICHARD C. MACKE, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES
PACIFIC COMMAND, U.S. NAVY

GEN. GARY E. LUCK, COMMANDER, UNITED NATIONS COMMAND/COM-
BINED FORCES COMMAND/UNITED STATES FORCES KOREA, US.
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. YOUNG. The Committee will come to order.

This afternoon we welcome Admiral Richard Macke, Commander
in Chief, U.S. Pacific Command, and General Gary Luck, Com-
mander in Chief, United Nations Command, Commander in Chief
%S. Combined Forces Command and Commander, U.S. Forces,

rea.

Pursuant to a unanimous vote held yesterday, this hearing will
be closed so that we might have the opportunity to discuss classi-
fied information. We will place your Aﬁl;epared statements in the
record and ask that you summarize. r you have completed, we
will then open the hearing for questions.

you very much for giving us your time this afternoon. You
have responsibilities for some very important parts of the world
and we look forward to hearing your comments.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL LUCK

Gerﬁeral LUCK. Sir, I will start. You do have my statement for the
record.

I don’t have much to add to that exce'pt that I think it is very
appropriate, I personally thank you all for your support. It made
a big difference over there. We went for a long time without mili-
tary construction and this Committee has been the conduit to make
things happen. A whole bunch of soldiers would like to thank you
if they knew how to do it. So I guess that is my job to say thank
you—to everybody who has put the money on the table. I can as-

(1)
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sure you it is already going into troop barracks in 2-ID to get out
of the Quonset huts they have been in for so long.

Thank you for that support and for all the other support we get
from you. I appreciate it.

Mr. LEwiS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder, this is really a terrific item
here. General Luck, I am sure you must have in the form of a chart
you could put up?

General Luck. I brought in all these charts. Mr. Murtha is not
listening to me, Mr. Lewis is baiting me a bit. I brought all these
charts today to show just because I could.

Mr. MURTHA. He also, Mr. Chairman, brought a lot of staff. Now
he has a talk-and-answer questions team with all the staff to back
him up. He used to come with one person.

General LUCK. I brought one. I brought the Marine. The staffers
are to help him sir.

[The statement of General Luck follows:]
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Mister Chairman and members of the commiittee:

it is a distinct honor to present my views on the security situation on the
Korean Peninsula. Our discussion today is most opportune since it
addresses important security implications for the United States (US), the
Republic of Korea (ROK), and our other friends in Asia. | share your concem
that we need to fully understand the security environment, with all its
challenges and opportunities. We must all have a clear vision of one of the
most dynamic regions of the worid.

Before we begin today’s discussion, | wish to express my gratitude for
the firm support that Congress has shown United States Forces Korea. You
have always had the prudence to understand that the world is still a
dangerous place, and much uncertainty and instability remain on the Korean
peninsula. Your actions to resist abrupt troop and budget cuts in Asia have
reassured our ailies and also wamed our potential adversaries of America's
steadfast support and commitment to the region. Recent security events
prove the wisdom of preserving a responsive American troop presence in
Asia and having a deliberate strategy of strength and vigilance to deter
aggression and promote regional stability. We have reached a criticai
juncture in this important theater. As you know, the current security climate
mandates that we not merely think or talk tough, we must actuaily be strong
and ready to handle any military situation that might suddenly arise.



We must note from the outset that peace and stability in Northeast Asia
are most important to the security and economic well being of the United
States. Our history and geography make the United States a Pacific power
with major political, military and economic interests in the region. These
interests are especially critical to our future since the balance of economic
power continues to rapidly shift toward Asia. The Asia-Pacific region is now
our largest trading partner and a huge market for American exports. Future
American economic growth and well-being will be derived from close
interaction with Asia's powerhouses — China, Japan, and the ROK. United
States security strategy in Asia must be guided by our own national interests
and regional realities. The Asia-Pacific region will be the World's most
dynamic and powerful region in the 21st Century. Therefore, the United
States must continue to be an important player in regional securityaetlvmes

American military strength and commitment to Northeast Asia heips
promote the region’s notable economic growth. A credibie forward-deployed
military presence provides for the peace and stability essential to the
formation and expansion of healthy economic markets and democratic
institutions, whiie permitting us to share in important regional security
decisions. Moreover, our miiitary presence helps to deter a war that could
destroy the viability of the region as a major market for American products
and services. Since successfully stopping Communist aggression on the
Peninsula in the early 1950’s, we have maintained a strong defensive military
posture in the ROK to prevent a renewed military attack from North Korea
(NK). Combined Forces Command (CFC), United Nations Command (UNC)
and United States Forces Korea (USFK) constitute a strong military force — a



combined defensive force characterized by readiness, professionalism,
discipline and vigilance. | am pleased to report that our secunty relationship
with the ROK, which has successfully served both nation’s vitai national
interests for over forty years, is still actively focused on clear mutual security
objectives: deterring the outbreak of war on the Korean Peninsula and not
allowing NK to intimidate its progressive neighbors in Northeast Asia.
However, if deterrence should ever fail, ROK and US forces are ready and
able to defeat NK aggression and achieve favorable war termination
objectives. '

North Korea still poses a serious threat to peace and stability on the
Korean Peninsula. North Korean military forces are organized and deployed
to accomplish their long-standing strategic objective of reunifying the
Peninsula under NK rule. Regrettably, NK remains an isolated, overly
distrustful state that has demonstrated in the past that it is prepared to
attempt to use military power to intimidate its peaceful neighbors. The
dramatic changes sweeping the world over the past few years have deprived
NK of most of its former allies, weakened its economy, and discredited its
ideology. North Korea is now run by a failing communist regime thatis ina
period of hazardous uncertainty as it faces a complex dilemma: its ailing
economy is headed for collapse if it does not accept significant reform and
opening to the outside worid, but such change may ultimately spell doom to a
regime based upon a closed, tightly controlled society. Although NK has
stated that it prefers peaceful reunification, its actions indicate that it intends
to possess a viable military option in case it cannot negotiate reunification on



what it considers acceptable terms. For this reason, we must keep the ROK -
US bilateral relationship strong and prepared for any eventuality.

The security situation in Korea remains quietly tense and dangerous.
The build-up and forward deployment of NK conventional military forces
along the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) continues despite notable recent events:
the sudden death of NK's long-time dictator Kim [I-Sung, the dynastic
succession of Kim Jong-ll, and the Agreed Nuclear Framework reached
between NK and the United States. North Korea still masks most of its
intemal activities from outside observation. However, there is convincing
evidence that NK continues to promote military strength over basic economic,
political and social development. As a result,
NK remains one of the most militarized countries in the world.

The North has heavily fortified the DMZ and deployed the majority of its
active ground forces within close striking distance of the ROK capital of
Seoul. Despite a deteriorating economy and several years of poor harvests,
NK still continues to protect and give the highest priority to its military. In
addition to an expensive quest for nuclear weapons, NK stubbomly expends
its dwindiing national resources to mechanize its ground forces, expand its
artillery formations, enhance the world's largest special operations force, and
enlarge its baliistic missile arsenal. This massive, forward depioyed force
goes well beyond legitimate defensive needs. Moreover, NK has continued
over the past two decades to assume a hostile offensive posture toward the
ROK by gradually shifting military forces south. Forward-depioyed NK forces



have gradually increased from about 40 percent of active duty combat forces
to around 65 percent.

Today, as in the past, a ROK-US combined defense team stands ready
to successfully counter any offensive military or terrorist action by North
Korea. A close security relationship between the US and the ROK proved
essential to the overail defense effort during increased tensions last summer
and it remains the central focus of Korea's deterrence posture. Our complex
security environment demands mutual understanding and frequent, in-depth
consultations between the ROK and US miilitary and government staffs on the
Peninsula. We continue to work very hard at all levels to build upon a record
of close personal and professional relationships that are key to making the
defense system work effectively. These relationships serve as the linchpin
between the defense establishments and executive agencies of our two
separate nations. The recent security crisis illustrated once again the
importance of maintaining a clear understanding of the support actions each
nation must accomplish. We reconfirmed a number of substantial security
relations’ imperatives: political and economic events must move forward in
close concert with military planning activities; advance waming and
substantial prior planning is invaluable when coordinating a military
reinforcement of the Korean Peninsula; and close relationships amongst
senior ROK and US miiitary officers and with the civilian leadership are
needed to “grease the wheels” of a complex and slow moving security
apparatus.
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North Korea's strategy continues to focus on trying to drive a wedge
between the US and the Republic of Korea, to obtain two of their long
standing goals: the withdrawal of US forces and an end to the ROK-US
security alliance. Until NK completes a wide-range of substantial political,
economic and military confidence-building measures, and quits its
confrontational posture towards the ROK, the ROK-US alliance must remain
highly energized and clearly focused on the North’s potent military capability.

1 am pleased to report that the ROK continues to be a superb military
ally. The ROK fields a large, well-trained, relatively well-equipped, and
professionally-led military force and steadily invests significant sums to
increase its overall war-fighting capability. An active and strong combined
ROK-US defense team is focused on the NK threat and working closely on
improvement in defense plans and warfighting strategy, tactics, and support
procedures. The morale and spirit of ROK and US forces in Korea remain
high, and the joint and combined military planning staffs have effective
working relationships. ROK force improvement plans also continue at a
steady pace. The ROK is modemizing and improving its forces with the
addition of more powerful and mobile tanks, long-range and seif-propelled
artillery, multiple rocket launchers, armored personnel cariers, advanced
aircraft and helicopters and coastal defense ships. ROK ground force
capabilities continue to improve with the formation of more mechanized and
ammored units, and ail ROK miilitary services continue to conduct more
combat-driven training and exercise scenarios.
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Repubilic of Korea defense spending remains substantial. Defense
spending over the past five years has represented between 22% and 26.3%
of the ROK national budget or between 3.3% to 3.8% of ROK gross national
product (GNP)(US Embassy figures). Historically, the ROK has ranked near
the top of all US allies in its share of GNP allocated to defense. The ROK
defense budget is growing due to an expanding economy and future defense
budgets wiil most likely outpace inflation. The ROK has also habitually
devoted a significant portion of its population to defense with universal
conscription and a strong reserve training program. The ROK has more than
650,000 personne! in uniform (roughly one-third of US levels, with a
population less than one-sixth of the US) and has reserve forces much larger
than our own. The ROK also buys a considerable amount of US weapon
systems and spare parts — over 3.5 blilion dollars in the past five years or
about 83% of all foreign military spending by the ROK. Although the ROK
military budget totals $12.6 billion for CY84, we must remember that ROK
GNP measures only $360 billion, only slightly more than the US defense
budget.

Republic of Korea cost sharing contributions are impressive. The ROK
continues to rank near the top of all US allies in regards to overafl cost
sharing support. The ROK has made substantial progress in assuming a
greater portion of the costs associated with maintaining US forces In Korea.
The ROK recently pledged $360 million in direct cost sharing support or close
to one-third of USFK’s stationing costs for 1985. This vital support is applied
to construction, logistics, and local national labor requirements. The ROK
also provides a substantial amount of indirect support through tax
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exemptions, the provision of rent-free land and facilities, and reduced rates
for utilities. A conservative estimate of ROK indirect support would place its
value at over $1 billion. The overall level of ROK cost sharing support has
grown steadily over the years and we are working to reach an agreement this
year that will provide for an even greater contribution in the future.

Total ROK Direct Cost Sharing Support

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
$45M $70M $150M $180M $220M $260M $300M

In view of the continuing threat posed by NK, there is a continuing need
for major US-funded construction programs for facilities and infrastructure in
Korea. Morale and readiness are both negatively impacted when military
personnel have to live in inadequate housing, eat in substandard dining
facilities and work on expensive equipment in temporary facilities.
Unfortunately, over a third of USFK facilities are over 25 years old and our
infrastructure has deteriorated and is subject to failure. The ROK has done a
great deal to assist us in this vital area, but additional US funding is needed
to maintain morale and readiness. This is especially true given the fact that
approximately 50 percent of American forces in Korea have inadequate living,
dining and work facilities. The US military construction funds we received in
fiscal year 1995 were greatly appreciated and put to immediate use on an
amay of badly needed projects. Continued US military construction funding is
a prudent investment in.our readiness, our military personnel and our overall
security commitment to the ROK. Funds for Patriot and Apache fielding in
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fiscal year 1995 were also appreciated. Full support for our operating
accounts, including OPTEMPO and facilities/barracks maintenance and
repair, is also essential.

The Korean Peninsula is still troubled by many serious security
problems, but an opening now exists for NK to set aside its isolationism, take
concrete steps to reduce regional tensions, and eventually join the
community of nations. Unfortunately, there is no quick or easy fix to the
substantial security issues that divide us. However, NK does have another
opportunity to restart dialogue with the ROK and to undertake some
meaningful confidence-building measures to help reduce tensions.
Implementation of the Agreed Framework is a long process with a number of
critical milestones. It is not based on trust, and we will continue to monitor
closely North Korean compliance with the terms of the Agreed Framework. If
NK abandons its commitments, the world should consider appropriate
measures to reverse NK noncompliance, including the possibility of
sanctions.

While carefully measured diplomatic and commercial initiatives are
pursued in the region, military strength and vigilance are vital prerequisites.
The stakes are just too high to risk doing otherwise. Although we would
certainly prevail during any war in the region, the price in human iives and
monetary costs would be staggering. That is why we must carefully weigh
and fully appreciate the grim consequences of nuclear or conventional
conflict in the region — enormous death and destruction, the wreckage of a
vibrant economy, floods of refugees, and huge reconstruction costs. The
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cost of deterrence through strength and vigilance is a great bargain by
comparison.

The foundation is laid for careful optimism about the future in Northeast
Asia. However, a variety of complex, long-standing security issues still
remain. A good plan of action is being implemented to deal with these
issues, one that emphasizes engagement and deterrence. Our goal is peace
and stability in the region. The key to reducing tensions and building mutual
trust and understanding is dialogue coupled with positive action. We
certainly hope that NK will live up to its obligations and that diplomatic and
economic initiatives succeed, but our hope must also be coupled with a
determined resoive to watch, verify and place more value on NK action than
rhetoric.

The ROK-US security relationship, one of our oldest policy
comerstones in Asia, remains vitally important. Regardiess of what
relationship might evolve between Washington and Pyongyang in the near
future, the US must remain fully committed to this mutually beneficial alliance.
Thankfully, the ROK-US security alliance remains stronger and more capable
than ever during these fluid and uncertain times.

10
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Mr. Young. Thank you very much. We will be back to you or with
some very specific questions.

Now let me ask Admiral Macke if you would be willing to present
to us anything that you would like us to hear.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL MACKE

Admiral MACKE. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

I want to double on what General Luck said concerning the mili-
tary construction, not only in Korea but throughout the Pacific
arena, the quality of life things that you and also I had the oppor-
tunity to testify before your military construction Subcommittee
yesterday and through all of your help, we are making a difference
with regard to quality of life for our forces out there and they much
appreciate that.

WARFIGHTING AND PEOPLE

It is an honor to be here representing the over 300,000 soldiers,
sailors, and marines and Coast Guardsmen of the Pacific Com-
mand. The graphic that Mr. Lewis referred to is the framework
from which I would like to make a few comments.

Starting with my bottom line, my priorities are warfighting and
people. At the end of the international economic analysis and mili-
tary considerations and strategic military planning, the fundamen-
tal business of the Pacific Command is warfighting, and
warfighting to me is readiness. That is my constant focus. But peo-
ple are an inextricable part of that focus. It wasn’t the technology,
it wasn’t our weapon system, it wasn’t our doctrine that won the
Cold War and won Desert Storm. It was our wonderful people that
like that edge that gives us an overwhelming capability. So if it
weren’t for the excellence of them, we wouldn’t have it. Warfighting
relies on readiness and my people priority relies on quality of life.
We must keep going the programs that ensure our quality of life.

THEATER MILITARY STRATEGY

The Asian Pacific area has undergone what many call an eco-
nomic miracle. I do not deny that but I say that the basis for it
was a security miracle because that economic growth has sprung
from a foundation of regional stability and security throughout that
area. That stability is underwritten by the forward presence of ca-
pable American forces.

We have a comprehensive theater military strategy called cooper-
ative engagement. That is described in my written statement, but
O?e point I would like to emphasize is the forward presence side
of it.

FOREIGN MILITARY PROGRAMS

I have traveled extensively throughout my area of responsibility
and the first question I get from virtually every leader in the thea-
ter is, “Will you stay engaged?” They want us to remain in the
Asian Pacific region. I have not visited North Korea and I can’t
speak for them. They may not want us to. But I will speak for the
rest of the countries. They want our forces out there.
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One of the most effective ways that we Frovide that military
presence is through an extensive program of foreign military inter-
actions. The Asian Pacific ion is marked by a lot of diversity,
different cultures, different values, but military professionals share
a professional bond that allows effective communications.

have found that in personal experience from talking with Chi-
nese mili leaders, and from my visit to Hanoi where I talked
to former adversaries. We gain a lot of leverage from the low-cost,
high-payoff mlhta?' rograms that employ our key strategic advan-
tage, our ple. on’t view these contacts just as nice-to-have,
bu: critical to the strategic long-term payback that we expect to
get.

IMET PROGRAM

One of the best of these is a program called International Mili-
ta% Education and Training or IMET. I know you are familiar
with that. Funding for that pmﬁram is not within the jurisdiction
gf this Committee. The impact, however, is related to what you all

0.

IMET is the training of young foreign military and civilian lead-
ers in the United States and it is impossible to overstate the strate-
E: leverage that we gain from this low cost program; $12 million

t year, just under $40 million in the budget this year.

I recently met with General Borhahn, the Chief of the Defense

Force in ysia, and he spent 20 minutes describingg me how
much fun he had and what a great time he had going ugh Fort
Bragg and told me the first thing he wants to do on retirement is
to go back and retrace his footst&as in those pine forests around
Fort Bragg. I sat with General Wimol, the Chief of Staff of the
Royal Thai Army, and he had seven senijor generals in the Ro
Th::li Army sitting next to him, every one of whom is an
graduate.
- When you meet President Ramos of the Philippines and find out
that he is a West Point graduate, especially if you meet him after
the Army-Navy football game, you know that he has a good under-
standing of what goes on in the United States. You go to northeast
Asia: the former minister of defense in South Korea, Mr. Rhee, and
the current chairman of the Japanese Joint Staff Council, General
Nishimoto, were classmates at the Army War College. General
Glen Marsh, our I Corps Commander, whose area includes Japan
now, is also a classmate of theirs from Carlisle. These IMET stu-
dents return home, ascend to ‘positions of prominence in their own
militaries and you can’t buy for any amount of money the under-
standing and the influence that is generated.

The T program has been closed to Indonesia for the last 29
months. That means that in a couple of years there will be a two-

ear gap where the leadership in/the Indonesian military will not
ve a firsthand understanding of our country. They won’t know
how we use our military forces as|instruments of democracy under
civilian control and they won’t e been exposed to our sense of
human rights. |

In my opinion, it is a mistake to use IMET as a punishment for
some past behavior. We need to use it to positively influence future
behavior. As you may tell, I feel very strongly about this program,
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it is one of the most effective tools we have to create future friends
in my area of responsibility.

READINESS

Let me talk about readiness. because that has received a lot of
attention and I think rightfully so. Early in my career, I had the
privilege of being a test pilot and I remember the phrase, “Testing
the edge of the envelope,” where you take an airplane up and you
explore the margins to try and define what that envelope is. If you
go outside that envelope, you may be okay, you may run into some
minor problems which you can fly out of, or you may end up in a
catastrophic failure.

The i)roblem with the edge of the envelope is that engineers can
only tell you where they think it is. Until you take the airplane u
and test it, you don’t know where it is, and I think that is an ama.f3
ogy that we have with regard to readiness today. People ask,

ere is the edge of that envelope?” I don’t know, but I think we
have been close to it. We have felt the buffeting of some perturba-
tions over the last dyea.r. However, we have been able to fly out of
those problems, and today, Pacific forces are ready.

A bigger question to me is, “What can I tell you a year from
today?” If we can maintain the integrity and the budgeted amounts
in our operations and maintenance accounts, if we can get timely
action with regard to the Supplemental that is here now, and if we
could take action to develop the readiness authority that Secretary
Perry has asked for, if those three things happen, I think I can
come back here a year from today and tell you again that Pacific
forces are ready.

I cannot overemphasize the quality, the caliber and the wonder-
ful performance of our people out there and that we need to do ev-
erything we can to keep those kind of people.

appreciate the support you have given to us and look forward
to working with you in the future to continue that support for our

people.
Tﬂa.nk you very much.
[The statement of Admiral Macke follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

Warfighting and People. My priorities are Warfighting and People. At the end of
all the international economic analyses, the careful political-military
consideratiouu. the strategic military planning -- the fundamental business of
Pacific Command is warfiqghting. Narfighting is readiness -- our constant focus.
But people are an inextricable part of that focus. It wasn't just our
technology, our equipment‘, or our doctrine that won the Cold War and Desert
Storm. It was the excellence of our people. Just as my warfighting priority
drives readiness, the people priority demands quality of life. We must sustain
the programs that ensure an adequate quality of life for our extraordinary men

and women. It's not only compassion -- it's a strategic imperative.

The Real Asia-Pacific Miracle. The remarkable economic growth we see in the
Asi-:?acific region is often characterized as an "economic miracle." I don't
deny that -- but it is also a "security miracle.®” The extraordinary economic
performance of the countzie_s in my Area of Responsibility (AOR) rests on a
foundation of stability and regional security underwritten by the visible forward
presence of capable American forces and our credible security assurances. This
is not merely my personal opinion -- it's the opinion of virtually every senior
military and civilian leader I meet in the PACOM AOR. They are all concerned

that we stay engaged in the Asia-Pacific.

The True Mature of Stability. The stability that underlies this security miracle
is not simply "the absence of war." That type of stability is fragile and can
only support short-term development: low-wage, labor-intensive economies which

offer few export opportunities for the United States. We seek a long-term
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stability founded on shared regional confidence. Such confidence fosters market

maturation -- and the d d for adv d technical services. This is a trade

sector where the United States has exceptional strenétlu -- and it is a huge
market in the Asia-Pacific regi:on. The Asian Asia-Pacific Bconomic Cooperation
members plan to invest $1.1 trilliom in infrastructure over the next six years.
In "concrete® terms, this is the equivalent of 15 Santa Monica ‘freevay. every
day. Again, this is an area in which American business can compete very

effectively.

The Stability Security Requirement.

Military forces must be prepared for more than "making people not do‘
things" -- the deterrence of "threats® that characterized the Cold War.

- Military forces must be prepared for more than "making people do things"
-- such as "leave Kuwait," a function we can call "compellence."

- Military forces must be able to directly reinforce the regional
confidence essential for long-term stability. This function is "reassurance."
Pacific Command executes all these security roles through the theater military

strategy we call "Cooperative Engagement.*

Cooperative Engagement. Cooperative Engagement is a well-established, winning,
military strategy. 1It's a comprehensive approach that guides the employment of
the entire range of military resources provided to me by the American people.

- In peacetime, we pursue reassurance through the forward stationing and
deployment of our military forces, as well as a broad range of military
activities. The scope and depth of this effort is remarkable. 1In 1994, we

" conducted:

- 18 multilateral conferences with participants from 36 nations
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- 411 staff talks in over 28 countries

192 joint/combined exercises in 20 countries

- 77 humanitarian / civic action programs in 23 countries

- 606 port visits in 23 countries
Our presence and our peacetime military activities reinforce our relationships
with friends and qllie‘s, reassuring them with respect to our long-term
commitment, the effectiveness of our warfighting capability, and the values and
quality of our people.

- In crisis, we work to deter aggression and encourage cooperation with our
friends and allies. We work hard in Pacific Command to develop innovative
approaches to joint and combined warfighting.  We continue to train our people
and our warfighting forces for effective crisis response, from minor
contingencies to humanitarian efforts or disaster relief such as Operation Sea
Angel in Bangladesh in 1991.

- In conflict, we remain ready for decisive "compellence" -- v.ict:ory -- in
combat. We are prepared to win unilaterally if necessary -- but we prefer to act
together with allies and coalition partners who have a common stake in regional
securj,r.y-. It's better, of course, to deter conflict through effective crisis
response. And it's best to prevent a crisis from even arising by a broad and
sustained program of reassurance that reinforces a shared regional transparency
essential for long-term security and stability. But if necessary, we are

prepared to win in conflict.

Cooperative Engag t+ Prog . 8ince assuming my duties as USCINCPAC in July
of 1994, I have traveled well over 100,000 miles to assess the progress of our

Cooperative Engagement strategy and seek ways to enhance it. The following
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snapshots show this strategy is working. Through your continued support it will
work in the future.

- Korea. U.S. military presence in and cooperation with the Republic of
Korea (ROK) is the single most visible reassurance of U.S. commitment to the
security of the ROK and the long-term stability of Northeast Asia. The Agreed

Framework with North Korea is a significant achiev 1t that addr a serious

proliferation threat, not only for the region, but for the entire world. It caps
the North Korean nuclear program and should reduce overall tensions, permitting

the North-South rapprochement to resume. The Agreed Framework is based on

reciprocal performance -- a step by step approach, so we can ensure North Korean
compliance.
So far, North Korea has complied with the agreement. But our experience

with North Korea tells us to always "expect the unexpected." Even though their
nuclear program is currently capped, the North remains a dangerous conventional
threat, with over a million individuals under arms, and 65-70% of those forces
within 100 km of the DMZ. They have deployed a tremendous artillery capability
along the DMZ and within range of Seoul.

North Korea faces a faltering economy, international isolation, and is
undergoing the first hereditary transfer of communist power. The North Korean
leadership remains isolated and unpredictable. Their economy continues to
deteriorate. The greatest concern of the Ngrth Koreans is survival of the
regime. We must be careful not to give them the perception that their survival
is threatened -- if that happens -- they might lash out. We have to deter North
Korea, and if necessary, be ready to compel it. If we can improve our relations,
maybe over the long term we can move to reassurance. Certainly it is unwise to
do anything that would undercut our current deterrent posture. We must maintain

'

our forces in Korea for the foreseeable future.
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Meantime, the Republic of Korea is an active player in the world. They
have improved relations with Russia, China, and Japan. I can't emphasize enough
the care we take to ensure total coordination with our close friend and ally, the
Rei:u.blic of Korea.

- Japan. Our 1960 Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security with Japan
remains a key factor to the broad sense of shared regional confidence we seek
throughout the AOR. U.S. forces in Japan visibly demonstrate our commitment to
the stability of the entire region, and they are available for short-not:ice
deployment throughout the theater. They reinforce our deterrence of North
Korea's conventional threat. Frequent combined U.S. and Japanese military
exercises enhance profgssional interaction and interoperability between our
militaries. The benefit of this cooperation was demonstrated in our readiness to

respond to Jap h itarian ds during the recent tragedy in the Kobe

earthquake.

Japan is our largest overseas trading partner -- together we comprise about
40% of the global domestic product. 1In every respect, this is a global
partnership and a remarkable demonstration of successful reassurance, in which
the number one and number two economic powers in the world enjoy one of the
closet treaty alliances in history. Japan pays approximately two-thirds of the
non-personnel costs of stationing U.S. forces in their nation; Tokyo's support
for the presence of U.S. forces will be about $18 billion in the 1992-96 period.
Japan contributes to overseas security through their overseas development
assistance programs and we support their increasing role in peacekeeping
operations such as Cambodia, Mozambique and Rwanda.

- China. With one-fifth of the world's population, strategic nuclear

, veto p on the United Nation's Security Council, and a dynamic

P

economy, China ii already a world power. I see our relationship with China as



one of the most important considerations for our strategy of Cooperative
Bngagement.

China and the U.S. have many areas of complementary interest. We also face
some important differences on issues ranging from trade and human rights to
security. An approach that emphasizes dialogue rather than isolation or
confrontation offers the greatest promise for maintaining stability of the Asia-
Pacific region.

Although the Chinese say their military is not their central priority, the
Peoples Liberation Army is clearly central to all their goals: internal
stability, economic progress, and external respect. That is why our growing
program of reassuring military contacts with the Chinese military is so
important. As China's future unfolds, the PLA will play a pivotal role. China
continues to increase the pace and scope of its military modernization program,
and we fully recognize the concerns of many regional nations as China's power
projection capa'bility grows. But I do not see China‘'s military as a near-term.
threat to the U.S. or to our interests in Asia.

My assessment will change, however, if we choose to isolate, rather than
engage and reassure China. I believe the best approach to be a coordinated
engagement in the political, economic, and military arenas. PACOM is ready to
play a 4major role in the security piece of that dialogue.

- Russia. Russia is no longer our adversary, but the outcomes of Russian
political, economic, and social reforms are uncertain. Unquestionably, the
failure of Russia's nascent democracy would have an enormous impact on the region
and on overall U.S. defense plans and programs. Russian reforms hinge on the
military. The United States encourages reform through assisting Russia to safely
reduce its nuclear arsenal, help prevent the spread of nuclear technology and

materials, and through military-to-military cooperation and contacts that further
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professional military attitudes of subordination to democratic government. The
goal is a "pragmatic partnership®" which addresses U.S. and Russian security --
concerns that coincide, rather than conflict, and serve as a basis for

r ance and peration.

Over the last two years, we have pursued frequent military-to-military
contacts with our Russian counterparts. Key to this effort is our USPACOM-
Russian Par East Colonel-level Working Group. Comprised of officers drawn from
PACOM staff and components, and from the Russian General Staff and Far East
commands, the Group has developed annual military contact programs that include
exchanges and exercises involving personnel from all four services in activities
like amphibious operations (with a disaster relief scenario) or search and
rescue operations. These programs have enhanced interoperability and operational
awareness, and demonstrated how a military functions within a democracy -- a
quiet success story. Plans are in place for 1995 and 1996; we look forward to
continuing our program of cooperation and reassurance.

- Vietnam. The focus of our relationship with Vietnam has been the effort
to achieve a full accounting for POW/MIA from the war in Southeast Asia. It is
really quite a moving experience to go to Vietnam and see Americans and
Vietnamese working tirelessly -- shoulder to shoulder -- to solve this problem.
My assessment from talking v:lth. leaders at every level, and by going out to the
field, is that progress remains satisfactory. I cannot px:edict the future, but I
have seen nothing that would indicate cooperation will decrease when the decision

is made to normalize our relations.

Regional stability will be i d by i grating the Socialist Republic
of Vietnam into the family of nations. The majority of Vietnamese today were

born after the war. They have no recollection of it. We can put the war behind
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us, without putting behind the need to achieve a full accounting for American
POW/MIA.

- Cambodia. After 12 years of civil war, and arguably the greatest
peacekeeping success in UN history, daunting challenges remain. The UN effort
has produced a democracy and a military force loyal and subordinate to civilian
control. This loyalty was demonstrated in the Royal Cambodian Armed Force's
supportive role in quelling the coup attempt in July 1994. It is important that
we sustain our efforts to ensure Cambodia is able to carry out their 1998
elections. The Khmer Rouge threat to the government remains low, but the level
of assistance required for RCAF reform and reorganization remains large and
beyond the capabilities of one nation. We are working in concert with other
countries to provide assistance such as demining, road building, and English
language training.

- Thailand. Our relations with this long-standing ally have been
complicated over the last year. Concerns were voiced over alleged Thai
assistance to the Khmer Rouge -- in fact, the Thai government has emphatically
forbidden such support. We currently see no evidence of sanctioned official Thai
support to the KR. More recently, the Thai government declined our request to
position Equipment Afloat Ships off their shores. This was disappointing but
vivid proof of the complexities of regional sensitivities. 'Bven with all this,
our treaty relationship is sound and important. Cobra Gold is my premier
combined exercise in Asia. Thailand hosted the first trilateral air exercise in
Southeast Asia this January, involving Singapore, U.S., and Thai air forces. The
Thai offer to provide a medical unit for service in Haiti is a demonstration of

the close relationship we ghare.

- Ind ia. Ind ia is the largest Muslim nation in the world. The

current leader of the Non-Aligned Movement, they have important resources and
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geographic position astride major international sea lanes. Our military forces
enjoy solid professional relations, although the cancellation of IMET for
Indonesia has been an impediment to that relationship. Reassurance activities
like IMET should not be used as short-term retroactive punishment. We should
remove this irritant to our military relationship by reinstating in FY96 and
beyond our IMET program for Indonesia.

The Region Overall. This statement can not address every nation that is
important to us in the Asia-Pacific region. Australia, for example, is a
critical ally and traditional friend that shares our values, interests, and world
view. Australia's participation in combined exercises, operation of joinr_‘
defense facilities, and granting of access to U.S. ships and aircraft is
absolutely essential to our forward presence. We are beginning an important
dialogue with India, a country of enormous significance for the peace and
stability of the region. We have recently concluded a defense agreement with
Brunei, and we maintain successful periodic defense consultations with Malaysia.
In the Philippines, we have put our continuing treaty relationship on a solid,
mutually supportive basis. Singapore continues to provide excellent naval and
air facilities, while strongly supporting U.S. forward presence. Throughout the
region, the Cooperative Engagement strategy is effectively advancing U.S.

interests.

[ ive Engag t P D .

- Forward Presence. We need more than "forward presence." We require a
forward capability. No diplomatic note, no political mission, no economic
commission conveys the same clear message of commitment as a visible U.S.
military.capability. Capable forward forces send a reassuring signal to r.g:lbnal

leaders and provide a stabilizing force among markets and along trade routes.




Because of the tyranny of distance imposed by the size of the Pacific and Indian
Oceans, any claim to be a legitimate Asia-Pacific power would ring hollow in the
abgence of a visible, tangible, and capable wmilitary presence.

Recognizing our indispensable role in the region, the ASEAN nations have
stepped forward to offer access to ship repair and logistics facilities. We do
not seek or.need new bases to maintain long-term regional confidence and
stability. Through a "Places, not Bases" pursuit of access to facilities such as
ports, airfields, training areas, we can demonstrate capable forward presence
without attempting to replicate our former bases in the Philippines.

- Foreign Military Interaction. We gain tremendous strategic leverage from
low-cost, high-payoff military-to-military programs employing our key strategic
advantage: our people. From airshow participation to multilateral conferences to
high-level visits, we will continue to maintain an adequate level of reassurance
through direct interaction and exchange. I do not view these contacts as "nice-
to-have," but rather as critical activities that are strategic, long-term
investments of extraordinary potential.

- International Military Education and Training. One of our most
effective, yet inexpensive, Cooperative Engagement reassurance activities is the
training of young military leaders from the USPACOM AOR in the United States.

The exposure to American values is an invaluable individual contribution to the
goal of a more democratic world. The long-lasting friendships formed between
international classmates creates an unsurpassed opportunity for future
professional communication. As these students return home, and ascend to
positions of prominence in military and government positions, the positive value
and influence expands to an even greater scope. In FY94, seventeen Asia-Pacific
countries received grant funds under the International Military Education and

Training (IMET) program, totaling $2.935M and providing U.S. training and

10



30

education for over 300 students. An additional 3200 students received U.S.
training and education purchased by‘their countries under Foreign Military Sales
(FMS) . This tremendously cost-effective program should not be subjected to
harmful restrictions. If we do not make the personal contacts now with the
region's future military leadership, we forgo irretrievable opportunities for
future cooperation and influence. )

- Multilateral Military Activities. We are the most trusted nation in the
region. Only the U.S. has both the capability and the credibility to play the
"honest broker" between nervous neighbors and historic antagonists --
establishing a solid foundation for regional stability. Our challenge for the
future is to further develop confidence among nations within the region. I have
lent personal emphasis, therefore, to reinforcing the emerging multilateral
security contacts in the AOR through steady encouragement of expanded
multilateral military activities. Multilateral exercises and training events
will allow us to advance trust and transparency, intensifying our engagement
efforts. PACOM resource savings are an important by-product.

The conventional wisdom has been that the Asia-Pacific region offers poor
potential for multilateral activities. But I look to Ck‘lﬁ future. As a result of
my visits throughout the AOR, I am encouraged that by moving carefully, at the
pace our allies and friends in the region are comfortable with, multilateral
military activities will supplement (but not supplant) our extensive bilateral

engagement in the Asia-Pacific region.
Readiness: Warfighting and People. The issue of readiness has dominated the

defense debate over the past several months. The military functions of

reassurance, deterrence, and compellence can not be met without ready forces.

11
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Effective warfighting capability is the enabling factor for our Cooperative
Engagement strategy.
But the readiness we guard so carefully will rapidly erode without able,

well trained people who are satisfied with their quality of life. Quality of

life is more than a free towel at the base gymnasium. It's a compreh ive

of personal satisfaction derived from knowing you are doing an appreciated
mission, that you are well trained for that mission, and that your family can
live in reasonable comfort and dignity. Full funding of requested housing
replacement/revitalization projects, future pay raises, and initiatives to expand
child care services are examples of actions that tell our troops that they count
and will be taken care of. Other readiness "enablers" include adequate base
infrascructgre for training and support; strong, well funded maintenance
capabilities; and, in the long term, force modernization -- the foundation of
tomorrow's readiness.

I had the privilege of being a test pilot early in my career. I recall the
phrase "testing the edge of the envelope" -- taking an aircraft right up to the
margin of its design parameters. If you go outside the envelope, you don't know
what will happen:

- you may be OK,

- you may have a minor problem you can fly out of,

- you may have a catastrophic failure.

The real challenge with the ."edge of the envelope" is that the aeronautical
engineers can only calculate where they think it is. Until you've thoroughly
tested the aircraft, you don't know where the precise limits are.

This is really the problem we face today. Everyone wants to know where the
edge is: where do you break readiness? To be honest, I can't tell you. But I

think we are near the edge of the envelope. I believe that because we have been

12
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buffeted by some major perturbations over the last year. When you get several
unscheduled contingency missions and have to forego training and significantly
reprogram resources, you are on the edge of the readiness envelope. Fortunately,
we've been able to "fly out of" these problems to this point. We've enjoyed
historically unprecedented success in maintaining readiness through the
downsizing. Pacific Command forces are ready today.

Our national resource realities mean that we will stay on the edge of the
envelope for some time. One promising control mechanism is the DOD proposal for
a Readiness Preservation Authority to provide timely supplemental funds for
unplanned contingencies. This will enable us to stop shifting funds out of
todav's rea.diness accounts and avoid disrupting programs which affect longer term
readiness. It will be especially appreciated by our field commanders, who can
then focus on operational training, rather than on making hard choices on
unanticipated resource reallocations. A more immediate matter is timely approval
of reprogramming actions and the FY 95 supplemental request.

Two joint initiatives also promise to pay readiness dividends:

of joint readiness; and the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC). Joint
readiness reporting processes now under development will identify key factors
affecting our ability to operate in a JTF environment. Long range readiness will
be served by better definition of requirements for new or upgraded weapon
systems, C4I, and other critical l.varfighting and support areas. Both initiatives
highlight the complexity of the readiness issue, and our determination to avoid
catastrophe.

Our success in that effort to date is a tribute to our Chairman of‘ the
Joint Chiefs, to our Secretary of Defense, and to our entire Defense
establishment. But wost importantly, it is a tribute to the extraordinary men

and women in our Armed Services. Our soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines are

13
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our strategic advantage. We succeed because of their hard work, intelligence,
and courage. We can never repay them for all they do. But we can do our best to
support them. I am determined to do that, and I appreciate your support in that

effort.

14
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IMPACT OF SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST ON READINESS

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you very much.

I would like to go directly to the issue of the Supplemental that
you mentioned. I have an idea that you are fairly familiar with
what the Supplemental includes, what it rescinds. But tell the
Committee where we would stand on the subject of readiness or
your ability to meet your responsibilities in the Pacific region if
this Supplemental is not passed and not passed in a timely fashion.

Admiral MACKE. Mr. Chairman, if we don’t get the Supplemental
within three months, I will see the impact on readiness. I will have
:'101 b‘;zstaking units down in readiness because of a lack of operating

nds.

Mr. YOUNG. Could you give examples of the type of units you
would take down?

Admiral MACKE. I would work with my components, and I have
not discussed that with them so I can’t give you a precise answer,
but I know what I think will probably happen is that we would
take selected units who weren’t scheduled for near-term deploy-
ments or near-term need to go somewhere else and we would start
with those and reduce their operating time, flying hours, tank ma-
neuvering hours, et cetera, to make up for the loss of dollars.

Mr. YOUNG. If that were to happen, would it be safe to say that
the next time that a contingency developed and we had to send a
deployment, that you would either have to redeploy trained troops
or gou would have to deploy these troops that had a lack of train-
ing?

Admiral MACKE. Or I would have to say I cannot support the de-
ployment. One of those three things.

er. YOIUNG. So it tend; t:hgelg pretty serioust.h\eVe have f!xad a lot
of examples given to us by entagon as to types of training
that would be “degraded.” That is a word that General
Shalikashvili used when he testified before the Committee.

If a flying unit or whatever type is stood down from training in
the last quarter, I have two questions. One, do you ever recapture
that training? And number two, take a flying unit—if it is stood
down for two or three weeks, what does it take to get you back to
a ready flying status?

Admiral MACKE. No, sir. You never can recapture training lost,
which means you put off whatever you are going to do to the end
of the year so you hopefully will get a Supplemental and can make
up for the training you have given up earlier, because by quarter

x?ndlture the money was going to do something else.

a flying unit stands down, it will probably take one-and-a-half
times the normal operating level to bring them back up to the step
again. It isn’t a one-for-one trade. I can’t stand a unit down for
three months and then expect a normal rate of operation in the
next three months to bring them back up on the step again. It
takes more than that.

Mr. YOUNG. The date that I was given early on when I began a
series of meetings with commanders, officers and civilians at the
Pentagon was that March 31st was pretty much the agreed-upon
date, but if the money was not replaced, spent by the contingencies
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by that date, that fourth quarter training would have to be can-
celled. Is that a fair date?

Admiral MACKE. Yes, sir, it is. I say within three months I will
see the effect of decreased readiness by not being able to do some-
thing, and I think those dates describe that fairly well.

GPS FOR HELICOPTERS IN SOUTH KOREA

Mr. YOUNG. General Luck, I would like to ask a question about
a rather sensitive subject. Bobby Hall and Dave Hilemon flying
that part of the world where it is very, very sensitive. Last time
I was there, the terrain was difficult to fly by the seat of your
pants or by dead reckoning, but their helicopter was not equipped
with the Global Positioning System.

I understand that is being corrected, the helicopters are being
equipped and the crews are being trained. Is that correct?

General Luck. That is correct. We were about two weeks from
having GPS installed in all the helicopters. That particular heli-
copter had the kit in it, the electronics and the support mechanism
to put the GPS in, but it was just two weeks away from that.

To answer the other part of your question, the GPS with the pro-
cedures instituted on its use will preclude any potential of that
happening again.

Mr. YOUNG. Was there a financial reason or lack of funding that
the GPS hadn't been installed sooner?

General LUCK. I am not sure what the audit trail on that would
be. We found in the Desert what a valuable tool the global position-
ing system was and the entire military kind of discovered that all
at once. Each service I think is in the process of installing, pur-
chasing, distributing and putting GPS in.

I am not sure whether that would trail to a dollar cost or trail
back and find the production capacity. I could check what I know
about it and answer for the record. I can’t give an answer right
now.

[The information follows:]

No, there was no financial reason for the global positioning system not being in-

stalled in the helicopter. They were requisitioned and had been received. We were
in the process of installation when the incident occurred.

PURCHASE OF OFF-THE-SHELF GPS SYSTEMS

Mr. YOUNG. That would be fine.

A friend of ours in the other body who served in the House until
this last election talked to me one day about GPS and said that he
bought a GPS for his airplane off-the-shelf for about a third of
what the military is having to pay for their systems. Is it easy to
make that kind of comparison? There must be a reason why the
Army helicopter, for example, would require more than what is
available off-the-shelf in the area of GPS.

General LUCK. I am not sure that was a GPS that he was talking
about. We used those in the Desert and they have a different
name—they use a microwave antenna. We had those installed in
our helicopters and they are a lot cheaper, but they work off of tow-
ers for intersection and resection.
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There aren’t any of those in Korea. It would work in the United
States. They work in Saudi Arabia because they had the microwave
antenna. But it wouldn’t work in Korea.

Mr. YOUNG. The systems are not the same?

Admiral MACKE. one that he is talking about is a GPS sys-
tem on the civilian market which can be bought for less than the
military set can be bought for. You can’t take that set and mount
it in a helicopter or in an F-16 as you get a hold of it. You can
hold it in your hands but you can’t mount it.

So there is a difference in cost there. The biggest is the GPS has
. The encrypted mode will give our sets

3 for that additional accuracy.

Shat have ability to decrypt th
that have ability to decrypt the sign
That is the major difference.

Mr. YOUNG. ou.

I would like to yield to Mr. Murtha.

COLD WEATHER BOOTS

Mr. MURTHA. You mentioned the additional military construction
money. As you know, we looked at barracks when we were over
there and when we came back the Committee recommended it. We
worked hard on that. We are pleased that we got good results.

The other thing was boots. They had 13 kinds of cold-weather
boots. Do they now have cold-weather boots in Korea that are all
the same?

General LUCK. The issue boots are all the same. You know sol-
diers may buy their own, sir, but we, through the chain of com-
:;%nd, ﬁ:;sl\lxre the boot they may purchase now is the same stand-

or er.

Mr. MURTHA. At any rate, you can get a cold-weather boot now.
tTﬁxerg' is an adequate cold-weather boot that they can get issued to

em?

General LUCK. Yes.

ATTACK ON SOUTH KOREA

Mr. MURTHA. I read about South Korea not having the ability to
withstand an attack. We went to Korea at the request of the Sec-
retary to see what was goinﬁ on. You gave us a briefing and I think
we shook things up a bit and got them moving.

Is the situation better now? Do you have confidence in this agree-
ment, and can we rest assured that they are not going to come
south now?

General LUCK. No, sir. We cannot rest assured that they won’t
come south. It is still a very dangerous area of the world because
of the preponderance of the military force in the North.

Having said that, the answer to the first question you gave is,
yes, we are much better prepared because of the support we have
gotten and because of the work that we did last May and June
against a scenario that is still applicable. We came a long way in
how we were going to do that—from bringing jl:::(fyeople over that
weren’t noticeable all the way up to having ale for deployment
those kinds of systems that could have been provocative.

So we are further down the road, but it would be dishonest of
ge to tell you that it is not a tense situation should they decide

come.
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PREPOSITIONED EQUIPMENT

Mr. MURTHA. We talked about prepositioning. Is there any addi-
tional prepositioning?

General LUCK. We are in the process of—buildings are going up,
they are almost completed. They will be completed March of this
year, part of them, and that will begin the flow of the prepositioned
equipment and we are going to get a two by one brigade set to
come there. Some of the afloat gear is up and available that wasn’t
when you were there. .

Mr. MURTHA. There was logistics shortage, ammunition shortage
and you ;1eed prepositioning and hospital shortage. Is that being

o ?
General Luck. The hospital problem is being corrected.
Mr. MURTHA. days of supply of artillery ammunition?
General LUCK. Yes, sir.

AMMUNITION SHORTFALLS

Mr. MURTHA. Staff reminds me that the Army had no request for
ammunition and we added, I think, $400 million in the bill last
year for ammunition. You are saying there is a shortage, you could
probably get something in there, but right now there is a shortage
of ammunition for sustainability. I assume that is what you are

- talking about?
General LUuck. The U.S. is in pretty good shape. .

BOMBER FORCE STRUCTURE

Mr. MURTHA. Seems like we were concerned about the bombers,
too. I don’t remember exactly, but we went to Japan and met with
the Air Force Commander there, and I forget the number he said,
but it seemed like we could have had problems getting——

Mr. Dicks. If the gentleman would yield—I think the problem
was if they had gone down to the levels of B-52’s that they would—
in the Administration’s budget last year we would have been down
to a number below what we were told was enough to do the job.
But fortunately, Congress I think stepped in and said you can’t
lower the bomber force so that we still, I think, do have an ade-
quate number of B-52’s.

General LUCK. Yes, sir. We feel comfortable with the bomber fig-
ures now. .

Admiral MACKE. We are okay on that.

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING

Mr. MURTHA. We added back B-52’s in the budget last year be-
cause of that visit. IMET, every CINC that ever talked to us said
this money is for helping these foreign countries. It is not a lot of
money but it is very helpful.

I know the training program and there is other money where you
have very limited amounts. We have tried over the years to take
control of that money, and have never been able to do it.

I don’t know if the Chairman will have better success than I had
because it is a jurisdictional problem. I understand how important
it is and the Chairman understands, and I hope we will be able to
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flexib:

General Luck. If you had it, that would mean DOD had it and
that would put it in the right spot because we don’t have political
feelings about whether you should help a country or not help a
country that you find in the Department of State.

Admiral MACKE. There are two programs that I would like to see
moved. I say I, because this is a personal thing. One is the mil-
to-mil program taken last year from Defense and moved to the For-
eiﬁ? Operations side, and the other one is the IMET program,
which has existed on the foreign operations side for several years.
We would like to see them both come back.

For IMET, the administration of that pro should still be
done by the ambassadors. It is important for them to be able to use
it as a positive incentive.

I would continue to look to the ambassador and country team for
input as to how we should distribute the monies. With the mil-to-
mil dollars in the future budgeting, we will handle that in a dif-
ferent fashion, but in both cases, those are extremely beneficial. It
is the future influence that you buy from those programs that is
way beyond any value you spend on them.

Mr. YOUNG. Admiral, we have noted your interest in both of the
programs and we will set about to see if we can have some jurisdic-
tional lines amended slightly. I have an idea, though, that one of
the reasons that IMET stayed in foreign operations and why
they got the mil-to-mil last tr;ar is because those are one of the two
acoe%t‘;,able Yrograms that they used to help pass the Foreign Aid
bill. We will see if we can’t work this out and this would be an ap-
pro rizlajtgdl‘n:me for both items.

r. Dicks.

NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH NORTH KOREA

Mr. Dicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to welcome General Luck and Admiral Macke. General,
I have been working on my pool game since I last saw you. You
always have to keep training.

General Luck. Mr. Murtha brought that up today.

Mr. Dicks. He said you brought it up. I knew it was probably
gm. Welcome, and we appreciate the great job you are doing out

ere.

Let me ask you both, this nuclear agreement with North Korea,
can Kou give us the major components of this agreement and
whether you see any problems associated with it?

General LUCK. Sir, the agreed framework and its interworkings
I can provide for the record.

Mr. Dicks. Right.

[CLERK’s NOTE.—Classified insert removed.]

General LUCK. Because there are a lot of details. I have them in
my book here and I can provide this for the record.

It is time phased. You got to put a mark in this block system
from start to finish, which is, if this, then that, as I understand it,
operation from beginning to end. If the North Koreans do this, we
will do that, in response, and will not go the next step until their
next step is taken. That is my understanding of it.

put a iﬁgt of that money in for the CINCs so you will have a little
y.
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It is a very well-thought-out agreement that has from my aspect
lowered tensions on the peninsula. It hasn’t changed the military
balance, it hasn’t changed the military danger, but it has lowered
the diplomatic and political rhetoric and tensions on the peninsula.

Mr. DicKs. So you think it has been worthy?

Mr. MURTHA. You would have no discomfort—

General Luck. I am told by Mr. Gallucci that you can monitor
it step-by-step.

Admiral MACKE. Each step is verifiable independently. There is
no trust built into the framework agreement.

Mr. Dicks. You generally think it is okay?

General Luck. I think it is better than okay, if it works.

TRAINING AND READINESS

Mr. Dicks. Did we have to give up certain exercises and training
because of this agreement?

General Luck. The TEAM SPIRIT issue has been tied to a lot
o{n different things and continues to be tied to a lot of different
things. X

Admiral MACKE. It is not tied as a part of the framework agree-
ment. TEAM SPIRIT isn’t.

Mr. Dicks. I notice from time to time we say we won’t do it this
year. You assured us when we were there that the essential train-
ing would be done regardless; that that was not going to under-
mine our readiness?

General LUck. It is not a part of the agreed framework, but it
does get tied to it by this continual brinksmanship that goes on
over there. So in effect, it does get tied to it at least from the view
that you get in the media.

CONTRIBUTIONS BY OUR ALLIES

Mr. DICKs. ?

General Luck. I think so.

Admiral MACKE. so we are bringing together the monies
to help pay for this light water reactor.

General LUCK. One issue that popped up is the North Korean
statement that they will not accept South Korean light water reac-
tors.

Mr. DiIcks. Is that a major stumbling block?

General LUCK. I have heard in various quarters of the govern-
ment since I have been back that it is a major stumbling block.

Admiral MACKE. Assistant Secretary Lord has stated that if that
is in the agreement, it is in writing that they will take the South
Korean reactor. If they back down on that, then the framework
agreement is broken.

General LUCK. So we are back to May-June again.

Admiral MACKE. It is a problem we don’t want to see.

EXERCISES IN THE PACIFIC

Mr. Dicks. Do we do major exercises in the Pacific like we do in
the Atlantic?
General Luck. Probably more.
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Admiral MACKE. I conduct over 200 exercises a year—not all
major—but the major exercises, COBRA GOLD with Thailand,
COPE TIGER—with Thailand, and Air Force exercises with Si

re. The KINGFISHER exercise with Australia, TAND M

UST, RIMPAC, which is a multinational exercise conducted on
an annual basis and I could provide a list.

[The information follows:]
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EXERCISES

Exercises done in the area of responsibility for Pacific Command are
divided into Part I-IV exercises. Part I exercises require a Significant
Exercise Brief and National Security Council approval. Part II exercises
receive Joint Chiefs of Staff airlift and sealift funding for exercise
deployment and redeployment. Part III exercises are deemed significant
exercises by component or subordinate unified commanders but do not receive
Joint Chiefs of Staff funding. Part IV exercises are less significant.

PART I EXERCISES

ANNUALEX 06G JAPAN

ARCTIC SAREX 1995 CANADA (COLD LAKE)
BAKER CARABAO II CAMBODIA

BAKER TAILULU TONGATAPU, TONGA
BALANCE CANOE 1995-1 CAMBODIA
BALANCE IROQUOIS 1995-1 INDIA

BALANCE IROQUOIS 1995-2 INDIA

BALANCE STYLE 95-1 SRI LANKA
BALANCE STYLE 95-2 SRI LANKA
BALIKATAN 1994 PHILIPPINES
COBRA GOLD 1995 THAILAND

COPE NORTH 95-2

ELIGIBLE RECEIVER 1995-1

MISAWA, JAPAN
HOME STATIONS

FLASH IROQUOIS 1995-3 INDIA
FOAL EAGLE 1994 KOREA
FREEDOM BANNER 1995 KOREA
KANGAROO 1995 AUSTRALIA
KEEN EDGE 1995 JAPAN
POSITIVE FORCE 1995 WORLDWIDE
RECEPTION STAGING ONWARD

MOVEMENT & INTEGRATION 1995 KOREA
TANDEM THRUST 1995 WESTERN PACIFIC
TEAK IROQUOIS 1995-4 INDIA
TEAM SPIRIT KOREA
TURBO CADS 95 WESTERN PACIFIC
ULCHI-FOCUS LENS 1995 KOREA

Part II Exercises

COMMANDO SLING 1995-1 SINGAPORE
COMMANDO SLING 1995-2 SINGAPORE
COMMANDO SLING 1995-3 SINGAPORE
COMMANDO SLING 1995-4 SINGAPORE
COMMANDO SLING 1995-5 SINGAPORE
COMMANDO SLING 1995-6 SINGAPORE
COPE TIGER 1995 THAILAND
COPE TIGER 95-2 THAILAND
COPE TIGER 96-1 SINGAPORE
ELLIPSE CHARLIE 1995-1 CLASSIFIED
FORTIFY FREEDOM 1995 To Be Determined
FREQUENT STORM 95-1 MALAYSIA
FREQUENT STORM 95-2 THAILAND
HONG KONG SAREX 1994 HONG KONG
NORTHERN EDGE 95 ALASKA
POSITIVE RESPONSE 95-1 PENTAGON



POSITIVE RESPONSE 95-2

POSITIVE RESPONSE 95-3

TEMPEST EXPRESS 1995-1

TEMPEST EXPRESS 1995-2

VIGILANT BLADE 95

PART III EXERCISES

13 MARINE EXPEDITIONARY
UNIT DEPLOYMENT

25TH INFANTRY DIVISION (25 ID)
EMERGENCY DEPLOYMENT TRAINING
EXERCISE 2

25ID(L) BATTALION EXERCISE
EVALUATION 1-95

PENTAGON
PENTAGON
OKINAWA
OKINAWA
AUSTRALIA

PACIFIC AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY
(LIGHT)
QOAHU

OAHU

25ID(L) BATTALION FIELD TRAINING

EXERCISE

25ID(L) DIVISION SUPPORT
COMMAND EXERCISE EVALUATION

25ID(L) EMERGENCY DEPLOYMENT
READINESS EXERCISE 1

95-3L

AIR DEFENSE EXERCISE 95

AMALGAM WARRIOR 95-2

ASSEM BAGUS 95

ANTI SUBMARINE WARFARE
EXERCISE (ASWEX) 95-1

ASWEX 95-1JA

ASWEX 95-1US/1K

ASWEX 95-2JA

ATTACK GUNNERY

AVIATION GUNNERY

AVIATION GUNNERY 95

BAKER BANNER III

BAKER CAMEL

BAKER CARABAO II

BAKER LADDER II

BAKER MONGOOSE II

BAKER TOOL

BALANCE FIDDLE 95-1

BALANCE IRON 95-1

BALANCE IRON 95-1A

BALANCE IRON 95-2

BALANCE IRON 95-3

BALANCE IRON 95-4

BALANCE MINT 95-2

BALANCE PASSION 95-1

BALANCE PISTON 95-2

BALANCE PISTON 95-4

BALANCE SCALE 95-1

BALANCE SOLO 95-1

BALANCE TORCH 95-1

BALANCE TORCH 95-3

BEACH CREST 95

BLUE FLAG 95-2

COMBINED ARMED EXERCISE
(CAX) 1/2 95

CAX 5/6 95

CAX 9-95

CERTAIN SUPPORT 95

COMMANDER FLEET CONTROL
FORCE (CFCF) EXERCISE 94-2

HAWAII
OAHU

OAHU

LAOS
JAPAN
ALASKA
INDONESIA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA (SOCAL)
EAST CHINA SEA

KOREA

JAPAN

HAWAII

HAWAII

HAWAII

BANGLADESH

PHNOM PENH, CAMBODIA
CAMBODIA (PHNOM PENH)

LAOS

MONGOLIA (ULAANBATAR)
TUVALU (FUNAFUTI)

FIJI

INDONESIA

INDONESIA

INDONESIA

INDONESIA

INDONESIA

MALAYSIA

PAPUA NEW GUINEA
PHILIPPINES

PHILIPPINES

SEYCHELLES

SOLOMON ISLANDS

THAILAND
THAILAND
OKINAWA,
FLORIDA

JAPAN

CALIFORNIA (29 PALMS)
29 PALMS CA

29 PALMS CA

VIRGINIA (FORT PICKETT)

JAPAN




CFCF

EX 95-1

CIVIC ACTION

CIVIC ACTION TEAM 84-47

COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE
COPE

DESSERT FIRE EXERCISE
(DESIFIREX)

JADE 95-1
JADE 95-3
NORTH 95-1
NORTH 95-2
NORTH 95-3
SOUTH 95
THUNDER 95-1
THUNDER 95-2
THUNDER 95-3
THUNDER 95-4
WEST 95-1
WEST 95-2

DESIFIREX 2-95

EMERALD EXPRESS 95-1

EMERALD EXPRESS 95-2

ENGINEERING TRAINING 95-1

EXPLOSIVE ORDINANCE DISPOSAL
EXERCISE (EODEX) DUGONG 95-1

EODEX REPUBLIC OF KOREA 95-3

EODEX REPUBLIC OF

THE PHILIPPINES 95
EODEX THAILAND 95-2

EODEX TRICRAB 95

EODEX/MINING EXERCISE/SALVAGE
EXERCISE THAILAND 95-1

EVERGREEN 95

FLEET EXERCISE (FLEETEX) 95-1

FLEETEX 95-1C
FLEETEX 95-1M1
FLEETEX 95-1M2
FLEETEX 95-2A
FLEETEX 95-2B
FLEETEX 95-2C
FLEETEX 95-2M1
FLEETEX 95-2M2
FOREST LIGHT 95-2

FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
GOLD

HONG KONG BILATERAL 95

TRAINING 95-1
TRAINING 95-2
TRAINING 95-3
EAGLE 95

IJI BUTAI 95

INDONESIAN USA (INDUSA) 20

INDUSA 21

INDUSA SALVAGE EXERCISE 95
JOINT READINESS TRAINING

CENTER 95-10

JRTC

JOINT TRAINING FORCE EXERCISE 95-1

95-9

KENNEL BEAR 95-1
KENNEL BEAR 95-2
KENNEL BEAR 95-3
KERNEL BLITZ 95
KINGFISHER 95

KOREAN INCREMENTAL TRAINING

1-96
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JAPAN
PONPAGI
FEDERATED STATES OF MICRONESIA
KOREA
KOREA
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
BANGLADESH
ALASKA
ALASKA
ALASKA
ALASKA
MALAYSIA
INDONESIA

CALIFORNIA (29 PALMS)
CALIFORNIA (29 PALMS)
SOCAL

CAMP PENDLETON

JAPAN (CAMP FUJI)

AUSTRALIA
KOREA

PHILLIPINES
THAILAND
GUAM

THAILAND

JAPAN

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

SOCAL

JAPAN

JAPAN (CAMP FUJI)
CAMP FUJI, JAPAN
JAPAN (CAMP FUJI)
HAWAII/ AUSTRALIA
HONG KONG

JAPAN

INDONESIA
INDONESIA
INDONESIA

LOUISIANA
LOUISIANA
SOCAL
GUAM
GUAM
GUAM
SOCAL
BRUNEI



PROGRAM (KITP) 95-1

KITP 95-2

LUNGFISH 94

MARINE AIR GROUP EXERCISE 95-1

MALABAR 95

MALAYSIA TRAINING 95-1

MALIDIVES SEARCH AND RESCUE
EXERCISE 95 ’

MINE COUNTERMEASURES EXERCISE
(MCMEX) 95-1K

MCMEX 95-2J

MEKAR 95

MERCUB 95

MERGATE 95-1

MERGATE 95-2

MERGATE 95-3

MERGATE 95-4

MERLYNX 95

MINEX 95-1M

MINEX INDUSA 95

MINEX THAILAND 95-1

MINEX/EODEX 95-1JA

MARITIME INTERDICTION OPERATION
TRAINING 95-2 )

MISSION 23/01

MARINE STAFF TRAINING PROGRAM

NORTHWIND 95

NAVAL SPECIAL WARFARE (NSW)/
SPECIAL AIR SERVICES (SAS) CROSS
TRAINING 95-1

NSW/SAS REGIMENT CROSS TRAINING 94

NATIONAL TRAINING CENTER (NTC)
95-02 US ARMY ALASKA (USARAK)

NTC 95-03 (USARAK)

NTC 95-04 (USARAK)

NTC 95-10

NTC 95-2

NTC 95-3

NTC 95-6

NTC 95-7

NTC OPPOSING FORCES ROTATION 95-02

NTC OPPOSING FORCES ROTATION 95-03

NTC-ROTATION 95-05

ORIENT SHIELD 95

PALAH 95-2

PASIR PUTIH 95

PASKAL 95-1

PASKAL 95-2

PENYU TRIDENT 95

ROYAL AUSTRALIAN AIR FORCE (RAAF)
EXTENDEX 95-1

RAAF EXTENDEX 95-2

RAAF EXTENDEX 95-3 .

RAAF EXTENDEX 95-4

RECONNAISSANCE EXERCISE (RECONEX)
95-1

RECONEX 95-2 .

RUSSIAN PASSING EXERCISE 004/94

SALVAGE EXERCISE (SALVEX) 94-2K

SALVEX 95-1K

KOREA (POHANG)
KOREA (POHANG)
AUSTRALIA

MID PACIFIC
INDIAN OCEAN
MALAYSIA

MALDIVES

KOREA
OKINAWA
MALAYSIA
SINGAPORE
SINGAPORE
SINGAPORE
SINGAPORE
SINGAPORE
SINGAPORE
MALAYSIA
INDONESIA
THAILAND
JAPAN

GUAM, SAIPAN
KWAJALIEN
OKINAWA,
JAPAN

JAPAN

AUSTRALIA
AUSTRALIA

CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
JAPAN
PHILIPPINES
INDONESIA
MALAYSIA
MALAYSIA
MALAYSIA

GUAM
GUAM
GUAM
To Be Determined

OKINAWA,
JAPAN
NORTHERN WESTPAC
KOREA

KOREA

JAPAN



SALVEX 95-2K

SALVEX/EODEX THAI 95-1

SANDGROPER 94

SAREX 95-1

SAREX 95-2

SCORPION WIND 1-95

SCORPION WIND 2-95

SEA BAT 94-2

SEA BAT 95-1

SEA BAT 95-2

SEA EAGLE 95

SEA AIR LAND (SEAL) EXERCISE 95-1

SEALEX 95-2

SEA SURVEILLANCE EXERCISE
(SEASURVEX) 95-1T/LINKING
EXERCISE 95-1T

SEASURVEX 95-3T

SEASURVEX 95-4T

SEASURVEX/LINKEX 95-2T

SHIP ANTI SUBMARINE WARFARE
READINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS
MEASURE (SHAREM) 112/ASWEX 95-2K

SHAREM XXX/ASWEX 95-2JA

SHIN KAME 95-1

SHIN KAME 95-2

SHIN KAME 95-3

SHIN KAME 95-4

SPECWAR/SUBEX 95-A

SPRING TRAINING 95

SRV-32 (FULL ACCOUNTING)

SRV-33

SRV-34

SRV-35

SRV-36

SRV-37 :

SUBMARINE COMPETENCY 95

TACTICAL MARITIME EXERCISE (TAMEX)
95-2

TAMEX 95-3

THUNDEREX 2-95

THUNDEREX 3-95

THUNDEREX 4-95

TROPIC LIGHTNING EXERCISE 1-95

TOWER EXERCISE 95-1

UNDERSEAL 95-1

UNDERSEAL 95-2

USARAK NTC OPFOR

US NAVY-MEXICAN EODEX

VALIANT MARK 95

VALIANT USHER 95-2

VALIANT USHER 95-4

VECTOR BALANCE KNIFE 95-7

VECTOR BALANCE SABRE 95-1

VECTOR BALANCE TORCH 95-2

VECTOR FLASH BAG 95-1

VECTOR FLASH HORN 95-2

VECTOR FLASH SABRE 95-3

VIGILANT OVERVIEW 95

YAMA SAKURA XXVII

KOREA

THAILAND

AUSTRALIA

VIC LA REUNION ISLAND
VIC LA REUNION ISLAND
YUMA, ARIZONA

NAS FALLON NEVADA
BANGLADESH

BANGLADESH

BANGLADESH

THAILAND

SOUTH KOREA

SOUTH KOREA

THAILAND
THAILAND
THAILAND
THAILAND

KOREA
EAST CHINA SEA
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
AUSTRALIA
AUSTRALIA
VIETNAM
VIETNAM
VIETNAM
VIETNAM
VIETNAM
VIETNAM
JAPAN

AUSTRALIA
AUSTRALIA
HAWAII

HAWAII

HAWAII

HAWAII (OAHU)
ETA JIMA, JAPAN
THAILAND
THAILAND
FORT IRWIN,
MEXICO
SINGAPORE
AUSTRALIA
KOREA
KOREA
SINGAPORE
THAILAND
BRUNEI
HONG KONG
SINGAPORE
ALASKA
JAPAN

ca



PART IV EXERCISES
25ID JRTC 94-1
25ID NTC 94-2 OPFOR
ACES NORTH
AIR DEFENSE ARTILLERY CREW
CERTIFICATION
AIR WARRIOR II 94-4
ANTI SURFACE WARFARE EXERCISE
(USAF) 94-1 JA
ASUWEX (USAF) 94-2
ASUWEX (USAF) 94-4
ASUWEX (USAF) 95-1
ASUWEX (USAF) 95-2
ASUWEX (USAF) 95-3
ASUWEX (USAF) 95-4
ASUWEX (USMC) 94-1
ASUWEX (USMC) 95-1
ASUWEX (USMC) 95-2
BAKER INCISION III
BAKER MONGOOSE II
BAKER SEASHELL
BALANCE BUFFALO 95-1
BALANCE HORN 94-1
BALANCE IRON 94-1
BALANCE IRON 94-2
BALANCE IRON 94-4
BALANCE KNIFE 94-1
BALANCE KNIFE 95-1
BALANCE KNIFE 95-3
BALANCE PASSION 94-1
BALANCE TIGER 94-1
BALANCE TIGER 95-1
BALANCE VELVET 94-1
BASIC COMBAT TEAM PROGRAM (BCTP)
95-5
BCTP 95-9
BCTP-25ID(L)
BF HONG KONG PALEX 94
BLUE GREEN WORKUPS 95-1
CIVIC ACTION TEAM 47-04
CIVIC ACTION
- CIVIC ACTION TEAM 23-01
CIVIC ACTION TEAM 84-46
COLD WEATHER TRAINING 95-1
COMBAT ARCHER 95-1
COMBAT ARCHER 95-2
COMBAT SURVIVAL COURSE
COMPOSITE TACTICAL UNIT EXERCISE
(COMPTUEX) 94-1
COMPTUEX 94-12
COMPTUEX 94-13T
COMPTUEX 94-14T
COMPTUEX 94-17M
COMPTUEX 94-18M
COMPTUEX 94-19M
COMPTUEX 94-20M
COMPTUEX 94-22M
COMPTUEX 94-23T
COMPTUEX 94-25M
COMPTUEX 94-3A

LOUISIANA
FORT IRWIN, CALIFORNIA
AUSTRALIA (DARWIN)

FORT LEWIS, WASHINGTON
LOUISIANA

JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
JAPAN
INDIA
MONGOLIA
SEYCHELLES
BANGLADESH
HONG KONG
INDONESIA
INDONESIA
INDONESIA
KOREA
KOREA
KOREA
PAPUA NEW GUINEA
TONGA
TONGA
VANUATU

FORT DRUM NEW YORK
FORT HOOD TEXAS
OAHU, HIWAII

HONG KONG

JAPAN (OKINAWA)
POHNPEI

VIETNAM (PONPAGI)

Federated States of MICRONESIA
Federated States of MICRONESIA

JAPAN
FLORIDA
FLORIDA
MALAYSIA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MID PACIFIC

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MID PACIFIC

MID PACIFIC

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
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94-4M
94-5M
94-7T
95-10M
95-1A/ITA
95-3T
95-4T
95-7M TRUE
95-9T

S BALANCE IRON 95-5

COPE BENGAL 94
COPE CAGE 94-2
COPE CAGE 95-2

DISSIMILAR AIRCRAFT COMBAT TRAINING

DESIFIREX 1-96
DESIFIREX 2-95
DIESELEX 94-3
DIESELEX 95-1
DIESELEX 95-2
DIESELEX 95-3
DIESELEX 95-4
ENGR TRNG 95-2
FLASH KNIFE 94-11
FLASH KNIFE 94-3
FLASH KNIFE 95-2
FLASH KNIFE 95-4
FLEETEX 94-2M1
FLEETEX 94-2M2
FORCE EMPLOYMENT
FORECON DD/FF 94-2
FORECON SUBEX 94-3
FORECON SUBEX 95-2

FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI
FUJI

95-2
95-3
95-4
95-5
95-6
ENGR
TRNG
TRNG
TRNG
TRNG

OPS 95
94-1
95-4
95-5
95-6

GREEN FLAG

HABU SAKUSEN 94

HABU SAKUSEN 95

IJI BUTAI 95

INDONESIAN EXCHANGE/CONFERENCE
JAPAN/USATRADOC STAFF TALKS
JOINT VBSS TRAINING 95-1
JOINT TASK FORCE EXERCISE 95-1
JUNGLE OPERATIONS

JUNGLE WARFARE INSTUCTOR COURSE
JUNIOR COMMAND COURSE

KENNEL BEAR 95-4

KILAT STRIKE

LONG RANGE PATROL COURSE
MAG-12 YECHON DEPLOYMENT
MATSU YAMA 95

MEC/P ENGR OPS 95

MIDDLE EAST FORCE EXERCISE (MEFEX)

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MID PACIFIC

MID PACIFIC
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MID PACIFIC

FORT LEWIS, WASHINGTON
MALAYSIA

HAWAII

HAWAII

NEW MEXICO

29 PALMS CALIFORNIA
29 PALMS CALIFORNIA
JAPAN

JAPAN

SOUTHWEST OF KYUSHU
SOUTHWEST OF KYUSHU
SOUTHWEST OF KYUSHU
KOREA .
KOREA

KOREA

KOREA

KOREA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
NEVADA

OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA

OKINAWA, JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
JAPAN

CAMP FUJI, JAPAN
CAMP FUJI, JAPAN
CAMP FUJI, JAPAN
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
SAGAMI DEPOT, JAPAN
OKLAHOMA

JAPAN

KOREA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MALAYSIA

BRUNEI

INDIA

OKINAWA JAPAN
MALAYSIA

BRUNEI

YECHON, KOREA
JAPAN

KOREA



94-2 PHASE II

MEFEX 94-2 PHASE III

MEFEX 94-3 PHASE II

MEFEX 94-4 PHASE III

MEFEX 95-1 PHASE I

MEFEX 95-1 PHASE III

MEFEX 95-2 PHASE I

MARITIME INTERDICTION OPERATION
(MIO) TRAINING 95-1

MIO TRAINING 95-2
MIO TRAINING 95-3
MIO TRNG 94-2
MIO TRNG 94-4

MISSILE EXERCISE (MISSILEX) 94-4

MISSILEX 95-1
MISSILEX 95-2
MISSILEX 95-4

NAVAL GUNFIRE EXERCISE 95-2

NAVAL GUNFIRE SYSTEM (NGFS)
QUALIFICATION EXERCISE 94-4

NGFS QUALIFICATION EX 95-1

NGFS QUALIFICATION EX 95-2

NGFS QUALIFICATION EX 95-3

NGFS QUALIFICATION EX 95-4

NAVAL SPECIAL WARFARE (NSW) VISIT
BOARD SEARCH AND SEIZURE (VBSS)

94-5
NSW VBSS 95-1
NSW VBSS 95-4

NSW/HS-3 INTEROPERABILITY 95-1
NSW/HS-3 INTEROPERABILITY 95-2

NTC 95-1
NUANCE KNIFE 94-8

NORTHERN WARFARE TRAINING CENTER

" CLIMBING - NEPAL
PAC. ARMIES MANAGE.
PACIFIC BOND 94
PACIFIC BOND 95

PERSPECTIVE SUBMARINE COMMANDING
OFFICER (PCOSS) HOLLYWOOD 94-1

PCOSS HOLLYWOOD 94-2

PCOSS HOLLYWOOD 95-1

PINNACLE ADVANCE 94-2

POHAKULOA TRAINING AREA (PTA) 95-1

PTA 95-2

PTA 96-1

RAINBOW GULF 94-1
RAINBOW GULF 94-2
RECON EX

RECON SUBEX 94-1
RECON SUBEX 95-3
RECONEX 94-2
RECONEX 95-3
RECONEX 95-4
RECONEX SUBEX 94-1
RECONEX SUBEX 94-2
ROK CASEX

ROK DEPLOYMENT
SCORPION WIND 2-95

SHIP ANTI SUBMARINE WARFARE

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MID PACIFIC

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
MID PACIFIC

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

KOREA

OKINAWA AREA
OKINAWA AREA
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
PHILLIPINE SEA
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN

OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN

GUAM

GUAM

GUAM

NAF ATSUGI
NAF ATSUGI
CALIFORNIA
KOREA

NEPAL

DHAKA, BANGLADESH
HAWAII/AUSTRALIA
AUSTRALIA

MID PACIFIC
MID PACIFIC
MID PACIFIC
SOCAL

HAWAII

BIG ISLAND HI
HAWAII

GUAM

GUAM

OKINAWA
GUAM/OKINAWA
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA, JAPAN
OKINAWA/GUAM
OKINAWA/GUAM
KOREA

OSAN, KOREA
NAS FALLON NEVADA



READINESS AND EFFECTIVENESS
MEASURE (SHAREM) 107 PHASE 1/
ASWEX 94-1Us

SINGAPORE AVIATION PALEX

SPECIAL WARFARE SUBMARINE EXERCISE\

FLASH GLOBE 95-1

SPECWAR/SUBEX 95-2

SUPPORT BATTILION FIELD EXERCISE
(SPTBN) 1-95

SPTBN FEX 2-95

SPTBN FEX 3-95

SPTBN FEX 4-95

TAHITI EXCHANGE

TEAK ACTION 94-3

TEAK ACTION 95-1

TIGER BALM 95

TROPIC LIGHTNING EXERCISE + 40

TOWER EXERCISE 95-1 (USMC)

TOWER EXERCISE 95-2

TROPIC PRELUDE 95

TRUE TRAINING 95-2

TRUE TRAINING 95-3

TRUE TRAINING 95-4

UNION PACIFIC 95

USAF WEAPONS CENTER SUPPORT

VALIANT USHER/SPECIAL OPERATIONS
CAPABLE CERTIFICATION EXERCISE
95-1

VALOR GECKO

VALOR GURKIN 2-94

VALOR JOYCE

VALOR KEPLER

VALOR KILL

VARSITY PLAYER 94

VARSITY SWIMMER 95

VECTOR BALANCE HORN 95-3

VECTOR BALANCE SABRE 94-2

VECTOR BALANCE TORCH 94-1

VECTOR FLASH HORN 94-2

WILLIAM TELL 94

WEAPONS AND TACTICS (WTI) 1-96

WTI 2-95

YAMA SAKURA XXVII

YAMA SAKURA XXVIII (CPX)
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JAPAN
HAWAII/SINGAPORE

GUAM
GUAM

JAPAN (CAMP FUJI)
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
CAMP FUJI JAPAN
TAHITI
AUSTRALIA
AUSTRALIA
SINGAPORE
AUSTRALIA

ETA JIMA, JAPAN
OKINAWA
AUSTRALIA

GUAM

GUAM

GUAM

OAHU

NEVADA

OKINAWA, JAPAN
GUAM

GUAM

JAPAN

KOREA

KOREA

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
HONG KONG
SINGAPORE AND GUAM
THAILAND

HONG KONG

FLORIDA

YUMA, ARIZONA

YUMA, ARIZONA
JAPAN

FORT DERUSSY, HAWAII
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General Luck. He does four major exercises with me.

Mr. DIcKS. So there is no shortage of major exercises in the Pa-
cific? Some people have suggested that.

General LUCK. .

Mr. Dicks. That is not a problem?

General Luck. That is a myth.

CONDUCTING TWO MAJOR REGIONAL CONTINGENCIES

Mr. Dicks. Is mobility, airlift, sealift, those things a major con-
cern to both of you?

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Classified discussion removed.]

Mr. Dicks. What do you think of the plan? We have
prepositioning, we have 25 container ships.

Admiral CKE. Good and getting better. If I could take a
minute to talk about what we did at the CINCs conference, the re-
sults of the two Nimble Dancer games in a macro-sense, the deci-
sions that we looked at.

General Luck and General Peay and I have worked this out fair-
ly well ahead of time. What we did was say instead of looking at
each MRC in isolation, what do you want to fight your MRC, if you
are the only game in town.

From the standpoint of if you are the second MRC, what are the
forces you absolutely have to have, what are the critical forces for
you. . Very macro.

As a generality, that is the sort of thing we looked at, instead
of the old assumption of we will take forces from one MRC, this
Marine regiment or this Army brigade, and swing it to the other
MRC when we finish this one. .

Mr. Dicks. Hold back some forces for the potential of a second
contingency.

Admiral MACKE. .

Mr. Dicks. My time is short. I think Colin Powell had it right
when he said that if g'ou want to get one of these things over with
fast, you have got to bring maximum force to bear. If you go to this
kind of a plan do you risk not being able to have enough of
strength, enough troops to commit to get the first one done quickly?

Admiral MACKE. .

General LUCK. Beware the ORSAE, the operations research sys-
tems analysis expert. He will tell you the most efficient way to take
the hill is for the last man to die at the top. I would prefer to go
up with a whole bunch and all of us get there.

Mr. Dicks. My view is we might have one MRC, something else
might happen, but two majors at the same time is hard for me to
conceive of.

I wonder whether we have gotten ourselves so committed to
this—I would hate to see us under commit to the first MRC and
not be able to get it done because we are holding back for some-
thing that might not happen.

Admiral MACKE. I agree, but there was a period of time last year
where we had serious questions about whether we could do two
MRCs or not.

Mr. Dicks. We appreciate the great job you are doing.

General LUCK. One of the things we can be sure of is we can’t
be sure where the next fight will be.
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Admiral MACKE. Again, I think it is fair to reiterate that the
statement has been made by our government that either they ac-
cept, as they said they would the South Korean reactor, or the
framework is broken.

NUCLEAR AGREEMENT WITH NORTH KOREA

Mr. YOUNG. I understand that while I was voting, Mr. Murtha
had asked you questions about that accord and you both said you
thought it could be verified, the agreements, because there are
quite a few people in the capital area who aren’t fond of that agree-
ment.

Admiral MACKE. Through IAEA inspections, through national
technical means, we have the capability to monitor, to ensure that
is complied with. _

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Bonilla.

FACILITIES FOR U.S. FORCES IN KOREA

Mr. BONILLA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Good afternoon General, Admiral. General, in looking at your
testimony before today, you mention that 50 percent of U.S. forces
in Korea have inadequate living, dining and work facilities.

Can you tell us what is being done about that or what we could
do to help alleviate that problem?

General LUCK. Sir, you are really doing it. We went without any
military construction for five years, but this body came over and
visited last year, came back and turned the staff loose and we are
now getting a good share of money.

We were hoping for $50 million to get us going and get it back
on a glide slope, but we have $34.6 million, I think it ended up.
I had already expressed my appreciation for what you have done
to get this thing balanced because of that five-year deficit, which
at the time was the right thing to do because then EASI was look-
ing good, the Nunn-Warner amendment and the drawdown was
looking good, and against that backdrop decisions were made.

When we turned and saw that we couldn’t continue on that glide
slope because of the critical situation that evolved through the nu-
clear business, we froze the forces. So we froze the forces but we
still had our fiscal glide slope on a decline. So the initial fix to that
we believe is about $200 million over a five-year period, but—so it
has bottomed out and started up.

So thank you for that. That is where we are. I would tell you
that we want our troops to live better but they are doing fine. That
doesn’t mean we should say, okay, don’t worry about them.

CHINA

Mr. BoNILLA. That is good to hear. Any time there is any worry
about our troops not having what they need, I think it is the high-
est priority, even higher than concerns we have about weapon sys-
tems.

Admiral, I would like to ask about the increasing bilateral co-
operation with the Chinese Army. While it is a good idea to share
simulations and war gaming techniques, I wanted to have assur-
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ances that this isn’t going to come back to haunt us down the road
because of what may or may not occur in that country.

Admiral MACKE. First off, in my view at least, China is the key
to the future of the Pacific region. China is a world power today,
has one-fifth of the world population and one of the largest armies,
a veto power in the U.N., and nuclear weapons; she is a power.

China will become a superpower. She will gain a blue water
naval capability, a power projection capability. She is, I believe,
committed to doing that. Those statements have been made by the
Chinese. So she is one that we are going to have to deal with in
one way or another in the future.

In my view, the best way to do that is to deal with her as a part-
ner in helping to maintain stability in the Pacific region as opposed
to as an adversary. So the dialogue that we have with her, I think,
is critical.

At the same time, I am not ready to start providing American
technology to China. Her weapon systems and her capabilities,
though she has 3.2 million people under uniform, aren’t that great
because she has old technology.

The initial things that Dr. Perry set up with Secretary Warner
are to try to build some transparency, to explain strategic objec-
tives, where we are trying to go, to explain the bottom-up review,
the two MRC strategy and ask them to explain to us what their
strategies are, to gain a transparency, if you will, in intentions.

We have pretty good information on capability, but little trans-
parency on intentions. I think that will help.

The military-to-military dialogue, I think, is moving along in
good shape. I hope to visit there soon. My predecessor visited
China. We will have a ship visit China in the fairly near term.
Those sorts of things are to start building a professional relation-
ship that helps to open up again the transparency issue, but just
as importantly, allows our forces to be able to work with each other
in a peacekeeping or disaster relief or situation such as that, not
necessarily in a war-fighting scenario.

I think a continuing dialogue across the full spectrum of military,
economic, and political issues with China is necessary if we want
to bring her into the next century as a contributing member of the
community of nations.

Mr. BONILLA. Chinese Army leaders and the politicians who run
the country, in non-defense areas, we have had disputes with them
recently about trade. Does that affect the Chinese Army attitude
or their willingness to work with us?

Admiral MACKE. The Chinese Army is probably the largest in-
dustry in China. They do a lot of things with regard to manufactur-
ing and profit-making. They are definitely intertwined throughout
the military and well into the economic sector.

As to whether they are involved in any of the current issues that
are under discussion in the intellectual property rights, I don’t
know. If we have that information, I will be happy to provide it for
the record, but I don’t know whether they are or not. They are in-
volved in a lot of industry and are in the process of trying to cut
back on that.

[The information follows:]
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We have no specific evidence of direct Chinese military involvement with projects
or companies engaged in intellectual property rights violations.

VIETNAM POW’S AND MIA’S

Mr. BONILLA. Regarding cooperation of the Vietnamese in ac-
counting for POW’s and MIA’s, could you elaborate further on the
status? Are you convinced they are doing all they can?

Admiral MACKE. I think the Vietnamese are being extremely co-
operative. It is as good as or better than the other two countries

t we work with in the region.

We have the cases which were brought from 135 down to 55.
That was a major contention issue. There was an issue of working
with Laotians to get Vietnamese refugees that could identify sites.
That problem has been solved.

In my visit to Hanoi a couple of months ago, I was very im-
pressed with their openness, their ability to help. We have been
able to go to some previously restricted areas to pursue investiga-
tions and/or excavations, and at the government level, I see good
help. At the civilian level, I see tremendous help.

When you go to an excavation site, you see how hard the villag-
ers work that come from that area, which is the work force, 80 to
100 of them digging through the dirt, sifting it to find things as
small as a fingernail, and they do a fantastic job of it and they
work hard.

Mr. BONILLA. Admiral, General, I appreciate your being here
today and I look forward to working with you as a new Member
of this Committee.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you.

Mr. Nethercutt another new Member of the Committee already
geeply engaged in the effort to provide for a strong national de-
ense.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I am sorry I arrived so late. I am a new Mem-
ber of the Committee from the eastern district of Washington, a
coastal State with strong ties to the Pacific region, I look forward
to working with you in the future and I appreciate your being he:
today, and I have no questions. .

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you very much.

Admiral, General, if you have anything additional you would like
to add, now would be a good time to do it.

General LUCK. There are a couple of things I wanted to tell you
about Mr. Murtha and Mr. Dicks, but maybe I should do that in
double-closed session.

Mr. YOUNG. We can do that. Maybe we will have a chance to visit
you in Korea again and have an opportunity to get some of those
stories.

We appreciate the meetings we had with you and our hearings
and the opportunity to meet one-on-one when those occasions occur.

I have a couple of questions in writing that I would like to sub-
mit to you and ask that you answer for my purposes. In addition,
we will have questions for the record. We would like you to respond
to those in writing also, if you will.

Feel free to keep in touch. When there is a problem that we can
help with let us know. _
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The Committee is adjourned. There will be no meeting of the
Committee next week because we will be on the Floor with the
Supplemental bill. The week after that we will be back with hear-

8.
meLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Young and the an-
swers thereto follow:]

‘ FY 1995 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Question: 1 am advised that if the Emergency Supplemental is not enacted before
March 31, 1995 the following will occur during the fourth quarter of the year:
126,000 flying hours will be lost. 24,000 men and women will not transfer to their
next assi, ent during the fourth quarter as planned. Half of the joint exercises
like Red Flag and Bright Star will be canceled.

Now those sound like pretty drastic measures. General Joulwan had some inter-
esting comments this morning about this program and we would be interested in
both your comments.

Answer: Should the supplemental funding measure not be passed, the necessary
action required of the Pacific Command would be for the United States Pacific Air
Force to reduce all combat coded aircraft flying hours by 25 percent (includes fight-
ers, bombers, airlifters, and tankers) defer approximately 50 percent of real proj
maintenance contracts, delay deg‘ot purchased equipment maintenance ules,
cancel United States Pacific Air Force participation 1n 6 joint exercises, and freeze
permanent cl:.‘.valx:ﬁe of station order moves for personnel.

Question: e the Committee was preparing for the supplemental, we found
some additional readiness problems that we have addressed by adding $670 million
to the snfpplemental package.

One of those is parﬁcu]ierly troublesome to me. We found that the Navy flying
hour shortfall, even with the supplemental, is 53,000 hours, due to increased costs
that have built up over several years in the engines of the F-18, F-14, AV-8B and
3helEA—6B£s'That shortfall is almost twice the shortfall created by the contingency

eploymen

gle are advised that if this problem is not fixed, the following would occur:

Three carrier airwings would have to stand-down upon return from deployment
in April, May and June respectively.

Another carrier airwing would have to stand-down in September 1995, which
would impact a scheduled fiscal year 1996 deployment.

Topgun and Strike University would shutdown in May.

Non-deployed fleet air sa})port would stand-down in May.

Three Anti-Submarine Warfare helicopter squadrons would stand-down beginning

in June.
%i_ﬁ]’alt Anti-Submarine Warfare fixed winﬁaaquadrons would stand-down in April.
t impact would these developments have on your operations, your planning,
your 'l':raining? With the volatile situation in Korea can we afford to let these events
occur?

Answer: There would be ne%ligible effect on our current forward deployed force’s

o tions. These forces would retain their high combat readiness. However, this
rtfall in flight hours would affect United States based units, resulting in loss of
aircrew qualifications and overall decreased readiness. The increased cost of getting
sﬂl:osr:f allsaircrews re-qualified exacerbates the operations and maintenance account

0 X

We cannot afford the negative impact this would have on response time to any
theater contingency. ‘

Question: Specifiycally on Korea. The Joint Chiefs of Staff decided to keep twelve
F-16s and ten C-130s in the Pacific force instead of drawing them down in the re-
ductions in force structure this year.

We have been advised that these aircraft are important to your training exercises
with the Koreans. General Luck, can you confirm this and tell us how important
they might be to you?

In the additional supplemental appropriations we specifically restored $22 million
to cover the flying hour costs of these aircraft. If you don’t receive those funds from
the Congress, do you have any idea where Jlou might be able to get them?

Answer: We received the $22 million in this fiscal year funding.

Question: Admiral Macke, during a 100 day period, beginning on October 4th of
last year, we lost 7 naval aircraft and 4 pilots in the Pacific region. We are con-
cerned, as I know you are, about those accidents and whether anything could have
been done to avoid them. We are very aware of the particular dangers associated
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with flying onto and off carriers, where 4 of those accidents occurred. We are also
awarodof e increased pace of deployments the Navy has been asked to undertake
recently

Are we overly concerned about the impact of the loss of flying hours that will
occur if we don't act soon with the emergency supplemental?

Answer: If the supplemental mnotpasse? the proposed stand-downs to cover the
flying hour shortfalfmllmgmﬁmnﬂy affect training. This disrupts operataondmam—
tenance training and exercise plans, exacerbates maintenance shortfalls, and
pacts morale. 'l‘herensalways concern for increased training mishaps once quahﬁca-
tions are lost and training cycles compressed to meet operational commitments. We
cannot afford to let these events occur.

Question: We call all of these actions emergencies. Some only consider the ones
that will reimburse you for the contingency operations an emergency. Would the loss
of53000ﬂ§l1l:ghotmthlsyearbeanem ergency?

supplemental funding will help avoid the loss of flying hours. We
cannot afford to lose that many Navy flight hours world wide due to the negative
impact it would have on readiness and our ability to meet contingency operattons

PREPOSITIONING OF EQUIPMENT
Quatwn How mpl;o:i:nl‘::;?s prepositioning equipment to achieving your readiness

area of respo

3:" Answer: Prepositioning is extremely important to our ability to project
combat fomea Our readiness is improved by positioning equipment and sustainment
close to where it will be needed. Prepositioning saves strategic lift and improves
force closure time.

Korea Answer. The prepositioning of equipment on the Ko ninsula is ex-
tremely important to U.S. Forces Korea. Infantry and Armor Bat ions along with
their supporting Combat Support and Combat Service Support packages are excel-
lent preposmoned forces. Large gmntmes of ﬁnpment are required to bring the
heavy force to a “wartune ready condition. The more heavy equipment thnt is
':Boﬁntloned allows a quicker response during crisis at all levels. The airlift and

ift strain during the early critical stages of any conflict are lessened by
prepo:;tioned lequipment and would allow a faster force buildup than would other-

Question. Briefly dlscuss the plan to station prepositioned ships in the Pacific the-
ater.
Answer. Currently prepositioning ships are stationed at Diego Garcia and in

As sddili,:;)nnal ships are purchased and brought on-line in the 1997-2001 time
frame, we will position them in anchorages that are feasible from an operational
and political viewpoint.

We are looking at several options in the Pacific theater for prepositioning ships,
however, no decision will be made until all options are thoroughly studied and co-
ordinated with the appropriate agencies.

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
Question. Which countries have capabilities in producing weapons of mass de-

struction?

Answer. . No other country in the USPACOM AOR has admitted to having
an offensive chemical or biological warfare capability. . Biological warfare
agent production capability is very difficult to assess as the countries involved have
the proclivity to hide it in legitimate medical and pharmaceutical endeavors. 3

Question. you believe we have adequate intelligence assets in place to assess
the development of these weapons and the threat that would arise from the develop-
mcm these weapons?

er.

CHINA

Question. Admiral Macke, can you briefly discuss China’s modernization program?

In your prepared statement you say that you do not see China’s military as a
near-term threat to the U.S. or to our interests in Asia. What do you see as a lo ong-
term threat to the U.S. or to our allies in the region? Can you comment on China’s
recent actions concerning the Spratley Islands?

In your opinion, what would provoke China to invade Taiwan?
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I understand that recent exercises have focused on the extensive use of amphib-
ious landing and logistics support capabilities. Additionally, China’s joint exercises
have increased seven-fold. What do you make of this?

Will you comment on the close ties between Burma and China?

Answer.

INDIA AND PAKISTAN

Question. Admiral Macke, we have serious concerns regarding India and Pakistan.
Describe the status of weapons of mass destruction in both countries. If you would,
specifically address nuclear weapons, missile delivery systems and chemical and bio-

ical weapons.

Please provide your assessment of what conditions would cause for either country
to use their weapons of mass destruction.

Who controls these weapons, military or civilian?

How do you assess the likelihood of war between the two countries?

How will the U.S. deal with the use of nuclear weapons? Can you assess the dam-
age: number of casualties and property?

What contingency plans or arrangements do you have to deal with either coun-
try’s use of nuclear weapons?

In particular, are these plans coordinated with CENTCOM whose AOR includes
Pakistan?

Answer.

INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO WARFIGHTERS

Question. In the aftermath of Desert Shield/Desert Storm, questions were raised
about shortfalls in Intelligence Community support for the mlhtary efforts specific
to that conflict, as well as for military planning and deployment requirements in
other areas.

In your opinion, have steps been taken to improve cooperation and provide better
intelligence support for your operational missions? What changes have been made
to improve on-scene intelligence support to forward deployed forces in your area of

E;mnsxblhty (AOR)?

OM Answer. Many steps taken by the Intelligence Directorate have improved
intelligence support to the warfighter.

Communications support for passing intelligence information to operational forces
has improved by continued consolidation of theater intelligence ADP resources into
four regional nodes (the USPACOM Automated Data Processing (ADP) Server Site,
or PASS conc:]ft) closer to warfighters. More direct access to intelligence informa-
tion is also enhanced by providing new intelligence computer systems (linked by a
common architecture) to over 150 operational locations.

Intelligence augmentation teams were created that deploy with joint task force
and component level forces to directly help the warfighters tie in to more substantial
intelligence resources a l‘odgher headquarters facilities.

Theater intelligence production responsibilities were consolidated at one organiza-
tion, the Joint Intelligence Center, Pacific, instead of producing intelligence docu-
ments across numerous organizations throughout the theater. i.xmwed production
gartndershxps allow solid warfighter production support despite the resource

rawdown

Creation of a tactics, techniques, and procedures manual focused on intelligence
support to joint task forces serves as a warfighter’s handbook for obtaining intel-
ligence support in the Pacific theater.

The recently created Joint Intelligence 'l‘raxmng Activities, Pacific (JITAP) organi-
zatlon trains theater intelligence personnel serving in joint environments to specifi-

cally support the joint warﬁghter

rea Answer. Cooperation and support indeed improved for U.S. Forces
Korea’s operational missions. We must strive to continue coordination effort
from all parties. . PACOM ADP Server Site-Korea (PASS-K), the theater in-
telligence systems, links all warfighting headquarters throughout the forward area
and the Communication Zone.

Question. In your view, has the Defense Intelligence Community fully adjusted to
the changes in the environment associated with today’s operational requirements?

PACOM Answer. Yes. The Defense Intelligence Community has implemented an
aggressive, comprehensive program to provide timely, quahty support to today’s
operatnonal forces and missions. This program capitalizes on:

Leading edge” technology.
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Functional expertise at all levels, national, service, and theater, through a
production strategy designed to maximize limited resources by preventing dupli-
cation.
Synergism between production and dissemination programs and architec-
tures; more flexibility in production and dissemination.

The program is dynamic; it continues to mature and evolve to respond to
in operational requirements. Examples of evolution and adjustments include:

New approach to production responsibilities—“lanes in the road.”

Prioritization modifications—moved away from Russia; focus on operations
other than war.

New dissemination a;zmches focused on support to joint task forces.

Incorporation of new data sources (e.g. open source intelli .

Korea Answer. Director DIA’s management of the Military Intelligence Board
(MIB) and his overall orchestration of the Defense Intelligence Community has pro-
ducedsynexgieshentofomabeent.Onthepeninsulawehavebeena ented by
permanent DIA and NPIC representatives. Operationally the community has sup-
perted with surges by national imagery and SIGINT assets. The DIA functional
alignment, deuﬁ to better mamuslupport at the national level despite dwin-
dling created some di heeforthiseommandinmnn:‘fingandeo-
reco%. inmligence activities across a large number of production nodes. DIA has

ized this problem and fixes are underway.

Question. As part of the Command’s Intelligence Architecture program, a “CINCs
theater intelligence priority list” is prepueﬁe:nd submitted to Pentagon budget

p

What are your top intelligence priorities contained in your intelligence priority
list? Elaborate on how well the Service Head s, OgD intelligence activities,
and the Military Intelligence Board dealt with them and what action has been taken
to fill identified intelligence priorities. Has any item submitted on your most
recent lists been fixed?

Answer. X
jon. Are there any intelligence products or support that you requested but
fam receive for any rZason, including problems caused by classification? Do you
receive timely and responsive answers to requirements you levy on the Intelligence

Community?

PACOM Answer. No problems with intelligence support at our level. We are work-
ing to resolve classification and foreign disclosure issues associated with coalition
hwé‘arfam. We are receiving timely responses to requirements levied upon higher
Korea Answer. Generally, no. We do, however, continuously experience a problem
with over cation and releasability. U.S. Forces Korea is part of a com

ith classificati nd releasability. U.S. F K is part of bined
command. Intelligence goroducts from the national intelligence community routinely
m documents NOFORN. Although there are times when the NOFORN caveat

be used, most products are, in fact, releasable to the Republic of Korea. Cor-
recting this problem would save countless administrative hours and improve the dis-
semination of intelligence products to our ally.

Question. Have you been contacted by various Intelligence Community activities,
such as the Defense Airborne Reconnaissance Office, Central Imzﬁ:ry Office, Na-
tional Security Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, and Defense Mapping Agency,
to obtain your approval and certification that the advanced development projects
they are und mee%our requirements?

'ACOM Answer. Yes. These organizations/agencies contact USCINCPAC staff,
both formallgaand informally, concerning future programs, plans, and initiatives.
Discussions have ranged from fielding prototype equipment and pilot training pro-
grams to the testing and evaluation of advanced concepts. These contacts are typi-
calll& agency-initiated and focus on a particular topic of agency interest at that time.

rea Answer. No. Only the Central Imagery Office has coordinated with us on
the Imagery Product Archive (IPA), a worldwide imagery dissemination system.

Question. Field commanders have at times complained of not receiving useful and
timely intelligence support. This problem has been attributed in part to the lack of
interoperability between and among a number of service and agency communica-
tions and intelligence Rrstems. Are there interoperability issues or communications
shortfalls standing in the way of your receiving the necessary intelliﬁienoe support?

ur opinion, does the current intelligence communications arc allow

In your opinion, does th t intelli ti tecture all
for the smooth flow of intelligence information between allied, coalition and service
components assigned to Joint Task Force(s)?

t improvements in intelligence dissemination are required?

PACOM Answer. There have been many recent success stories demonstrating bet-

ter intelligence dissemination. However, some interoperability issues and commu-
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nications shortfalls remain which impede complete and timely intelligence dissemi-
nation to and from national to tactical levels, between services and between the US
and our allies. In the Pacific Command, we have built a Department of defense In-
telligence Information Systems (DODILS) compliant architecture. As migration sys-
tems become available, we are expanding this theater-wide client server computing
environment which allows all theater elements to freely exchange information. As
multi-level security applications become available, we are adding them to the envi-
ronment. . We need to continue the new and rapid progress in alignment of
service intelligence systems to the national and theater community. Current service
systems rely primarily on a service specific information flow rather than a joint flow
which will be required when deﬁlloyed operationally. A construct should be formed
to bring the service Tactical Intelligence and Related Activities systems, the Depart-
ment of Defense intelligence community systems, the theater battle management
systems and the Global Command and Control Systems communities together under
a common development umbrella. While multi-level security systems are inni

to emerge, until they become widely available allied users require redundant
duplicative systems to be built which is both fiscally and manpower expensive. Once
these difficulties are overcome, a single worldwide network carrying computer data
to workstations at various classification or releasability levels can be built.

Korea Answer. . Each service has their own unique intelligence p:
and dissemination systems. While some improvements in interoperability and com-
patibility have been made within each service . No, the current intelligence
communications architecture does not allow for the smooth flow of intelligence infor-
mation between allied, coalition and service components assigned to Joint Task
Force(s). . When it comes to architecture more than just the technical archi-
tecture must be addressed. The organizational/procedural architecture must match
the technical/application architecture. The application must “look and feel” the wa
we do business. Normally, difficult in a joint environment, this is especially -
lenging when dealing with allied and ooa.fition forces, since we have little or no ad-
ministrative control over them.

“Stovepipe” applications development should be eliminated and geared toward
Open Client-Server Environments. In addition, we need to realize greater efficiency
in using limited bandwidth and increased reliability of communications circuits.

Question. Do you provide intelligence support to U.N. peacekeeping operations?

Additionally, who would release authority to give U.S. intelligence to U.N. ce-
keepers? Is il:lf'ou as the CINC, the Joint Task Force Commander, the CINC, or

who? Who would have the tasking authority?
PACOM Answer. :
Korea Answer. . The National Disclosure Policy Manual, 1 October 1988,

Section II, Policy, Paragraph 4f, states: “Classified military information through
TOP SECRET may be disclosed by ::? U.S. commander to any actively tgarﬁdpat-
ing allied force when such mili information is urgently required for the support
of combined combat operations.” Per NDP definition, the answer is, any U.S. com-
mander, including the CINC may act as release authority to give U.S. intelligence
to U.N. peacekeepers.

If the U.S. decides to support a peacekeeping operation with intelligence assets
in this theater, tasking authority would be successively delegated from DOD to JCS
to USCINCPAC and then to Commander, U.S. Forces Korea. Each echelon tasks
those assets for which they have specific authority to task.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Young.]
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INTRODUCTION

Mr. YOUNG. The Committee will come to order. Today’s hearing
will be closed pursuant to the unanimous vote yesterday, to close
the hearing because of the potential discussion of classified infor-
mation.

Today, we welcome General George Joulwan, the Commander in
Chief of the United States European Command. The European
Command’s area of responsibility spans 83 countries and 13 million

uare miles, including Europe, parts of the Middle East, the North

ica littoral and sub-Saharan Africa.

With the fall of the Berlin Wall, the threat has changed from a
single predictable threat to numerous volatile threats. Conflicts in
Bosnia, Rwanda and Iraq are just a few of the contingencies that
U.S. forces in Europe have responded to since the demise of the
Cold War. Since 1990, U.S. forces in Europe have been deployed 19
times for a number of diverse missions. For example, in 1994 U.S.
forces were deployed to:

onia for peacekeeping efforts;
Rwanda for noncombatant evacuation and humanitarian ef-
forts; and
The Persian Gulf region for crisis response.

General Joulwan, please submit your statement for the record,
and then present your oral statement in any way that you like. We
look forward to hearing your testimony today and ask that you pro-

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL JOULWAN

General JOULWAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Murtha and
distinguished Members of the House Committee on Appropriations,
National Security Subcommittee. It is a privilege to appear today
to discuss the Umted States European Command—EUCOM, and I
welcome the opportunity to provide my perspective on the EUCOM
theater of operations.

At the outset, let me thank this Committee and you, Mr. Chair-
man, on behalf of the men and women of EUCOM and their fami-
lies for your support of our efforts in Europe, and NATO, as well
as in our area of responsibilities in Africa and the Middle East.

(59)
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I have submitted a prepared statement and, Mr. Chairman, if
you concur, I would like to enter that into the record and summa-
rize.

Mr. YOUNG. General, that is a good plan, and without objection,
the entire statement will be presented for the record, and we will
hear your statement.

U.S. INVOLVEMENT IN EUROPE

General JOULWAN. The first point is to make clear that a United
States forward deploged force in Europe is clearly in the vital inter-
ests of the United States. Twice in this century we have fought
wars in Europe. Millions of people were killed and trillions of dol-
lars spent in the prosecution and aftermath of these wars. What
has kept the ﬁasce and prevented another war in Europe for the
Fast 50 years been the strength of the NATO Alliance and the
eadership of the United States of America. The tearing down of
the Berlin Wall and the Iron Curtain and the collapse of com-
munism in 1989 and 1990 were tremendous accomplishments, but
did not eliminate the need for U.S. involvement in Europe. It was
the end of one phase and then the beginning of another. We have
not yet—to use an old infantryman’s term—consolidated on the ob-
Jjective.

The challenge now is to define a strategy that can protect the
United States and allied interests in Europe and consolidate the
gains for democracy. In my opinion, the consolidation for democracy
in Europe will take a strategy of engagement every bit as impor-
tant as the one that led to the historic events of 1989 and 1990.

THEATER IN CONFLICT AND TRANSITION

The second point is related to the first, that the world is still a
dangerous place as events in Bosnia and Chechnya remind us. As
I said to you last year, and confirm again today, the EUCOM area
of responsibility is a theater in conflict as well as a theater in tran-
sition. At one point last year we were engaged in five lesser re-
gional contingencies and preparing for two more. We are even en-
gaged with our allies who bear much of the burden. I don’t need
to tell this Committee that all contingency operations place troo
in harms way. Equally important, these contingencies need to
proJ)erly resou or else we take it out of hide and the readiness
and quality of life for the troops. Let me be more specific about
these ongoing operations.

PROVIDE COMFORT is a humanitarian relief operation and a
no-fly zone enforcement for the people of northern Iraq. In April,
we will celebrate four years of operations. PROVIDE COMFORT is
in suF rt of United Nations Security Resolution 688 and based
out of Incirlik, Turkey. The United States is joined by the United
Kingdom, France and Turkey, who provide aircraft and materiel
support. Most important, thousands of lives have been saved over
the past four years of PROVIDE COMFORT operations.

In the former Yugoslavia, we are engaged in several operations
in support of the UN. While there is no unity of command, we
achieve unit}' of Jl)‘urpose.

DENY FLIGHT and SHARP GUARD are NATO-led operations in
support of U.N. Security Council Resolutions. Over 200 NATO com-
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bat aircraft are committed to DENY FLIGHT with a mission to

E;otect the citizens of Bosnia from air attack. Over 50,000 sorties
ve been flown. NATO also provides close air support and air

strikes when requested by U.N. forces on the ground in Bosnia.

SHARP GU. is a NATO/Western European Union operation
in the Adriatic, enforcing a U.N. embargo against the former Yugo-
slavia. Nearly 50,000 ships have been challenged and approxi-
mately 3,800 boarded with about 1,000 ships diverted. The point is
that NATO is operational and is out of area; and most important,
tlzlp European nations provide the bulk of the forces for both oper-
ations

ABLE SENTRY is a contingent of 500 American army troops in
the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. These U.S. troops {';)in
U.N. forces from the Nordic countries and are a clear signal of U.S.
resolve to contain the conflict in Bosnia.

PROVIDE PROMISE is a United States operation supfaorted by
a mulg;intggggﬂa ooath;iéiontthat px%ovides me%i:l;%e and sggp ies to the
people o ia. se troops face great er as they carry out
theg' airland and airdrop operations. ain, thousands of lives
have been saved by PROVIDE PROMISE humanitarian operations.

While no decision has yet been made by the U.N., NATO is pre-

ing for the possible withdrawal of U.N. forces from the former
ugoslavia. This is prudent planning and essential if NATO is to
be successful and credible if called upon.

Last summer, Mr. Chairman, the European Command conducted
a short notice emergency deployment to Rwanda and Goma, Zaire,
called Operation SUPPORT HOPE. Within 72 hours of the execute
order from the President, EUCOM troops had established a logis-
tics and communications network in Europe and Central Africa.
Water ification units, engineers, and medics stationed in Ger-
many deployed 3,600 miles and immediately provided fresh water
and sanitation to the Rwandan refugees. Within a week, the death
toll went from 6,000 a day to less than 500, and in 30 days to less
than 200. By their quick action and because of their high state of
training and readiness, these units stopped the dying and saved a
generation of Rwandans.

Equally important, when the emergency was over, EUCOM
smoothly transferred the operation to the U.N. and nongovern-
mental organizations and in 60 days redeploged out of the area.
There was not one U.S. troop fatality during Operation SUPPORT
HOPE. I believe much can be learned from this operation and can
be applied if and when we work again with the U.N.

EUROPEAN COMMAND ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY

The third point I want to make is the historic optYortunity we
have to create a Europe whole and free from the Atlantic to the
Urals. In 1994, we went from theory to practice in an engagement
strategy with former adversaries. Under the military cooperation
ger:grams—both bilateral and multinational—great progress has

n made. Bilaterally, last year we had an exercise in Russia with
Russian troops and participated in three NATO-sponsored Partner-
ship For Peace exercises. This year, there will be at least 20 exer-
cises with our new partners. The number of partners continues to
grow. The total is now 25, to include the nonaligned nations of
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Sweden, Finland and Austria. We graduated the first class of 73
midlevel officers, to include Russians and those in the former So-
viet republics, from the George C. Marshall Center located in Ger-

many.

Mr. Chairman, this is an engagement strategy with the intended
outcome of achieving stability in Europe with progress towards de-
mocracy, and your continued support of the Marshall Center and
the Partnership for Peace program is greatly appreciated. The pay-
off is high. We also need to stay involved in NATO as Europe and
the United States adjust to the post-Cold War period. Not only
with U.S. resources, but primarily with U.S. leadership and in-
volvement as NATO adapts its structure and functions. NATO has
served us well in the past, and it is vital for stability and security
in the future. We need to stay engaged.

U.S. FORCES IN EUROPE

My final point is that given the myriad of missions facing the
European Command, the morale and readiness of the force remains
high. We now train across the entire conflict spectrum—from peace
support operations like Rwanda to mid-intensity warfare such as
Desert Storm. This year’s budget fixes several deficiencies from last
year, as will the much-needed supplemental. We will continue to
stabilize the force in Europe towards a goal of 109,000 down from
314,000 just five years ago, and we have conducted this unprece-
dented drawdown with the most active OPTEMPO, operations
tempo, since World War I1.

also need to state for the record the enormous role being played
in EUCOM’s area of responsibility by the Guard and Reserve. Air
Guard units supplement air crews in Operations DENY FLIGHT,
PROVIDE PROMISE and PROVIDE COMFORT. Army reservists
participated in Operation SUPPORT HOPE in Rwanda. Marine re-
servists will take part in an operation in Albania this summer.
State reservists are aligned with our new partner countries and are
establishing links of mutual trust and confidence. For example
Pennsylvania is aligned with Lithuania, Ohio with Hungary, an
Texas with the Czech Republic. Clearly, we are a total force in
EUCOM and I am proud of the great role being played by the Re-
serve components. It truly is one team-one fight.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we must maintain quality as we reduce
the force. Strategic lift and the C—17 and fast sealift are essential
for rapid deployment and agility. Given the uncertainty and insta-
bility in mKRtheater, we must focus on Strategic Arms Reductions
Talks—START and the nonproliferation treaty as well as on the
groliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Theater missile de-
ense with our allies is both prudent and necessary. As we stabilize
the U.S. force in Europe, quality of life is my top priority and an
essential component of readiness. As you know, we enlist soldiers,
but we retain families. We have always appreciated the sacrifices
of the troops and supported an adequate quality of life for the GIs
and their families, and I urge you to continue to do so.

SUMMARY

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, by saying I am excited about
the future. We have an unprecedented opportunity to develop a
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world where democratic values and respect for the rule of law and
for the dignity and worth of the individual are shared and devel-
oped. Now is not the time to retrench. We, as a nation, must stay
involved not as the world’s policeman but rather as a great power
that understands the potential as well as the limits of that power.
On this, the fiftieth anniversary of the end of World War II, we
have demonstrated that the United States, with its allies, can win
a world war, and we have also demonstrated we can tear down a
wall and defeat an ideology. Now the question is, can we win the
peace? And if we do so, and I know we can, we will enter the 21st
century with great hope for peace, freedom and prosperity for our
children and our grandchildren.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I look forward to your questions.

[The statement of General Joulwan follows:]
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Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee, it is a privilege to appear before
you today to discuss the United States European Command. I welcome this opportunity to
provide my perspective on this busy theater — a theater that spans Europe, parts of the Near and
Middle East, the Northern African littoral, and sub-Saharan Africa: 83 countries and 13 million
square miles. I would like to articulate the vital importance of this theater to U.S. interests,
describe the strategic environment and emerging opportunities and threats to U.S. interests, define
my strategy to meet these challenges, and finally, prioritize the programs and resources necessary
to ensure success.

Overview

As 1 survey the vast USEUCOM area of responsibility, I am impressed by the extent of the
positive accomplishments over the past year. While peace still eludes us in Bosnia, we need to
recognize that since I last came before you, there has been fundamental and positive change in the
security environment in EUCOM'’s area of responsibility. We have gone from a reactive to a
proactive strategy. We have taken theory and put it into practice. Indeed we are consolidating
the gains for democracy brought about by the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the demise of
communism. Let me be more specific.

EUCOM has maintained a high state of readiness in the force. Even as we drew down the
size of the forward deployed force from 314,000 to approximately 100,000, EUCOM
demonstrated it can still react to crisis across the conflict spectrum. This past year EUCOM was
engaged in numerous lesser regional operations and the troops performed superbly. However, as
the force declines, there is concern about personnel turbulence as well as resources matching
requirements. Both indicators impact on readiness.

Today, EUCOM forces are part of NATO operations enforcing UN Security Council
Resolutions in the Adriatic and in the skies over Bosnia, multinational operations conducting
airland and airdrop flights to feed the hungry in Bosnia-Herzegovinia; and multinational
operations protecting the people of Northem Iraq from the brutality of Saddam Hussein.

When tragedy struck last summer in Rwanda, EUCOM within hours began moving
forward deployed forces 6,000 kilometers to Central Africa. Once there, a joint force of water
purification teams, engineers, medics, logisticians, airborne troops, and airlift specialists stopped
the dying of thousands of Rwandans. In one week the death toll dropped from 6,000 per day to
500, and within 30 days, it had fallen to less than 200. Equally important the EUCOM force
worked with UN relief organizations and non-governmental organizations in a constructive way
and within 60 days turned the operation over to the UNHCR and all U.S. forces were withdrawn.
Not one soldier, airman, sailor, or marine was lost during Operation SUPPORT HOPE.

EUCOM's Military Cooperation Program achieved great results last year and the potential
for the future is high. The Joint Contact Team Program (JCTP) brought Americans and American
ideals and values to the countries of the Former Warsaw Pact and the former Soviet Union. The
teams plan bilateral programs in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe and are cost
effective and productive. A particularly noteworthy aspect of this program is the role played by
reserve forces. Reservists, the epitome of the citizen soldier’s role in a democracy, comprise one

1



third of the JCTP’s program personnel. Furthermore, twelve states have actually adopted the
participating nations under the State Partnership Program. In addition, the George C. Marshall
Center located in Germany graduated its first class last December and was a clear success.
Seventy-three mid-level military and civilian officers from 23 former Warsaw Pact countries
including Russia and Ukraine attended.

NATO's Partnership for Peace became a reality in 1994. Twenty-four nations — mostly
former Warsaw Pact countries -- have signed the framework document. There is a Partnership
Coordination Cell operational and representatives are there from 11 partnership nations.
EUCOM fully supports this program and in addition, U.S. forces participated in all three PfP
exercises last year. EUCOM also conducted a bilateral exercise with Russian troops in Russia.
This engagement strategy promotes mutual trust and confidence among former adversaries and an
opportunity to develop common procedures, doctrine, and standards among all nations of Europe
and the Former Soviet Union.

The list of achievements could go on. But the point is that EUCOM and NATO have
changed and are adapting to the challenges of the Post Cold War period. NATO and its member
nations achieved a great success five years ago with the collapse of a wall and the Iron Curtain.
But that event was not the end of our nation's nor NATO's mission. It was only the end of one
phase and the beginning of another. How we as a nation and as an Alliance respond in the
remainder of this decade will determine the true security of the United States in the 21st Century.
Indeed the United States can be justifiably proud of its role in bringing about this revolution for
democracy. It truly was brought about by the constancy and character of the American
commitment. But it is not good enough to just bring about the revolution — it is what you do
afterward that is equally important in consolidating the gains for democracy. We as a nation and
as a command must stay engaged in Europe — albeit at reduced levels — if we do not want to
repeat the mistakes made twice in this century.

And we could not have realized the great events of five years ago without the continuing
support of Congress, and on behalf of all those who have served and are serving in the European
Command, I thank you for that support. It is in that same spirit of cooperation and understanding
that I ask for your support in today's new EUCOM as part of a new NATO. The struggle is not
yet over, the need for vigilance still exists, the mission continues.

Theater in Conflict and Transition

Indeed the EUCOM theater is still a theater in conflict as well as a theater in transition.
Ethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslavia are painful reminders that man's inhumanity to man
continues. Recent events in Chechnya exposed the fragile democracy in Russia as well as a deep
concern by Russia's neighbors. There are still more than 20,000 nuclear warheads in the former
Soviet republics. Instability and uncertainty are the norm not the exception. Stability is not
assured. Institutions that make democracy work - economic, political, judicial, social, and
military - take time to evolve. Terrorism and fanaticism still are prevalent in the Middle East and
the Northern littoral of Africa and threaten the fragile peace between Israel and its neighbors.
Disease and starvation are rampant in sub-Saharan Africa and pose a long-term danger to the
stability of that troubled continent. Indeed the world is still a dangerous place. Clearly the United
States military and in particular the US European Command are not and should not be the world's
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policeman. But US leadership is required in creating the conditions which will reinforce our
ideals and values and assure our security and that of our allies into the 21st Century. How we
engage is important. The EUCOM strategy has been developed to take advantage of the
opportunity brought about by the successes of the past 50 years. And 50 years after the end of
World War II, we celebrate not just victory in Word War I, but also victory in the Cold War.
The challenges and opportunities we face today are similar to those we faced following World
War II. EUCOM's strategy seizes upon this unique period in history. It is designed to promote
stability, thwart aggression, develop multinationalism with our allies, and trust and confidence
with former adversaries while maintaining ready forces to protect our vital interests in the region.

U.S, National Interests

The USEUCOM AOR remains critically important to U.S. security interests for both
geo-strategic and economic reasons, and because we share common values and a common
culture with much of this region.

Access to this region is strategically critical. Many of the world's vital lines of
communication traverse this region. A majority of the world's shipping, both in numbers and
tonnage, transits the Mediterranean Sea and the Suez Canal. Western Europe and the
emerging democracies in Central and Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union contain a
large portion of, or provide essential access to, the world's resources.

The economic interests of the nations in this AOR complement the economy of the
U.S. The European Union has the largest gross domestic product of any region in the world.
Open markets and free trade, unimpeded access to trade routes, and the free flow of resources -
contribute to our prosperity, and therefore to our security. Stability is a precondition for
economic prosperity.

Consider the following:

e Europe accounts for 34% of the world-wide total of gross domestic product — more
than any other region.

o Europe accounts for 26% of U.S. merchandise trade exports and 31% of total U.S.

exports.

One and a half million American workers are supported by U.S. exports to Europe.

U.S. generally has a trade surplus with Europe.

Fifty percent of U.S. direct foreign investment is in Europe.

Europe accounts for more than 60% of direct foreign investment in the U.S.

Of all foreign owned manufacturing establishments in the U.S., 60-67% are

European owned (measured in terms of establishments, economic value, and value

of shipments). These establishments employ nearly 3 million Americans.

Beyond our economic relationship, we share a common cultural foundation rooted in
our political systems, heritage, and religions. Our common values and ideas form the very
foundation of our relationship. The 1990 census showed that 92% of all Americans claim
European or African heritage. That heritage includes our arts, literature, music, religions, and
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even our science and technology. Cultural bonds make our relationship with the people of this
region unique and truly lasting.

USEUCOM Strategic Environment

We are in a new era. Let me describe the significant challenges and to some extent the
dangers we face in the coming year. Last September, the remaining U.S., French, British and
Russian occupation troops departed Berlin —- now a free and reunited city. After 45 years of
Cold War, U.S. and Russian soldiers train side-by-side in cooperative military exercises. I
could list many similarly astonishing facts. But the one big fact is that in this new
environment the U.S. is without peer. Our pre-eminence gives us great privileges, but it
brings great responsibilities as well. Nowhere is that clearer than in USEUCOM. Our
leadership is sought on every security issue of significance. That means that our vision and
our commitment mobilize the contributions of a whole community of powerful nations.

Unfortunately, it also means that in the absence of our leadership, coherent
international response to dangerous conditions develops slowly at best. Those conditions, left
to themselves, ultimately can impinge upon the vital interests of our nation.

Pigure 1

USEUCOM’s area of responsibility is full of dangerous conditions (Figure 1). Another
year has passed with no end to the conflict in the Former Yugoslavia. Iraq remains hostile
toward its Kurdish minorities in Northern Iraq. Religious hatreds are renewing violence in the
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Middle East, the largest nation in North Africa is on the verge of chaos, and civil war in
Africa is commonplace. Immediately adjacent to our area of responsibility, Russia remains
involved in conflicts on its southwestern border and faces the prospect of a prolonged conflict
in Chechnya.

USEUCOM, along with our friends and allies, actively engages in operations designed
to control and, ultimately, to eliminate these dangers. The actions required drive our
operations and personnel tempo higher than ever before. USEUCOM and NATO participated
in more missions in the last five years than in the previous 45 years. On any given day,
USEUCOM is participating in no fewer than four “lesser regional conflicts,” sometimes
simultaneously supporting other nearby combatant commands.

USEUCOM Troop Deployments 1990-1994
* 1990 Liberia 3,800 NEO
* 1990-1 Persian Gulf 86,000 Desert Shield/Storm
* 1990-1 Turkey 9,000 Combat
* 1990-4 Cyprus 240 Peacekeeping
* 1991 Israel 800 Air Defense
* 1991 Zaire 64 NEO
* 19914 Turkey/Iraq 18,905 Humanitarian
* 1992 Sierra Leone 154 NEO
* 1992 Angola 92 Election monitoring
* 19924 Croatia 450 Humanitarian
* 1992-3 CIS 427 Humanitarian
* 19924 Somalia 218 Humanitarian
* 1992-3 Kenya 25 Security Operations
* 1992-93 Baharain/Kuwait 275 Peacekeeping
* 19924 Yugo, Italy 1,784 Humanitarian
* 1994 Macedonia 500 Peacekeeping
* 1994 Rwanda 125 NEO :
* 1994 Rwanda 2,200 Humanitarian
* 1994 Saudi/Arabian Gulf 7,045 Crisis Response

Since August 1993, USEUCOM planned 32 operations and actually executed 13 of
those, everything from non-combatant evacuation operations in Rwanda to our operations in
the Balkans. The number and scope of these operations are indicative of the diverse national
security challenges we face in this theater: regional conflict, weapons of mass destruction,
transnational dangers, and failure of democratic reform.

Regional Confli
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You need only pick up a newspaper to see the effects of regional tensions throughout
this theater. Ethnic and religious strife, resurging nationalism, and territorial disputes prevail
throughout the former Warsaw Pact countries. The regional “fault lines® penetrating
throughout this AOR involve historic disputes that transcend traditional nation-state boundaries
— disputes whose terrible outcomes could potentially exceed the most pessimistic intelligence
estimates.

These problems are not limited to Europe and the Former Soviet Union. Those living
in sub-Saharan Africa are not only threatened by conflicts among states, but by the
disintegration of the states themselves. The struggle for democratic reform throughout the
region has had mixed results and faces an even more uncertain future. As of late 1994,
fourteen of USEUCOM's thirty-five sub-Saharan countries were in various stages of transition
and turmoil. Those problems are compounded by environmental disaster, disease, and
economic decline — problems that have no short term solution.

A similar situation exists in the Middle East and the North Africa littoral. Here, vast
quantities of advanced weaponry make the combination of ancient animosities and radical
political forces approach critical mass. While recent peace agreements offer new hope,
extremist factions counter their implementation with terror. Additionally, the possibility that
radicals may obtain weapons of mass destruction adds a new dimension of danger to this
volatile region.

Weapons Of Mass Destruction

Weapons of mass destruction pose the greatest potential for disaster. There are still
more than 20,000 nuclear weapons in the hands of our former adversaries. Considering the
political and economic instability in the Former Soviet Union, many in Congress have
expressed concern over the numbers, location, and control of these weapons.

Of great concen is the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the ability to
deliver them. The dramatic rise in the smuggling of nuclear material and technology is
alarming. Since 1990, there were more than 580 known incidents of nuclear smuggling in the
USEUCOM AOR. More than 200 of these incidents occurred in the last year alone.

Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction presents the potential for a nightmare
scenario. Nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons can cause mass casualties with little or no
warning. Today's technology makes these weapons easier to produce, conceal and deliver —
making this threat more unpredictable and harder to counter. Even a credible threat to use

suchwenpmunsmeffecuvewolofpohuulm,udenmmtedbyhamSCUDmxsnle
attacks during the Gulf War.

Transnational Dangers
In the past decade, dangers such as international crime, drugs, and terrorism have
intensified to the point that they threaten the stability of the international community. Turmoil
has exponentially increased the flow of refugees throughout the USEUCOM AOR. For
example, more than one and a half million people were displaced due to the Balkan conflict

and more than two million were displaced due to the conflict in Rwanda. Stagnant economies
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and a widening disparity between the haves and have-nots aggravate unemployment and
stimulate extreme political views, increasing transnational dangers. This drains resources and
undermines respect for law and civil authority. Although their effect escapes simple
formulation, they nevertheless increase regional instability.
Eailure of Reform

Failure of political and economic reform in the Former Soviet Union would cause
grave problems for the international community and threaten U.S. interests in the USEUCOM
AOR. We encourage and strengthen reform through our active engagement programs,
creating apolitical militaries that are less likely to use force toward their sovereign neighbors to
resolve problems. But it will take active economic and political programs to assist in the
reform process. It is clearly to our benefit to foster a smooth transition to democracy, thereby
reducing the risk of future conflicts.

USEUCOM Strategy

We have just completed work on a theater strategy entitled Active Engagement and
Preparedness, which provides a comprehensive plan for meeting the challenges facing us in
the AOR (Figure 2). This strategy, which is derived from the President's National Security
Strategy of the United States (NSS) and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs' National Military
Strategy (NMS), achieves the dual national military objectives of promoting stability and
thwarting aggression by:

engaging in peacetime.......
responding to crisis.........
and fighting to win.
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Briefly, engage in peacetime is a forward looking strategy that shapes the security
environment by creating conditions for success and reducing the likelihood of armed conflict.
This approach utilizes non-lethal mechanisms to foster a transition to democracy and civilian
control of the military. Respond to crisis serves both overarching strategic objectives: it
promotes stability and it thwarts aggression. It takes on many different forms in the AOR; it
drives our OPTEMPO and PERSTEMPO, and it daily puts Americans in harm's way. These
operations - the gray zone between peace and war - make up a vast majority of this theater's
ongoing activities. Fight to win is the traditional military role and our most important
purpose. Our ability to do this is a necessary foundation for all other activities. USEUCOM
forces devote most of their training and resources to being able to fight to win with the
decisiveness the American people expect of their armed forces.

Before discussing these strategies further, there are two key factors that have long
played a major role in our strategy -- our forward presence and NATO. Today, these factors
are as relevant as ever. They achieve a unique economy of force that cannot be effectively or
efficiently achieved from the continental United States.

Forward presence in this AOR enables us to take part in a wide range of operations on
a daily basis. U.S. presence helps bring peace and stability to Western Europe and provides
the foundation for extending that stability to Central and Eastern Europe. As stated in the
Chairman's National Military Strategy, forward presence is key to our influence and
engagement.

The force structure in our AOR, which is near the end of its 68% reduction from Cold
War levels, provides the minimum elements necessary to support our strategies in this theater
in conflict. In this large and highly volatile AOR, it is critical to maintain the capability to
respond and resolve crises before they gain momentum and mature into major conflicts. Our
forward deployed forces provide us the opportunity to train at the international level, the
ability to reinforce quickly, and a degree of unilateral combat capability. This force structure
also provides significant in-theater capabilities not readily available in the U.S., such as
intelligence and surveillance, communications, theater missile defense and other vital
capabilities. )

Forward presence gives us access to basing and infrastructure necessary for force
projection both here and in Central Command’s area of responsibility. This proved critical
during Desert Shicld/Desert Storm where 95% of the strategic airlift, 90% of the combat
aircraft, and 85% of the naval vessels were staged from or through USEUCOM's AOR. This
would have been practically impossible without USEUCOM basing and infrastructure, to
include equipment prepositioned in theater to supply reinforcing forces.

Our presence also underwrites U.S. leadership of NATO and allows us to maintain,
support, and contribute to the integrity of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. It is U.S.
leadership of this premier alliance that provides the critical stabilizing mechanism of European
security. U.S. leadership and forward presence reinforces our strong commitment to the trans-
Adantic link and makes us a European power, even though we do not have, nor desire, any
European territory. Our unique role as the "honest broker” gives credibility to the NATO
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Alliance unseen in any other security alliance. Our leadership is especially important now as
NATO grows from a defensive alliance to a mutual security organization. Its importance in
this role, as Central and Eastern Europe transition toward democracies which act together to
solve mutual problems and help resolve conflicts in adjacent regions, cannot be overstated.

U.S. influence in NATO leverages allied force contributions and infrastructure
investment. NATO provides a force multiplier with a robust integrated command and control
structure built on more than 40 years of planning, training, and exercising with a standard
doctrine. NATO gives us this economy of force in the daily operations throughout the AOR.
For example, while the U.S. contributes approximately 500 troops in neighboring Macedonia,
NATO countries provide more than 23,000 UNPROFOR troops within the borders of Bosnia-
Herzegovina. Forward deployed U.S. forces in other regions of the world would welcome a
similar relationship that encourages sharing risks and burdens of protecting common interests.
NATO proved that it can adapt to the new security environment and remain cost effective by
sharing responsibilities across a broad spectrum of operations. The New NATO, born out of
the 1991 Rome Declaration’s new Alliance Strategic Concept, not only provides an
organization capable of defending the territory of its member states, but also fosters the
emergence of a safer and more stable Europe.

E in Peaceti

Our strategy to engage in peacetime is proactive and far reaching (Figure 3). It uses
military resources in unconventional ways to mold the security environment in our AOR by
creating conditions for a successful transition to democracy, thus preventing armed conflict
and promoting stability. We aim to promote stability, democratization and military
professionalism in Central and Eastern Europe, and to assist host nations in Africa in
democratization and when possible relief of human suffering.

rigure 3
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USEUCOM employs several avenues to promote stability, democratization and military
professionalism, such as military cooperation programs, the Security Assistance Program, the
George C. Marshall Center, and conventional and nuclear arms control. These unilateral
programs also provide a foundation for multilateral programs, such as Partnership for Peace.

USEUCOM engages in two types of military cooperation programs: the first program
takes the form of combined bilateral and multilateral military exercises, while our second
program provides the model of an apolitical military under civilian control. Combined
exercises are building trust and confidence with our former adversaries in Central and Eastern
Europe and the Former Soviet Union. USEUCOM participated in every Partnership for Peace
Exercise last year, and completed a peacekeeping exercise with Russian forces in Russia.
Exercises also allow us to train with countries in Africa where our resources are limited and
the security environment is different from Europe. These valuable exercises lay the
groundwork for more complex multilateral exercises and encourage regional cooperation.
Combined exercises focus on opportunities to train at a relatively low cost.

The Joint Contact Team Program (JCTP) invests in the long term relationship between
a country’s military and its governing body. It extends a hand of friendship to countries of
Central and Eastern Europe and has been successful beyond all expectations. The in-country
Military Liaison Teams help facilitate the assistance that host nations need to implement
democratic reforms such as human rights guarantees, a military legal code based on the rights
of a citizen soldier, chaplain and non-commissioned officer corps, and a governmental
structure that makes the militaries subordinate to civilian control in democratic societies. A
small investment in the JCTP significantly increases trust between East and West, and
accelerates the East's transition to apolitical militaries, thus enhancing stability for the entire
region. JCTP also provides the building blocks needed for Central and Eastern Europe to
participate in the Partnership for Peace Program.

The JCTP is a uniquely American program. I don’t believe any other nation could do
it the way we have done it, or as well. To begin with, we are welcome in Eastern Europe
because we bear no historical baggage. Furthermore, as a nation with very significant military
forces but not territory on the continent we can help solve what has historically been a nearly
unsolvable security problem without endangering the sovereignty of smaller nations. These
facts make us welcome.

When our servicemembers arrive on the ground the fact that they are citizens of the
United States gives them special capabilities. Because they come from a nation of federated
states, they understand instinctively the advantages and the challenges of many governments
working together. Coming from a nation which is full of ethnic diversity, but which on the
whole has made this diversity a strength rather than a weakness, they understand the
complexity of the situation in Central and Eastern Europe without being resigned to the
problems which currently go along with it. A third of them are reservists--American reservists
are a unique group, and as citizen soldiers they represent in their persons the concept of a
military subordinate to civilian authority. Many of them are members of the National Guard;
they thus know first hand how militaries less vast than the armed forces of the United States
can serve a government whose interests are less global than our own. Taking a good idea one
step further, 12 state national guards have “adopted” these JCTP countries under the State
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Partnership Program, further encouraging the development of long-term institutional and
personal relationships between military and civic leaders and allowing more Americans to
become involved directly in helping countries transition to democracy (Figure 4).

“BRIDGE TO AMERICA”

v
STATE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

rigure 4

Security Assistance is made up of a number of components to include Foreign Military
Financing (FMF), Foreign Military Sales (FMS), Direct Commercial Sales (DCS), and
International Military Education and Training (IMET). Foreign Military Financing enables
selected friends and allies to improve their defense capabilities by financing acquisition of U.S.
military articles, services, and training. As FMF helps countries provide for their legitimate
defense needs, it promotes U.S. national security interests by strengthening coalitions and
cementing strong military-to-military relationships. FMF also supports our regional security
cooperation with key allies such as Greece, Israel, and Turkey by rectifying shortcomings in
their defense capabilities. Except for funds earmarked for Israel, almost all FMF is spent in
the United States—this translates to U.S. jobs. Direct Commercial Sales, and Foreign Military
Sales also promote interoperability with U.S. forces, while contributing to a strong U.S.
defense industrial base. This industrial base constitutes part of DoD's mobilization base in the
event the U.S. must respond quickly to a military conflict. For FY 93, the most current year
for which we have available figures, Foreign Military Sales and Direct Commercial Sales in
the USEUCOM AOR alone accounted for more than $8 billion. This translates to 320,000
U.S. jobs.

: A premier component within the Security Assistance program is the IMET program.
IMET promotes military-to-military relations and exposes international military and civilian
officials to U.S. values and democratic processes. In FY 94 we sent 876 international students
to the U.S. from the European Command and paid for seven English language laboratories in
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Central and Eastern Europe and the Former Soviet Union, all at a cost of only $11.6 million.
Twenty percent of all flag officers in Turkey are IMET trained. Eighty percent of the senior
leadership in Portugal are IMET graduates. More than 500 senior civilian and military leaders
throughout the USEUCOM AOR are IMET trained. Over the years, this familiarity with U.S.
doctrine and equipment leads to repeat equipment orders and favorable base rights
negotiations. Several instances of immediate support during Desert Shield/Storm were directly
attributed to relations fostered though IMET. Simply put, IMET is the centerpiece of Security
Assistance. .

Another program designed to train foreign leaders in democratic processes and ideals is
the Marshall Center. In December, the Marshall Center graduated its first class of 73 mid- to
senior-level officers and civilians from 23 Central/Eastern European and Former Soviet Union
countries. The Marshall Center's mission is to assist these countries in the development of
military institutions compatible with democratic processes and civilian control. The Center
offers courses, holds conferences, and sponsors research on defense procedures and
organizations appropriate to democratic states with free market economies. Special emphasis
is placed on human rights and civilian control of the military. This is a very cost effective
means of influencing the future generation of regional defense leaders.

While these unilateral activities are of long term benefit to the U.S., they also provide
the foundation needed to build the new security architecture of a reunited Europe. The
Partnership for Peace (PfP) Program has been one of the most dramatic developments this past
year. Since January of 1994, 24 nations have signed the basic PfP agreement; 15 have
submitted their list of proposed activities, called presentation documents; and eleven have
already sent liaison officers to the NATO Headquarters in Mons, Belgium, to work on the
program. In fact, at the Partnership Coordination Cell in Mons, partner liaison officers are
planning, training, developing common operational procedures, and becoming friends. One
need only visit the Partnership Conference Center to capture the spirit of PfP. The building's
foyer now contains the flags of 39 partner and NATO nations arranged in alphabetical order --
Albania to Uzbekistan -- not NATO on one side and partners on the other, but flags side-by-
side. This is PfP, the New Europe and the New NATO.

You would have sensed the same spirit of partnership at the opening ceremony of the
first PfP exercise near Poznan, Poland. There, more than 600 soldiers from 13 countries —- 6
NATO and 7 partner states -- trained together. Organized in five international companies with
national platoons, these soldiers practiced observation, patrolling, and escorting tasks common
to peacekeeping operations. They are the vanguards of partnership, opening a whole new
chapter in the history of NATO and Europe. The tempo of similar and even more ambitious
exercises will continue over the coming year.

While cooperation with our former adversaries is important, the cooperative reduction
of the overall military arms inventory is key to building mutual trust and reducing the potential
for future conflict. USEUCOM is actively involved in the arms control effort. Nowhere in
the world does the level or spectrum of activity in the arms control arena match what is taking
place in the USEUCOM theater of operations. Our daily efforts to comply with the protocols
and confidence building measures of the Intermediate Nuclear Forces Treaty, Conventional
Forces Europe Treaty, and Vienna Document 1994 set the highest example for the
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international community on how to responsibly comply with and participate in the post-Cold
War European security process.

The Conventional Forces Europe Treaty represents the most comprehensive
conventional arms control treaty since World War II. As the Secretary of Defense's Executive
Ageat responsible for ensuring the U.S. Government's compliance with that treaty, I am proud
to report that our forces completed their required equipment reductions and destruction, a full
two years ahead of schedule. In addition, their direct participation in Vienna Document
1994's confidence and security building measures, such as unit inspections, exercise
observations, base visits, and military equipment demonstrations, continues to help reduce
military tensions and suspicions, improves upon a record of confidence and stability, and
shapes the European security environment.

As USEUCOM looks toward future arms control agreements, I consider reducing
strategic nuclear weapons and controlling the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction to
be endeavors that are vital to U.S. and European security. I support the full implementation of
both START I and START II, and the indefinite extension of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty. These agreements not only reduce the stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction and
the potential for accidents or incidents, but allow newly emerging democracies the opportunity
to demonstrate cooperative intentions to the world community. I intend to remain fully
engaged and supportive of several arms control initiatives that are on the horizon, including
the Open Skies Treaty and the Chemical Weapons Convention. I will monitor these
developments closely, and their effect on my combat capabilities.

Turning south toward Africa, our resources and interests are more limited.
USEUCOM's strategy provides a means for assisting African host nations in democratization
and, when possible, relief of human suffering. The focus is on humanitarian national
assistance activities of a non-lethal nature. Some of our key initiatives include senior officer
visits, medical training exercises, training cruises, civil affairs training and IMET. Nowhere
in the AOR is IMET so important. In African militaries, IMET is the most well known and
sought after U.S. program. And from the U.S. perspective, IMET is our most cost effective
program in this part of the AOR. Through professional interaction between U.S. and host
nation forces, forward presence operations contribute to the promotion of democracy and a
professional military ethic. These actions, if continued, should help reduce the likelihood for
U.S. military response. Should contingency operations to protect U.S. interests become
necessary, the exposure of U.S. forces to Africa will increase their effectiveness.

R | o Crisi

In crisis situations, early intervention can avoid conflict. Forward deployed forces are
capable of responding quickly and effectively across an extensive spectrum of crises. Because
respond to crisis covers such a broad area, from humanitarian operations, Non-combatant
Evacuation Operations (NEO), and sanctions enforcement, to the whole spectrum of peace
support operations, it is the prime cause of USEUCOM's high operational and personnel
tempo (Figure 5). Though crisis response often supports the objectives of promoting stability,
it sometimes is intended to thwart aggression by threatening or using U.S. military power to
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protect our vital interests. It may also be structured as a prelude to our third strategy, fight o
win.

rigure S

In the case of humanitarian operations, the objective is to relieve human suffering.
Often USEUCOM forces are committed when significant loss of life threatens to happen so
quickly that no other agency can respond in time. We primatily use our logistics capability to
conduct these missions and use it to stave off great loss of life until other government agencies
and non-governmental organizations can be mobilized.

Operation SUPPORT HOPE demonstrated the key role forward presence plays in
responding to a humanitarian crisis. Our primary goal, to stop the dying, was accomplished
quickly and effectively. Our unique lift capability, logistics support and overseas bases helped
make this operation a success. As the name of this mission implies, we supporred other
agencies by providing these unique capabilities. We ensured our mission statement was clear
and concise, which prevented "mission creep® and provided an orderly and expeditious exit
strategy. In short, we responded quickly, accomplished our mission, turned over our
responsibilities as soon as other agencies were prepared to assume them, and exited. There is
no residual U.S. military footprint in the Rwanda Area of Operations.

NEOs, similar to the Rwanda NEO prior to Operation SUPPORT HOPE, are a special
kind of humanitarian mission because they are conducted in an unfriendly environment,
possibly requiring the use of military force. Speed, planning, organization, and a high degree
of flexibility are all required to accomplish NEOs successfully. Although they can be very
demanding, they are of short duration and do not tie up critical resources for a long time.

Unlike NEOs, peace operations do tie up critical resources for a long time. Often, the
desired political end state requires time and is opposed by actors deeply committed against it.
Furthermore, it is hard to define a military objective that supports the desired political goal.

The peace operations in the Former Yugoslavia, by which we aim to help achieve a

" negotiated peace settlement, are examples of military involvement in a conflict that requires a
long-term political solution. While this solution will not occur overnight, our forces are
: 14
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containing the conflict, supporting sanctions imposed by United Nations resolutions, and
meeting humanitarian assistance needs on a daily basis. U.S. forces, in concert with NATO
forces, have not only saved lives and relieved the suffering of thousands of people, but have
been directly responsible for preventing this conflict from escalating. For example, in
s
sxclusion

rigure 6

Operation PROVIDE PROMISE involves daytime airlift missions to Sarajevo and
nighttime airdrops to exclusion zones over Bosnia-Herzegovina. As of 12 January 95 the U.S.
had flown 4,131 sorties into Sarajevo (36% of the 11,321 total sorties) and delivered 50,920
metric tons (MTONS) of cargo. By that same date the U.S. had airdropped 17,480 MTONS
of food and 200 MTONS of medicine to needy people in Bosnia (Figure 6). PROVIDE
PROMISE is a prime example of sharing risks, roles, and responsibilities among our Allies.
U.S. aircraft and crews participate in the Sarajevo airlift with those of four other countries
(Germany, Canada, France, and the United Kingdom) and in humanitarian airdrops with two
other countries (Germany and France). ’

In the Adriatic, two U.S. surface ships are enforcing economic sanctions with 18 other
Allied surface ships from 13 countries in the NATO Operation SHARP GUARD (Figure 7).
U.S. participation in this operation changed from enforcing the UN embargo to enforcing
sanctions as of November 15, 1994. As of 12 January 1995, the Allied ships had challenged a
total of 45,114 ships, actually stopping or boarding 3,479 of those.
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Operation DENY FLIGHT is another example of the concept of shared contributions
for common security interests. NATO is executing this operation in support of the UN
Security Council Resolutions calling for the protection of airspace over Bosnia as well as UN
forces on the ground. Our aircrews have flown close air support for embattled UN troops,
saved thousands of lives in Sarajevo by enforcing the exclusion zone, and shot down four Serb
aircraft caught in the act of bombing a Bosnian village. The many missions NATO has
accomplished recently illustrate how the past 40 years of harmonizing and streamlining NATO
tactical procedures paid off. The U.S. currently contributes 76 of the more than 167 NATO
tactical aircraft involved in the No-Fly-Zone enforcement operation over Bosnia-Herzegovina.
A total of 21,500 sorties have been flown as of 12 January 1995.

We also have people involved in many other aspects of the humanitarian and
peacekeeping efforts in the Former Yugoslavia, including medical teams to support
UNPROFOR personnel and approximately S00 personnel in the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia as part of Task Force ABLE SENTRY. Of the peacekeeping troops in the Former
Yugoslavia, however, U.S. personnel make up only about 3% of the total (Figure 1).

Another long-term humanitarian relief effort is Operation PROVIDE COMFORT,
which is operating under a UN mandate to assist the Kurds in northern Iraq (Figure 8). Since
Combined Task Force PROVIDE COMFORT's contributions to the relief effort began in
April 1991, large quantities of relief supplies have been delivered—food, medical supplies,
fuel, and shelter materials. Coalition fighters have flown 31 210 sorties in support of
PROVIDE COMFORT since October 1991.
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We also supported operations in the CENTCOM AOR. On 26 January 1994, we
deployed the four ship Inchon Amphibious Ready Group into the CENTCOM AOR to support
operations in Somalia. We again dispatched forces to aid the withdrawal of UNOSOM forces
as the U.S. disengaged from Somalia. USEUCOM also took quick action by sending troops,
again to the CENTCOM AOR, to reinforce Kuwait and Saudi Arabia and send Saddam
Hussein a clear message of U.S. commitment and resolve.

USEUCOM's experiences in current operations throughout this theater have taught us
some important lessons for the future. Specifically, they have demonstrated that to obtain
maximum leverage from combined military forces, deployable, trained and flexible
headquarters are needed for contingency operations. Under this approach, NATO will train
and organize a headquarters adaptable to a wide variety of possible situations and be capable of
leading both NATO and non-NATO units. Such a headquarters would use the military
capabilities of nations both in and out of NATO and would take full advantage of the more
than 40 years of NATO training in controlling multinational operations. This is the
Combined/Joint Task Force (CJTF) headquarters concept.

The CITF headquarters could draw under its control groups from NATO's streamlined
military structure as well as non-NATO units provided by the PfP partner countries. This
concept holds great promise in the area of future crisis response. With these forces, a CJTF
could exercise command and control over peacekeeping, humanitarian relief, or other
missions. In doing so, it could serve either NATO or another security institution; because it
could draw from so many nations, it would reduce U.S. commitments. This is the kind of
leverage the U.S. and the Alliance need for future challenges.

Fight to Wi
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Maintaining a high state of readiness, EUCOM forces are prepared to fight ro win
ultimately guaranteeing our vital national interests (Figure 9). The fact that we demonstrate
the capability and the resolve to implement it is the key to our influence in every region in the
AOR. Our efforts to promote democracy and stability peacefully are and should be the
cornerstone of our strategy, because deterring a war is infinitely preferable to fighting one.
But if deterrence fails, we must be prepared to fight ro win.

rigure 9

USEUCOM's fight to win strategy includes: maintaining ready forces, enhancing our
interoperability with our friends and allies, maintaining adequate infrastructure and basing, and
supporting modernization.

Maintaining ready forces is the foundation of the fight to win strategy. Given the
diversity of this AOR, and the high OPTEMPO it imposes, mmnmmnxreadmreqm
intense involvement by CINCEUR. I must stay involved by designating the kinds of missions
EUCOM forces must be ready to accomplish; making sure that units meet the necessary
standards in order to be certified as ready; and maintaining oversight of the training process to
keep our training resources focused on the proficiencies we need. Only with this kind of
clarity and precision have we succeeded in maintaining both our readiness and our
OPTEMPO.

Part of doing this right is taking care of our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines.
Providing an acceptable quality of life for our servicemembers and their families is not only a
long term investment in readiness, but our obligation. Our troops expect nothing more — we
must demand nothing less. Maintaining an acceptable quality of life for our troops is my
number one priority.
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Treating our servicemembers as they deserve, and maintaining a high standard of
training is not enough. An adequate force structure must be in place for us to be effective.

USEUCOM's end strength of approximately 100,000 troops provides the force levels
needed for crisis response in or near the USEUCOM AOR, meets our alliance commitments,
and maintains the infrastructure necessary to reinforce our forces or provide throughput to
neighboring regions. U.S. Army, Europe (USAREUR), is structured around a two division
corps. Each division is rounded out by a brigade dual-based in the U.S. This corps is the
smallest operational level at which we fight and deploy our Army. U.S. Air Forces Europe
(USAFE), provides 2.33 wings of fighter aircraft and a limited number of support aircraft to
accomplish a wide range of tasks throughout this theater. U.S. Navy, Europe (USNAVEUR),
and Marine Forces, Europe (MARFOREUR), force structure includes only the shore forces
that support the Carrier Battle Group, the Mediterrancan Amphibious Ready Group/Marine
Expeditionary Unit; and conducts maritime surveillance operations. In addition, the Special
Operations Command, Europe (SOCEUR), provides unique warfighting and crisis response
capabilities necessary to fulfill our theater requirements.

Our infrastructure and basing give us access to this and nearby regions, as well as vital
supply lines to maintain and reinforce our forces. This infrastructure is critical to U.S.
influence abroad.

Modmuzauonlsmualtommnmmngwrwarﬂghnng capabilities. Our forces need
the technological edge to ensure greater effectiveness and reduce casualties in the event of war.
More importantly, our advantage in technology effectively deters would-be aggressors -
avoiding the need to fight to win.

Theater Security Synchronization

Our strategy of active engagement and preparedness is designed to ensure our national
interests well into the next century. Today's complex security environment demands that we
synchronize our efforts with the many U.S. agencies outside DoD who are engaged in Europe,
the Former Soviet Union, and Africa. We must be able to plan and work together toward a
common set of objectives.

To achieve that end, we have developed a comprehensive and integrated architecture
that we call the Theater Security Planning System (TSPS). The purpose of this system is to
synchronize the planning and execution of the theater strategy by interfacing EUCOM and
Component efforts with Embassy Country Teams in the production of executable campaign
plans. These plans establish goals, determine priorities, and effectively allocate resources.
We believe that TSPS ensures we have One Team, One Voice, One Fight.
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Resource Priorities

The most visionary strategies and wisest objectives are of no use without the “means”
to implement them (Figure 10). Our success over the past year is directly attributable to
Congressional support for our many programs

Figure 10

Funding

O&M dollars maintain readiness, train and exercise our forces, and maintain our busy
pace of operations. Unfunded contingency operations and theater transition costs drain those
dollars and negatively affect training, readiness, and PERSTEMPO. We appreciate the
supplemental contingency funding that we received this past year. But timing is critical, and if
funding arrives late, even if it is generous, we must cancel exercises, defer equipment and
facility maintenance, delay or cancel contracts, or even pay for a contract we cannot afford to
terminate. All of these factors adversely impact our combat readiness.

Burdensharing legislation, as we have seen it formulated in recent years, can also result
in a reduction in readiness. Cuts made in the name of burdensharing are made with hopes of
forcing our allies to pick up the difference. We should remember that “the difference™ must
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be voted by European Parliaments, and that the people and their representatives sincerely
believe that they are both shouldering a fair share of the burdens and risks in this theater's
daily operations and contributing to overall security in important and expensive other ways as
well. For example, Germany, our largest host nation, spends two and a half times Japan’s
percentage of GDP on national defense. In addition, Germany contributed four times more
than the U.S. to aid economic reform in the Former Soviet Union, which also benefits our
interests. This is even more impressive considering the high cost of Germany's reunification.
And in Bosnia, it is our Allies’ soldiers, 17,000 of them, who are on the ground within the
range of Serb guns. I urge the Congress to consider all the risks and burdens shared by our
Allies, along with the impact to our troops, before considering future burdensharing
legislation.

O&M funds promote stability through several activities, such as our Joint Contact
Team Program, bilateral training exercises, Security Assistance, the Marshall Center, and the
Partnership for Peace Program. These important programs need funding to work. Our Joint
Contact Team Program and Security Assistance programs, under legislative jurisdiction of the
State Department, need special consideration since their funding mechanism is outside DoD's
control.

The Partnership for Peace Program is vitally important because it provides the vision
and the mechanism for the future trans-Atlantic security environment. This program is the
catalyst that links the individual security interests of Central and Eastern Europe and the
Former Soviet Union countries to the highly successful process of collective security embodied
in NATO. PP is the first step toward a reunited Europe that includes Russia.

Funding the Services to improve mobility is a high priority. Mobility is vital to
supporting our crisis response and warfighting strategies. It is even more significant
considering the drawdown in Europe. Strategic lift, combined with prepositioned materiel, is
critical to fighting or supporting any major regional conflict in or near the USEUCOM AOR.
The C-17, our aging C-141s, C-5s and C-130s, and commercial aircraft, provide airlift for
initial reaction forces, and follow-on reinforcement and logistics. I strongly support the C-17,
key to delivering critically important out-sized equipment directly to the battle front.
Likewise, we must improve our strategic sealift capability to provide heavy reinforcement and
sustain theater logistics. We also require sufficient amphibious lift to support a forced entry
capability and a medium lift replacement helicopter for the Marines and Special Operations
Forces.

Funding for modernization of key weapon systems ensures we can achieve our strategic
objectives. In USEUCOM, we face a challenging theater missile threat, particularly in the
southern region. At present, our theater missile defense systems are limited in protection
capability and force deployability. Just over the horizon are several new systems in final
stages of development that address the theater missile defense threat. We need to pursue the
development of these systems today, to make them operational in the near future.

We need to modernize critical warfighting capabilities through continued acquisition of
precision stand-off munitions, strategic precision bombing capabilities, and JSTARS. These
systems provide a credible deterrence with proven pinpoint accuracy and critical warfighting
capabilities.
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Another aspect to maintaining our joint warfighting capabilities is to support the Joint
Professional Military Education Program for our senior leaders. USEUCOM requires joint-
trained professionals to integrate and employ the unique capabilities of our Service component
commands effectively. Joint professional military education is one of the foundations of our
joint operations capabilities. It underwrites both our ability to respond to crises in the near-
term and our development of long-term strategies in this AOR. Investing in this education will
help build the future military leadership of this country as envisioned in the Goldwater/Nichols
Act of 1986.

Specialized support capabilities must be funded in this theater to be effective. Of
particular importance to USEUCOM are satellite and land communication systems that
enhance command and control, and funding for tactical reconnaissance programs that support
our intelligence needs.

My highest intelligence priority is the Joint Analysis Center JAC) at RAF Molesworth,
and its associated systems and communications. The JAC is the model for mtelhgence support
to joint and combined operations, and its products meet national, theater, service component,
and tactical requirements. The JAC supports every level of our theater’s strategy — from arms
control verification to humanitarian operations to traditional warfighting capabilities. Its
success in meeting the intelligence needs of U.S. forces, NATO, and our coalition intelligence
at the United Nations proves that consolidated intelligence at the joint theater level is a concept
compatible with today’s intelligence challenges and resource constraints.

Infrastructure

USEUCOM basing and infrastructure are essential to maintain our forward presence,
give us access and support to this and nearby regions, and underwrite our commitments to our
friends and allies. Our command structure and infrastructure have been streamlined and
consolidated to better accomplish our strategy with fewer resources. For example, our Air
Force component restructured its headquarters and went from a staff of more than 2,000 to
837 (58%) and reduced the number of General Officers by 64%. Our Army component also
restructured and trimmed 42% of their staff. Finally, USEUCOM consolidated many of the
theater functions that were redundant at the component level, such as theater intelligence which
reduced billets from 20,500 to less than 7,600 — a 63% reduction.

Our drawdown of facilities is near completion and will leave USEUCOM at 59% of
our Cold War infrastructure levels. The facilities we retain allow future consolidation and
flexibility. Any facility not supporting our end state is being returned to the host pation. We
must, however, maintain our remaining infrastructure and provide essential construction
projects to meet readiness and quality of life requirements. Military Construction (MILCON)
is one of the key factors in maintaining an acceptable quality of life for our people. Above all
else, we must maintain our commitment to our people by investing in the infrastructure
necessary to meet their needs.

I place a high priority on fully funding one of the most successful burdensharing
arrangements in the Alliance -- the NATO Infrastructure Program. About 28 cents of U.S.
investment buys access to one dollar worth of infrastructure through this revitalized program.
But even more impressive is the return we received on this investment. Over the last five
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years, we have invested one billion dollars in NATO Infrastructure. U.S. industries have
received more than $1.7 billion in high-tech contracts and more than $100 million in military
construction contracts within the Continental United States, through the NATO Infrastructure
Program. Cuts to this program undermine our leadership in the Alliance and adversely impact
U.S. and Alliance operational capabilities.

Forces

A permanent force structure of approximately 100,000 fulfills our commitments to the
National Command Authority. The key to reducing our PERSTEMPO to sustainable levels is
the rotational forces that serve in varying capacities, such as some of the Operation DENY
FLIGHT squadrons, the Carrier Battle Group, and the Mediterranean Amphibious Ready
Group/Marine Expeditionary Unit. Also critical to our success are the Reserves, who perform
highly specialized and critical functions throughout this theater, such as language experts to
augment our Joint Contact Team Program and water purification specialists.

ieving a hi - . h i families i
priority. People are our most valuable resource and constitute the backbone of our quality
force. We must never break faith with our troops whose dedication and devotion are second to
none. We have an obligation to maintain an acceptable quality of life for them and their
families. Our troops have endured many hardships while performing diverse missions at an
extremely high operations tempo. All of this was accomplished in the midst of the largest
drawdown since World War II. In the end, it will be the dedication and professionalism of
those who serve our country that will underwrite our commitment to national security. Our
loyalty to our people will lay the foundation of their commitment.

Conclusion

Our active involvement in the USEUCOM AOR offers the very real possibility of
preventing the need to engage in more costly operations - in terms of lives and resources. We
must remain engaged as NATO's leader, and continue to help shape events to fit our national
purpose. With U.S. leadership and commitment we can help guide this region of the world
towards peace and prosperity.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you today.

On behalf of the men and women under my command, thank you for the support your
committee has consistently provided our Armed Forces and USEUCOM. I look forward to
your questions.
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Mr. YOUNG. Thank you very much for an excellent statement. We

apgreclabe the fact that you are willing to be here this morning.
efore we go to questions, I would like to make a statement. It

appears that we are going to have quite a number of votes today,
so I think in order to accommodate all the Members, rather than
using the extended time period for o(éuestaomng I think we will try
to go with a five-minute time period for each Member and maybe
get around the table a couple of times. I want to be able to accom-
modate the Committee and the votes on the Floor.

Mr. McDade.

FISCAL YEAR 1995 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Mr. McDADE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman

General, thank you for an excellent tour "de force for the Commit-
tee; it was very well done.

What would be the impact in your command if the Supplemental,
which the House is to consider next week, were not ? What
would it do to you?

General JOULWAN. First, as a forward deployed CINC I have to
take certain risks. I have front-loaded the trammg
risk in the fourth quarter and if we don’t get the ugplemental—
let me be candid—by March, readiness is going to suffer. In actual
Zrni"s’ we will have to stop flying in the fourth quarter with our

r Force.

Mr. McDADE. Does that mean the whole EUCOM Air Force?

General JOULWAN. Yes, two and a third fighter wings }nd 41,000
Air Force personnel in Europe.

Of that Supplemental, $151 million will let me bring—which I
am very concerned about—the Army troops back up to 800 miles
in their training; we budget by how many miles you put on a tank.
We were down to 556 miles, and that is extremely low in order to
maintain readiness for a forward deployed force.

There is no decision yet but that is the force that will go into
Bosnia if the decision is made by the President and Congress to
commit the force to help the U.N. I am tryltgf to get their readiness
back up to 800 miles, and the Supplemental will help me do that.
I need your help.

Mr. McDADE. This Committee is very interested in it as well. It
was important to find out what the impact was in your command.
That was a drawnatic statement.

What level of proficiency would you be at overall without the
Supplemental?

neral JOULWAN. I made a decision this year that, if I have to,
I will accelerate the risk at the end of the fiscal year but I cannot,
in a forward deployed force with all these operations going on,
step. I have tried to keep our training at a high level and count
on my superiors and this Congress to give me what I need.

We are trying to meet our training goals, and the Supplemental
will take us through the fourth quarter. That is where I have to
make tough decisions but we would do a disservice to the troops
to salami-slice this and train at less miles or fly less hours.

I hope to get back up to 14.5 flying hours on the helicopter pro-
gram which greatly concerns me; this Supplemental will take me
to 13.3. We watch that very closely, and I cannot have the commit-
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ments I have and sacrifice readinesss. I will take the risk in the
fourth quarter.

OPTEMPO DEMANDS

Mr. McDADE. You testified you have 100,000 people under your
command?

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir. Approximately 100,000.

Mr. McDADE. One of the things this Committee has been inter-
ested in over the years is the question of level of manpower versus
the demands made on that manpower. I don’t remember the
OPTEMPO being higher than it has been for the last couple of
years? How are you managing that?

General JOULWAN. That is a great challenge but no hand-wring-
mgk We get the missions and I have to decide what is acceptable
ris|

What has helped in our analysis is the Guard and Reserve, par-
ticularly on the air side but also from the Army and the Navy. But
the Air Reserve has really helped. We had some crews, in my ini-
tial analysis when I first took over, that were home 50 to 70 days
out of a year. It wasn’t so much the OPTEMPO as it was the
PERSTEMPO. How long is the soldier or marine away from home
on deployment? We had some air crews flying 250, 270 days. For
the Navy now, it is 180 days, for the Air Force 120 days, and I am
trying to figure out the right peg for the Army. We are getting clos-
er to that now because of the Guard and Reserve. We are a total
force, so that is how we are trying to offset it.

Mr. McDADE. How many Guard and Reserve people rotate out of
your command?

General JOULWAN. Several thousand a year. I will get that for
the record.

[The information follows:]

In the last quarter, from September 1 through December 31, 1994, more than
2,700 Guard and Reserve personnel augmented EUCOM forces in direct sup of
our ongoing operations. Throughout fiscal year 1995, EUCOM plans to use Air
Guard and Reserve from 11 states: Alabama, Hawan, Louisiana, Colorado, New

York, Michigan, Alaska, Idaho, Texas, Missouri and Massachusetts, to augment Op-
erations DENY FLIGHT PROVIDE PROMISE AND PROVIDE COMFORT II.

TRAINING REQUIREMENTS

Mr. YOUNG. I want to follow up with one question.

Mr. McDade asked about the Supplemental. When you have to
stand down your training, as you would have to do in the fourth
quarter if we don’t expedite the Supplemental, which this Commit-
tee has done, as you are probably aware——

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. YOUNG What does it take for you and your forces in the field
to come back up? Once your training has been degraded, your fly-
ing hours are down, what does it take to get you back up?

General JOULWAN. What I have tried to do is keep us at the right
pace. What I don’t think is well understood is the issue of timing,
when you give me the money. If you give me the money in Septem-
ber, I cannot use it; March is the latest date. That lets us get into
the fourth quarter and prepare for it properly.
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Right now, I am trying to keep our training for these deploy-
ments at the right level. I have not degraded it. I am betting on
the come here that we are going to get the resources, but I cannot
sacrifice the troops that are doing live operations, so they have
stayed at that pace. We may have to cancel a few exercises, but on
OPTEMPO right now we are all right. If I get the Supplemental
in March, I can meet our objectives in the fourth quarter.

Mr. YOUNG. We are doing the best we can. My question really
goes to the “what if.” What if you didn’t get the money on time and
you did have to stand down your training, what does it take you
to bring your forces back to a readiness level that you think they
need to be at in your area of the world?

General JOULWAN. It is going to take $288 million for the Air
Force and $151 million for the Army. What we lose, though, is the
opportunity—you can’t buy back the time, so you lose that oppor-
tunity, the training time, the movement time; you lose all of that.
If we don’t get the Supplemental and I hope that my military and
political masters will not let that happen—we miss training oppor-
tunities. But I cannot, as I said, half-step during the first three
quarters in order to pro, what I have been given. That is not
the way for a forward deployed force to operate and, as a CINC,
I can’t do that to the troops.

Mr. HEFNER. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG. Certainly.

Mr. HEFNER. You are going on faith that the last quarter will
come through for you. So you are doing what you would do if the
money were already in the bag; is that what you are saying?

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Murtha.

UNFUNDED CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

Mr. MURTHA. Is this because you didn’t have enough money in
the first place, or because of the extraordinary operations like the
Rwanda operation? :

General JOULWAN. All those contingency operations, what I
would call “unfunded missions,” add up and they get taken out of
hide, as I said in my statement, such as in Bosnia—eventually last
year the money trickled in. It is never totally enough, but if it
comes in September or August, you lose that training. I am tlm
to avoid that this year, because you put at risk the level you
for the troops in flying hours and training.

Mr. MURTHA. We have never offset the money before. We have
~ a new group here that believes the money should be offset. Have

you any extra money in your command?

General JOULWAN. No, sir.

Mr. MURTHA. I can’t even find the money to offset a few—well,
a billion dollars. DOD can’t come up with a billion dollars to offset.
I think we are making a terrible mistake in nt;ﬁnng to offset this
when we have extraneous operations that the military has been or-
dered to commit themselves to operate, and we still are forced, be-
cause of people who are inexperienced in the ways of what is going
on and believe the public conmand. In the meantime, the young
people serving are spending all this time away from home, and
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they are sacrificing tremendously, and yet they sit here in these air
conditioned offices and say we are going to offset this.

That is ridiculous. It upsets me every time I hear those folks that
believe there is some way to wave a magic wand in order to come
up with money that is not available. We have always had a policy
not to offset the money. We have fought with the Senate every year
and won every time.

The votes aren’t there right now for the rescissions that they are

romoting. You folks are on the frontline, and nobody has worked
Earder than an{'llt)pdy on this Committee. But let me tell you some-
thing; this is a life or death thing, and we are going to commit peo-
ple’s lives that won’t be prepared because these folks believe they
got a mandate to reduce the amount of expenditure, and the mili-
tary can’t do a thing about it.

I am upset about it, and I hope we will be able to work it out.
We have been working diligently trying to work this thing out, and
it has not come together yet.

General JOULWAN. Congressman, I trust in the system; the
troops have always been taken care of. But I cannot, as a forward
deployed CINC, try to manage all that to where we take short-term
risk in order to spread something out over four months when you
know you need to have something for readiness.

HOLLOW FORCE

Mr. MURTHA. We are doing everything to see we are not back to
post-World War II, post-Korean War, post-Vietnam: we don’t want
a hollow force. We are doing everything we can, but it is difficult.

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. YOUNG. General, I think that I could say that Mr. Murtha
speaks for an awful lot of the Members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and we will do the best we can to make sure you don’t have
to lose any training opportunities.

Mr. Lewis.

NATO ACTION IN BOSNIA

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, I would like to say also, with my colleague, Jack Mur-
tha, that while I don’t agree with offsets relative to emergency cir-
cumstances, that nonetheless is the order of the day. In my Com-
mittee that involves housing and veterans and NASA, and we are
gﬁing to rescind whatever money is necessary to make sure it is

ere.

I want to see if I can learn something by having you help me
look back. It seems to me that our force is less valuable than it
might be in the world if we don’t use it in a timely fashion, and
there are those who suggest that some of the very serious difficul-
ties we have in Europe at this time, the former Yugoslavia, might
be in a different condition if America had provided the leadership
and moved with our NATO allies or otherwise.

. Would you look back and tell me what the conditions might be
if you could have made other choices?

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir. I have spent a great deal of time in
Europe. This is my sixteenth year in Europe; I have spent 20 of
the last 30 years out of country. What we have done at the NATO

9297 o8 _a



96

summit and proposed by the President of the United States, was
to ask the question, what could we have done—I think Bosnia was
on his mind.

There was an initiative called Combined Joint Task Force, which
says that NATO will adjust its structure and will provide a head-
quarters to be used out of area—now, read that, I believe, Bosnia—
to use it out of area so that we can do conflict prevention and early
resolution.

We have learned from that and I think the Alliance is wrestling
with the political guidance to come to me to make a headquarters
and forces available. It would include not just NATO forces but also
these new partners who want to contribute to the force. So we are
trying to adapt and learn.

I agree with you, in hindsight, if action had been taken earlier
particularly by NATO, of which the United States is a member,
perhaps this could have been avoided. But we are where we are,
and I believe some of the initiatives will help in Europe.

HAITI OPERATION

Mr. LEwWIS. This is not the first time in the history of Europe that
we have found ourselves in great difficulty because we failed to
learn from former actions.

Relative to action in Haiti, I didn’t think we should go there, but
when the Commander in Chief made a decision, this Member is
willing to support our position there. Nonetheless, if we showed the
good judgment and leadership in Europe that we showed with a
small pressure group in the Congress, we would be in a totally dif-
ferent condition.

It is important that we recognize that. There are times for Amer-
ica to act, and frankly, in my judgment, we have been acting in
places where we shouldn’t. I would like to hear you say strongly,
we should have acted.

General JOULWAN. I wasn’t there at the time, but in hindsight,
I would agree—let me put it in the wider context.

I think NATO should have acted. We are a member of an alli- .
ance, and this alliance should have acted. We need to provide lead-
ership within that alliance to act. NATO should have acted much
more strongly than it did, and that includes the United States. But
that was in the 1992 era—1991 in fact, 1992, 1993—and it kept
getting worse.

Again, we are where we are. What do we do now? I am wrestling
with some options in my NATO hat where the Alliance is putting
together a force to assist in a withdrawal operation for
UNPROFOR, United Nations Protection Force. It is complicated,
but I think we have learned a great deal from that.

LESSONS LEARNED

Mr. LEwiS. I must tell you that from time to time when this
Member looks in the mirror, I wonder about the leadership around
here; that is, in the Congress. We have responsibility to remember
a bit of the lessons of history and, indeed, we wouldn’t be in Haiti
if it weren’t for a small pressure group in their perspective who led,
right or wrong. _
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But within this Committee, we spend years discussing these sub-
jects and this is a major demonstration that on this side of the
street, there was a failure of leadership. I am convinced there was
a failure of leadership elsewhere. I am not pointing a finger at you,
but am interested in your reaction.

General JOULWAN. I am concerned about where are we going and
what can we learn from the past. There is a lot going on. I stood
for years on the East German border, looking across an Iron Cur-
tain and looking at folks on the other side and coming up with war
plans, how we are going to fight a high-intensity, perhaps nuclear,
war. That wall is down. Where can we build, where can we go?

At the Marshall Center, Russians were part of the 73 midlevel
officers who graduated in the first class. This is another form of de-
terrence. I had three Russian generals and all the Chiefs of De-
fense from partnership countries at a SHAPE exercise last April.
These former adversaries intermingled with NATO generals, and
the Russians stood up there and talked. about their definition of
peacekeeping, and it was outrageous. And all of a sudden the Rus-
sians felt what it was like to be in a democracy, because they had
ambassadors from 16 NATO countries taking them on and saying,
wait a minute that is not peacekeeping.

What the Russians briefed in April actually happened in
Chechnya. They had a Minister of Interior General at SHAPE and
he outlined a plan for what we saw in Chechnya, and they call that
peacekeeping. That is how we can dialogue with our new partners
and former adversaries. I don’t think we should isolate Russia or
other former members of the Warsaw Pact. Theirs is a different
mentality, but we have to get on with it.

I have been to the Czech Republic. How do we engage? What
Marshall did after World War 1II, we need that same framework of
how we go forward with our allies in creating this consolidation of
Democracy. We cannot miss this window of opportunity, and we
don’t realize that as much as we should. It is a great opportunity
but I think this window will start closing because of Chechnya and
other events. I had one country ask me about what the Russians
call the “near-abroad,” and there are a lot of nations in that near-
abroad that are nervous now because of Chechnya. It is a different
NATO with a different mission, but the solidarity and influence of
the leadership of the United States is every bit as important as it
was in the past. :

Mr. LEwis. Thank you.

Mr. Young. Mr. Skeen.

CONTRIBUTION OF NATO ALLIES

Mr. SKEEN. I have a lot of trepidation about just what is the con-
tribution that our NATO allies make. It has been our leadership,
our equipment, our lift, our mobility; and what do they bring to the
table? I know they have problems as well, but I would like an as-
sessment of what they could do, are they reaching their full poten-
tial in their contribution?

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir. Let me answer it this way.

As we go down to approximately 100,000 troops from 314,000, we

ve to work with our allies in these operations I talked about. For
example, in Operation DENY FLIGHT, there are 200 NATO com-
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bat aircraft, 65 percent of those aircraft are provided by our allies.
In Operation SHARP GUARD, 80 percent of the ships are not U.S.,
they are allied, this is burdensharing in the truest sense of the
word. . Ninety-seven percent of the force in the former Yugo-
slavia is other than U.S. manpower plus ships, plus planes.

You asked me, what are they doing. They really are contributing.
Germany, for example, has spent billions and billions of dollars on
the former Eastern Germany and, with the Russians, are trying to
reform and stabilize this region. I was in Berlin when the last al-
lied occupation troops left Berlin and the last Russian troops left
Germany, a great accomplishment.

So there is a great deal going on with our allies in trying to cre-
ate a free and open and democratic Europe, plus they are partici-
pating in these operations that I talked about.

Mr. SKEEN. From this side, we are not getting that story at all.
For instance, airlift—if France has a problem moving troops some-
where, we have to provide the airlift.

General JOULWAN. We just did that for them in Rwanda. They
were contracting, trying to get Russian planes to move them, so the
Chief of Defense cabled me and asked, can you help?

Mr. SKEEN. It is like private enterprise; they have to do a little
bidding.

General JOULWAN. We are partners.

Mr. SKEEN. That is the point.

General JOULWAN. We have to help them. They don’t have the
strategic lift, we have. They provided some of their own but, when
they got into a crunch, I provided lift for them. They paid for it,
so it wasn't gratis.

Mr. SKEEN. We don’t hear that side of the story; even military
leaders have the attitude that we are providing for them because
they don’t have the lift capability.

neral JOULWAN. Sir, number one, we brought in 650 British.
We brought in Dutch water purification units. Australians got in-
volved, and we were reimbursed for much of that. We brought in
an Ethiopian battalion to help create a situation for peace in south-
west Rwanda; I pulled our forces out in 60 days. So the question
is, how do we balance our commitment in this multinational envi-
ronment? We have a lot to learn, and I am learning.

We have to come to grips with what I think will be our challenge
for the rest of this century—how do we create this partnership?
The untapped potential is going to be Eastern and Central Europe
and I am working that very hard.

I had the greatest experience in the Czech Republic. I just visited
there and met with the President and Prime Minister. They took
me to the troops and I visited this brigade, structured after NATO,
called the Ragid Reaction Brigade. It was uplifting for me to talk
to these Czech soldiers; all of their officers spoke English, and they
introduced me to this Colonel. He said, “I am the Brigade Com-
mander,” and then he said, “Army War College, Class of 1994, Car-
lisle, Pennsylvania.”

Therefore, IMET and all the things we are trying to do with
former adversaries is part of my engagement strategy. It is impor-
tant to remember that we in the U.S. military stand for more
just tanks, planes and ships. We have developed ideals and values,
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and those are important characteristics as we engage in Post-Cold
War Europe.

Mr. SKEEN. And a great deal of diplomacy.

General JOULWAN. What is the role of the military in the system?
We have 12 such states now, former adversaries without reservists
in them—I mentioned South Carolina with Albania—so we have a
great opportunity with low cost but high payoff because it is an-
other way of deterrence. And that isn’t some weak way—it is a
strategy, believe me. You are talking about a war fighter here who
wants to prevent war. The way you do that is to figure out how
we engage in peacetime.

I am excited, but we must stay within this Alliance and have
leadership in the Alliance to keep it together. It served us well for
40 years and is as relevant today as in the past.

AIRLIFT AND SEALIFT

Mr. SKEEN. One last lt}uestion. Airlift, the C—17s—we are about
out of C—141s; also sealift, I understand we are doing a great deal
insofar as roll-ons?

General JOULWAN. Yes.

Mr. SKEEN. You mentioned force enhancers; is that part of your
airlift plans?

General JOULWAN. It is 19 in the way of the fast sealift of the
roll-on/roll-off. In the C-17, there are 40, but we need to improve
our strategic lift, both sea and air, and we must look at intra-thea-
ter lift to allow us to have the agility we need. This is an area that
needs our continued attention. As we drawdown the force, we must
make sure the force is more capable, modern, and able to move to
where our U.S. interests are involved.

We are working that very hard. As a forward deployed CINC, I
am looking at that every day.

Mr. SKEEN. Unless the money goes down the tube?

General JOULWAN. Then there is risk, and you will hear me talk
about what is prudent risk and what is unacceptable risk. If we are
gutting troops in harm’s way in my command. If I have to fly back

ere to explain the risk, I will do it.

Mr. SKEEN. Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Hefner.

REMARKS OF MR. HEFNER

Mr. HEFNER. I think you had a main.iﬁcent statement; and your
answers, it boils down to where we have a situation our country
and other countries are trying to deal with. It appears to me you
are having to deal with too many politicians, and I mean that in
a way that—politicians in other countries. Here, we tend to sim-
Rllify and take a little bit of information, so we bad-mouth our

ATO allies, and there, I imagine, it would be the same. When
they are running an election, they find a reason to bad-mouth the
Americans. Here, a lot of people get all their information from the
talk shows and what have you.

But I admire what you are trying to do. It seems to me that your
role has changed somewhat. For all these years, we had the War-
saw Pact sitting there; and now these old problems, like Haiti,
have reawakened and we have to deal with them. I think you are
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doing a magnificent job, and we want to support you as best we
know; and the more we know, the better decisions we can make.

General JOULWAN. Thank you, sir.

The challenge that we have—and I will talk to you the same way
I talk to the troops about this new conflict spectrum and the analy-
sis that we have to do. All these outreach programs and those co-
operation programs, which are like an outreach program explore
where you are going and how to reach out to someone and say, we
want to be friends and partners. But if it starts going sour on us,
that handshake has to be able to come back into a fist to fight.

I think the outreach is very important, to create these conditions
which, to me, are another way to deter conflict in the future.

QUALITY OF LIFE

Mr. HEFNER. I was impressed by your statement about quality
of life. For many years, I was Chairman of the Military Construc-
tion Subcommittee, and that was a focus for us, because I don’t be-
lieve you can maintain a cohesive force unless you have families
that are happy and living in decent conditions; and sometimes we
neglect that it doesn’t have a high enough priority.

General JOULWAN. I do appreciate all you and your Committee
did and are doing for the troops. We have made that an integral
part of readiness. It is not a separate category. It is an integral
part of readiness, and I am pleased with what we had last year
and hope to get the same support this year, so when our troops are
going back and forth to meet these requirements, their families are
taken care of.

We are talking just an adequate standard in Europe, and I truly
think that is an important part of readiness.

Mr. YOUNG. General, the Members are going to vote. We yield
now to Mr. Hobson and would suggest that the Members that
haven’t voted might vote in the next seven or eight minutes and
come right back.

Mr. HOBSON.

MILITARY END STRENGTH IN EUROPE

Mr. HoBsoN. I was on the Military Construction Subcommittee.
I am going to ask three things.

I am very concerned about the number of troops that you have.
Number one, is it a good number? Two, is it a number that you can
live with, and could we have done another Desert Storm with the
number you have? And can you handle what you have; do you feel
comfortable with it now?

General JOULWAN. For the forward force, we will be at 109,000
by the end of fiscal year 1996. We are at 124,000 now. We do not
have a crystal ball to say what other contingencies we will have,
but I think it is manageable, particularly if we get assistance from
the Reserves and support from you.

GUARD AND RESERVE FORCE LEVELS

Mr. HoBsoN. I was going to do the airplanes, too—but I want to
do the Guard and the Base Realignment and Closure—BRAC.
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Who is watching the hen house out here? Because if BRAC takes
down a lot of Guard units and bases, you aren’t going to have those
people; they are going to be gone, those units are going to be gone,
and ;ou can’t bring them back up. Have you made recommenda-
tions?

General JOULWAN. Not about BRAC itself, but we have made rec-
ommendations on the need to infuse the Guard and Reserve into
what we are doing, and not say they are going to be an early
deplo%gr or a late deployer, but put them into the active forces
now. We have made our requirements known.

AIRCRAFT REQUIREMENTS

Mr HOBSON. On the airplane situation, you talked generally
about it but you don’t talk specifically. v

Have you made recommendations on the kinds of configurations
of aircraft? Do you need more C-17s? Do you need more other
types like DC—-10s or 747s, or what type of aircraft configurations
are you looking at?

General JOULWAN. At the strategic level, we have made rec-
ommendations on the C-17, in particular, for lift. We state our re-
quirement in what needs to be moved in terms of sorties.

Mr. HOBSON. But as I understand it, the 40 C-17s we have now
are going to be located at one place.

General JOULWAN. But they forward deploy as the need arises.

Mr. HoBSON. They will be stationed in one place, as I understand
right now; is that right?

General JOULWAN, That is what I understand—in Charleston.

Mr. HOBSON. If they are all in one place and there is a storm
someplace, you are going to have a hard time getting them to Eu-
rope, overseas, other places. I am somewhat concerned about that
when there are lots of places they could be deployed in different
numbers. I just hope you have made recommendations about types
of aircraft in addition to the C-17s, or maybe you want all C-17s.

General JOULWAN. We have made the requirement for the C-17
known. I am a little concerned about the mix of aircraft we have
to carry what I call “precision munitions.” Those are very impor-
tant in what we are doing; I think they give us a qualitative edge.
We are looking more and more at those platforms that can carry
precision munitions, so that is an issue when we get into delicate
situations. F-15Es, for example, carry precision munitions.

The mix of intelligence collectors and aircraft platform is very
important because there is a finite number of them, and they get
shifted around. We need an adequate number of them to be able
to give us eyes and ears before we get involved, so we know what
is going on in terms of protecting the force.

Mr. HOBSON. And you have made recommendations? |

General JOULWAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. McDADE. The gentleman from Texas, Mr. Bonilla.

FISCAL YEAR 1995 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Mr. BoONILLA. Good morning. I was so impressed with your com-
ments about the need for the Supplemental bill. How it is a clear
threat to readiness down the road if we don’t pass that. How it
would be such a disservice to the troops. I wish that somehow



102

every Member of Congress could have heard your message because
of its directness and conciseness. I would hope that either through
correspondence or through your colleagues at the Pentagon, some-
how we can get that message out as quickly as we can.

I want to associate myself with Mr. Murtha’s comments because
I think he hit the nail on the head. Even being a fiscal conserv-
ative, I think it is more important to give our troops what they
need. As you discuss with other Members of Congress that, perhaps
you use the analogy of an athlete in training, if you are training
for several months, you couldn’t just stop in the middle and take
off for 90 days and come back and start anew. Perhaps you can use
that in debate as well.

General JOULWAN. I am delighted—as a somewhat former ath-
lete, I agree with that. And I have for years, as a trainer of troops,
said very similar things: You must make the scrimmage hanﬁr
than the game. My job is to train them so that when they get into
the game, they feel ready to play.

The greatest compliment I received was when I sent 30,000 of
my troops to Operation Desert Storm. When they promoted me and
sent me to Panama, I got cards and letters from the troops with
one line, “The scrimmage was harder than the game.” That has
driven me in what I have just said to this Committee.

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND TRAINING (IMET) PROGRAM

Mr. BoNILLA. Keep the message up. People forget. There are no
social programs, education—that will happen if our country doesn’t
remain free.

I want to ask about IMET and how important it is to try to get
other folks, especially in Eastern European countries, to think like
we do. Is that going well?

General JOULWAN. Another area where we are using it—and the
second class, just started last week—is at the Marshall Center in
Germany, and we have a mixture of Eastern and Central European
officers. I am short $2.6 million of the $17 million we requested.
The military cooperation program we are trying to develop is a
smal%ramount of funding in the larger sense of terms, but a high
payoff.

We had some shortfalls in funding some National Guard travel,
and so the State Partner programs that I talked about didn’t get
that last piece to fund the National Guard. Because you get a citi-
zen-soldier in there interacting with another country, it is a whole
different perspective. I did this when I was in Southern Command,
and it is a low-cost/high-payoff program. The Guard developed a re-
lationship where they traveled back and forth from Lithuania to
Pennsylvania. It is one of the best programs. There is a high payoff
for the things we want to teach them about the role of the military
in a democratic political society.

This year, we are several million dollars short, but the program
is moving along very well.

Mr. BoNILLA. Thank you, General. We look forward to working
with you.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Additional information was provided subsequent
to the hearing, as follows:]
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IMET is a premier component within the Security Assistance Program, promoting
military-to-military relations and introducing international military and civilian offi-
cials to the democratic process through training in the U.S. In fiscal year 1994 we
sent 876 international students to the U.S. from EUCOM and é)aid for seven Eng-
lish language laboratories in Central and Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union, all at a cost of only $11.6 million. Twenty percent of all flag officers in Tur-
key are IMET trained. Eighty percent of all senior leadership in Portugal are IMET
graduates. More than 500 senior civilian and military leaders throughout the
EUCOM area of responsibility are IMET trained. Support during DESERT STORM
were directly attributed to relations fostered through IMET. Over the years, this fa-
miliarity with U.S. doctrine and equipment has led to repeat equipment orders and
favorable base rights negotiations. IMET is the centerpiece of Security Assistance.

Mr. MCDADE. The gentleman from Washington, Mr. Dicks.
NIMBLE DANCER

Mr. DiCKS. General, I am sorry I missed your testimony, but I
want to compliment you on the job that you are doing.

In the Bottom-Up Review, there is a lot of concern here about
whether we can handle two MRCs; and there has been a major
Pentagon war game, NIMBLE DANCER, supposedly that dem-
onstrated the U.S. can fight and win two MRCs. However, the exer-
cise relied on force enhancers. Can you tell us what those are?

General JOULWAN. Primarily in the area of precision-guided mu-
nitions and lift.

Let me get the rest for you. But it was in the area of increased
capability, particularly in precision-guided munitions.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Classified insert removed.]

C—141 AIRLIFT

Mr. DICKs. As we bring the force back to the United States, mo-
bility becomes a very important issue, the quality and the quan-
tities of airlift, and sealift, pre-positioning is very crucial.

Hows do you feel about the condition of the C—141s and the need
for additional and newer equipment?

General JOULWAN. As some of us CINCs said last year, we
thought airlift was broken and we think it is getting better; but
there is still a lot of work to do, particularly on the age of the lift
aircraft, particularly the C—141s. We need to be able to compliment
improvements and increases in our airlift capability.

INTELLIGENCE INFORMATION TO COMMANDS

Mr. Dicks. What about intelligence? General Schwarzkopf was
ls.omewhat critical; he said he had a tremendous amount of intel-
igence.

I serve on the Intelligence Committee, as well as this Committee.
How do you feel about where we are going in terms of our national
technical means and actually getting intelligence out to the com-
mander in the field?

General JOULWAN. That is the key, and in my fifth year as a
CINC I can say that intelligence is absolutely essential. It is trying
to figure out how to take this big pile of information and sift it to
get what you need. Platforms are very important here, and there
are shortages of platforms and satellites, and they focus on one
area or two areas at a time.
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But what I have done, Mr. Dicks, is l? t together something
called the Joint Analysis Center in the U.K., and that is my fusion
center for Europe. I have put my assets there and they do the fu-
sion analysis for all the component commands in Europe, and it is
working extremely well. They have been up and running for nine
months now, but already we can see the d.lfg erence.

So the intelligence rather than coming all the way back here, is
downlinked and provided to me and the components. I have tele-
conference signaling. We could talk real-time back and forth. We
are getting what I call “intelligence agility” and I can focus that
analysis center anywhere I want, whether it is in Chechnya,
Bosnia, the Middle East or Africa. That is the intent.

So we are getting better in the use of our intelligence assets, but
I anll iiiill concerned at the high end about the numbers that are
available.

GOLDWATER-NICHOLS ACT

Mr. Dicks. That sounds very good. You have had experience, we
went through Goldwater-Nichols, that was resisted. You have been
a CINC for five years——

General JOULWAN. I am the oldest one.

Mr. Dicks. If you had to go back, reflect on this; it was resisted
somewhat by the Pentagon, how do you feel about it now?

General JOULWAN. I am very high on it. But it cuts both ways.
What you have said to me and what other Committees have said,
particularly five years ago when we started, about the important
role of your personal opinion, particularly with the Congress. That
is an important part of our responsibility and what we have been
trying to do.

The other part is that you are responsible for what happens in
i'our AOR and you are accountable; and that is another piece that

take very seriously. When you have 83 countries and 13 million
square miles, it makes you very aware of the kinds of things we
are talking about.

I think it has opened up a candor and frankness with political
and military superiors, as well as with the Congress. I have always
:_'elt that way personally, and I think Goldwater-Nichols has rein-

orced it.

DEPLOYMENT OF BRIGADES BASED IN THE U.S.

Mr. Dicks. Do you have certain units that are going to deploy
under your command from the United States? How does that work?

General JOULWAN. We have earmarked two brigades which be-
come the third brigade of two forward-deployed divisions, and they
are focused on Europe. But because we have shrunken so much,
when the crisis arises you get dealt forces depending on the crisis
you meet. Rwanda is a great test case for this—where you use the
forward-deployed force.

If you could have seen our ability, within 72 hours of the Presi-
dent saying I want you to execute to save lives in Rwanda. The
challenge was, how do we put a footprint across central Africa to
let us move forces in and out?

We took a water purification unit that had pre-positioned equip-
ment in the Netherlands and was stationed in Germany, put it on
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a plane and, in 72 hours, it was pumping clean water. So the
equipment worked, the training worked, the leadership was there,
and that saved thousands of lives. We did that from the forward-
deployed force. We put the Air Force at an airport in Kigali and
it opened up to aircraft within four hours.

e training has never been better, but as we get smaller, we
must tailor it to the mission. I hope we can keep the smaller force
more capable to allow us the flexibility that we demonstrated in
Rwanda and elsewhere. But the forward-deployed force gives you
the ability to move.

In Desert Storm, we moved nearly 90,000 troops from Europe,
the best-trained forces we had were from Europe, the best-
equipped; that was when we had 314,000 troops. We will soon have
109,000, of which 65,000 are Army, so we would move much less.
But that division is absolutely well trained.

We have good ranges over there, good atmosphere to train. I
need to make sure that we don’t cut training dollars so much that
they can’t go shoot and keep their training up.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Dicks, because of the number of votes we are
having, we are going to have a rotational five-minute rule today.

Mr. Dicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. YOUNG. I want to yield to Mr. Nethercutt, who has been here
from the beginning and has waited very patiently.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I always defer to you, Mr. Dicks.

Mr. YOUNG. Both are dedicated to their responsibilities.

FUTURE REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Mr. NETHERCUTT. General, I also enjoyed your statement very
much. I am going to read it more carefully as I fly home today.

My district is the Fifth District of Washington State; we have
Fairchild Air Force Base there. I took pride in your comments
about National Guard support in Desert Storm since Fairchild sent
several units to that conflict. Fairchild also has the survival school
for Air Force, Navy and Marine pilots.

As a freshman, I am proud to serve in Congress and I especially
appreciate Mr. Murtha’s comments. Defense is special; I will be
fighting very hard for the Supplemental.

As I look at the map of the U.S. European Command responsibil-
ity, which includes eight countries and 13 million square miles,
there is an academic exercise here. None of us has a crystal ball.
If you had to prioritize or rank what might be the regions for po-
tential for conflict in the future, I would be interested in knowing
what your view is on that, particularly in terms of putting stress
on EUCOM and your responsibilities.

General JOULWAN. Since this is a closed hearing, I will be candid
with my concerns about Russia. I think we must stay engaged with
them; we must reach out and try to work this cooperation. But we
must be very clear on their conduct and watch it very closely.

There are still several thousand nuclear warheads in the former
Soviet Republic and I am not sure how the winds will blow; so stra-
tegic balance is important here and we must watch that.

At the high end, hopefully, we can make them a part of the fam-
ily of democracies, but to do so I think there should be outreach,
a program of cooperation. But we need to retain our preparedness



106

if events require. We should work with the Russians on treaties
and try to bring them along.

The other country that is of concern to me is Turkey. They sit
in a very tough position. If you look at the map, they have the Bal-
kans on the north, and they have Russian troops in Georgia, Iran,
Iraq and Syria along their borders. They are a secular Muslim
country, Islamic country, and I think we need to keep them toward
the West.

They are getting all kinds of pressure, and I call them the cork
in the bottle of what can happen in the southern region.

Further to the south, the northern littoral in the Magreb, we are
concerned about Libya. They are getting weapons of mass destruc-
tion, including biological, and we are watching that closely. We see
a theater in transition after the Cold War and a theater in conflict.

We can’t be the world’s policeman, but we must show leadership
as the only leading superpower. How do we engage? These pro-
grams help.

Algeria is also high on my scope right now. There is a religious
fanatical group there causing problems; they have killed many,
many foreigners. They have threatened more, so we are watching
that very closely as well.

It is a dangerous world, a dangerous place and particularly in
that area.

EUROPEAN FORCE STRUCTURE

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I assume that a troop level of approximately
100,000 would be adequate at this time, without trying to project
precisely into the future what your needs might be to deal with Al-
geria or Turkey or any others that might spring up——

General JOULWAN. Exactly. If I could put that in context, because
what we want to do with our 109,000 is important. If it is not in
our vital interest to be in Europe, pull everybody back. What can
we do with that 109,000—and I don’t apologize—that 109,000 is
the best-trained, most-ready, best-equipped force in the Alliance.
We can leverage our allies now to get up to that level—and some
are modernizing and getting smaller but more modern—and we can
leverage the Czech battalion. If we can get them under this Part-
nership For Peace initiative, if we can train them to common
standards and common doctrine and common procedures with
NATO, then we can work together. If you can leverage those forces
to work with you, that, to me, is this engagement strategy I am
talkirl&labout.

So the question of troops for what we must do right now, unless
the NCA, National Command Authorities gives me more missions,
109,000 will do. I will have to assess it as we go along. If I need
more I will ask for more, because I think you must match up re-
&irements with resources, both people and money. Right now, I

ink it is sufficient.

NATO TRAINING

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Of the coordinating forces of other countries
that you deal with, which two or three would you say are the most
closely trained to our forces, and which do you have the most con-
fidence in personally? How do you rank them?
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General JOULWAN. We have 16 nations in the Alliance, and those
countries are all trained to common standards. In my NATO hat,
there are differentiations of equipment, et cetera, but communica-
tion procedures are standardized. For example, about a year ago in
enforcing the no-fly zone over Bosnia, DENY FLIGHT, six fighters
took off from the Krajina area in Croatia and were bombing a
Bosnian village and a NATO AWACS—Airborne Warning and Con-
trol System, with a mixed crew on board was vectoring aircraft to
it. It was a Dutch controller talking to the American pilot, and it
was confirmation of 40 years of work.

We should not throw that down the drain. We need to see if we
can gut that forward now to new partners to do these common
standards and procedures.

So the 16 nations of the Alliance are there—the East, the Czech
Republic, and other nations that are standing-up forces. Poland,
even the Swedes, want to join. So I am optimistic.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you very much.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Nethercutt. Mr. McDade.

METRO TANGO

Mr. McDADE. General, you mentioned that you have a fusion
center in En§land. Is METRO TANGO, still operating, and if so,
is it different?

General JOULWAN. I don’t think METRO TANGO is operating
anymore. I will let you know. I tried to consolidate and I have been
to METRO TANGO, but not since I have been the CINC. I will get
back to you.

[The information follows:]

METRO TANGO was deactivated about two years ago with the advent of the
Joint Analysis Center (JAC) in Molesworth, England.

Mr. McDADE. Thank you.
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Lewis?

C—17 PROGRAM

Mr. LEwis. General, I am sorry I wasn’t here when Mr. Dicks
and you were talking about the C-17 and other things, but I would
just like to make a point for your consideration.

That is, these are, very difficult economic times around here, and
every piece of the budget is putting pressure on Members and their
Committees, et cetera. Having said that, as we go forward with the
1996 process, I think it is very, very important that the CINCs see
that their voice is heard relative to raising the level of Defense
funding. We are never going to get true supplementals again—
which are very important and vital, but the 1996 year is the next
step, and we are never going to get to procurement of the numbers
of C—17s we need unless we have all the CINCs pushing from their
side of this maze. We ought to turn the corner and return to rais-
ing the priority we give to Defense, not just in this Committee but
in the whole House.

General JOULWAN. I can tell you that the sixth CINCs conference
confirmed that. We are busier now than we have ever been in
terms of commitments, and it requires agility and the wherewithal
to do that. Lift is extremely important.
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When you talk to a Committee—and I am delighted that you had
us here first; that is a great signal to us on the point of the spear—
we try to take assets and synchronize them in a way to carry out
the mix. You must get to where you are going first, and that re-
quires lift. The constraint that we have in many cases is timely lift.

Mr. LEwis. I am not sure that all the Members would agree with
my viewpoint relative to what normally is described as defense per
se; but in the Rwanda case, C~17s on line being used could have
saved lots of lives that first day; and they are human lives, not peo-
ple on the battlefront necessarily. They are people on a different
kind of battlefront.

Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Nethercutt.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. No questions, thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. General, you have given us an excellent hearing,
very informative and helpful.

We have additional questions that I will submit in writing and
ask that you respond for the record. Unless you have something
else that you would like to add—

General JOULWAN. Nothing except to thank you for the oppor-
tunity and for what you are doing and will do for the Supple-
mental. It is very important for the forward-deployed force in Eu-
rope.

Mr. YOUNG. We are doing everything we can. This afternoon’s
hearing was scheduled for 2:00 o’clock, but in view of the 3:00
o’clock adjournment of the House, and in view of my pledge to my
colleagues to try not to have you in session when the House is not
in session, we will move up the session to 1:30.

The Committee will stand adjourned until 1:30 p.m. this after-
noon.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Young and the an-
swers thereto follow:]

BOTTOM-UP REVIEW

Question. In the Bottom-Up Review, DoD assessed U.S. defense needs in the post-
Cold War world. DoD determined that it was necessary for the U.S. to maintain the
capability]’l to fight and win two near-simultaneous major regional conflicts (MRCs).
During the review process, the DoD determined the force structure, capabilities and
funding necessary to engage in two MRCs. How comfortable are you with the results
of the Bottom-Up Review?

Answer. I believe the current force structure with the BUR enhancements allows
the U.S. to maintain the capability to fight and win two near-simultaneous major
regional conflicts (MRCs). The specific BUR assumptions key to successfully execut-
ing two near-simultaneous MRCs are:

Forces are extracted from other operations to regional conflicts.

Certain specialized units or unique capabilities are shifted from one conflict
to the other.

Sufficient strategic lift assets, prepositioned equipment, and support forces
are available.

A series of enhancements, such as improvements to strategic mobility and
U.S. firepower, are critical to implementing the two-conflict strategy and should
be available by the year 2000. .

If one or all of these assumptions prove to be incorrect, then the risk associated
with execution of two near-simultaneous conflicts will increase. For instance, if we
are unwilling or unable, for either military or political reasons, to extract forces
from on-going operations, then risk associated with the second MRC could increase
proportionally.
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Question. The Pentagon’s recent wargame NIMBLE DANCER demonstrated that
the U.S. could fight and win two major regional conflicts. However, the NIMBLE
DANCER exercise relied on “force enhancers.”

What are the “force enhancers” that you relied on during the NIMBLE DANCER
exercise? If you had not relied on those “force enhancers”, would the NIMBLE
DANCER exercise still have validated the Bottom-lilﬁ) Review assumptions? When
wixn the “force enhancers” that you relied upon be in the hands of U.S. troops?

swer. .

Question. A recent General Accounting Office (GAO) report raised questions about
some of the basic assumptions of the DoD in the Bottom-Up Review. The GAO ex-
pressed doubts as to whether the forces structure:

Has sufficient strategic mobility (airlift, sealift, prepositioning) available for
deﬁloying in two near simultaneous Major Regional Conflicts (MRC’s);
as sufficient support forces available;
Could redeploy sprort forces from peacekeeping operations to a major re-
gional conflict in sufficient time to meet CINC requirements; and
Expressed doubts that the Army National Guard Combat Brigades could be
deployed within 90 days of beix;nig called.

With these criticisms in mind, I'd like to ask some questions about your perspec-
tive on the ability to conduct two near-simultaneous MRCs?

Answer. X

Question. The GAO study states in part as follows:

“At the time of the Bottom Up Review, DoD assumed that by 1999, 80 C-17s
would be available.” However, under the current budget plans, only 40 C-17s will
have been delivered by September 1998. How many strategic airlift aircraft are
needed for the two MRC scenario?

How does that requirement compare to our current inventory and the strategic
airlift inventory embodied in the Five-Year Defense Plan?

Answer. Airlift enhancements to meet the two near-simultaneous conflicts are
gt&')rsently programmed to include 99 C-17s, 8 C-141s, and 104 C-5s in Fiscal Year

Our current inventory: C-17s—18 (14 in operational units), C-141s—199, C-5s—
104.

SUPPORT FORCES
Question. The following two tables from the mentioned GAO study list various
types of support units that have shortfalls.

TABLE 2.1.—ARMY UNITS IN SHORT SUPPLY FOR A SINGLE REGIONAL CONFLICT AND TASKED TO
DEPLOY TO TWO CONFLICTS

Shortfall of units for Number of same

Type of unit a single regional units tasked to de-

conflict ploy to two conflicts

Aviation 4 40
Chemical 3 32
Engineer 33 94
Medical 84 96
Ordnance 9 32
Quartermaster 20 9
Signal 6 25
Adjutant General 1 20
Chaplain 3 0
Finance 0 9
Military police 40 45
Military law 0 1
Psychological operations 0 1
Military intelligence 2 4
Maintenance 4 2
Headquarters ! 0 4
Transportation 29 135
Total 238 654

! These units consist of personnel that would be assigned to augment command organizations in wartime.
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TABLE 2.2—SHORTFALL OF MEDICAL, ENGINEER, QUARTERMASTER, MILITARY POLICE, AND
TRANSPORTATION UNITS FOR TWO MAJOR REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Tyve of uni S!M':I of usits for

Medical 9%
Engineer 59
Quartermaster 59
Military police 52
Transportation 12
Total 338

What is your assessment of the adequate availability of support units for two
near-simultaneous major regional conflicts?

Answer. Combat support, combat service support, and unique units like those list-
ed in the tables are a real challenge to track and predict their availability while
they are involved in ongoing operations. Since these forces are first-in and last-out,
they may be concurrently tasked to support debarkation from peacekeeping o?er-
ations and tasked in the early stages of deployment to major regional conflicts. Ini-
tiatives such as the NIMBLE DANCER series of wargames hrie%:.l.ight the need for
visibility of these assets and help us better define the extent of the problem.

Question. To what extent has EUCOM “wargamed” the two MRCs scenario? What
were the results of that “wargame”?

Answer. EUCOM has wargamed the two MRC scenario in coordination with other
CINCs at the Global Games at the Naval War College in July 1994 and at the NIM-
BLE DANCER series of games. However, like all wargaming models, their limita-
tion is that they only provide a basis for further discussion of issues pertinent to
warfighting—not answer of solutions to warfighting problems or deficiencies.

Question. Did you find that each theater of conflict may require many of the same
support forces?

wer. Combat support, combat services and one-of-a-kind units are a real chal-
lenge to track and predict their availability in the early stages of major regional
conflicts. Since these forces are literally first-in and last-out, they may be concur-
rently tasked to support debarkation from peacekeeping operations and tasked in
the early stages of deployment to major regional conflicts. Initiatives such as the
NIMBLE DANCER series of wargames highlight the need for visibility of these as-
sets and help us better define the extent of the problem.

SHIFTING ASSETS BETWEEN REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Question. According to the Bottom-Up Review, certain specialized assets would be
dual-tasked—i.e., shifted from the first regional conflict to the second. Examples of
this include the C-17 airlift, sealift and air reconnaissance assets.

The General Accounting Office study states in part, “although DoD assumed that
dual-tasking would occur, it did not analyze how assets would be shifted from one
conflict to another.”

Is that a valid criticism of the Bottom-Up Review?

Answer. Yes. However, this review was driven by time constraints and other limi-
tations placed upon the study during its completion. Wargames and other anal‘ms
are being conducted to examine the requirements and issues involved in the shifti
o}‘ a§?fts between MRCs. The issues revolve around establishing an acceptable level
of risk.

Question.The GAO study also states as follows, “DoD officials explained that be-
cause a model for two near simultaneous conflicts does not exist, . . . DoD identi-
fies the specific number of assets required for each conflict and assumed that dual-
tasking would compensate for any shortfalls.” From your Fers’yect.ive, is the assump-
tion that “dual tasking would compensate for any shortfalls” a faulty assumption?

Answer. No. Planning assumptions must be made in examining any contingency,
including the near-simultanous case. Dual tasking to compensate for shortfalls has
validity as long as it is clear that “near-simultaneous” accounts for the time it takes
to fulfill both tasks. Time delay adds risks. As a warfighting CINC, I must manage
this risk to ensure we can be successful in meeting our commitments.

Question.Concern has been expressed about whether forces particigating in peace-
keeping operations will be available in sufficient time to meet CINC needs in case
of a major regional conflict.



111

What is your view on the extent to which military units involved in
peacekeeping operations can be redeployed to your command in a timely mannzs

For example, what about transportation units that move cargo and personnel
through port? Wouldn’t they be involved in the debarkation from a peacekeeping op-
eration at the very time they would be needed in the early stages of a major re-
gional conflict(s)?

Answer. Accomplishing such a mission on time depends on a multitude of factors.
Extraction from ongoing peacekeeping operations is a complex and multi-dimen-
sional 'K:oblem. Extraction will not be frictionless. There are a whole range of vari-
ables that affect the timelines for extraction and redeployment, for example:

The level of combat that could arise during the operation; ’
The size of the military force; -

The specialties tasked;

The length of time deployed;

The type of equipment deployed;

The availability of transportation.

This is scenario dependent, but generally speaking, there are certain assumptions
and caveats to the two MRC scenario that must be taken into account. U.S. involve-
ment in the four lesser regional conflicts (LRCs) ongoing in my area of responsibility
today may have to cease to prevent the level of risk from becoming unacceptably
high. Starting new ones, such as implementation of a peace plan in Bosnia, may
impact our ability to carry out two MRCs at the same time. I also agree with recent
statements that the current ability of our airlift fleet to handle two simultaneous
MRCs is a concern.

Combat support, combat service support, and one-of-a-kind units used both in cur-
rent operations and for two near-simultaneous conflicts are difficult to track and
predict their impact on operations if unavailable in the early stages of major re-
gional conflicts. Since these forces are first-in and last-out, they may be concurrently
tasked to suprort debarkation from peacekeeping operations and tasked in the earl
stages of deployment to major regional conflicts. Initiatives such as the NIMBL
DANCER series of wargames highlight the need for visibility of these assets and
help us better define the extent of the problem.

It may not be politically judicious to extract forces from contingency operations.
There will be situations where extraction is not advisable—where our military pres-
ence acts as a deterrent against escalation.

Question. Given the current projected force structure, would the occurrence of two
near-simultaneous major regional conflicts inevitably mean that the U.S. would
have to withdraw from any ongoing participation in any peacekeeping effort?

Answer. Current planning apportions 100 percent of the force structure to the two
MRCs. This implies early extraction from all lpeacekeeping to successfully support
two near-simultaneous MRCs or acceptance of higher risk during MRC Two. Cul-
tivating effective Allied coalitions allows potential for transitioning peacekeeping
functions to our Allies and adds to our military capability in MRC operations.

ARMY NATIONAL GUARD COMBAT BRIGADES

Question. The Army’s portion of the forces for the two-conflict scenario consists
of ten active divisions and 15 Army National Guard enhanced brigades. The 15
Guard Brigades include 8 heavy brigades and 7 light brigades. Are you confident
that the Bottom-Up Review’s goal of the Guard enhanced brigades being ready to
deploy 90 days after being called to active duty is currently realistic?

wer. Yes. Today, most Enhanced-Brigades (E-Bdes) could achieve C1 within
90 days of mobilization. U.S. Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and Rand Cor-
poration development of mobilization training models will result in all E-Bdes being
deployable within 90 days of call-up. This accomplishment is even more credible
given that FORSCOM plans to mobilize the E-Bdes in increments of three to four
at a time, which will allow ARNG resources to be allocated for intensive manage-
ment of the later mobilizin% E-Bdes. The 90 day ceiling was based on the require-
ments of heavy E-Bdes; the light E-Bdes can be ready sooner.

Question. According to GAO testimony last year, in fiscal year 1992 and 1993
many guard soldiers were not completely trained to do their job; many tank and
Bradley fighting vehicle crews were not proficient in gunnery skills; and many com-
missioned and non-commissioned officers had not completed required leadership
courses. -

Doesn’t this make it clear that the availability of the Guard brigades 90 days after
being called up is an unrealistic assumption of the Bottom-Up Review?

How central to the two-conflict strategy is it to have the 15 Guard Brigades capa-
ble of deploying 90 days after being called up?
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Answer. No. The Bottom-Up Review provided guidance on resource enhancements.
Title XI enhancements are now being implemented. The Defense Planning
Erovides resourcing guidance to ensure deployability of the Enhanced-Brigades (E-

des) within 90 days of call-up. The Department of Defense (DOD) is making a con-
certed effort to resource the E-Bdes commensurate with their mission. Each and
every GAO concern is being addressed by the Army. The Army stands by its com-
mitment to deploy E-Bdes within 90 days of call-up.

FORSCOM 1s currently developing training strategies to address each of the GAO
concerns. These innovative strategies will be implemented by fiscal year 1997 when
the E-Bdes are fully organized and resourced. At any one time, ARNG units will
have untrained personnel. To remedy this situation the E-Bdes will be over strength
by approximately five percent. Untrained personnel will not mobilize with the unit.

With regard to Officer and NCO leadership training since the GAO observation
was made, Army National Guard (ARNG) has implemented the Select-Assign-Train-
Promote policy. This policy, in conjunction with the Total Army School System
(TASS), will provide sufficient opportunities for ARNG leaders to attend the re-
quired training.

Recent modeling for Army General Headquarters Exercises (GHQ) has confirmed
the immediate need for E-Bdes as reinforcing, sustainment and reconstitution forces
of the CONUS contingency force, and backfill of deployed forward presence forces
or forces engaged in Peace Support Operations. An active component force of ten di-
visions must be augmented to win a two MRC scenario.

PRIORITIES AND DEFICIENCIES

Question. Commanders in Chief do not submit their own budgets to the Congress.
The resources required for the operations at a Command are requested lgethe Serv-
wfelsi)e \hoat?is your role in the annual budget development process of the Department
of ense?

Answer. I identify my Integrated Priority List (IPL) to the Secretary of Defense
(SECDEF) and Military Service for inclusion in budget. I also provide direct input
to Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS’s) defense planning, an input to the
Service budget. Once I receive Service budgets, I provide major Program Review Is-
sues which are tracked budgets during the OSD Program Review Process. '

I provide reclama to any Program Budget Decisions that adversely affect my com-
mand’s operational capability and I weigh-in with major budget issues on any Pro-
gram Budget Decisions that are unresolved.

Throughout the planning, programming and budgeting cycle, I have ample oppor-
tunity to weigh-in with my requirements. Furthermore, legislative hearings such as
these provide another path to ensure my requirements are given due consideration.

" Question. Do you believe that your requirements are adequately addressed in the
budget process?

Answer. Yes, throughout the planning, programming and budgeting cycle, I have
ample opportunity to weigh-in with my requirements. ermore, legislative hear-
ings such as these provide another path to ensure my requirements are given due
consideration.

Question. As you review the final year 1996 budget, what do you believe are the
shortfalls for your command in personnel, training, and etﬂuipment maintenance?

Answer. The President’s budget meets a sufficient level of our requirements. We
can always use more money to meet 100% of our requirements. This money could
be applied against Real erty Maintenance, Theater Ground Support Mainte-
nance, Battle Simulations, Installation Level Maintenance, Youth Development
Services, Child Develc:rment Services, Information Management, Installation -
portation Services, and Unaccompanied Personnel Housing Operations and Furnish-

ings.

Question. In the beginning of the budget cycle, each of the Commanders in Chief
submits an Integrated Prionty List to the Joint Service Chiefs. The integrated prior-
ity list outlines the top requirements for each Commander.

What are the top ten items on your most recent Integated Priority List?

To what extent does the current budget and the Five Year Defense Plan ade-
quately fund priorities?

Answer. . The current FYDP lmEle;y meets the need of EUCOM, provided
EUCOM continues to receive adequate ding to sustain approximately 100,000
troops in Europe. A major area of concern to the European Theater is the decrease
of DoD Operations and Maintenance (O&M) dollars from fiscal year 1996 to fiscal
year 1998 (fiscal year 1996—$91.9 billion; fiscal year 1997—$90.6 billion; and fiscal
year 1998—$89.9 billion). Since our Service Component Commands are funded pri-
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marily by O&M, any further reduction to O&M funding would have an adverse ef-
fect on readiness and quality of life.

TRAINING

Question. As the Commander in Chief, you have responsibility for deciding the
level of training that the forces under your command require. Do you believe that
the troops under your command are receiving adequate training? If not, why?

Answer. The joint training conducted in EUCOM is requirements-based, and not
event-driven. The Service Component Commanders in EUCOM fulfill their training
responsibility and provide me with well trained forces. We then employ these forces
in joint and multinational training exercises such as last fall’s highly successful “At-
lantic Resolve 94.” This and other exercises scheduled for fiscal year 1995 help
maintain the high state of readiness in this command.

I see proof of this successful training daily. EUCOM forces help enforce UN Secu-
rity Council Resolutions in the Adriatic and in the skies over Bosnia, they conduct
airland and airdrop flights to feed the hungry in Bosnia-Herzegovina; and they pro-
tect the people of Northern Iraq from the brutality of Saddam Hussein.

Another example of EUCOM forces’ successful training was OPERATION SUP-
PORT HOPE. When tragedy struck last summer in Rwanda, EUCOM forces de-
ployed 3,600 miles to Central Africa. This joint force stopped the dying of thousands
of Rwandans. Within one week, the death toll fell from 6,000 a day to 500, and in
a month’s time was less than 200. SUPPORT HOPE proved that well-trained and
supplied military forces can contribute to emergency humanitarian relief operations.

Question. Please comment on the training value of scheduled joint exercises ver-
sus conducting contingency operations as they occur.

Answer. In EUCOM, we work with each of our Component Commands to schedule
joint exercises six years into the future. This long-range planning is critical to fore-
cast resource requirements and to de-conflict training areas and unit schedules.
These scheduled exercises allow commanders to develop and hone the military skills
necessary to successfully accomplish our mission.

Contingency operations are the crucible, the “conference games” that we must win
to promote stability and thwart continued aggression in the theater. Contingency
operations may not test every skill, every play we need in our playbook of capabili-
ties to win the championship game. Let me refer again to our humanitarian relief
operation in Rwanda last summer. It provided valuable experience in airlift oper-
ations, logistics supply, and civil-military cooperation in humanitarian operations.

Scheduled exercises allow us to train our combat forces to be able to fight to win
when called upon to defend America’s interests in this theater.

Question. t training exercises have you planned for fiscal year 1995? Do you
foresee any cancellations? If so, why?

Answer. My Joint Training Plan (JTP) contains 56 CJCS supported joint training
exercises for fiscal year 1995. These exercises are broken down into four categories:

1. NATO exercises.

2. Joint Task Force training exercises.

3. Bilateral exercises with NATO countries and other allies.

4. Partnership for Peace (PfP) and “in the spirit of Partnership for Peace” ex-
ercises.

The 56 exercises in the JTP are: 15 NATO exercises; 7 Joint Task Force training
exercises; 31 bilateral exercises; 3 Partnership for Peace or “in the spirit of Partner-
ship for Peace” exercises.

An additional 21 PfP and “in the spirit of PfP” exercises are in various stages of
planning for fiscal year 1995.

I plan to reduce the scope of one of our bilateral exercises (FLINTLOCK, PHASE
II) during fiscal year 1995. I have canceled one Joint Task Force training exercise
(SHADOW CANYON 95) in fiscal year 1995 because of a reorganization of our Joint
Task Force training program. A total of 76 exercises are envisioned for execution
in fiscal year 1995.

Question. Are the funds budgeted for the Service’s fiscal year 1996 request suffi-
cient for your projected training needs?

er. Yes. My biggest concern is in the emerging Partnership for Peace pro-
gram. As you know, funding has been allocated for partner nations but no additional
funding was provided for U.S. forces. During fiscal year 1995 we used CINC Initia-
tive Funds to support our forces. If additional funding is not provided to the services
to support this program, we will be forced to take funding from other training
events.
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CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

Question. Unfunded contingency operations impact operations and maintenance
funding and negatively affect readiness. DoD has received supplemental funding
during previous fiscal years to offset costs incurred by unfunded contingencies. In
your statement, you say that the timing of supplemental funding is critical. If fund-
ing is received too late, exercises must be canceled, maintenance deferred, and con-
tracts terminated. How has the readiness of the troops under your Command been
imx::cted by unfunded contingency operations?

swer. Contingency operations are not, in and of themselves, a problem. The
medical, civil affairs, and water purification units we sent to Rwanda accomplished
their humanitarian mission without any loss of readiness. In fact, as a result of
Rwanda, these units are more prepared to perform their wartime missions. The
problem is that the O&M dollars used to fund these contingencies are no longer
available for training.

The timitr:ﬁ of supplemental reimbursement is critical. Last year, late receipt of
supplemental funding resulted in forfeiture of some training opportunities in the
last quarter of fiscal year 1994. EUCOM is currently funding fiscal year 1995 con-
tingency operations with fourth quarter funds and I have gone on record saying
that, if we do not receive a timely supplemental for fiscal year 1995, EUCOM units
will not fly in the final quarter.

Question. Has EUCOM canceled exercises, deferred maintenance, or terminated
contracts because sugplemental funding was received too late? .

Answer. EUCOM has not canceled any Joint Training exercises within the Joint
Training Plan (JPT) because supplemental funding was received late. We did reduce
some exercise participation because of contingency operations, and we rescheduled
one exercise (MEDCEUR), but the supplemental ing issue has not affected the
Joint Training Program.

EUCOM has been able to sustain its readiness despite the high OPTEMPO. How-
ever, late receipt of the fiscal year 1994 su[zglemen funding caused some training
shortfalls. It was pretty tough to execute the supplemental use we received it
in the last month of fiscal l=year 1994. For instance, 48 Ftr wing, RAF Lakenheath,
UK, canceled a MAPLE FLAG exercise, dron exchanges with Allies, and a
Weapons System Employment ng-nm (WSEP) in order to ensure airframe, {?are
parts, and aircrew availability for OPERATION DENY FLIGHT. Additionally Unit-
ed States Army Europe (USAREUR) executed a fiscal year 1994 OPTEMPO of only
569 miles (800 miles was the training goal). Late receipt of supplemental funding
contributed to these shortfalls.

Question. Has the supplemental funding been sufficient to maintain required lev-
els of training and maintenance?

Answer. The amount of supplemental funding has been adequate, but timing is
critical. We are mortgaging our fourth r accounts to l;;ay for current contin-
gency operations. In previous testimony 1 have stated that, if we do not receive the
supplemental early this year, EUCOM Air Force and Army units will not fly in the
fourth quarter. .

MODERNIZATION

Question. When we think of readiness, funds for training, maintenance, and daily
operations come to mind. Because the DoD budget has been declining and require-
ments hav;rsl:m?,ogemtions and maintenance funds have been offset in the procure-
ment and and development accounts. Do you believe that there is enough
emphasis placed in modernization pro%rams?

er. I believe short-, mid- and long-term requirements must be balanced. If
I must give up something in the short-term to pay for the long-term, I must weigh
that against current requirements. I have identified some programs that are critical
to EUCOM’s future ability to promote America’s national security:

Strategic Lift: including air and sealift, is required to providle EUCOM with the
full agili% to respond as needed to meet national security needs. The C-17 is criti-
cal for EUCOM airlift requirements. It is the only aircraft in the foreseeable future
that has the capability to handle over-sized and out-sized cargo, as well as the capa-
bility to land on unprepared nmw:g.

Communication: Theater Intel ADP/Communication, MILSATCOM (Mili Sat-
ellite Communications) (MILSTAR (Military-Strategic/Tactical Relay System)DSCS
III Defense Satellite Communication System)/UHF Follow-on.

Theater Missile Defense: EUCOM envisions an evolutionary system consisting of
four pillars: active defense, passive defense, attack operations, and a command and
control architecture. )
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uestion. Are you concerned that near-term problems are funded at the expense
of future systems?
Answer. Given the current fiscal environment, I believe we have done a good job
of balancing short-, mid- and long-term requirements. We have given up some pro-
s in the long-term to pay for short term readiness. However, we have preserved
e programs I believe are absolutely essential to future capability.
Question. What are your top three modernization programs?
Answer. :
3ues‘t,ion. Last year, you told this Committee that airlift was “broken”. Is it still
en?

Answer. Airlift is improving and, with your continued support, will meet our re-
quirements. The first C—17 squadron declared Initial Operational Capability (I0C)
in Januaaand 14 aircraft have been delivered. DoD is committed to purchasin%qat
least 40 C-17s, but the decision as to future purchases has been deferred until No-
vember 1995.

Airlift enhancements to meet the two near-simultaneous conflicts are currently
giogrammed to include 99 C-17s, 8 C-141s, and 104 C—5s in fiscal year 2005. The

17 is an essential element of the strategic lift for EUCOM with its oversize cargo
capabilities in combination with the C-5 payload. In many operations, the initial
materiel flow consists of up to 75% oversized cargo.

This strategic airlift capability is a critical component of EUCOM’s continued
operational agility, with the flexibility to respond to a wide range of contingencies—
a flexibility that translates directly into a sixfold increase in available runways in
this command’s AOR. DoD is currently studying the precise number requirement for
C-17s and whether some commercial-based assets may be substituted.

Question. Procurement dollars are usually associated with large weapon systems.
However, trucks, ammunition and support equipment are also funded with procure-
ment dollars. Are you concerned with the present and future state of these smaller
procurement programs?

Answer. Cuts in procurement dollars for trucks, ammunition and support equip-
ment could siﬂ‘liﬁcantly impact the Service’s readiness and ability to support the
warfighting CINCs.

The Army reﬁorted major shortfalls in its two and a half, and five-ton cargo fleet;
High Mobility Multi-Purpose Wheeled Vehicles; and a variety of heavy vehicles criti-
cal to maintaining logistics capabilities. Funding to relieve these shortfalls is a top
priority for the Army.

The Services are not reporting shortfalls in ammunition stocks; however, much of
the ile is old and will have to be rotated. All the Services report a need for
more sophisticated weaponry to offset the reduction in weapon system numbers and
to improve effectiveness. It is imperative that procurement money be available to
enhance the nation’s stockpile.

New and modern support equipment is essential to maintain today’s sophisticated
weapons systems. Procurement cuts in this area are shortsighted and would result
in reduee(i readiness. Much of the Service’s support equipment is unique, and once
the production lines are closedéfrohibitively expensive to buy. Common user sup-
port equipment must be replaced often because of the wear and tear caused by un-
precedented, high OPTEMPO usage.

EUCOM: THE THREAT

Question. With the end of the Cold War, the monolithic Soviet threat has been
replaced by several dynamic, regional threats. What are the benefits of a U.S. mili-

tagng:vesence in Europe?

er. A credible U.S. military presence with robust capabilities is the corner-
stone that allows USCINCEUR to meet U.S. National Security objectives. Stationing
our troops on foreign soil is one of the most tangible and direct methods of assuring
our friends and allies of U.S. resolve. This guarantees our continued leadership role
in NATO, and enables us to influence regional policies and events in ways that are
beneficial to U.S. political and economic objectives.

The four Lesser Regional Contingencies (LRCs) that are currently underway in
the USEUCOM area of responsibility are real world examples of the types of oper-
ations we are likely to conduct in the foreseeable future. The credible commitment
force of approximately 100,000 allows USCINCEUR to meet such a broad range of
contingency taskings, as well as promote U.S. policies of peacetime engagement, de-
terrence and conflict prevention, and democracy advancement in Eastern Europe.

The historical lessons we have painfully learned twice in this cen were, in a
large part, the result of either the inability or the unwillingness of the U.S. to main-
tain a strong leadership role in this region. The continued emergence of multi-polar
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threats that cover the broad spectrum of military conflicts indicates it is more vital
than ever to maintain a credible U.S. military 1presence in Europe. The con-
sequences of not maintaining that commitment include losing our leadership posi-
tion and the ability to influence issues affecting our national security interests, dis-
solution of the Alliance, and increased instability in Europe.

Question. Territorial disputes, ethnic and religious strife, and nationalism are his-
toric conflicts that have prevailed throughout your area of responsibility. Coupled
with economic decline, environmental disasters and disease, these problems have no
near terms solution.

Because the conflicts throughout your area of responsibility are historic regional
disputes, how does the U.S. presence in Europe offer a long term solution?

he United States military is often thrust into a “peacekeeping” role. However,
once U.S. troops leave a trouble area, the same tensions rise. t role do you
think the U.S. military should play in peacekeeping?

Answer. U.S. presence in Europe contributes to peaceful and prosperous condi-
tions throughout the Area of Responsibility (AOR) because it both promotes stability

" and thwarts aggression. When we thwart aggression, we are attacking the problem
directly; when we promote stability, we are creating the conditions for success for
non-military enterprises.

Although we are under no illusion that we can solve all the problems of the re-
gion, U.S. presence in Europe can reduce the danger of catastrophe and accelerate
progress toward a better future by engaging in peacetime, responding to crisis, and
ﬁ%hti to win. These three strategic concepts encompass the primary ways
USEUCOM serves U.S. interests by maintaining American influence and improving
the overall security environment in our region.

“Engage in peacetime” looks toward the future and uses mili resources in un-
conventional ways to mold the security environment in the AOR. It creates an envi-
ronment in which violent conflict is less likelﬁ' and in which disagreements are rou-
tinellw;nsettled without resorting to force or the threat of force. Beginning from the
baseline of confidence and security building measures, and the implementation of
various treaties and accords (e.g. the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty,
Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces Treaty, Vienna Document 1994), it encompasses
a wide range of bilateral and multilateral activities. They are all designed to pre-
clude armed conflict by enhancing security cooperation and interaction. One of their
most important functions is to encourage the development of military establish-
ments which understand and accept their role in democratic societies.

“Respond to crisis” is done at the direction of the National Command Authorities,
in some cases because our response is the only way to prevent massive loss of life.
In other cases, our early response can rectify an unsatisfactory situation or preclude
the development of one in which fight to win is the only effective course of action.

presence in Europe makes it much easier for us to respond, and, since our capa-
bilig is quite visible, often eliminates the need to respond altogether. '

“Fight to win” is our most important strategic concept. The fact that it is known
to be in our overall strategy, and that we demonstrate the capability to implement
it, is the key to our welcome presence and our influence in every region in the AOR.

Taken together, these concepts translate our presence into significant control of
the “historical conflicts” mentioned in your question. Furthermore, by creating con-
ditions in which violent conflict is much less likely, they facilitate progress towards
a fundamentally better and more prosperous future.

I am in full afreement with General Shalikashvili’s earlier testimony when he
stated that any lasting conflict resolution comes from negotiated diplomatic agree-
ments. The military provides a stabilizing force that prevents the spread of conflict
while e({:m]jt:ical resolution is bein%epursued. Additionally, the presence of a non-
aligned military force, interposed between the disputing parties, can often prevent
inadvertent reoccurrence of the fighting.

BosNIA

Question. There is an on-going debate in Congress concerning U.S. policy regard-
ing Bosnia. The debate revolves around the question as to whether or not the U.S.
should actively provide military assistance to Muslim forces. What is your current
assessment of the military balance of power in Bosnia?

Answer. 3

Question: What is the size of the Muslim force in Bosnia?

Answer. 3

Quest?ion. How much military equipment are the Muslims receiving from outside
s ?

Answer. .
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Who are the Muslims receiving military equipment from?

What are the equipment shortfalls of the Muslim forces?
. The Muslims have a lot of small arms, such as mortars and machine
guns. They lack artillery and armored vehicles.

Question. Do the Muslim forces in Bosnia need just equipment, or do they also
need training and spares?

Answer. If we decide to make so radical a change in our policy by providing equip-
ment, spares and training to the Muslims, then we must realize that the one thing
we could not provide, without massive military intervention by U.S. ground forces,
is time. Adopting this course of action would probably result in a Serbian military
reaction which would widen the war and destroy Muslim forces before our assist-
ance could make a significant difference.

If we decide to accept the risk of these developments, then armored vehicles, artil-
lery and spare parts would likely be a part of this package.

Deciding to train the Muslims would also depend on our overall policy and desired
outcome. As I started before, it would take roughly two years to train the Muslims
to a basic level of integrated combat tactics.

Question. If the U.S. decided to deliver equipment to the Muslim forces, what
would the mechanics be?

Answer. It would be premature to speculate on this since it is very dependent on
the policy that is set in Bosnia, the number and types of equipment we provide, to
whom we provide the equipment, any geographical limitations to where we provide
the equipment, etc.

Question. If the U.S. took one of the following actions, how would the Serbian
forces in Boenia, Serbia, and NATO respond?

a. If the U.S. unilaterally lifted the arms embargo?

b. If the U.S. attempted to force the UN to lift the embargo?

c. If the U.S. actively supported the Muslims by providing arms and training?

d. If the U.S. provided active U.S. military support?

Answer. a. Both the Bosnian-Serb Army (BSA) and Former Republic of Yugoslavia
Serbs would unequivocally see the U.S. as co-belligerents with the Muslims. The
BSA would most likely launch, with tacit support from Belgrade, preemptive offen-
sive operations against vulnerable BiH areas in the eastern enclaves to deliver a
decisive blow to the BiH before they could receive new arms. This policy would prob-
ably drive all Serbs into one unified political and military camp against the U.S.
The BSA would also step up propaganda against the Muslim-Croat federation to
drive a wedge into this fledgling relationship. Bosnian Serbs would likely remove
all non-Serbs from Serbian held territory, possibly by “ethnic cleansing.”

UNPROFOR will most likely withdraw under these circumstances. In this case,
the BSA will probably interdict choke points along key routes to hamper a with-
drawal and take UNPROFOR, non-governmental assistance organization, or United
Nations High Commissioner on Refuges (UNHCR) personnel as hostages.

If the U.S. unilaterally lifts the embargo, we will severely damage our credibility
in NATO and globally. We would drastically reduce our moral authority to enforce
geaties, sanctions or other actions that have their legitimacy based in international

w.

b. Belgrade, relying on its Eastern Orthodox political and cultural links, would
try to convince Moscow to veto any UN move to lift the embargo. Belgrade would
also try to undermine the Contact Group’s unity.

c. In addition to the points made above, the BSA will not likely step up attacks
on the Muslims to exploit Muslim weaknesses during this window of opportunity—
before they were fully trained and fully armed. The BSA would also actively inter-
dict all land routes and air corridors that facilitate new arms deliveries.

d. If the U.S. provided active military support, all the previous points hold true,
but with a greatly increased risk of U.S. casualties. Given the terrain and the mili-
tary capability of the belligerents, U.S. intervention on the side of the Muslims
could approach MRC levels before becoming decisive.

Question. What do you think would be the Russian response to a “U.S. lift and
strike” policy?

Answer. The Russians have stated they would veto any motion in the UN Security
Council for “lift and strike” and they have threatened to withdraw their
UNPROFOR contingent if any multilateral or unilateral action is taken. They would
most likely counter such actions with aid/military deliveries to the Serbs.

Answgr.
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MACEDONIA

Question. A number of Members of the Committee conducted an inspection trip
' asrtd ye;ar which included Macedonia. What is the current situation on the Macedonia
er?

Answer. The current border situation is very quiet and stable and, with the excep-
tion of last year’s small disagreements over hill 1703, there has been little to report.
bo?dueg’tion. What is the outlook for the continued deployment of U.S. troops on the

er?

Answer. Both UNPROFOR and the Government of the Former Yugoslav Republic
of Macedonia (FYROM) have high praise for the performance of the soldiers in Task
Force ABLE SENTRY. They have made an important contribution to the stabgl;?
of FYROM—a key to regional stability and containment of the conflict in the -
kans. I strongly supg:rt continued participation until the conditions threatening
FYROM’s stability subside.

_Question. What is the outlook for the U.S. exchanging ambassadors with Macedo-

nia:

Answer. My understanding is that political problems between two friends of the
U.S.—Greece and FYROM—complicate this issue. As this is a political matter, I
would defer to the State Department on this issue.

[CLERK'S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Young.]
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TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28, 1995.

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES
TRANSPORTATION COMMAND

WITNESS

GENERAL ROBERT L. RUTHERFORD, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED
STATES TRANSPORTATION COMMAND, U.S. AIR FORCE

INTRODUCTION

Mr. YOUNG. The Committee will come to order.

Pursuant to a vote taken on February 15, 1995, this hearing will
be held in executive session, closed.

Today the Committee welcomes General Robert L. Rutherford,
Commander in Chief of the United States Transportation Com-
mand, to testify on the status of the nation’s defense transportation
system, which includes all airlift, sealift and prepositioning forces
as well as the inland surface transportation grid.

Welcome, General, for your first appearance before this Commit-
tee since you became the CINC last year. We look forward to your
testimony today, especially in your unique position. You are head
of a functional command which provides assets and services to all
the regional Commanders in Chief that have testified before the
Committee. In effect, your theater of operations is the entire globe.
It is the theater that is active every day in the movement of forces
and equipment around the world.

As we all know, the tempo of these operations has been ex-
tremely high in recent times. As you point out in your statement,
since Operation DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, TRANSCOM
has been called upon to support a host of contingencies in Somalia,
Rwanda, Kenya, Haiti, and Panama as well as disaster relief ef-
forts. Existing assets, in particular certain airlift assets, are being
stretched to the limits of their capability to support these missions.

This is of serious concern to the Committee considering that suf-
ficient lift capability is crucial to the country’s ability to execute
two Major Regional Conflicts, MRCs, as called for by the Bottom-
Up Review. In that regard, General, we hope to have a candid dis-
cussion today about TRANSCOM's capability to support two MRCs.

The Committee in particular would like to address the present
status of all TRANSCOM air and sealift assets, the overall lift re-
quirement to support two MRCs, any deficiencies in equipment and
personnel to meet this requirement, modernization plans to correct
these deficiencies, and the adequacy of the current Defense budget
to execute these plans.

Since this is your first appearance before the Committee, your bi-
ography will be placed in the record as well as your full statement,
General, and prior to you proceeding, I would like to yield to Mr.
Murtha for any opening comments that he would like to make.

(119)
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Mr. MURTHA. We are delighted to have you and I appreciate the
problem that we all have with the amount of money available, but
the Chairman and other Members are trying to do what we can to
make sure that you have what you need in order to support those
great young people who are out there doing the work.

Mr. YOUNG. Earlier this morning we had the senior enlisted rep-
resentatives of all the Services and one made the case strongly that
we are ready to fight but if we can’t get there, it is impossible to
fight. That identifies the tremendous responsibility that you and
your command have.

We are happy to hear your statements.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL RUTHERFORD

General RUTHERFORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and distin-
guished Members of the Committee. It is my pleasure to appear be-
ore you today to address the readiness and modernization of the
Defense Transportation System.

QUALITY FORCE

While our military force structure is shrinking, our global in-
volvement has expanded. Now, more than ever, the United States
is dependent on strategic mobility to protect America’s interests.
The men and women of USTRANSCOM eagerly accept the chal-
lenge of maintaining a Defense Transportation System ready and
capable of meeting our nation’s needs.

Our people, the 118,000 dedicated men and women of
USTRANSCOM, are the foundation of our readiness and
warfighting capability. We are fortunate to be blessed with the
brightest, most dedicated force I have seen in my 33 years of serv-
ice.

In this turbulent time of reduced defense budgets, we must re-
main sensitive to their needs. Adequate pay, quality medical care,
housing, and family support programs must be funded if we are to
maintain a quality force.

OPERATIONAL TEMPO

Today, USTRANSCOM is prepared to conduct the strategic mo-
bility missions assigned by the National Command Authorities. To
ensure we stay ready, there are two issues we must address: the
cumulative effects of high OPTEMPO on our people and equip-
ment, and the immediate need to modernize our mobility forces.

The people and equipment of USTRANSCOM have had little rest
since Operation JUST CAUSE in 1989. The continued support of
peacekeeping activities, humanitarian missions, contingencies, and
JCS exercises have strained resources. While the command contin-
ues to meet the demands of its mission, there is clearly a point
where accelerated OPTEMPO can impact readiness. We have not
reached that point in the Defense Transportation System, but in
some areas we are close.

MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

Modernization of the air mobility fleet is USTRANSCOM’s num-
ber-one equipment priority. Our current workhorse, the C-141
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Starlifter, is rapidly reaching the end of its useful life. This aircraft
continues to be p. ed by corrosion and structural cracks.

I do not believe I overstate the case when I say that the next in-
spection could identify a yet unforeseen problem that could perma-
nently ground or significantly restrict the lift capacity of our aging
C-141 fleet.

The Defense Acquisition Board has placed the C-17 in a provi-
sional status until November 1995. During this probationary pe-
riod, McDonnell Douglas has made significant progress in getting
the program on track. Deliveries are ahead of schedule and quality
is excellent.

As planned, and with all conditions met, on 17 January 1995, I
declared initial operational capability for the C-17. We are cur-
rently operating 14 aircraft at Charleston Air Force Base. While
crew training continues as we build to the currently approved 40
aircraft fleet, we have begun to use the C-17 on regularly sched-
uled airlift missions to meet our customers’ needs.

I believe it significant to note that just this month the National
Aeronautics Association awarded the C-17 the Collier Trophy, sym-
bolizing the top aeronautical achievement in 1994.

SEALIFT PROGRAM

In addition to the modernization of the airlift fleet, we must stay
the course and complete the recommended enhancements to
achieve 10 million square feet of surge sealift capacity. Today we
have approximately 6.5 million square feet of capacity in our or-
ganic fleet, and of this, only 5 million square feet is currently avail-
able in time to meet surge lift requirements.

. To overcome this shortfall, we have begun the process to acquire

11 Large Medium Speed Roll-On/Roll-Off ships. Acquisition is only
part of the story, however. We must have the required operations
and maintenance funding to maintain these ships. This past year
$250 million was requested in the President’s budget for this pur-
pose, while only $150 million was made available. As a result,
mang' of our ships had to be placed in reduced readiness status.

Additionally, we need to complete the procurement of eight Large
Medium Speed Roll-On/Roll-Off ships for Afloat Prepositioning.
This will release seven ships back to the Ready Reserve Force, con-
tributing to fullfillment of our requirement for 10 million square
feet of surge sealift capability.

SUMMARY

In summary, there are no simple formulas for prioritizing how
we spend our defense dollars. However, the single most important
element in the equation is people. We ask our young men and
women to make many sacrifices in defense of our nation. We
should be willing to compensate them so they can maintain a rea-
sonable standard of living.

This nation needs to modernize its mobility forces. In airlift, we
must get on with replacing the C-141. The C-17 appears to meet
our needs.

* _In sealift, we must continue the Large Medium Speed Roll-On/
Roll-Off and Ready Reserve Force Roll-On/Roll-Off acquisition pro-
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grams, and we must make available sufficient resources to main-
tain our fleet in a prudent state of readiness.

With your continued support, I believe we can have confidence in
the future readiness of the Defense Transportation System.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The statement of General Rutherford follows:]
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BIOGRAPHY

GENERAL ROBERT L. RUTHERFORD

General Robert L. Rutherford is commander in chief of the United

States Transportation Command, and commander of the Air Force's Air

Mobility Command, Scott Air Force Base, lll. As a unified command

commander in chief, Mummmmmumrydddemm
He

requi
command over service transportation components from the Army, Navy
and Air Force. As commander of AMC, he provides operationally
trained. equipped and mission-ready air mobility forces to support U.S.
requirements.

The general entered the Air Force in 1961 as a distinguished
graduate of Southwest Texas State University's Reserve Officer
Training Corps program. During his 33-year Air Force career, he has
held nine command positions at squadi wing, numbered air force
and major command leveis. The general is a command pilot with more
than 4,000 flying hours in vanous airlift, tanker, fighter and trainer
aircraft. He has flown 161 combat missions in the F-4 fighter, including
101 missions over North Vietnam.

In addition to his command expenonce General Rutherford has
been assigned to duties in the p: P . and prog| and
resources arenas with nearty nine years of work at Headquarters U.S.
Air Force, Washington, D.C., and the Air Force Military Personnel
Center, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas.

The general and his wife, Kita, both Texans, are the parents of two
sons who are Air Force officers.

EDUCATION:

1961 Bachelor's degree in busi adrmir ion, S¢ Texas State University, San Marcos, Texas

1964 Squadron Officer School, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.

1971 Armed Forces Staff College, Norfolk, Va.

1979 Master's degree in busi ion. Aubum University, Aub Ala.
1979 Air War Callege, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala.

1986 National and Intemational Secunty Program, John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard

University, Cambridge, Mass.
ASSIGNMENTS:

1. July 1961 - October 1966, student, undergraduate pilot training, then flight i and T-38 instructor,

Reese Air Force Base, Texas

2. October 1966 - April 1967, F-4 pilot, 479th Tactical Fighter Wing, George Air Force Base, Calif.

3. Apnl 1967 - July 1967, F-4 aircraft commander, 4th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Eglin Air Force Base,

4. July 1967 - May 1968, F-4 aircraft commander, 435th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Ubon Royal Thai Air
Force Base, Thailand

5. May 1968 - January 1971, operations staff officer, Airspace and Air Traffic Control Division, Office of the

Deputy Chief of Statf for Operations, Headquarters Air Training Command, Randoliph Air Force Base,
Texas
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22.

23.
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January 1971 - July 1971, student. Armed Forces Staff College. Norfolk. Va.

July 1971 - May 1972, staft officer, Coloneis Group, d rate of pe i, Headq U.S. Air

Force, Washington, D.C.

June 1972 - May 1973, chief, critical skil management division, Colonets Group, Directorate of

Personnel, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C.

May 1973 - February 1975, chief. Regular General Officer Assig Divisi Di of
Personnel, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C.

February 1975 - September 1975, T-38 instructor pilot; commander, 71st Flying Training Squadron,

Moody Air Force Base, Ga.

September 1975 - July 1978, deputy commander for operations, 38th Flying Training Wing: assistant

deputy vder for ¢ 347th Tactcal Fighter Wing; commander, 339th Tactical Fighter

Squadron; commander, 347th Combat Support Group, Moody Air Force Base, Ga.

August 1978+ July 1979, student, Air War Coliege, Maxweil Air Force Base, Ala.

July 1979 - June 1980, deputy wder for ¢ 8th Tactical Fighter Wing, Kunsan Air Base,

South Korea

June 1980 - August 1982, vice commander, 18th Tactical Fighter Wing; commander, 18th Tactical

Fighter Group; commander, 18th Tactical Fighter Wing, Kadena Air Base. Japan

September 1982 - September 1983, vice commander, Air Force Military Personnel Center, and

assistant deputy chief of staff for military personnel, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas

September 1983 - January 1985, commander. U.S. Air Force Recruiting Service, and deputy chief of

staff for recruting, Headquarters Air Training Command, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas

January 1985 - March 1987, deputy director of programs and evaluation, director of manpower and

organization, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Programs and Resources, Headquarters U.S. Air

Force, Washington, D.C.

March 1987 - Apnl 1988, deputy chief of staff for operations, and deputy director of operations for the

European Air Combat Op 1s Staff, H ters U.S. Air Forces in Europe, Ramstein Air Base,

West Germany

April 1988 - October 1989, commander, 17th Air Force; commander, Allied Sector Three: and

commander. Allied Tactical Operations Center. Sembach Air Base, West Germany

October 1989 - May 1991, deputy chief of staft for programs and resources, deputy chief of staff for

productivity and programs, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, Washington, D.C.

May 1991 - May 1992, vice commander. Military Airlift Command, Scott Air Force Base, Ill.

May 1992 - October 1994, vice commander. then commander, Pactfic Air Forces, Hickam Air Force

Base. Hawai

October 1994 - present, commander in chief, United States Transportation Command and commander,

Air Mobility Command, Scott Air Force Base. Ill.

Tl H

Command pilot

Flignt hours: More than 4,000
Aircraft flown: T-37, T-38, F-4, F-15, F-16, F-111, C-5, C-130, C-135 and C-141

MAJOR AWARDS AND DECORATIONS:

Distinguished Service Medal Air Medal with 11 oak leaf clusters

Legion of Ment with oak leaf cluster Vietnam Service Medal with two service stars
Distinguished Flying Cross with two oak leat clusters Republic of Vietnam Gallantry Cross with Paim
Mentorious Service Medal with two oak leaf clusters Republic of Vi Campaign Medal
EFFECTIVE DATES OF PROMOTION:

Second Lieutenant May 28, 1961 Colonel March 1, 1978
First Lieutenant Jan 16, 1963 Bngadier General June 1, 1983
Captain Jan 16, 1966 Major General Aug 1, 1986
Major July 1, 1969 Lieutenant General Oct 1, 1989
Lieutenant Colonel May 1, 1973 General Feb 1, 1993

(Current as of November 1994)
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Mr Chairman and members of the Committee:

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall America’s role in the
world has changed significantly. The U.S. military has been
involved across a wide spectrum of missions: from the war in the
Persian Gulf to our most recent experience in Operations SUPPORT
HOPE (Rwanda), UPHOLD DEMOCRACY (Haiti), SAPPHIRE (the recent
airlift of highly enriched uranium from Kazakhstan to the United
States in support of U.S. government non proliferation efforts),
and SAFE PASSAGE (return of Cuban migrants to Guantanamo Bay) .
While our military force structure is shrinking, our global
involvement has expanded. Our nation’s leadership clearly
recognizes that the United States is more dependent than ever on
strategic mobility to protect America’s interests. The United
States Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) and our Transportation
Component Commands (TCCs) -- Military Traffic Management Command
(MTMC) , Military Sealift Command (MSC) and Air Mobility Command
(AMC) -- are responsible for maintaining a Defense Transportation
System (DTS) ready and capable of meeting the Nation'’s needs.

The men and women of USTRANSCOM, Active, Guard, Reserve, and
Civilian, together with their partners in the commercial trans-
portation industry, eagerly accept this challenge. On their
behalf I'd like to present the USCINCTRANS Annual Report to
Congress. It outlines our vision, provides our view of the DTS
role in supporting National Security Strategy, assesses the
health of the DTS, and highlights our near and long-term efforts
to correct the shortfalls in our nation’s defense transportation

capability.
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The performance of the DTS had been hampered by
fragmentation along Service and modal lines. The creation of
USTRANSCOM eight years ago was a major step toward repairing this
fragmentation. Three years ago the Secretary of Defense assigned
USTRANSCOM combatant command over common-user transportation
resources and designated USTRANSCOM as the single manager for
defense transportation in peace and war. This action properly
aligned authority with responsibility, and is now paying off.

As a result of this realignment, USTRANSCOM undertook a
study to determine the future path for the DTS. We'’ve completed
this study and established our vision. The DTS 2010 Action Plan,
as it is called, has seven major end state objectives:

- Empowered DTS agents to service customers at the point of
origin.

- A Joint Mobility Control Group that integrates common-
user traffic management to include both organic and commercial
lift.

- A seamless, or transparent, hand off of information,
passengers, and cargo at the theater port of debarkation or
staging area to the theater commander.

- A global information system that integrates traffic
management processes and data bases in peace and war.

- A single, integrated financial management system for DTS
common-user transportation assets and operations.

- A single, integrated procurement system for USTRANSCOM.



- A joint transportation technology focal point for trans-
éortation engineering and the development and application of
transportation technologies.

Our goal is to maximize the effectiveness of the DTS and
support for our customers. We have begun the process of incorpo-
rating these objectives into our long term planning and program-
ming efforts and are on our way toward achieving our vision for
the DTS. All of our efforts are focused on ensuring the DTS will
meet its responsibilities within the framework of the National
Security Strategy.

As DTS 2010 now guides our future business processes, the
primary tool for guiding our force structure and modernization
efforts has been the 1992 Mobility Requirements Study (MRS). It
identified our mobility requirements and recommended ways to

improve our airlift, sealift and surface capabilities.

DTS -- The Requirement

The 1994 draft Mobility Requirements Study Bottom-Up Review
Update (MRS BURU) revised and updated the strategic mobility
requirements for the next century. It validates the sealift
recommendations of the original MRS and revises the requirement
for airlift. Achieving these recommendations is essential to our
ability to meet our strategic lift requirements.

Our ability to meet the MRS BURU requirements of dual,
nearly simultaneous, major regional conflicts (MRC) is a function

of assumptions, force requirements, and delivery timelines. It
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should be remembered that MRS BURU is a planning tool helping to
guide the debate on the kind and amounts of strategic mobility
assets our nation should possess at the turn of the century.

The MRS BURU scenario depicts a MRC closely followed by a
second MRC where the enemies’ attacks are stopped prior to
achieving essential objectives. The attacks are stopped by the
rapid delivery of halting forces composed of in place,
prepositioned, and airlifted forces. In order to stop the enemy
and then counterattack, it is essential to rapidly deploy
reinforcing units to the theaters. The heavy equipment and
supplies for these forces must be moved by sea and the soldiers,
Marines and critical and high value material by air. This
concept provides the basis for sizing the strategic mobility
force--how much and what mix of lift we require to deliver the
halting forces, reinforcing units, sustainment supplies, and the
overwhelming force required for decisive offensive action.

The assumptions used in the studies, modeling siﬁulations,
and ultimately the decisions derived from such work are often not
widely understood. Yet it is the assumptions used in our models
that can ultimately influence the size and structure of our
mobility forces. These assumptions include warning times,
Presidential Selected Reserve Call-Up (PSRC), Civil Reserve Air
Fleet (CRAF) activation, access to ports, and available enroute
infrastructure.

While recognizing the limitations inherent in modeis and
simulations, we must make judgments on the criticality of certain
unique military capabilities. The deterrent effects derived from

4
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the possession of a large number of mobility aircraft, which are
able to move outsize cargo quickly, or execute a large scale
airborne assault is hard to quantify. Yet, there is little doubt
that this capability does have a deterrent effect. As we debate
the risks associated with future operations, we must also
remember that we are structuring the strategic mobility force for
the next century. That force.must retain the flexibility to meet

yet unforeseen threats to our Nation’s interests.

USCINCTRANS Assessment of DTS

Today’s DTS is ready to support the warfighting CINCs’ war-
plans assigned by the Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP)
and the requirements outlined by the NCA. Maintaining this
readiness is USTRANSCOM’s top priority. I want to share with you
my concerns about the continuous high operations and personnel
tempo (OPTEMPO, PERSTEMPO) and the need to maintain tpe high

priority of DoD strategic mobility modernization programs.

OPTEMPO

Today’s high OPTEMPO is particularly challenging to our
active duty forces. Two-thirds of our lift capability is in the
Reserve components and commercial sector. We have limited access
- to these resources during peacetime. The Air Mobility Command is
acutely aware of this problem. The temporary duty (TDY) burden
required by this high OPTEMPO is highlighted by operations in

Somalia, Rwanda, Kenya, Haiti, Panama, as well as support for

-
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disaster relief efforts. Current operations deployments, along
with routine permanent change of station travel and individual
training, cause extensive duty away from home for AMC personnel.
Tanker Airlift Control Element (TALCE) and Aerial Port personnel
averaged over 154 and 175 days TDY, respectively, last year. We
have set a goal of no more than 120 days TDY per year for all air
and ground personnel supporting air mobility operations. Our
efforts to limit the deployed days for aircrews have been rela-
tively successful, but require intensive management.

Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, the number of potential
worldwide crises points has doubled to nearly 70. USTRANSCOM
must respond quickly in support of U.S. objectives in these areas
delivering forces when and where needed. Therefore, the command
must focus its attention on the entire world and the full
spectrum of support from humanitarian operations to
contingencies.

The people and equipment of USTRANSCOM have had iittle rest
since Operation JUST CAUSE (Panama) in 1989. The continued sup-
port of peacekeeping activities, humanitarian missions, ongoing
contingencies, and Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) exercises have
strained resources. There is a point where peacetime OPTEMPO and
PERSTEMPO will begin to impact on USTRANSCOM’'S ability to support
an MRC.

To reduce the OPTEMPO we must efficiently utilize our
organic transportation resources while leveraging commercial
industry capabilities. We support a strong U.S. commercial

transportation industry. We want to maintain access to
6



182

commercial lift during this period of Department of Defense (DoD)
and commercial downsizing and restructuring. In the past DoD
relied on the excess capacity in the commercial transportation
industry to move our forces and materiel during a crisis. To
survive in today’'s competitive environment, commercial operators
are eliminating excess capacity. This impacts how DoD conducts
business with our partners in the transportation industry. To
ensure access to commercial transportation during a contingency,
we are working to channel the government’s transportation
business to those commercial operators committing their assets to

support operations in peace and war.

Quality of Life

The foundation of our readiness and warfighting capability
is our people -- the 118,000 dedicated men and women of
USTRAﬁSCOM who provide a responsive DTS for America everyday. We
are blessed with the brightest, most dedicated force i've seen in
33 years of service. 1In this period of reduced defense budgets,
we must remain sensitive to our people’s needs--to ensure every
member of every branch of Service is treated like a true
professional.

My primary quality of life (QOL) concern is attractive
compensation levels to support our more frequently used, smaller
force. The combined direct (pay/allowances) and indirect
(housing, health, other installation support) benefits must
compensate for the high PERSTEMPO.
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To attract and retain an all volunteer force, we need to
provide pay and benefits that are competitive with the civilian
sector. The actual and perceived erosion of benefits experienced
during the 1970’s taught us piecemeal budgetary "savings" are
outweighed by the devastating impact on retention and readiness.
From attractive pay, to quality medical care, a stable inflation
protected retirement program, housing, and family support
programs ... we must ensure we continue to adequately fund these

QOL Programs through the Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP).

Reserve Force Access

Another area of concern is early access to Reserve forces.
These forces augment our active duty forces daily and provide
more than 50 percent of our military capability during a
mobilization. We require early and assured access to large
numbers of Reserve forces to support immediate crises response
and to “prime the transportation pipeline.”" Approximately
10,500 Reservists are required to support strategic mobility--to
put in place the infrastructure required to prepare units for
movement, to open seaports of embarkation (SPOEs), to provide
aircrews, aerial port, and maintenance support for CONUS aerial
ports of embarkation (APOEs) and OCONUS en route support. Over
SS percent of our strategic airlift crews, 45 percent of our air
refueling crews and 66 percent of aerial port personnel are in
the air reserve component. The preponderance of the Navy’s Cargo
Handling and Port Groups are also within the Reserves.

Approximately 88 percent of MSC’'s military shore support and most °
8
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of MTMC's Transportation Terminal Brigades/Battalions, Deployment
Support Brigades, Port Security Companies, and Railway Operating
Battalion are in the Reserves.

The context of involuntary recall is changing from rare and
massive to frequent and tailored. During operation UPHOLD
DEMOCRACY (Haiti), a limited Presidential Selected Reserve Call-
Up (PSRC) of 5,700 was authorized emphasizing the use of
volunteers. Unless a major contingency triggers some level of
mobilization, "volunteerism” is the current methodology for
responding to crises before resorting to involuntary call-up.
This creates a reliance on troops and skills that may not match
the scenario. Avail-ability and tailoring of the “right skills”
is essential to USTRANSCOM getting the job done. We continue to
work with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs
in exploring alternate methods to ensure reserve forces are

available to meet our mobility requirements.

Air Mobility

Our current capability is approximately 49 MTM/D. The 49
MTM/D is achieved through full mobilization. This includes all
Air Reserve Component (APC) and Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF)
assets. Active duty forces, augmented with 25 percent ARC volun-
teers, provide a daily peacetime airlift capability of 18 MTM/D,
the capability to support an airlift operation like VIGILANT
WARRIOR (Saudi Arabia/Kuwait) without activating the reserves.
The fully mobilized military airlift fleet provides 31 MTM/D with

the remaining 18 MTM/D coming from CRAF.
9
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Modernization of the air mobility fleet is USTRANSCOM’s num-
ber 1 equipment priority. Without a robust and long-term commit-
ment to modernization, our air mobility forces will become the
weak link in the DTS. To sustain and improve our use of non-
lethal air power as the “first weapon of choice,” we should make
a definitive decision on the modernization of the airlift fleet
this year.

We have stated the problem before. Our current workhorse,
the C-141 Starlifter, is rapidly reaching the end of its “life.”
We rely on its capabilities to meet current DoD requirements.

The C-141 weep hole situation clearly demonstrated the potential
for the next inspection to identify a problem that could
permanently ground or drastically restrict our aging Starlifter
fleet. ﬁe have attempted to reduce flying hours and extend its
life; however, day-to-day mission taskings remain high and its
retirément is quickly approaching. .

Beyond the issue of a tired airframe, Army and Marine Corps
modernization efforts limit the effectiveness of the C-141.
Combat systems (M-1 tank, Multiple Launch Rocket System, Patriot
missile launcher) have grown bigger and heavier. Today’s outsize
equipment will not fit i:to the C-141. As a result we are
putting additional resources into our other primary airlifter,
the C-5 Galaxy, to improve its reliability and increase mission
capable rates. The C-5 is limited by its 1960’s technology in
avionics, engines, instrumentation and flight controls, all
expensive to maintain. We have achieved some success in raising

the C-5 mission capable rates. However, it is expensive to

10



upgrade the dated technology. Also, we have reached the limit on
modifying and utilizing the cargo carrying capability of our
tanker fleet to reduce the demands on our airlifter fleet. To
enhance our global operations, we must continue to ensure the
availability of the KC-135 for both air refueling and airlift

support.

The C-17 Decision

The 1993 Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) review placed the
C-17 in a provisional status until November of this year. During
this probationary period, it appearé McDonnell Douélas has made
significant improvements to get the program back on track.
Deliveries are ahead of schedule and show dramatic improvements
in quality. During developmental testing, the aircraft showed it
is well on its way toward meeting our demanding requirements.

As planned, and with all conditions met, on 17 January 1995,
I declared initial operational capability (IOC) for the C-17. We
are currently operating 14 aircraft at Charleston AFB.

The next major test is the 30-day Reliability, Maintain-
ability, and Availability (RM&A) evaluation this summer. We are
committed to a vigorous RM&A evaluation to ensure the C-17 meets
the nation’s needs and will serve as a reliable replacement for
the C-141. The results of this evaluation will aid our decision
in November 1995 at the Milestone IIIB DAB. Our preliminary
evaluation has shown the program:on track for this summer's

events.

11
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In preparation for the November decision, AMC is participating
in the Strategic Airlift Force Mix Analysis (SAFMA), an evaluation
of several combinations of C-17s and/or nondevelopmental aircraft
to determine the most cost effective force to meet our military
requirements. SAFMA utilizes the same assumptions as MRS BURU to
assess air mobility capability to meet requirements in support of
the National Security Strategy. SAFMA results will be integral to

the C-17 decision and determining the number of Nondevelopmental
Airlift Aircraft (NDAA) in source selection.

The NDAA, in the form of a wide-body commercial derivative or
other military aircraft, can potentially be procured to augment the
C-17. Although the NDAA offers the potential for a less costly
option for general airlift, the design of commercial aircraft pre-
vents them from fully meeting the nation's militarily unique air
mobility requirements. Therefore, as USCINCTRANS, I must
emphasize, while I fully support the analytical efforts of MRS BURU
and SAFMA to quantify the most cost effective solution to the
airlift force mix, we cannot forget the flexibility afforded this
nation by those unique military characteristics only certain
aircraft provide. Air refueling, austere field operations, limited
ramp space operations, and airdrop ... are capabilities that will

prove critical in military operations of the future just as they

have in the past.

12
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Materials Handling Equipment

An airlift system is only as capable as the materials han-
dling equipment (MHE) supporting it. The backbone of our current
MHE fleet is the 40K loader. It is increasingly unreliable due to
age and condition. The present inventory fills only 77 percent
of that required to meet Defense plans. In addition to the 40K
loader, wide-body elevator loaders (WBELs) are necessary for
reaching the high cargo floors on commercial wide-body cargo
aircraft and our KC-10s. The current inventory of WBELs is lim-
ited.

The prognosis for the MHE is good--but funding must remain
intact. The new 60K loader is our second highest air mobility
acquisition priority. It is slated to replace the 40K loader
and many of the WBELs. The 60K loader, which can be airlifted by
C-1418, .C-58, and C-17s, will meet MHE requirements for the 21st
Century. The 60K production contract was awarded in April 1994.
The acquisition strategy requires two S5-year buys to meet the

requirement of 318 loaders.

Airlift Defensive Systems

Protecting airlifters from the infrared (IR), surface-to-air
missile (SAM) threat is essential to performing our global mission
while minimizing risks to crew and aircraft. The proliferation of
these mobile IR SAMs makes airfields susceptible to terrorist
threat or enemy activities. The initial effort to protect
airlifters was a program called SNOWSTORM. It provided defensive

13
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capability against IR guided threats to 18 C-130s, 13 C-141s, and 4
C-5s and a prototype for the larger Airlift Defensive System (ADS)
program. The current ADS program includes missile warning and
countermeasure dispensing systems for 83 C-141s, 28 C-5s, and up to

120 C-17s.

Global Positioning System

A Global Positioning System (GPS) modification will provide
our air mobility fleet with-a more precise, worldwide navigation
capability. Our goal, in complying with Congressional guidance,
is to provide aircrews the best GPS system integrated into other
cockpit modernization efforts by the end of fiscal year 2000.
Our plan is to integrate installations with inertial navigation,
communications, and flight instrumentation systems to complement

the overall cockpit modernization process.

Flight Simulators

The assured readiness of our airlift and tanker crew force
requires high quality flight and simulator training. The
increased use of high fidelity flight simulators, similar to
those used by the commercial sector, will provide a cost
effective training system reducing thé demands on our aircraft
fleet. Acquiring these systems requires a commercial off-the-
shelf hardware and software upgrade to our existing simulators.
This avoids an expensive research and development program. This
upgrade will allow us to transfer proficiency training
requirements from the aircraft to the simulator with no reduction

14
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of aircrew readiness. These simulators will result in direct
savings, increase the operational availability of airlift and

tanker fleets and extend their useful service life.

Civil Reserve Air Fleet

A critical piece of our strategic airlift capability is the
CRAF program. For our most demanding scenarios, commercial air
carriers will provide over 90 percent of our long-range passenger
capability and more than 30-percent of our long-range cargo capa-
bility. Commercial carriers volunteer to participate in the pro-
gram in exchange for access to government airlift business.
Congress has supported this program in the past, and I ask your
continued support.

Current commitments to the CRAF program meet DoD cargo
requirements, and based upon draft MRS BURU analysis, approximate
total passenger augmentation needs. However, a significant
shortfall remains in the aeromedical airlift segment. Currently,
only 46 percent of the B-767 aircraft needed for aeromedical
airlift requirements are enrolled in the program. This year we
will focus on closing the gap by attracting more aircraft into
the program and by modifying aeromedical configuration kits so
they can be used on other t:ypej of aircraft.

To sustain and stimulate the CRAF program, we must work both
current and new initiatives. We expanded the CRAF business base
by approximately $1 billion by working with the General Services
Administration (GSA) to link award of the GSA city-pair contract
to CRAF participation. This addressed concerns raised by sched-

15
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uled passenger carriers and induced two major carriers to return
to the CRAF program after a one-year absence. We also plan to
work with GSA to link their award of GSA small package contracts
(several of which will be up for renewal in FY96) to CRAF
participation.

The Pederal Acquisition Streamlining Act allows DoD to open
its military airfields to commercial carriers participating in
CRAF. This, coupled with access to military airfields as weather
alternates, will provide direct economic benefits to our CRAF

partners.

Sealift

Large Medium Speed Roll-On/Roll-Off Ships
(LMSR) Acquisition and Conversion

Today we have approximately 6.5 million square feet of
capacity in our organic fleet--MSC's Fast Sealift Ships (FSS) and
the Maritime Administration's (MARAD) Ready Reserve Force (RRF)--
df which 5 million square feet is currently available in time to
meet surge lift requirements. To meet the total MRS surge
requirement of 10 million square feet of capacity, we plan to
acquire the recommended 11 surge LMSRs and 7 additional RRF Roll-
On/Roll-Off (RO/RO) ships and restore the readiness of selected
RRF ships currently in reduced readiness. Additionally, 8 LMSRs
are planned for acquisition for prepositioning. Critical to the

whole concept of 10 million square feet of surge capability is
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continued adequate operations and maintenance (O&M) for our
organic surge vessels.

The acquisition strategy for the 19 LMSRs is conversion of S
existing ships and new construction of the remaining 14.
Currently, three ships are being converted at the National Steel
and Shipbuilding Company (NASSCO) in California, and two ships
are being converted at the Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry-dock
Company in Virginia. Estimated delivery for the lead ship from
both the NASSCO and Newport News yards is December 1995.

Avondale Industries, Inc. in Louisiana and NASSCO were awarded
contracts in September 1993 for the design and construction of
new LMSRs. The contract with each shipyard was for one ship with ‘
options for up to five additional ships, for a total of 12 new
construction LMSRs. New construction LMSRs under contract now
total six. The acquisition strategy for the remaining two LMSRs
has not yet been determined, but we anticipate contract award in
FY99. We need your continued support to keep this program on

schedule.

Ready Reserve Force (RRF)

The RRF is a critical component of our sealift fleet, com-
prising 40 percent of our total organic capability. It provides
over one-half of the total sealift capability necessary to deploy
the two Army heavy divisionﬁ and Marine Corps amphibious task
force assault follow-on echelon forces required to halt an enemy

attack and then build-up for the counterattack.
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Some question the need to maintain the RRF in the high
readiness status established in the original MRS. We reexamined
our requirements for this force as part of the MRS BURU effort.
The draft MRS BURU validated the requirement to reduce the size
and readiness of the RRF in FY01l, but only after we complete the
IMSR and remaining RRF RO/RO acquisitions and achieve 80 percent
containerization. Today, the RRF is the most cost effective
source of surge sealift, and coupled with our eight FSSs,
represents our only source of organic surge sealift capability.

In FY95, RRF O&M funding was reduced by $100 million from
the President’s Budget. This forced us to make significant
changes in force size, maintenance, and readiness status in order
to focus limited funds on our most capable and critical ships.
Specifically, while maintaining our RO/RO ships at 4-day
readiness, we reduced the readiness and maintenance on 26
vessels, placed 29 vessels in a minimal-maintenance 30-day
readiness status, and transferred 16 vessels to the National
Defense Reserve Fleet.

Although $43 million was appropriated to DoD in FY95 for RRF
RO/RO acquisition, $158 million previously appropriated to MARAD
in FY94 was rescinded. B2s a result, instead of completing acqui-
sition of all seven additional RO/RO's required by MRS analysis,
we will only acquire one to two ships.

The shortfall in RRF O&M and acquisition funds have the
potential to derail our sealift program. Specifically, if these
funding trends continue, we will fall short of our 10 million

square feet of organic surge sealift capacity goal by 1 million
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square feet (the capacity necessary to move approximately two
combat brigades) and realize lower overall force readiness in
FYO01 and beyond.

Reductions in RRF funding have pushed MARAD to propose a
number of new steps to improve the program and maintain the
necessary 10 million square feet of organic surge capacity. 1In
particular, we believe it appropriate to shift funding
responsibility for the program from DOT to DoD. This shift,
especially in light of strategic lift’s high-priority in our
overall defense program, ensures RRF funding can be appropriately
and sufficiently considered by the Congressional committees
having oversight of defense related programs.

Second, we must restore and sustain O&M funding through
FY00. This will permit us to restore maintenance and readiness
levels consistent with MRS BURU recommendations. Furthermore, in
addition to the RO/RO ship we plan to acquire this fiscal year,
we are requesting the acquisition of 2 RO/ROs in FY96.

Maritime Revitalization

While we pursue the essential modernization of our organic
sealift fleet, we have nct forgotten the importance of the U.S.
maritime industry to our overall sealift capabilities. Just as
we did in the Gulf War, Somalia and most recently, back to the
) Persian Gulf, we rely extensively on our commercial partners to
support our worldwide commitments. In peaceﬁime we ship over 16
million tons of DoD cargo using privately owned U.S. flag ships

manned by U.S. mariners, spending over $1.7 billion annuaily
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within the maritime industry. In wartime we depend upon the U.S.
merchant fleet to support the flow of sustainment and ammunition
cargoes and to provide the mariners necessary to man our organic
ships.

To ensure continued availability of this critical
capability, we support the proposal for a Maritime Security
Program (MSP) funded by DOT which furthers national economic and
security objectives. We will be working closely with DoD and the
MARAD to ensure that military sealift requirements are met at
best value to the American taxpayer. We must emphasize that the
MSP is not a substitute for the unique RO/RO military
capabilities of DoD’s programs which are specifically designed
for rapid deployment of the full range of military equipment:

3
Merchant Marine Reemployment Rights

Increased productivity of modern containerships has resulted
in shrinking numbers of qualified seafarers in the commercial
seagoing industry. 1In the worse case scenario, when trying to
crew DoD surge sealift ships rapidly in—a crisis this reduced
availability of U.S. merchant mariners could delay the availabil-
ity of surge sealift. However, additional study is required to
quantify the availability of mariners from the inland waterways,
Great Lakes, domestic offshore industries, and other sources
before an accurate assessment of any potential shortfall is
known. One initiative to help maximize the number of crews
available in a war or other national emergency would be a

legislative provision extending reemployment rights for certain
20
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merchant seaman employed in shore-based industries but holding

active U.S. Coast Guard certificates and licenses tc serve aboard
activated surge sealift assets. These mariners represent a large

pool of labor that was willing to volunteer during the Persian

Gulf War, but could not due to lack of reemployment rights. This 1
provision would be similar to the reemployment rights guaranteed

for reserve military personnel. Several bills were introduced

during the last Congress which included such a provision,.but

none passed. Such a measure is necessary and prudent to improve

the availability of merchant seaman during a time of crisis.

‘Afloat Prepositioning Force (APF)

Prepositioning of equipment afloat is key to our flexibility
in responding to contingencies in widely separated theaters.
Currently, we preposition afloat Army and Marine Corps combat
forces, and general equipment, supplies, and ammunition of all

‘ the Services. |

Central to the effectiveness of the APF is the acquisition
of th? vessels designed to carry the Army brigade and support
package. Both MRS and MRS BURU validated the requirement for
LMSRs with a total capacity of two million square feet to support
prepositioning and early closure of the Army brigade. Based on
this, our APF will increase by eight LMSRs, one heavy lift
prepositioned ship and two container ships to support an Army
heavy brigade (afloat) with 30 days of sustainment. These
prepositioning LMSRs are currently under conversion or
construction with all scheduled for delivery by FY01l. To ensure
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the current readiness of our APF, since the first LMSR will not
be delivered until late FY95, interim afloat prepositioning
capability is being met using seven RO/RO ships from the RRF.
Prepositioning will also be enhanced with the addition of one
ship to a Maritime Prepositioning Squadron. Funding for this

ship was provided for in the FY95 budget.

Surface

As previously stated, much of the commercial transportation
surge capability that existed is being trimmed through
restructuring. The commercial transportation industry has become
more efficient and divested itself of excess capacity.

For example, rail is much more efficient today. Railroads
have 700,000 fewer rail cars, 550,000 fewer employees and 10,000
fewer locomotives than in 1960. The commercial rail industry
cannot provide sufficient heavy lift flatcars to meet current
Army Strategic Mobility Program (ASMP) time lines. The
importance of these rail cars was highlighted during DESERT STORM
when the average wait for access to commercial rail cars was 5-7
days. This situation, along with the limited number of
commercially available heavy lift flatcars, has forced the Army
to initiate a program to procure flatcars and position them at
installations to meet early deploying time lines. The Army
budgeted $11.8 million in FY96 for rail car procurement. The

need for this program was revalidated during UPHOLD DEMOCRACY
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(Haiti) where we again experienced as much as a 7 day response
time for access to commercial rail cars.

The deregulation of the 1980s has compelled structural
changes in the railroad and trucking industries. As entry barri-
ers dropped, more carriers have entered the trucking industry
while forcing many inefficient companies out of business.
Railroads have cut costs and gains in efficiency have added pres-
sure on the trucking industry as more companies gained access to
intrastate/interstate markets.

In addition to the rightsizing of the industry, trucking
firms, railroads, and steamship companies are entering into
intermodal and long term partnerships with vendors/shippers to
respond to the needs of the marketplace and provide better
overall service. More domestic freight is being carried
intermodally as truckers use more rail piggyback for long hauls.
Intermodalism and information technology have expanded service
and blurred the lines between markets. Intermodal traffic is the
fastest growing area of the transportation industry and

USTRANSCOM is committed to ensuring we take advantage of it.

Joint Container Exercise Program

The goal of the Joint Container Exercise Program is to
improve the readiness and responsiveness of DoD to deploy, sus-
tain, employ, and redeploy forces using the intermodal
transportation systems. It provides an opportunity to stress in
place infrastructure which supports modern transportation
systems. Exercises such as TEAM SPIRIT 93 (Korea) and

23



149

TURBO CADS 94 (Containerized Ammunition Distribution System),
have demonstrated the effectiveness of containerization,
intransit visibility (ITV) and intermodalism.

Future exercises are designed to build upon these successes.
Our goal is to promote an effective and efficient intermodal con-
tainer transportation system by increasing DoD's use of
intermodal systems, ensuring interoperability between DoD and
commercial systems, and maximizing use of intermodal assets and

infrastructure.

Rail Car Requirements

Based on the MRS and the ASMP, there is a requirement for
2,027 rail cars to support the movement of equipment for the Army
and Marine Corps. This total includes 397 heavy lift cars
prepositioned at Army and Marine installations to support the
earlyvdeployment of lead brigades until commercial rail cars
become available on or about day 7. Sufficient heavy lift rail
cars are available to move all of the M-1 tanks assigned to these
early deploying units. We currently have 718 rail cars on hand
with 53 new rail cars under contract and project buying 241 in

FY95 and 238 in FY96.

Infrastructure
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions, deteriorating
facilities at existing bases, and lack of funding for infrastruc-
ture upgrades also concern me. From my perspective as

USCINCTRANS, mission requirements must be the driver behind down-
24



150

sizing. As DoD downsizes, it is reducing its infrastructure and
capacity to deploy, support, and sustain forces. The remaining
capacity must be managed to make it more efficient to ensure the
right things move to the right places at the right times. With
fewer military bases and depots, the remaining bases must be
world class launching platforms from which we can project and
sustain power.

USTRANSCOM is involved with studying the effects on en route
infrastructure due to closure of overseas bases and development
of our Global Reach Laydown packages. We are involved with the
BRAC 95 process to ensure our stateside transportation
infrastructure is correctly identified, protected, and enhanced
to meet the deployment needs of our CONUS based forces. Other
initiatives are the West Coast Ammunition Port, Joint Logistics
Over The Shore (JLOTS), and programs funded through the Mobility
Enhancement Fund.

En Route Infrastructure

Since December 1992 we have reduced air mobility en route
infrastructuré from 39 locations outside the U.S. to 13 key loca-
tions (6 PACOM, 6 EUCOM and 1 SOUTHCOM). We are working an ongo-
ing effort with the warfighting CINCs and the Joint Staff to
validate key en route infrastructure requirements which must be
considered during downsizing. This is tied to the Joint
Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) process through the
Overseas Presence, Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment Work

Group. As an example of the success of these readiness efforts,
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working with the Joint Staff we have analyzed the requirement for
Spanish facilities from a strategic air mobility perspective in a
major contingency. The Joint Staff has incorporated the analysis
into the JROC process and is now beginning to query the CINCs'on
their needs for the Spanish bases to formulate a DoD strategy for

future deliberations between U.S. and Spanish officials.

West Coast Containerized Ammunition Port

It is critical to have a containerized ammunition capability
on the West Coast to effectively support dual, nearly
simultaneous MRCs. Without a West Coast facility, ammunition for
an Asian MRC would have to be shipped to Sunny Point, North
Carolina, our East Coast ammunition port. This adds 12 days to
the transit time due to the East Coast to West Coast sail and
Panama Canal transit.

We currently have enhancement projects funded by the Army
Strategic Mobility Program (ASMP) underway at Port Hadlock,
Washington and Concord Naval Weapons Station, California that
will increase our West Coast through-put capability to 720
twenty-foot ammunition containers per day as recommended in the

MRS. The project is planned to be completed by FY99.

Joint Logistics Over The Shore (JLOTS)

All of the warfighting CINCs with regional responsibilities
have identified JLOTS as a required capability to support their
operations and contingency plans (OPLANS and CONPLANS). In fact

as recently as Operation UPHOLD DEMOCRACY (Haiti), we were
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prepared to use JLOTS capabilities had the Haitian military
closed Port au Prince’s seaport facility. We did use selected
pieces of this capability to increase port capacity -- tugs,
cranes, and landing craft.

JLOTS exercises, culminating in OCEAN VENTURE 93 (Onslow
Beach, North Carolina), demonstrated low operational proficiency
due to lack of training was the foremost JLOTS problem. In
response USTRANSCOM has proposed a S5-year JLOTS training plan.
USTRANSCOM has advocated one dry cargo and one liquid cargo JLOTS
exercipe be conducted each year in each CINC area of
responsibility. The proposed exercises were approved by the
CINCs and incorporated into the Joint Master Training Schedule.
The Joint Staff JLOTS Exercise Initiative has allocated to
USTRANSCOM $15 million each year through FY01 to pay for JLOTS
related Strategic Lift (RRF and airlift) and Port Handling and

Inland Transportation (PHIT) costs.

Mobility Enhancement Fund (MEF)

The FY95 MEF is a special $50 million authorization provided
by Congress to enhance the readiness of strategic mobility infra-
structure. In November 1994 USTRANSCOM submitted a list of pro-
jects to the Joint Staff and in December 1994 OSD sent Congress
the list of recommended projects. USTRANSCOM’s proposal
allocated $25 million for military rail repair, $4 million for
port and pier improvements, $16 million for runway and ramp
maintenance, $1 million to support joint mobilization exercises,

and approximately $4 million for other infrastructure
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improvements. This fund has provided an outstanding opportunity

to quick fix some pressing infrastructure problems.

Command and Control

As our nation moved from the industrial age into the
information age, the importance of command and control systems
for the DTS increased. The proper management of large scale
deployment and sustainment operations increases the capabilities
of America's combat forces.  Ensuring the right forces arrive at
the right location at the right time; integrating air, sea, and
surface assets; and enabling commanders to divert shipments while
en route are critical capabilities that USTRANSCOM must provide
the nation's warfighting CINCs. In the past USTRANSCOM has
focused its attention on moving people and cargo. Today, our
focus is on moving people, cargo, and information with a stronger
sense of synchronization.

Our current systems and processes are marginally adequate to
support our mission. However, based on our DTS 2010 vision of
truly integrating the nation’s DTS, fielding a state-of-the-art,
customer focused command and control system will likely be the
greatest force multiplier we have to offer the warfighting TINCs.

USTRANSCOM has embarked on a multitude of programs to make
this happen. Through our Joint Transportation Corporate
Information Management Center we have developed a migration
strategy to eliminate or consolidate the large number of legacy
and duplicate transportation information systems. We are

applying functional, technical, and programmatic criteria
28
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developed by the joint transportation community in our analysis
of these systems. The result of our efforts -- a strategy to
decrease the number of systems from 120 to about 25 -- has been
delivered to the Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
Logistics and Transportation Policy for approval.

Another initiative moving us into the 21st Century is DoD’s
downward-directed secure successor to the Worldwide Military
‘Command and Control System (WWMCCS) -- the Global Command and
Control System (GCCS).

The GCCS is a Joint Staff initiative designated and
certified to replace the WWMCCS and the Joint Operation Planning
and Execution System (JOPES). GCCS will take advantage of
rapidly developing technology to produce a single, modern, joint
command, control, communications, and computer system for our
warfighters. This single, modern system for controlling and
coordinating military operations will give us a significant
advantage in moving required forces, cargo, and information to
the right place, at the riéht time, and in the proper quantity.
This system will provide the connectivity and a variety of
software applications and tools used by the warfighting CINCs.
One of the programs in this system for which USTRANSCOM is
responsible is the Global Transportation Network (GIN).

Global Transportation Network (GTN)
Intransit Visibility (ITV) is information on the location of

deploying units’ personnel and equipment, patients and
sustainment cargo, and other vital resources while they are in
29
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the DTS. GTN provides this service while tying together
transportation data from AMC, MTMC, MSC and other DoD agencies.
This information will provide the combatant commanders critical
information about the location of personnel and materials
throughout the DTS. This will significantly improve the
capability of the combatant commander to respond to rapidly
changing priorities.

GTN is a software rather than hardware intensive system. In
other words instead of becoming obsolete it will be routinely
enhanced with software upgrades. Access will be available to any
authorized user who has a lap top computer, modem, access to a
military or commercial phone line, and is cleared to enter the
network. Information from GTN will be available to any
registered user from the origination of a movement until delivery
in theater. A GTN intransit visibility prototype is on-line now,
providing intransit visibility of air and sealift movements from
APOEs/SPOEs to APODs/SPODs.

When GCCS and GTN are fully matured, they will provide plan-
ﬁing support enabling USTRANSCOM to analyze transportation
options, forecast total DoD requirements, determine the best mix

of lift tmodes, and identify potential resource snortfalls.

Joint Intelligence Center, Transportation
(JICTRANS)

Our global transportation mission demands global awareness.
In 1994 USTRANSCOM established JICTRANS to lead DoD in p;oduction

of relevant transportation intelligence. Renewed emphasis on
30



156

timely, accurate information, reflecting the status of worldwide
transportation infrastructure, to include vulnerability to
weapons of mass destruction, is necessary to support USTRANSCOM,
other warfighting CINCs, and mission planners at all levels. A
quick global response capability requires swift and prudent
operational decisions supported by quality intelligence services.

JICTRANS will provide this service for mobility forces.

Global Patient Movement

USTRANSCOM’s Regulating and Command and Control Evacuation
System (TRAC2ES) is the product of a 1993 DoD directive tasking
USCINCTRANS to consolidate and control the separate processes of
medical evacuation and medical regulating under a single unified
command. TRAC2ES is a decision support system being developed to
integrate worldwide medical regulation and aeromedical evacuation
activities. We anticipate initial operational capability by the
end of CY97.

Advanced artificial intelligence technologies form the core
of TRAC2ES’ unique, enabling decision support capabilities.

Those capabilities include forecasting for operations 2-5 days
in“o the future, as well as reactive replanning for forecasted
changes to today's and tomorrow's current operations. The
integration of long range planning, short range forecasting, and
near-real time decision-making makes TRAC2ES a revolutionary
“state of the practice” command and control tool.

TRAC2ES development has been in concert with the Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Information Management and a
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Joint Services Corporate Information Management (CIM) Business
Process Improvement Team. The success of this developmental
effort was highlighted at the National Business Process
Reengineering Conference when USTRANSCOM's project received the
prestigious Award of Recognition for its significant
contributions to improved federal government service and
efficiency through the exemplary practice of business process
reengineering.

Future capabilities of TRAC2ES will include support for
intratheater patient movements (wholly within a theater), the
National Disaster Medical System, the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and Deployable Medical Regulating Teams which quickly

respond to all contingency scenarios.

Defense Transportation Regulation (DTR)

In partnership with our Components, the Services, and the
Office of Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Transportation Policy, we are developing the Defense
Transportation Regulation. We plan to consolidate 38 existing
transportation publications into one, comprehensive DTR, derived
from DoD Directive 4500.°, Transportation and Traffic Management.
This regulation will standardize transportation operations for
the movement of passengers, freight, persocnal property, and units
from origin to destination. With the strong support of our
Components and the Services, and consistent with the intent of

Vice President Gore's National Performance Review , our goal in
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drafting the DTR is to reduce the volume of the original

regulations by at least 50 percent.

USCINCTRANS Closing Thoughts

Today, USTRANSCOM is ready to successfully conduct the
strategic mobility missions assigned by the NCA. For the future
I have two concerns -- the cumulative effects of high OPTEMPO on
our people and equipment and the need to maintain the high
priority of our strategic mobility modernization programs.

There are no simple formulas for prioritizing how we spend
our defense dollars. However, the single most important element
in the equation is people. We ask our young men and women to
make many sacrifices in defense of our nation -- we should be
willing to compensate them so they can maintain a reasonable
standard of living.

This nation needs to modernize its strategic mobility assets
in order to meet the full range of mobility requirements of the
warfighting CINCs. AIRLIFT . . . we must get on with replacing
the C-141. The C-17 may be the right choice. The program is on
track and the aircraft is performing well. A decision on the
C-17 program and on modernization of the strategic airlift fleet
will be made in November 1995. SEALIFT . . . we must continue
the LMSR and RRF RO/RO acquisition programs plus the
appropriation of sufficient resources to maintain our organic
fleet in a prudent state of readiness. SURFACE . . . we must

carry through with acquisition of heavy lift railcars and improve
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our *fort to port” capability by ensuring the maintenance of our
nation’s highways and railways and taking full advantage of
intermodal ‘initiatives like the Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act. INFRASTRUCTURE . . . we need a properly sized
and modernized defense transportation infrastructure, leveraging
the contribution of private/public sector facilities while we
maintain emphasis on upgrading our militarily unique facilities
identified as Strategic Mobility Enhancement Fund projects.

With emphasis in these areas, continued emphasis on partner-
ship with industry and the internal reengineering of our command
and control and business practices, I'm confident we can ensure

the future readiness of the Defense Transportation System.

34



160

ROLE IN NIMBLE DANCER

Mr. YOUNG. General, thank you very much for your statement.

I would like to start off by asking you about Nimble Dancer. We
have had some of your fellow CINCs in and talked about Nimble
Dancer.

What did you do in Nimble Dancer actually with aircraft or on
computers as head of TRANSCOM.

General RUTHERFORD. I was involved in the CINCs conference in
which we discussed the results of Nimble Dancer. Prior to that, my
Chief of Plans had participated in the wargame. Basically, we
started off at the colonel level, went through the analysis and the
wargaming, then it was reviewed by the two stars and then CINCs
had an opportunity to make an input.

If I can, I will take the time to contrast the Mobility Require-
ments Study, Bottom-Up Review Update, MRS BURU, and Nimble
Dancer and get into some of the details associated with that.

Mr. YOUNG. I think that would be a good idea.

General RUTHERFORD. The reason that I bring up MRS BURU is
that it is still in draft. I assume the Secretary of Defense will sign
it shortly and send it over.

MRS BURU was a study, an analysis done on the lift require-
ments. Nimble Dancer was a wargame where we talked about the
issues, but the analysis on the lift side of the house was not as ex-
tensive as it was in MRS BURU.

Nimble Dancer was based upon the 1997 support structure and,
of course, MRS BURU was based upon the 2001 force structure. In
MRS BURU, we looked at the war in basically three phases: one,
tl}lle halting phase, then the buildup phase, then the counter-attack
phase.

The same three phases apply in Nimble Dancer. In terms of lift,
the critical phase is the initial phase, the halting or denial phase,
if you will. You are heavily dependent in that phase on getting
forces in place very rapidly and therefore you are dependent upon
prepositioning and airlift to move those forces in the initial days
oi‘ a conflict whether it be in Southwest Asia or in Korea, for exam-
ple. .

We would, of course, have to fall in on that force using airlift to
bring the people over to marry up with that prepositioned equip-
ment. In the western MRC, again, since the major contribution
west for the halting force is air tactical air forces and bombers, you
don’t have that tremendous personnel requirement right up front
nor are your lift requirements necessarily that heavy.

So if you will, what we would do in the MRCs in MRS BURU
and Nimble Dancer is we will fall in on top of prepositioned equip-
ment and use airlift to bring the people and the essential equip-
ment and put them in place.

NIMBLE DANCER ASSUMPTIONS

Mr. YOUNG. General, let me ask you about the assumptions for
Nimble Dancer. The transportation force that was assumed for
Nimble Dancer, how does it compare with the actual force that you
have available today?
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General RUTHERFORD. It is a little healthier. In terms of airlift
it is about the same in million ton miles per day. As the C-141
comes down and the C-17 comes in, remember, we are talking
about 1997 here, so basically the dollars that have already been
spent give us that force structure. It is different in 2001.

On the sealift side of the house, we are at a deficit position now.
We need 10 million square feet of surge sealift capacity. Today we
have 5.1 million square feet of surge sealift capacity. By 1997, we
will be at 7.6 million square feet of sealift capacity, 2.4 million
square feet short of our requirement.

The way you fill that requirement in Nimble Dancer is with a
heavy dependence on the civilian sector. We don’t necessarily like
to think that we are going to have to go out on the open market
and find sealift to meet our surge sealift requirements to meet
these contingencies, but that is what we would have to do in this
time frame.

Mr. YOUNG. I have additional questions on Nimble Dancer and
will submit them for the record.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Young and the an-
swers thereto follow:]

Question. What were the assumptions made concerning the life assets that were
available to prosecute two Major Regional Contingencies (MRCs) in the wargame
(Nimble Dancer)? In giving your answer please be specific with regard to: The num-
ber and type of airlift assets available; the number and type of sealift assets avail-
able; the extent to which Guard and Reserve forces were utilized; the extent to
which the Civilian Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF) and the Ready Reserve Sealift Force
wezg activated; and the number of transportation support units that were available.

swer. .

Question. How does that transportation force that was assumed for Nimble Danc-
er compare to the force that exists under your command today?

How does it compare to the force currently programmed in the new six year de-
fense plan?

Answer. The following chart provides a comparison ef transportation force as-
sumed for Nimble Dancer I to the force that exists today (1995). The Mobility
Requirements Study Bottom Up Review Update (MRS BURU) determined that air-
lift requirements are between 49.4 million and 51.8 million ton miles per day. Cur-
rent (1995) airlift capability provides 48.88 MTM/D. .

Question. What were the lessons learned of Nimble Dancer?

Answer.

Question. General, a recent GAO report questioned the assumptions, used by DoD
in the Bottom-Up Review which concluded that two near simultaneous MRCs could
successfully be executed. One of the issues brought up was the availability of trans-
portation support units for two near simultaneous MRCs. What is your assessment
of the adequacy of the present and projected level of transportation combat support
units being available to successfully conduct two MRCs?

Answer. The Bottom-Up Review (BUR) was a programming initiative using forces
5rojected for 2001. At this time, we cannot validate the conclusions of the BUR.

ombatant CINCs will formulate war plans for two near simultaneous MRCs using
current forces and capabilities over the next 18 months.

Key Points: BUR is a programming initiative looking at future requirements.
OPLKNS are crafted using current forces and capabilities. The OP. process
(Joint Strategic Planning System) may determine we have shortfalls in transpor-
tat.ior}xl combat support units. However, we won’t know the answer for about 18
months.

Question. If one assumes that: Two near simultaneous MRCs occurred; and a
number of U.S. forces had to disembark from ongoin§ peacekeeping efforts or other
contingencies to deploy to the MRCs; how serious of a shortfall would there be of
trinnsportation assets and transportation combat support units?

swer.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Young.]
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Murtha.
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C—17 AND NON-DEVELOPMENTAL AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT

Mr. MURTHA. It sounds like to me that you have pretty well
made up your mind about the C-17. We did a study last year and
Mr. Skeen and Mr. Visclosky looked into the problems, it may have
been the year before, and it was always a matter of, will this thing
be cost-effective, and of course it sounds like they are building
them on time now. The cost obviously is still a big problem.

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. MURTHA. When you make a decision, are you going to rec-
- ommend we buy them in enough quantity, if that is the decision,
to rgd})lce the cost substantially, or are you going to still try to just
get by?

General RUTHERFORD. Right now, sir, assuming that this Novem-
ber we will make a decision to proceed with the C-17 program, as
we know it, we would buy 120, the recommendation would be to
buy 120 to 140 C-17s if we went only with the C-17. But we are
also considering a NDAA option, a Non-Developmental Airlift Air-
craft. This is a cost-effectiveness issue based upon the amount of
bulk and oversized cargo that we might have to carry, and is there
a cheaper way to do that. Bottom line, we are looking at a mix
analysis right now to make sure that we have sufficient lift, at the
best price.

Mr. MURTHA. So if the recommendation is to buy C~17s, to go be-
yond the 40, you will take into consideration the fact that if you
bought 20 in a year or 12 in a year, the price is substantially less
and it could be a mix; but that will be part of the consideration?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. Let me say that I think Congress
did something very, very significant last year by approving the set-
tlement for the C-17 program between McDonnell Douglas and the
United States Air Force.

I think also that the Deputy Secretary of Defense at the time,
the acquisition czar, put together a good program, because he has
placed a lot of pressure on McDonnell Douglas to produce. Right
now with the NDAA competition and this cost-effectiveness issue
that I talked about I think McDonnell Douglas recognizes they are
going to have to sharpen their pencil on airlift prices. So while we
are jus:;vﬁoing into the final discussions on the contract for 1995,
which will take us to 32 of the 40 C-17s, I think we will see the
prices start to come down.

Mr. MURTHA. I am glad to hear that because I think this Com-
mittee is also dedicated and you will notice that in our language
and everything we did last year and the years before. All the Mem-
bers pretty well agreed that there was a need for airlift, but we
didn’t feel McDonnell Douglas was doing enough to get the cost
down and they had the quality program in addition to that fact. We
appreciate what you are saying and I am glad to hear that your
decision is based on a mix of the C~17 and the other carriers.

General RUTHERFORD. I don’t know that it will turn out being a
mix by the way——

Mr. Dicks. 1t better.

General RUTHERFORD. But we are considering the mix. I saw
Congressman Dicks walk in. That is why I had to say that.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Dicks, you are recognized.
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FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

Mr. Dicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank General Rutherford for that very prompt reply
to the letter. Have you had a chance to look into this further—my
colleagues are aware of this problem. If the Federal Maritime Com-
mission were eliminated and we got rid of the Shipping Act of
1984—you know we made such great help from the commercial
liner fleet in military sealift, I am told that American liner ship-
ping companies moved 85 percent of the sustainment cargo in the
Persian Gulf crisis.

I got your letter and we are trying to get that out to the Mem-
bers so that they will understand the implications of it. That would
be a serious problem if we lost Sea-Land and APL. Would you be
concerned about that?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. I am a good customer of Sea-
Land and APL. We ship about 16 million ton miles per year, spend
about $1.3 billion on sealift in the DOD. So we are very, very con-
cerned about not only our peacetime business but our sustainment
during wartime.

We are dependent upon the U.S. flags to provide that
sustainment fleet and, of course, the threat is if legislation should
be passed along these lines that they would reflag and be lost to
us as possible U.S. flag carriers and that is contradictory to the
way we have been moving and it would be more expensive to us
in the long run.
hglr. Dicks. I think it would, too. I appreciate your testimony on
that.

Without objection, I would like to put a copy of the CINC’s letter
in the record if that would be acceptable.

[The information follows:]
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UNITED STATES TRANSPORTATION COMMAND
998 scOTY oA
. SOOTT AR FORCE BASE K €2238-0087

16 Feb 95

The Honorable Norman D. Dicks
Bouse of Representatives

2467 Raybum House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515-4706 .

" Dear Mr. Dicks

Thank you for sharing your views regarding the potential impact of proposals to tliminate the
Shipping Act of 1984 (the Act) and the Federal Maritime Commission (FMC). Tunderstand that
the structure of the statute represented & compromise of conflicting interests of many government
and commercial entitics. USTRANSCOM has several interests in the Act and the FMC. *

To the extent that the Act provides an incentve for U.S. carricrs to remain under the U.S. flag,
ity elimination could have & ncgative impact on our sealift readiness programs. In accordancs
with current law and government policies, these programs today focus largely on use of U.S,
owned carriers to meet defense requirements. Cariers indicate that climinating the Act could
result in predatory pricing and reduced profitability, causing them to either reflag or leave the
trade. Should reflagging occur, we would urge that it be conditioned on continved participation in
8 DOD readiness program. Should a significant namber of carziers leave the trade, we would
need to refocus our feadiness programs to assure access to the necessary ssalift capacity. -~

The Act also provides a defenss to antitrust charges. Such defenss is critical to camrier pooling

arrangements which currently support DOD requirements. lfmeActheliuiwed.mhodlyﬁot
such defenss must be found elsewhere.

mmmmmmmcmsmmqmmmmwm
is useful for analyzing prices proposed for our contracts. -If tariff filing is eliminatad, another way
of obtaining such visibility may be necessary. Also, as a large shipper, DOD is concemed that the
power of a conference not be used to set prices that are sbusive. If the Act is eliminated, there |
will still need to be some authority to enforce antitrust law and preveat abuscs.

Mnakwofoum MWMNWUQRANS@M
will wark with the Joint Staff to develop a Department of Defense posidon.,  °.
R Sincere}
. .

L.R RD
General, USAR
Commander in
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C—17 AND NON-DEVELOPMENTAL AIRLIFT AIRCRAFT

Mr. Dicks. Moving back to the subject you were talking about
prior to my getting here or when I got here. As I understand it,
the decision of the Defense Acquisition Board on NDAA and C-17
is due in November to determine, one, the overall airlift force struc-
ture, and two, the go ahead and the decision about what to do be-
yond 40 C-17s. Can you tell us how that decision is going to be
made and kind of what your view of it is?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. Be glad to. Approximately a year
and a half ago, we placed the C-17 program, I will call it, on proba-
tion. Our concern was whether McDonnell Douglas could deliver a
quality product that met our needs within acceptable cost. At the
time the program had for various reasons bogged down and I sum-
marize that by saying that the lawyers had become the program
managers, and so after looking at that, we said what are the alter-
natives if the C—17 does not proceed.

The answer was an NDAA, a Non-Developmental Airlift Aircraft,
and that took two different avenues there. One was a commercial
derivative of a commercial airliner, MD-11, 747, DC-10 type air-
plane. And the other possibly a C-5D, if you will, to meet our
outsize requirements.

We came up with a settlement approach which was approved by
the Congress, very wisely I think, and now we are proceeding with
our analysis leading up to the November DAB. Going into that
analysis, we wanted to produce some more C-17s and see if
McDonnell Douglas could produce them on time. We wanted to
complete the development test. We are now into the initial oper-
ational test which provides us additional data on the capabilities
of the airplane.

We wanted to get the airplane out and start using it in the sys-
tem, which we are doing today. We will run a Reliability Maintain-
ability and Availability Evaluation this summer to see how the C—
17 performs. That test by the way will run for 30 days.

Mr. Dicks. Who is going to run this test?

General RUTHERFORD. The United States Air Force has respon-
sibility.

Mr. Dicks. I want to put this as delicately as I can, General. You
are a man of great integrity and I have great respect for you, but
is this test going to be credible? I know it is going to be credible,
but should we have IDA, the Institute for Defense Analysis, or
somebody else there with the Air Force to make certain—because
we know how strongly the Air Force feels about the C-17. I wonder
whether a test like this will ring true and credible on the Hill or
“lr]ith the American people if it is done by the leading advocate of
the C-17.

General RUTHERFORD. I don’t see myself as a leading advocate of
the C-17 program.

Mr. Dicks. I am not saying you, but the Air Force. We know how
the Chief of Staff feels about this, your predecessor at
TRANSCOM. We are trying to get an objective look at this thing.
Can you assure us this will be objective and fair?
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General RUTHERFORD. I will be very pleased to have anyone,
GAO, whoever has an interest in the program, to come down and
assist with the evaluation and look over our shoulder.

Mr. Dicks. That is a good idea.

General RUTHERFORD. And I would offer that if they would like
to look at the way we have laid the test pro out and should
they have criticism before we begin, I would like to receive that
criticism beforehand so that we can work on that.

I will tell you right now there are some people that think this
test ought to be a 45-day wartime surge. The {)rog'ram is not that
mature yet. I have 14 airplanes down there, I don’t have all the
crews that I need nor can I demonstrate today a full up C-17 ma-
ture wartime capability, but I think we can get a good feel for
whetger the airplane is capable of doing the kind of things we need
it to do.

Mr. Dicks. Last time around when we did comparisons they kind
of, some of us thought, puffed the C-17 and gave lesser marks to
the 747 freighter and there were some convoluted factors used in
order to get the kind of results that the Department of Defense
wanted. All I am saying is let’s have a fair and objective test.

I will say to my colleagues here, you have RAND Corporation
that says a mix of about 65 C-17s anc{ 60 747s is the most inexpen-
sive way to proceed. Estimates I have seen say you would save be-
tween $7 and $10 billion. So this is worth talking about because
of the difference in cost to the C—17. GAO said that the most cost-
effective mix are these two planes.

My argument, and I have been through this airlift thing a few
different times, is you are going to have a tremendous amount of
outsize capability. You are going to have 105 C-5s, 65 C-17s, so
in terms of outsize—we rarely carry tanks, Bradleys and Apaches,
the so-called outsize equipment we really need—an efficient cost-
effective airlifter that will be able to take the other things out, the
supplies, all the other things that have to go. A 747 freighter can
carry more in terms of overall poundage than a C-5 can and it can
go further, it is more efficient, the cost of ownership is dramatically
less than either one of these planes.

When we are talking about the difference and I hear $10 billion,
that we want to make sure that we get a good, fair, objective look
at reliability and maintainability. Secretary Deutch has said to me
that if the numbers aren’t what they have to be, and there are
standards in the contract that they are supposed to reach, then he
is going to reevaluate this decision. I have supported the C-17 all
the way. I have been a strong advocate for it.

I am at the point now where we have to look at the hard realities
of this budget and the other things that we would like to do for the
Air Force and if there is a chance to combine the two tJ;_:li;ograms and
save the taxpayers $10 billion, we have to look at t seriously.

General RUTHERFORD. I agree.

INTERMODAL INSTALLATION PROGRAM (IIP)

Mr. BONILLA. General, I am Henry Bonilla from San Antonio,
and we are known as Military City, U.S.A., because we have five
installations and not too far from there we also have Laughlin Air
Force Base and Fort Bliss which is also in my district.
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I would like to ask about the intermodal project being me sed,
one of the contenders is Fort Bliss. This is something Mr. Skeen
would be very interested in as well because he borders the far
western part of Texas which butts up along there with New Mex-
ico. I know that you are working on this now and you are consider-
ing several sites. We have contacted you about the location benefits
of Fort Bliss. How it is close to interstate highways, how there is
room for expansion, trying to point out all of these positive things
for Fort Bliss.

My question is about how the decision is coming along and what

i the Krimary criteria that will be used to make the decision.

General RUTHERFORD. I am from San Antonio too so it is good
to be able to see you.

Mr. BONILLA. What part of town?

General RUTHERFORD. I was born in Luling, Texas. My family
moved there. I reviewed the intermodal installation program when
I first walked into the job four months ago. I foumi) out we were
surveying sites without having done the spade work necessary with
the Services who are going to use the facilities and also the spade
work with DOD.

So basically I stopped what we were doing until we had full com-
mitment from the Services and DOD, and they were on board. Un-
fortunately we had created some interest with our initial surveys
in the field. We are not ready at this stage of the game to make
a commitment or even to sit down and talk about the criteria that
we will use to make a selection on the site.

I hope to be in that position within the next six months, to have
laid out the criteria for the site that we are looking for. I will tell
you that Fort Bliss is very attractive to us but we are not yet in
a position to make a decision.

Mr. BONILLA. How many sites will be selected?

General RUTHERFORD. One right now is all we are talking about.
It is a demonstration project. We are tying to move forward with
intermodalism in the use of containers. One of our problems is fa-
cilities and infrastructure, and this I think is an excellent oppor-
tunity to demonstrate to the rest of DOD what we can do if we get
the right infrastructure and facilities in place.

We would like to do that at least cost, and that is why we are
looking for civilian partners. I think it is premature for us to be
proceeding much further until we have a buy in by the Services on
this issue. Specifically, the Army needs to be on board because they
are a big player.

Mr. BoONILLA. Thank you, General.

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. BONILLA. I yield now to Mr. Nethercutt.

KC-135 TANKER AIRCRAFT

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, welcome. I am a new Member of this Committee from
XVashington State. We have Fairchild Air Force Base in our dis-
rict.

In your testimony you talked about the C-141 and how today’s
outsized equipment won't fit into it, the C-5 improving its reliabil-
ity and the C-17. You also mentioned that we want to enhance our
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global operations and ensure availability of the KC-135 for refuel-
ing and airlift support. It seems to me that there may be added
pressure and use of KC-135s, which in our area of the country are
used a lot for refueling and worldwide missions.

What do you see as the next step as we use more KC-135s while
we decide whether we are going to buy more C-17 or upgrading C-
141s or C-5s? How do you see the future for the KC-135, and won’t
it likely receive more use as we turn to it for different functions
other than just refueling?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes. The KC-135 fleet is one of the oldest
airplanes that we have in the inventory today, 35 years old on av-
erage. It is an old Boeing 707 airplane. It is old in age but it is
young in terms of flying hours. They have on average 14,000 flying
hours as opposed to a C-141, which has about 37,000 hours on av-
erage. So we are watching the KC-135s very closely.

We are doing extensive inspection of the KC-135s to make sure
that we don’t run into the same kind of corrosion problems that we
ran into in the C-141. That would be the major concern with the
KC-135.

We have reengined a good portion of the fleet now, putting fan
jet engines on, at the same time we reskinned some of the wings,
beefed up the gear and put an auxiliary power unit in the air-
planes. Tremendous airplane, considering its age. It has one of the
highest mission capability rates of any airplane I have in the fleet
now and departure reliability is next to the KC-10, which is very,
very good. So I am very pleased with the machine.

We don’t see the corrosion problems now that we thought we
might find, and we have looked fairly extensively. I see the fleet
going out somewhere well beyond the year 2020 right now unless
we run into something unexpected. It is an old airplane but it is
flying very well.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Even with expanded use of it, at least the con-
templated expanded use?

General RUTHERFORD. When we were having C-141 problems,
we looked at using the KC-135 for additional cargo moving. There
is a small niche there it can fill. We have bought some rollers to
go on the floor of the airplane so we can move cargo on and off
more easily. We bought 100 sets. We have used the airplane to
haul some cargo but that is not an efficient use of that airplane
and it has a limited capacity in terms of a 747 or a C-17. So if
forced to use it in that role, we have some potential but I don’t see
us using it in that role very often.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I took a refueling mission with the Air Na-
tional Guard people out our way and let me tell you they keep
those airplanes in wonderful shape, as you know, I am sure, and
there is a very dedicated group that flies them out of Fairchild, and
I am sure across the country.

General RUTHERFORD. Thank you, sir.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Nethercutt.

Mr. Neumann.

Mr. NEUMANN. I have no questions, sir.
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AIR MOBILITY COMMAND DEFICIENCIES

Mr. YOUNG. General, let me ask you a couple of questions rel-
ative to the hearing that we are going to have next month on the
overall issue of airlift. The airlift mission area plan, which is part
of the soon-to-be-published Air Force modernization plan, details
numerous process infrastructure and equipment deficiencies for the
Air Mobility Command, AMC. Among these are; AMC capability is
limited by insufficient airlift capacity, AMC aircraft are vulnerable
to attack, AMC aircraft lack worldwide navigation coverage and ac-
curacy is less than desired. AMC aircraft on-load and off-load capa-
bility is limited by insufficient materiel handling equipment. Cur-
rent mission planning methods and systems take too long and
make use of information that may not be current. AMC’s ability to
command and control assets lacks speed, simplicity, depth, security
and compatibility with other C—2 systems.

In view of these deficiencies, General, number one, do you agree
with these listed deficiencies; and number two, what can we in the
Congress and you in your position do to help resolve this?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir, I do agree with those deficiencies.
As with any system there is always room for improvement, and
that is what we are talking about in this regard.

I mentioned that my number-one priority right now is replacing
some of my airlift equipment, specifically that C—141. I will address
my second concern in that area, the Material Handling Equipment,
MHE as we know it. These are the 40K loaders. It is a device that
we use to roll cargo onto so that we can roll it on and off the air-
plane. You would say that doesn’t sound very sophisticated. It is
not, but it is absolutely essential.

The equipment we have right now, the 40K loader, is 23 years
old. It was intended to have a life span of eight years. It has a
mean time between failure right now of 10 hours. Thank goodness
this Congress has been good enough to give us the money to start
a replacement program and we have the 60K replacement program
ongoing right now. It will replace the 40K loaders and will also re-
place another wide-body loader that we use for commercial-type
airplanes, which, by the way, we have only 50 percent of the re-
quired capability there today. So these are areas that we are work-
ing. I think they are well underway.

Navigation, for example, we have the funding program to put
Global Positioning System, GPS receivers in all our airplanes. I
think we are coming along well. The real issue is, can we stay the
course and maintain the funding in an area that sometimes doesn’t
receive as much attention as the things that go bang but neverthe-
less are very essential. :

I would plead with you to hang in with us and see the airlift
modernization program through to completion, and I think by the
year 2001 to 2006 we will be in a fairly good position in the airlift
business.

Mr.. YOUNG. Under the leadership of Chairman Murtha in past
years, the Committee has placed a very strong emphasis on air and
sealift, and I can assure that we are going to continue that effort.
We are doing battle today to get a higher budget number so that
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we can begin to turn the corner and make some of these improve-
ments that are required.

Could the deficiencies threaten the capabilii:tx\l'l of AMC to conduct
a mission or to support two MRCs in the near future?

General RUTHERFORD. If these programs are not corrected they
will ultimately have an impact on us. Like I said, I think we are
in decent shape now. My real fear is that we will find a problem
in the C-141 tomorrow which will restrict the airframe again or
possibly ground it. I think it is essential that we get on with the
replacement program.

Mr. YOUNG. We certainly understand the problem and we are
doing everything we can to help correct it.

General RUTHERFORD. Thank you, sir.

SEALIFT PROGRAMS

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Murtha.

Mr. MURTHA. Where are we with sealift, General? I know you
mentioned that in your opening statement. We have been so inter-
ested in this and everybody has fought us, and finally General
Powell, a couple of years ago, said he was going to take a personal
interest in it.

The Committee has been in the forefront of working sealift.
Going back 15 years, if it hadn’t been for this Committee SL-7s
would not have been available in Saudi Arabia. We got criticized
for that decision but it turned out we were right.

Where are we in sealift now?

General RUTHERFORD. If I can talk about it in three boxes. One
is surge sealift, the ships we are looking for to leave the States and
move immediately into the AOR, wherever that may be. Our re-
quirement is for 10 million square feet of surge sealift. As I men-
tioned, today we have about 5.0 million square feet but we have a
program in place to get us to 10 million square feet. We do that
by buying 19 Large, Medium-Speed Roll-On and Roll-Off ships.

Mr. MURTHA. Are those the Army ones?

General RUTHERFORD. Actually, sir, of that 19, eight of them end
up going to work for the Army in the prepositioning RO/RO and 11
end up back here ready to move the surge requirement, Army
heavy divisions and Marine afloat follow-on echelon. So we need 19
of those ships. These are big ships, carrying about 250,000 square
feet, about twice as big as a normal Roll-On/Roll-Off ship, and ca-
pable of doing 24 knots, so they have a tremendous capability.

Mr. MURTHA. So you gave up speed for the size?

General RUTHERFORD. They have pretty ggod speed and pretty
good size. They are not as fast as the Fast Sealift Ships but twice
as big as the RRF Roll-On/Roll-Off ships. Not twice as big as the
SL~7. That is a pretty good size ship, 180,000 square feet. We are
talking 250,000 to 280,000 square feet for the LMSRs.

Mr. MURTHA. The SL-7 goes over 30 knots; is that accurate?

General RUTHERFORD. maximum speed of the SL—7 is great-
er than 30 knots, however, we do not normally operate at those
speeds. So these ships are important to us.

The other thing that you did is five approval to expand the
Ready Reserve Force to 36 ships Roll-On/Roll-Off ships. We found
out in DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, we didn’t have enough
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RO/RO ships to move the heavy equipment we needed to move. So
we have invested in that now.

We will ultimately end up with 10 million square feet; we will
have eight fast sealift ships, 11 Large Medium-Speed Roll-On/Roll-
Offs, 36 RRF RO/RO ships, normal RO/RO ships that I buy off the
open market are 15, to 25 years old but capable, and then 34 other
ships, few break bulk ships, five tankers and a miscellaneous as-
sortment of other types. That gives you 10 million square feet of
surge capability.

Mr. MURTHA. You are at 5 million right now?

General RUTHERFORD. Actually 5.1 million to be exact. In addi-
tion to that, we have a requirement for sustainment follow-on if
you will, that we do not need to go buy and put in the organic
force. We can contract that in the open market. That is why we
have U.S. flag carriers out there ang effective U.S. control hooks
on some of those ships.

We think we need about 19 ammunition ships from the civil sec-
tor, container ships to carry ammunition and we need another 14
ships worth of capacity per week to move 20 foot containers to the
area for sustainment.

I am, generally speaking, about a 33-ship capacity for
sustainment to support one MRC. In addition to that, we have the
prepo ships sitting out there. Right now the Marine Corps has 13
going to 14 MPS ships. We have another 10 ships tied up in the
AWR-3. That was the Army portion that you were talking about.

By the way, while waiting for those eight Large Medium Speed
Roll-On/Roll-Off ships—we have less capability out there today
than required. We have seven Roll-On/Roll-Off ships out of the
RRF that are doing that prepo mission today. That is only half of
what we need. .

When the LMSRs come out, we will put those over there and we
will bring those RO/RO ships back to the RRF. Then you have
some Navy and Air Force prepositioning, which is about another 10
ships. That is our total sealift picture as it stands today.

JOINT LOGISTICS OVER-THE-SHORE (JLOTS)

Mr. MURTHA. What is the difference in time when you go to a
port facility like Saudi Arabia has, which is modern, versus an area
where you don’t have those kinds of port facilities available? What
is the difference in time in loading and unloading?

General RUTHERFORD. If you have to go over the shore, sir, and
we use what we call the JLOTS capability where we are standing
offshore and unloading over the shoreline that is a very difficult op-
eration. You can’t do that over a sea state three because you have
to drop the doors and roll that equipment on and off.

I would say, generally speaking, you have increased your off-load
time three- to four-fold and it is heavily dependent upon weather
conditions. Right now we plan on going into a port, it takes it four
days to load and two to four days to off-load, if we are in a decent
port.

Mr. MURTHA. Even in Saudi Arabia with all the cranes and ev-
erything, it takes four days. What would you say when you go into
Km:l? ;\nd you have the facilities that are destroyed; what would
it take?
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General RUTHERFORD. If we could not use the port at all it would
take us a long time, sir, 12 or 13 days.

Mr. MURTHA. Three or four times as long?

General RUTHERFORD. It would take a long time.

PREPOSITIONING OF EQUIPMENT

Mr. MURTHA. So prepositioning becomes very important, putti
anything you can get on the ground is important, ammunition an
so forth. Personnel you can fly in,—— .

General RUTHERFORD. But sealift prepositioning is important too
because once on the ground, say in Saudi Arabia and they decide
they need it in Korea, it is much harder to meve that. If I have
it prepositioned on a ship sitting in Diego Garcia, then I can go ei-
ther way with it.

WARTIME RISK TO PORT FACILITIES

Mr. MURTHA. You can go either way if you have the port facility?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes.

Mr. MURTHA. My concern is in Korea, if they came South, the
first thing they would do is destroy the port facilities for obvious
reasons, and it would take us not only time to get there but time
to %et unloaded. So our reaction time would be delayed substan-
tially if we had to come into port facilities that weren’t modern.

General RUTHERFORD. That is why the halting phase is so impor-
tant to us in those two MRCs and getting that force in place early
on. .
In Korea, I think the Koreans are very sensitive to that. They
have a 750,000-man force. It is no small force that they have in
place, so I think they would try to protect the ports. o

Mr. MURTHA. We went over there a year age and we were con-
cerned. Because we went there, they sent several teams over and
I think we improved substantially—General Luck is still concerned
about the potential of North Korea, but I really see, and one of the
staff just mentioned to me, that you got the other, the SCUD mis-
sile attacks on the port facilities in addition. So we have real prob-
lems if we had to reinforce in ports that weren’t adequately pro-
vided for.

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir, no doubt about that. I share your
concerns.

Mr. MURTHA. Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. McDade.

C—17 STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS

Mr. MCDADE. General it is good to see you again. Let’s talk
about the C-17. In January, this year you declared the C—17 to be
operational with the first squadron of 14 currently operating in
Charleston.

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. McDADE. The Committee has been told that even though the
unit is operational, there have been difficult structural problems
with respect to most of the planes. For example, the first plane
that was flown in, the Committee is informed, had 16,000 pounds
of concrete to correct the center of gravity problem that existed on
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that first plane. We are told that virtually every other C-17 that
has been flown needs to be taken to Oklahoma for modification
work to correct structural deficiencies that should have been taken
care of prior to acceptance.

Would you comment on that?

General RUTHERFORD. I wasn’t around when the first airplanes
came off the line. I am told that when we tested the first airplane
because of the way we do testing it was restricted due to center of
gravity limitations. To maintain the airplane within previously
tested limits while we exganded the envelope, we put concrete
blocks in there to get the CG in an adequate position.

Mr. McDADE. Not a critical item?

General RUTHERFORD. Not a critical item. That is customary. So
I was not concerned with that.

There are modifications going on with the airplanes right now.
We went into production before we completed the test of the air-
plane. We found out we wanted to strengthen the wing, so we are
in the process of putting strengtheners in the wings. That is being
done by McDonnell Douglas. That was in the specification. They
are payin%‘for that and making those modifications to the airplane.

But with any program in production while development is still
going on, you are going to have those kinds of things. They have
made the modifications on time in accordance with agreement.

I just received my first test airplane, P-5, which was part of the
test program, and they completely rehabbed that airplane and gave
it to us and it was in great shape.

C—17 FLIGHT RESTRICTIONS

N‘I’r. MCDADE. Are there any flight restrictions on the first squad-
ron?

General RUTHERFORD. There are two continuing restrictions. One
has to do with Army release on air-drop issues. We are presently
conducting operational tests on the airplane. It is at this stage of
the game when the Army comes in and looks at the test program
and says that it meets their standards and that we are clear to go
ahead and drop. So right now until the Army completes their test-
ing on it, we are restricted from dropping in certain configurations.

The other stipulation we have is we are withholding clearance for
the airplane to take off on a 3,000-foot dirt runway. We have taken
it off on dirt runways, but if we lose an engine on a 3,000-foot dirt
runway, our problem is being able to stop because the coefficient
of friction is not the same on dirt as on a paved surface. Just being
able to operate off of a 3,000-foot runway is pretty significant.
When you consider it is dirt, that is also significant.

Our concern is the safety margin associated with the loss of an
engine, and stopping the airplane in the remaining runway. But
under operational conditions if we had to use that airplane, we
would use it.

C-17 OPERATIONAL MISSIONS

daMr. McDADE. What operations has the C-17 participated in to
te?

General RUTHERFORD. We have used the C-17 to support the op-
eration in Saudi Arabia, this last year when Iraq moved south. We
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only used two airplanes and it was a demonstration. It was the
first time the C-17 had been away from home.

We are using the airplane regularly to support channel routes
today, to support troops in Haiti. Today I have an airplane running
a normal channel route to Mildenhall in England. Yesterday I had
one running into South America. So the airplane is working for us.

Mr. McDADE. Beyond two C-17s you had 14. How many are
being used for operational activities?

General RUTHERFORD. Probably one every other day.

Mr. McDADE. Is there some reason that you don’t get through all
14—

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. We are trying to use the capabili-
ties of this airplane in the system, but, we are also trying to train
75 crews.

Mr. MCDADE. So the aircraft and crews are in training?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes. Additionally, I have operational tests
going on. That is pretty good for 14 airplanes.

C—17 PERFORMANCE

Mr. McDADE. What do the performance records say after the
planes have been either in operation or training activity? Can you
tell us what they appear to tell you about the airplane?

General RUTHERFORD. In terms of what sir?

Mr. McDADE. You know what performance records generally talk
about, right? Did it perform well?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. I have flown the airplane myself.
It is a superb airplane. I have refueled the airplane, I have turned
it around on a 90-foot runway, I have landed it on a 3,000-foot run-
way. I have backed the airplane up 2,000 feet. It is like driving a
car. It is a tremendous air machine.

I 1;‘[1:' M?CDADE You didn’t find any negative performance reports,
take it?

General RUTHERFORD. I was very pleased with the airplane. The
only criticism I would have, is if you sit in the back end next to
the paratrooper’s door, it is too cold when working at altitude.

“l\({lg MCDADE. Are there any negative reports that have been
ile

General RUTHERFORD. We are still finding things. We are losing
too many panels off the airplane. Manufacturing hasn’t ﬁ(g:t;d out
how to attach them properly. One of the causes is lan on a
3,000-foot runway because it is like landing on a carrier.

Mr. McDADE. McDonnell Douglas is paying for all repairs and
modifications?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. McCDADE. Is there anything that you know about the air-
plane that critically affects its mission?

General RUTHERFORD. No.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Dicks.

C—17 CENTER OF GRAVITY ISSUE

Mr. Dicks. General, you declared the C—17 to be operational on
January 17, 1995, with the first squadron of 14 aircraft currently
operating at Charleston Air Force Base. The Committee under-
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stands that even though this unit is “operational,” most of the air-
craft in the squadron have had performance/structural problems.

For example, the first C-17 delivered to Charleston had to be
flown in carrying 16,000 pounds of concrete to correct for center
gravity problems. Virtually every other C-17 aircraft delivered to
date—was this just asked?

Mr. MCDADE. Yes.

Mr. Dicks. Is that true?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. The initial airplane was re-
stricted to 30 percent CG. As we went through the test program
and we expanded the envelope on the CG, we pulled the blocks out
and that is what you would do in a normal test. You start off con-
servatively and expand as you go along.

When we received the airﬁllaane it was restricted because the test
program had not reached that point yet. As the test continued to
develop, we took the weights out and expanded the CG limits. Not
a problem.

Mr. Dicks. It had to be flown to Oklahoma?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. DickKs. Is that normal?

General RUTHERFORD. In a program of this sort, yes, sir it is. We
were in production before we completed development test. We
found things in development test and we told McDonnell Douglas,
:_his doesn’t meet our standards so you take the airplane back and

ix it.
Mr. DICKs. Have they been able to fix it?
General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

RELIABILITY, MAINTAINABILITY, AND AVAILABILITY EVALUATION

Mr. Dicks. What were the initial numbers for reliability, main-
tainability and availability?

General RUTHERFORD. Let me give you the numbers that we
sought to demonstrate last November. Even though it was very
small in nature, we established some targets and I will give you
those for the record and show you the results of that test that we
did in November. A

[The information follows:]

READINESS REVIEW DATA—NOVEMBER 1994

(Readiness review No. 1—final reliability, maintainability, and availability (RM&A) results)

Spec Mature
Parameter (ORD mature)
Req Goal Act Req Goal Good
Mission completion success probabifity ...............coeoocccoeeee 822 911 927 93.0 97.0 T
Mean time between maintenance (inherent) ................. 1.15 131 2.80 1.61 1.78 T
Mean time between removal 1.98 234 5.36 2.80 e T
Maintenance man-hour per flying hOUF ......oooocooccerccerne 33.1 26.3 5.78 18.6 17.0 {
Mean man-hours to repair 8.65 801 360 1.35 671 |
Mission capable rate 798 81.0 820 825 83.7 T

Cumulative fleet production flying hours=4796.9!
! Fleet maturity flying hours=100,000.

C—17 MANUFACTURING DIFFERENCES

Mr. Dicks. Staff says that up to this point each of the planes has
been different. Is that a fair criticism, that we are getting—that
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each plane has its own set of unique deficiencies and that they are
really not manufactured the same? Is that a fair criticism?

General RUTHERFORD. I haven’t heard that criticism, sir. There
is no doubt in my mind that each airplane is a little bit different.
These are not fine dresses off a rack. Any airplane has a few dif-
ferences over time. We have learned some things as we have gone
through development and we have incorporated some of those and
that is what we are doing at Tulsa now, bringing them all up to
the same standard.

Mr. Dicks. This summer if you are going to do the Reliability,
Maintainability and Availability Evaluation, aren’t you going to
have a homogeneous plane?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. That is the goal by the time we
reach this July for that test; we will have the 12 airplanes we are
going to use in the tests all in the same configuration.

Mr. DicKs. Are they going to be able to correct their problems
and start producing off-the-line planes that are less deficient than
these original ones?

General RUTHERFORD. They have, sir.

Mr. Dicks. We are at 14. Have we gotten two planes that are
pretty close to being similar to each other?

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir, 17 and 18, which they just deliwj-
ered, are very close to the same airplane. I can provide some addi-
tional information for you for the record if you would like, but for
all intents and purposes I think they are close.

You are asking me, are these airplanes exactly the same? They
have millions of parts in them. The software systems in the air-
plane right now are the same. There are a few differences in the
airf)lane, and that is why I said we are doing modifications at
Tulsa. The early generators were government-furnished equipment
and we said we don’t think they are big enough so we are putting
75/90 KVA generators in there and we had 45/60 KVA generators
in to start with.

C—17 OPERATIONAL RESTRICTIONS

Mr. DiCKs. Are they flying under any restrictions?

General RUTHERFORD. There are two restrictions on the airplane
now. The Army has not given us full release. This is part of the

- test plane. After we finish development test we go into operational

test and the operators take over and operate it. It is not only guys
flying the airplane; the Army also gets involved in the act. We are
going to drop cargo out of the back of the airplane and have people
jump out of the airplane. They have not completed their test until
we complete the Operational Test and Evaluation, OT&E, test on
the airplane. At that time they will give us release to do the day-
to-day jumping out of the aircraft.

The other thing we have on hold is being able to take off from
a 3,000-foot dirt runway. Our concern here is the loss of an engine
as we are doing the 3,000-foot take off roll and being able to stop
on the runway. Our concern is the coefficient of friction on dirt ver-
sus a paved surface. We are still evaluating whether we want to
proceed with that option.

There is no doubt, if operational considerations call for us to do
this we would go ahead and take off on a 3,000-foot runway and

7
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operate, but right now, at this stage of the game, we restricted the
aircraft from this operation. '

RELIABILITY, MAINTAINABILITY, AND AVAILABILITY STANDARDS

Mr. Dicks. When you do reliability, maintainability and avail-
ability, what are those standards?

General RUTHERFORD. Basically what we are looking for, sir, is
a high-use rate on the airplane.

Mr. DiCKs. So how many hours a day?

General RUTHERFORD. Twelve point two-five hours a day, war-
time high surge rate 15 hours a day. Those are some of the factors
that we will test against in July. We are looking at mean time be-
tween failure on parts, at how many parts we use during an exten-
sive RM&A evaluation.

The evaluation this summer is 30 days long. Seven days of that
will be during wartime TEMPOS. We will fly 2,000 hours during
those 30 days on two airplanes. A thousand of that will be flown
during a seven-day wartime period. It is not a full-up 45-day war-
time surge capability because we are not mature enough to be able
to do that yet. ‘

I think it will be a decent test and I invite critics to look over
our shoulders, and if they have criticism about how we do the test,
I would like to hear about it. I will provide additional RM&AE re-
quirements for the record.

[The information follows:]

RELIABILITY, MAINTAINABILITY, AND AVAILABILITY EVALUATION (RM&AE) REQUIREMENTS
[RM&AE contractual requirements and goals)

Spec Mature
Parameter (ORD mature)
Req Gaal Act Req Goal Good
Mission completion success probability ..................ccooeeeee 85.9 93.1 93.0 97.0 T
Mean time between maintenance (inherent) ................. . 1.29 146 161 s 1
Mean time between | 233 259 2.80 30 T
Maintenance man-hour per flying hour ..............ooovervverne 282 2.1 18.6 17.0 {
Mean man-hours to repair 820 760 . 735 6nn 1
Mission capable rate 807 81.9 825 83.7 T

Estimated cumulative fleet production fiying hours at RM&AE=13,500"
! Fleet maturity flying hours=100,000.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Hobson.
C—17 PROGRAM

Mr. HoBsON. How much has this airplane cost so far?

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Sir, I am the user. I would say roughly, and
I can get the number for the record, probably in the neighborhood
of $15 billion has been committed on the airplane right now. Maybe
a little bit more than that.

[The information follows:]

Total cost to include RDT&E, Procurement, MILCON, and Simulators to date is
$18,134.9 million ($18.1 billion).

Purchase 32 C-17s and long lead for next 8 (Block VIII)*. Funding reflects the
C-17 fiscal year 1996 President’s Budget documentation.
Prior 14
Fiscal year 1993 6

year 1994 6
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Fiscal year 1995 6
Fiscal year 1996 ........c.cocvcererirninerenerrenenisessissessssionens *8
Total 40

Mr. HoBsoN. How many do you have now?

General RUTHERFORD. They have delivered 19 airplanes, sir. We
have been at the program since 1981. It has taken us 14 years to
get to this point.

Mr. HOBSON. And you are scheduled to get what, 40 of these; is
that right?

General RUTHERFORD. That is the plan, to take us to 40. The last
eight airplanes are in the 1996 budget this year.

Mr. HoBsoN. How would you characterize the program overall?
I am sorry I wasn’t here for the beginning—let me ask from two
perspectives, one from a taxpayer’s standpoint and two from a mili-
tary standpoint, how does this program look?

General RUTHERFORD. This program has been a disaster. It
should not have taken us this long to get to the point we are at
today. I think there is a lot of fault to go around. There are many
Members of this Committee that are more familiar with the back-
ground than probably I am.

What I have seen since the Congress approved the settlement
last year between the U.S. Government and McDonnell Douglas, is
a turn around in the C-17 program. I wasn’t involved in the pro-
gram prior to this, but I have seen the last six deliveries ahead of
schedule. On average they have been 22 days ahead of schedule.

We did a miniature Reliability, Maintainability and Availabil-
ity—RM&A test in November this year. The results exceeded our
expectations. I declared Initial Operational Capability, IOC, on the
airplane on 17 January, and to do that I needed to have 12 air-

lanes on the ramp. At Charleston that day, I had 13 because the;

d delivered another airplane early. I had 48 aircrews trained,
maintenance personnel trained, spares and training systems in
place. And the enroute capability was there for the airplane to
demonstrate that it had an operational capability. .

I went out and flew the airplane and was very pleased with its
performance. I talked to all the people, got recommendations from
eve y involved in the program before I declared IOC on the
airplane, and I am ve ‘flease with what I see today.

Mr. HOBSON. What did yeu become——

General RUTHERFORD. In October of this last year, sir.

Mr. HoBsON. I was down there and that is why—I think it was
before you were there. One of my problems with this is—and I
don’t mean this to you; you can never find anybody who was ever
involved in these things back when. It is always we are here now,
and we screwed up, and we are going to fix it. That goes on. I
never sat on this Committee before, but I will bet there have been
a lot of people over the years on this aircraft and other aircraft
have had to pick up the same thing you have.

As a taxpayer we sit out there and we look at this stuff and that
is why we have a lot of trouble defending ourselves in the budg-
etary process, because of this type of thing. When I flew on the air-
plane, for example, there were a lot of problems with the software
still. Has that been taken care of now? .

General RUTHERFORD. When was that, sir?
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Mr. HOBSON. Last spring.

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir, it has been taken care of.

Mr. HOBSON. Because when I was there, that lady’s voice kept
coming on and saying there is a problem here. We flicked it off be-
cause we got tired of hearing it and kept on flying the airplane.

General RUTHERFORD. In December we got the IOC final release
to go operational with the software, the one we will take into
RM&AE. I think the airplane is doing good.

C—17 SOFTWARE

Mr. MURTHA. What about software?

General RUTHERFORD. We got our last release on the software in
December before I declared I0C, which corrects many of the prob-
lemsé. There were problems but nothing of great magnitude in my
mind.

You were talking about accountability. I happen to know two Air
Force general officers who are no longer in the United States Air
Force as a result of this program.

NUMBER OF C-17 CREWMEMBERS

Mr. HOBSON. Good. I would like to ask about the crew. How
many crew persons will be on this aircraft when it is truly oper-
ational?

General RUTHERFORD. Three.

Mr. HOBSON. Who looks at that? I think if there is somebody fir-
ing at you, and you are trying to land this thing, you have only one
person in the back. As I understand it, there is a pilot, co-pilot and
one crew person or loadmaster in the back. Is that adequate to use
this aircraft in a hostile environment?

General RUTHERFORD. I don’t have any concerns about that, sir.
I am not necessarily going to run a C-17 in the middle of a place
where they are going to be shooting a lot unless I need to.

Mr. HOBSON. It seems to me that one person capable of handling
that back because there is a lot of mechanisms that that person
has to operate. If they are incapacitated, that mission is going to
have a hard time being accomplished back there or on the flying
capabilities. You get too many people on this side if you don’t have
enough, but it seems to me that you are asking an awful lot of that
Roadmaster.

General RUTHERFORD. If we had that kind of situation we could
put another observer in the airplane, but that wouldn’t be the nor-
mal mode of operation.

C—17 BASING

Mr. HOBSON. The other thing is all those, all 40 of these are
going to be located—I am being a little parochial—all 40 are going
to be located in one spot?

General RUTHERFORD. That is the current plan. If we get more
than 40, they could be in more than one spot.

Mr. HoBsoN. Why was that decision made about putting 40 air-
craft in that one spot, which I understand the test mode of it, but
what was the reasoning behind that?
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General RUTHERFORD. The efficiency and economy provided by
one single operation location. For example, you only have to have
one set of training material and one set of spares. I understand the
vulnerability associated with that.

Mr. HOBSON. You have weather problems. You have to move
those aircraft out of there once in a while.

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir. I was stationed in Georgia for
some time and we never moved our airplanes for the three years.
B-2 is a similar situation. AWACS is another situation where we
have a concentration of airplanes.

C—17 CARGO CAPABILITIES

Mr. HoBSON. I have some problem with locating all those aircraft
in one spot. I have heard other reasons why they are there but
won’t get into that at this time. I do think that the airplane does
have some good capabilities but it is a heck of a price to pay for
those capabilities and I have been on the old—I flew there on a C—
141 and have had them come in and out of my Guard base at
Wright Paterson and we do need to reconfigure this environment.

There are some people—I guess Mr. Dicks left—who would look
at different types of configurations of aircraft and not depend on
one. This may be a little unfair to you—when I was there, and I
can’t remember which airplane it was, we don’t seem to talk to
each other very well on some things. Can you put two HMMWV’s
side by side on this airplane? A

General RUTHERFORD. I believe so.

Mr. HOBSON. There is one that we can’t and I can’t remember
whether it was this one or not.

General RUTHERFORD. The C-141 you can't.

Mr. HoBsON. Two inches or four inches, probably the HMMWV
wasn’t developed when the C-141 was developed.

General RUTHERFORD. A Bradley Fighting Vehicle is a good ex-
ample, The M-113, its predecessor, would fit in a C—-141. The Brad-
ley you have to tear down. It takes you longer to tear it down and
put it back together than it takes to fly across the Atlantic.

Mr. HoBSON. There is some sort of truck, special purpose truck,
and I don’t know what it is, that this one will take that hardly any-
thing else will take?

General RUTHERFORD. It is the new Army vehicle they call it the
FMTV. You are going to ask me what that stands for, it is the
Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles for the Army, and it is replac-
ing their 2.5 and five-ton trucks.

It will fit on a C-17 and on a C-141 if you take the cab off of
it. There are two versions of it, one has a removable cab and one
does not.

Mr. HOBSON. Guess which one will show up when you have to
go on a C-141.

General RUTHERFORD. That is an issue between the C—17 and
the NDAA. When we get into what we call oversize cargo, a big
part of that is vehicles, and to the extent that the Army is expand-
ing the size of their vehicles, then you get into a determining if
those vehicles will fit in a commercial type airplane. For example,
you will have to expand some doors and increase the strength of
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some floors in order to be able to handle the FMTV 2.5 and five-
ton trucks in a commercial-type airplane.

Mr. HOBSON. Would it be your suggestion—and again I apologize
that I wasn’t here—from what you see of this aircraft, we have a
problem with configuration analysts. If you were us and you got to
bet on the future from what you know about this aircraft, would
you bet on this aircraft to solve that for our future lift capability
or would you look at a configuration that includes something, other
types of existing aircraft now—what would be your bet?

General RUTHERFORD. I will take the C-17, sir, based upon what
I know now.

-

C—17 CREW TRAINING

Mr. HoBsON. Crews—I understand that in the training of the
crew, and you have gotten 48 of them now—

General RUTHERFORD. Yes, sir.

Mr. HoBSON. You fly the simulator and you go out and you fly
this once with an instructor and then it is yours, is that right?

General RUTHERFORD. No, sir, I don’t think so. That is the way
I did it, but the normal guy is going to get more training than that.
The airplane itself is not hard to fly. You are always going to have
two pilots in the airplane and one will be qualified and one may
be upgrading. The airplane is extremely easy to fly. All you need
to know is the software and what the buttons do and a lot of that
you can pick up on a simulator.

Mr. HOBSON. I thought, wow, but they say the young guys can
fly this better than the older people because they are used to play-
ing computer games and this thing is all video in the cockpit so
older pilots have a harder time. You are obviously very young——

General RUTHERFORD. The problem I have with the airplane is
it has a stick in it, not the wheel. It has a stick just like a fighter.
It is in the left hand in the left seat so that is kind of an awkward
way to fly.

TANKER AIRCRAFT REFUELING

Mr. HOBSON. I was going to ask you about one other thing and
that relates to there is a fight going to go on—it is not a fight—
the Air Force uses one method to refuel, the Navy uses another.
Is there going to be any meshing of that from what you can see?

General RUTHERFORD. Not immediately, sir, and the problem is
not necessarily in the equipment in the tanker airplanes. It is
modifying all the receiver airplanes we have now. The Navy uses
a probe system into a basket. Probe and drogue we call it. The Air
Force has always had a boom into a receptable. To go back and
modify all the Air Force and Navy airplanes right now would be
prohibitive, it seems to me.

Mr. HOBSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Lewis.

Mr. LEwis. I apologize that I couldn’t be here. I won’t ask any
questions right now.

Mr. YOUNG. Do other Members have questions?
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PROGRESS OF THE C—17 AIRCRAFT

Mr. BONILLA. One question. General, to summarize the C-17 dis-
cussion, wouldn’t it be correct to say that this is the only game in
town for oversize airlift at this time and we ought to look forward
rather than back on years past that were kind of a mess?

General RUTHERFORD. There are alternatives, sir. The C-17 is
making good progress. I reemphasize that. I think we have come
a long way. It took us far too long and cost too much money, I will
be the first to admit.

If we go through the rest of our evaluation here and get to No-
vember and the cost is too high or the C-17 doesn’t meet its per-
formance specs, we can still drop back to the C—5D or a commercial
version of the 747, or MD-11 or DC-10. I don’t think those alter-
natives are very attractive because they don’t offer the potential
that the C-17 does.

The C-17 has far more capability to do the kinds of missions I
need to do. If you are going to take off from Dallas-Fort Worth and
go to Frankfurt, a commercial version is a good way to go, espe-
cially if you are going to haul bulk cargo. If you are going to take
off from Travis and you are going to air refuel and take water
equipment into Rwanda to save some starving people, the 747 can’t
do that. We did that with the C-5 last time but that is old tech-
nology, very expensive to operate. The air crew is about twice as
big. The maintenance crew is about twice as big on the C-5.

So there are alternatives. I am telling you as an operator that
has to fly a thousand missions a week into 40 different countries
that the C-17 is very attractive to me. I want it at the right price.
We don’t have dollars to waste now, so we have to get the right
price. I think Congress did the right thing last year when they ap-
proved the settlement to McDonnell Douglas to get the price down.

Mr. LEwis. Will the gentlemen yield? Since you are responsible
for delivering troops and material when we really need them, this
is a very important area from my perspective.

Is there another aircraft that can deliver that material as well
as other things that we need in a 3,000-foot airstrip or less?

General RUTHERFORD. When we laid out the requirements for the
C-17, we looked for an airplane that had the ground maneuvering
capability and the short field landing characteristics of a C-130
while having lift capabilities of the bigger C-5D.

We were looking to replace the C-141, so we took the best of
both and tried to design it in one airplane. I think that is what we
have today. For an operator it is the best of all worlds. I can carry
outsize cargo, bulk cargo, I can refuel, airdrop, go into austere
fields, maneuver there; that is the kind of thing I need to give me
the flexibility to do the job.

We can argue about how much of that flexibility we need. That
is what we are talking about when we talk about this mix as we
approach the November decision, is there a niche in there for some
less expensive commercial type airplanes? We will have to review
the data to make that decision.
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USE OF C—17 IN RWANDA

Mr. LEwiS. I understand in Rwanda if the C-17 were available
there are some estimates we could have gotten there very quickly
and saved thousands of lives in that kind of emergency because of
the maneuverability. The cost of the maneuverability of the air-
plane, any time we go on a contingency, one of the biggest prob-
lems is being able to operate on the ground.

General RUTHERFORD. In Rwanda we had to have tankers loiter
above the airfield there because we were so crowded on the ground
that we were air refueling airplanes to keep them airborne. The C—
17 is not only smaller than a C-5, it is about the size of a C-141,
ll;u(t;k it also has the ability to back up. You can nose dock it and
ack it up.

If you can imagine being at Dallas-Fort Worth where all the
gates are full, all the ramp spaces are full, and you are sitting on
the runway—you have shut down the airport. We can run into this
situation more frequently because we don’t have many Dallas-Fort
Worths to operate into.

One of the big advantages of the C-17 is its ability to move
around on the ground and not take up so much space.

Mr. LEwis. Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Nethercutt.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Nothing further, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Do any other Members have questions?

General, thank you very much for an extremely interesting hear-
ing. I think we are going to see you again on March 29 specifically
with the airlift hearing. We want to extend an invitation to you to
communicate with us without waiting for a hearing.

Thank you very much for your excellent testimony.

The Committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Young and the an-
swers- thereto follow:]

SEALIFT REQUIREMENTS

Question. Describe the overall sealift requirement to the Committee that is nec-
essary to support two major regional contingencies. What sealift assets are available
to your command today to su"pport this requirement in both the organic sealift fleet
and the Rea’gz Reserve Force?

Answer. e Mobility Requirements Study Bottom-up Review Update (MRS
BURU) determined the intertheater strategic lift requirement for a conventional
conflict within four separate scenarios. Included in this scenario set are the nearly-
simultaneous MRC East—MRC West scenario and the nearly-simultaneous MRC
West—MRC East scenario.

The overall sealift requirement for the dual MRC case is 4 million square feet ca-
pacity for afloat pre-positioning, 10 million square feet of CONUS-based organic
surge sealift, :g‘!)roximately 7000 twenty-foot equivalent units (TEUs) of resupply,
and 19 dedicated vessels for ammunition (15 container ships and 4 breakbulk ves-
sels). To meet this requirement, the MRS BURU validated the acquisition rec-
ommendations of the 1992 Mobility Requirements Study. MRS recommended the ac-
quisition of 19 Large, Medium-Speed Roll-On/Roll-Off vessels (LMSRs) and an ex-
pansion of the Ready Reserve Force (RRF) Roll-On/Roll-Off vessel fleet to a total of
36 through the purchase of 19 used roll-on/roll-off vessels.

Today, we have approximately 3 million square feet of capacity in our afloat pre-
g:it(i’oned force and a total of 6.5 million square feet of capacity in the CONUS-

Military Sealift Command (MSC) organic fleet and RRF. Of this CONUS-
based capacity, 5 million square feet is maintained in readiness sufficient to support
surge requirements. Completion of LMSR and RRF RO/RO acquisition, coupled with
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full-funding of the operations and maintenance of all of our sealift fleets is essential
to attaining the MRS BURU capability goals by fiscal year 2001.

To meet the ammunition and resupply requirements, we plan to rely upon U.S.-
owned and treaty-committed commercial sealift capacity. We are currently working
with the U.S.-flag commercial maritime industry to develop the procedures and pro-
grams necessary to provide assured access to commercial sealift capacity to meet
our resupply and ammunition movement requirements.

Question. In the recent Nimble Dancer wargame what assumptlons were made
about the activation times of the organic fleet (the Fast Sealift Ships) and the Ready
Reserve Force (RRF)?

Answer. The following were the assumed activation times for the FSS and RRF
ships in Nimble Dancer I

Question. During Operation DESERT SHIELD, the Fast Sealift Ships (FSS) were
the first U.S.-based ships to be activated and ready to be sailed to the Gulf. These
ships had a requirement to be ready to sail in 4 days. Did the FSS fleet meet its
96 hour activation schedule?

Answer. Six of the 8 FSS ships met their 96-hour activation requirement. Two
vessels were undergoing scheduled shipyard repair work. One activated in 156
hours while the other activated in 188 hours.

Question. What percentage of cargo was carried by the seven FSS ships in the ini-
tial 35 days of DESERT SHIELD? The first 70 days? The entire conflict?

Answer. The eight FSSs carried 26 percent of all cargo delivered by sea in the
first 35 days, 19 percent of all cargo delivered by sea in the first 70 days, and 11
percent of all cargo lifted by sea during the entire conflict (through 28 February
1991).

Question. It is also the Committee’s understanding that during OPERATION
DESERT STORM the Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF) was on a planned activation
schedule of 5, 10, and 20 days. Is this accurate?

Answer. Yes, this is accurate.

Question. Of the nearly 100 ships in the RRF, how many were activated during
OPERATION DESERT SHIELD?

Answer. Of the 96 ships in the RRF at the commencement of OPERATION
DESERT SHIELD 78 were activated.

Question. What was the actual activation schedule of the RRF and how many
ships met that schedule without requiring waivers?

Answer. Two RRF crane ships were already operational for a previously-scheduled
exercise, 58 ships were assigned to 5-day readiness; 16 to 10-day readiness; and two
to 20-day readiness. 18 RRF vessels met their activation timelines. None of the RRF
vessels tendered by MARAD to MSC during the operation required waivers.

Question. What percentage of cargo was carried by these ships during the first
35 days of DESERT SHIELD, The first 70 days, and throughout the Gulf conflict?

Answer. RRF vessels carried 5 percent of all cargo delivered by sea in the first
35 days, 27 percent of all cargo delivered by sea in the first 70 days, and 22 percent
of all cargo lifted by sea during the entire conflict (through 28 February 1991).

READY RESERVE FORCE (RRF)

Question. According to the GAO and previous testimony by the Military Sealift
Command, the problems associated with the activation of the RRF during the Gulf
War were due to the poor material condition of the fleet because maintenance was
deferred and crews of skilled mariners were in short supply. Even though mariners
in their sixties and seventies were called back into service many sealift ships sailed
under-manned. Please provide for the record the total cost of purchasing and main-
taining the RRF fleet to date. Include and specify costs associated with DESERT
SHIELD activation and deactivation.

Answer. Cost totals since fiscal year 1977 include $1,394,000,000 for operations
and maintenance and $1,204,600,000 in ship acquisitions. These totals include both
Navy and Maritime Administration outlays. For Operation DESERT SHIELD/
DESERT STORM, $139,065,000 was spent for activations and $297,669,000 for de-
activations of RRF vessels. High deactivation costs were a result of the intense pre-
ventive and corrective maintenance performed on all vessels to bring them up to the
readiness standards set forth in the Mobility Requirements Study.
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READY RESERVE FORCE EXPENDITURES, FISCAL YEAR 1977-1995

(In millions of dollars)

Fiscal your WOT 1m 19w 198 1994 1985 Tow 3%
0N 552.7  166.7 970 2777 1499 1500 13940 2890
Acquisition 6848 262 304 3837 315 430 12046 700

Question. As a result of the RRF’s performance in DESERT SHIELD, didn’t the
1992 Mobil‘il? Re_7ui.rements Study ( ) identify an annual RRF O&M budget re-
quirement of $367 million?

Answer. MRS proj annual costs (fiscal year 1993-fiscal year 1999) to acquire
19 additional RO vessels and maintain the RRF (including the new acquisitions)
at the readiness levels recommended in the study. O&M costs were gro'ected to
:lll:ﬁe&omsal.‘imﬂlioninﬁscalyear 1993 ($357 million in fiscal year 1994) to $490

illion in fiscal year 1999.

These projections were predicated ugon maintaining an RRF which was projected
to grow to a total of 140 vessels (102 dry-cargo) by fiscal year 1999. The MRS
BURU, however, revised the irements for composition downward. While
the number of RO/RO’s should increased to a total of 36, we plan to hold the
number of other RRF vessels to approximately 56 through at least fiscal year 2000.
Upon completion of RRF RO/RO and surge LMSR acquisition (fiscal year 2001), we
plan to reduce the number of non-RO/RO RRF vessels to 34. Because we are build-
ing to a smaller, but newer and more capable fleet, O&M costs are projected to grow
from $289 million in fiscal year 1996 to no more than $340 million in fiscal year
2001—far below previous projections.

Question. What has been budgeted for the RRF operation and maintenance in fis-
cal year 1994 and 1995? What is contained in the fiscal year 1996 request?

Answer. $158 million was available in fiscal year 1994 and $150 million in fiscal
ﬂear 1995. The fiscal year 1996 President’s Budget includes a request for $289 mil-
ion for RRF & O&M.

Question. The MRS also recommended expanding the size of the RRF fleet from
96 to 142 ships. What is your budgetary priority, expanding the size of the RRF or
adequately budgeting for the maintenance of the existing fleet?

Answer. goal is to provide a surge sealift force capable of closing required re-
inforcements into any theater within the timelines established by the DPG. In ac-
cordance with MRS BURU, this force must comprise 10 million square feet of sealift
capacity, 67 nt of which must be ready to load cargo in 4 days, 15 percent of
which must be available within 6 days, 14 percent in 10 days, and 4 percent in 20

days.

ﬁu’s combined capacity and readiness goal can only be achieved by completing
recommended acquisitions and providing sufficient funds to maintain the fleet at re-
quired readiness. The fiscal year 1996 President’s Budget offers a prudent approach
to achieving this goal by Jn'oviding sufficient O&M funding to restore readiness on
existing vessels and sufficient acquisition funding to purchase at least two
high-priority RO/RO vessels.

Question. If DoD continues to expand the size of the inactive RRF, how do you
propose to address the shortage of trained merchant mariners to man the RRF in
time of activation?

. Answer. The problem of merchant mariner manning for reserve fleet vessels was
indirectly addressed in the MRS BURU study in two ways.

First, reevaluation of surge sealift requirements resulted in a projected (fiscal
iear 2001) RRF composition which is one half that recommended by the original

. Upon eom(?letion of RRF and LMSR acquisition, the RRF can be reduced to
approximately 70 vessels (65 dry-cargo, 5 tankers).

. nd, reevaluation of our readiness requirements resulted in the recommenda-
tion that almost 70 percent of this 70-vessel fleet should be maintained in a reduced
operating status (ROS—either 4 or 5-day readiness). ROS vessels have reduced
crews continuously assigned. These crews are made up of key licensed and unli-

) mariners whose expertise makes them capable of activating their vessels
W;tlhl minimal outside assistance and without awaiting the arrival of the remainder
of the crew.

While reduced fleet size and greater employment of ROS crews mitigates our
manning problems somewhat, we need to develop a program for ensuring access to

ained mariners in the event of a large RRF activation. We are currently working
with an inter-agency study group (DoD and DOT) to identify and evaluate alter-
native mobilization manning programs.
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Question. What would be the cost of this program?
Answer. The cost of the program or programs will be determined during the devel-
opment of the RRF Crewing Plan which will specify number and skills shortages.
plans to work with the merchant mariner labor unions and shié) ogerating
companies to identify personnel to man RRF ships in a contingency. MSC has pro-
posed a IYlan that uses civilian mariners that are employed through MSC. Ultimate
costs will depend upon the program approach and the specific severity of the short-
age.

NATIONAL DEFENSE SEALIFT PROGRAM

Question. In fiscal year 1993 Congress established the National Defense Sealift
Fund (NDSF). DoD under the NDSF program would pay for defense unique require-
ments, National Defense Features (NDF) on new commercial roll-on/roll-off ships,
such as strengthened decks and ramps. These ships would be paid for by the private
sector, and operated in the car trade during peacetime under the condition that they
may be made available to DoD in time of mobilization. Have you explored the possi-
bility of an NDF program as an alternative to continued expansion of the inactive

? If not, why not?

Answer. An analysis of the costs, benefits, and feasibility of the NDF program was
recently submitted to Congress. The study concluded that the NDF concept has po-
tential as a cost-effective recapitalization program for older RRF vessels. Although
NDF vessels cannot be available in sufficient quantity to meet our significant 4 and
5-day availability requirements they may be an alternative for aging 10 and 20 day
RRF vessels. The study concluded that an NDF program must not be given priority
over LMSR and RRF RO/RO acquisition.

Question. What cost-effectiveness analﬁsis has been performed which examines an
NDF program versus an expanded RRF fleet?

Answer. The NDF study recently forwarded to Congress by OSD examined the
cost-effectiveness of the NDF concept. The study’s findings indicated that from a 40-
year life-cycle cost stan(}point the NDF program compared favorably with acquisi-
tion and maintenance of comparable capacity in the RRF. This cost-effectiveness
however, is dependent upon profitable operation of these vessels in a commerci
trade. The study also concluded that successful implementation of an NDF program

uires establishment of a share of the international car carrier market.
uestion. In the past the Department has argued against an NDF-like program
stating that commercial ships cannot replace RRF ships because they would not be
available for loading as quickly as RRF vessels. Given the poor performance of the
. RRF in DESERT STORM has the assumption been rethought?

Answer. The r performance of the RRF in Operation DESERT SHIELD/
DESERT STO was the result of underfunding of vessel maintenance. Following
the war, all RRF vessels received significant corrective and preventive maintenance
prior to lay-up in reserve. As a result, all RRF vessels activated since that time have
met or exceeded their activation timelines. The value of a good main benancF sglro-

has been ampgr justified and demonstrated by the performance of these ships
in question since SERT SHIELD/DESERT S’iv‘ORld Unfortunately, prAgram
underfunding in the last few Jears has led us to the point at which we can no longer
live off the maintenance performed during the war. Further deferral of preventive
maintenance grograms necessitates greater (time-consuming and costly) corrective
maintenance during activation for a contingency.

While the NDF program is attractive because it offers vessels which are contin-
ually operational and maintained by commercial carriers, it cannot provide the as-
sured :;i)acity needed in the initia sur% Eﬁ}lmse of a deployment. clearly dem-
onstrated during Operation RESTORE OCRACY only a well-maintained or-
ganic fleet, including the RRF, can meet this requirement.

Question. Has the Department conducted any analysis or demonstrations to deter-
mine how q?';:klf} commercial ships could be loaded in the event of mobilization?

Answer. The US Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) plans to initiate a
major exercise starting in June 95 to test the ability of US-flag commercial shippers
to transport e quantities of ammunition, packed in 20-foot containers, a
containerships ugh US ports to bases overseas. The very chalgszfing goal is to
'i[l‘l]_tﬁ%mte munitions transport into existing commercial interm service. The

BOCADS 95 exercise—CADS stands for containerized ammunition distribution
system—is ex&ected to demonstrate the capability of commercial shigper to provide

STRANSCOM with a more efficient alternative to older breakbulk handling meth-
ods for the transport of ammunition during the sustainment phase of resupply to
operating forces that follows the initial surge phase. This exercise follows a simi
effort, OCADS 94, where three private companies—SeaLand Services, Amer-

G S PN N AN IR ES I AN S EET B IRREE_ESNEHN 3R N E B ER S LI A aes g

~ -



187

ican President Lines, and Alaskan Cargo Transport—were expected to participate.
Significant problems in communication and coordination between UST SCOM

and the companies prevented the use of privately owned containerships in that exer-

cise. This exercise did demonstrate the critical need for USTRANSCOM to provide

commercial shipping companies with early and complete information on the time al-

g)wable for planning the exercise, and on restrictions on the transport of ammuni-
on.

TRANSPORTATION INFORMATION AND VISIBILITY

Question. The United States Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) serves as
the single DoD manager for transportation requirements in both peace and wartime
operations. This includes the Service component commands: the Military Sealift

mand (MSC), the Air Mobility Command (AMC), and the Military Traffic Man-
agement Command (MTMC). During Operation DESERT SHIELD/DESERT

RM, USTRANSCOM’s operations were hampered by the lack of a fully imple-
mented central data base with accurate and complete transportation information.
USTRANSCOM ently did not have visibility of where materials were sent or
whether they were delivered. According to the GAO, similar problems have plagued
the Defense Transportation System durin (feacetime as well. Another problem area
has been U SCOM'’s extensive field organization and multiple component
command responsibilities. Proposals to consolidate the individual headquarters com-
mands have traditionallg' been met with stiff opposition from the Services. In this
era of downsizing and restructuring in the Defense Department, how has
USTRANSCOM responded to the challenge?

Answer. We are continuing to try to improve on our record of success by address-
ing the need for reengineering of transportation processes through development of
the Defense Transportation System (DTS) 2010 Action Plan.

The first sentence of the question indicates the US Transportation Command
serves as the sin%le DoD manager for transportation requirements. The word “re-
quirements” should be “support.” The users (CINCs and Services) of the DTS man-
age transportation requirements, USTRANSCOM does not, we may apportion lift

d%i encies.
Ui OM, as the designated DoD functional proponent for In-Transit Visi-
bility (ITV), declared 1994 as “The Year of ITV.” As an outgrowth of this declara-
tion, USTRANSCOM embarked on an aggressive program of study and develop-
ment. This has resulted in a comprehensive ITV integration plan designed to focus
energy, attention, and resources toward obtaining an ITV capability for DoD. The
two principal elements of this capability are: (1) automation at shipment points to
generate accurate data and send it to other operational nodes to support follow-on
processes and (2) a central transportation data repository to support transportation
management processes, current and future operations planning processes, rigorts
and data sharing, and customer inquiries. This plan has been coordinated with the
Office of the Secre of Defense, the Joint Staff, the military Services, the unified
commands, and the defense agencies. USTRANSCOM is the primary agency to co-
ordinate DoD-wide efforts to implement this plan and ensure DoD gains a com-
{)rehensive ITV capability. The USTRANSCOM Global Transportation Network
GTN) Management Office will use this plan to prioritize and schedule de-
velopment efforts. USTRANSCOM is now in the process of expanding the ITV mod-
ule to GTN. We are continuing to improve our capability to provide visibility of
cargo (material) and passengers (personnel, including patients) during movement
whether in peace or contingency operations. The successes we have attained durin,
development and fielding of the prototype Global Transportation Network (GTN%
will be maintained and enhanced during development and fielding of the fully oper-
ational GTN. GTN utilizes an integrated data repository with feeds from other key
operational transportation automated information systems as the source for timely,
accurate, and complete movement status. USTRANSCOM'’s Joint Transportation
CIM Center is orchestrating changes to data structures as a result of process im-
provements, systems migration, and reengineering efforts. A transportation system
migration strategy is being implemented to ultimately reduce the number of non-
standard Defense transportation systems, which will reduce the number of system
interfaces required to support ITV. Many of DoD’s logistics problems durin, ]g:sert
Shield/Desert Storm will be minimized in future deployments when U SCOM
completes the development of GTN and integrates it into the Total Asset Visibility
Systems Architecture under development in DoD.

Near term ‘consolidation of our individual component command headquarters
would have a detrimental effect on the DTS. Retention of the transportation com
nent command headquarters is essential to our warfighting success. USTRANSCOM
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operates across a broad spectrum of requirements, but our primary purpose is to
enable the warfighting capability of other unified Commanders in Chief. The rel-
evance of doctrine to the business of household goods delivery may be debatable, but
it becomes critical when the mission is delivering airborne assault forces. The Mili-
tary Departments, by law, through the Transportation Component Commands pro-
vide for or{:ganizing, equippirzﬁ, and training the strategic lift forces assigned to
USTRANSCOM. To reassi, is Service responsibility to a unified, combatant com-
mander would result in a loss of Service advocacy for lift research, development, and
acquisition and degrade the Program Objective Memorandum (POM) process.
USCINCTRANS would become involved with Service administration and support of
the Transportation Component Commands to the detriment of his responsibilities to
the theater CINCs. The increased burden brought on by field conmanders reporting
diractly to the unified command headquarters would far outweigh any manpower
savings the consolidation may bring, and taken on a daily basis, would hinder ac-
complishment of the command’s primary mission. In order to accomplish our war-
time taskings and maintain an adequate command and control infrastructure, the
Component Commands will continue to require adequate headquarters to manage
and control their transportation assets.

USTRANSCOM and our Component Commands have partici{?bed fully in DoD’s
downsizing efforts. In fact, as a direct result of the stand-up of USTRANSCOM and
the Review of Unified and Specified Command Headquarters by Derek J.
VanderSchaaf, February 1988, a total of 189 billets were reduced: Four billets from
a still-growing one-year-old unified command, 35 billets from MTMC, 45 from MSC,
and 105 from AMC.

Or%anizat.ional inefficiencies and streamlining are reviewed on an ongoing basis;
specifically as part of our DTS 2010 Action Plan and the command’s strategic plan-
nin‘g process. Implementation of the “operational” end state objectives that ad
Defense Transportation System (DTS) Agents and the Joint Mobility Control Group,
as well as the Joint Transportation Technology Focal Point have si%niﬁcant implica-
tions to the organizational structures within USTRANSCOM and Component Com-
mands along with the potential for future savings.

Question. Since Defense Transportation was consolidated under a_ single com-
mand—USTRANSCOM—has the organization overcome Service parochialism, got-
ten smaller, and begun implementing some layers, such as cutting the component
command headquarters?

Answer. Consolidation of the component command headquarters as a means of
“delayering” the defense transportation business is a radical departure from estab-
lisheg, proven doctrine which separates force employment from the resource man-
agement responsibilities of the military departments. Consolidation of the individual
headquarters would result in a highly centralized command vice a ““truly unified
command.” Centralization can be beneficial, but when carried to such extremes, it
can lead to a blurring of roles and responsibilities, and ultimately, ineffective mis-
sion accomplishment. Four main arguments support retention of the Service Compo-
nents:

a. Unified Commanders-in-Chief depend on Service components to train and equip
the forces and to support and administer these forces. The primary roles of compo-
nents (including the Transportation Component Commands) are to provide trained
and ready forces to unified commanders, then support them when employed in fur-
therance of the CINC’s mission objectives. This reqbuires the solid welding of doc-
trine, organization, and equipment that is produced by the Services as force provid-
e

Ts.

b. There is great potential for diverting the attention of the unified commander
from his primary warfighting responsibilities with the addition of the traditional
Service Department responsibilities.

¢. USTRANSCOM operates across a broad spectrum of requirements, but our J)ri-,
msu?{I pu?l:se is to enable the warﬁghting capabilit{ of other unified commanders
in chief. The relevance of doctrine to the business of household goods delivery may
?e debatable, but it becomes critical when the mission is delivering airborne assault
orces.

d. Removal of the Services and their departments from the resource allocation
process would significantly complicate programming and budgeting. The healthy
scrutiny and priority review afforded programs bg the Services and Departments
during the Planning, Programming, and Budget System process would be lost. Fi-
nally, there is a potential loss of Service advocacy due to less direct involvement in
keﬁ research and development and procurement actions.

elayering transportation functions and ultimate consolidation at USTRANSCOM
would drive increased manpower to manage and administer the peacetime mission
and would cloud Service support responsibilities for field organizations. It would
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cause the USTRANSCOM staff to spend an inordinate amount of time managing the
problems inherent in day-to-day operations. The SECDEF Memorandum, February
14, 1992, Strengthening Department of Defense Transportation Functions, clearly
concurred with this philosophy. To strengthen the Department’s ability to carry out
its tmmtion missions effectively and efficiently, the mission of
USCIN S was expanded to include both peacetime and wartime common-user
transportation management. The authority and duty to organize, train, and equip
forces for assignment to USCINCTRANS, and the associated programming and
budgeting functions, was clearly directed to remain with the Secretaries of the Mili-
ts

tary De ents.

Uﬂm&OM and our component commands have participated fully in DoD’s
downsizing efforts. In fact, as a direct result of the stand-up of USTRANSCOM
VanderSchaaf, February 1988, a total of 189 billets were reduced: Four billets from
a still-growing one year-old unified command, 35 billets from MTMC, 45 from MSC,
and 105 from AMC.

As an ongoing effort, we continue to try to improve on our processes, support sys-
tems and organizational structures in a planned, methodical manner. We recognize
there are still significant identified deficiencies, Service issues that need to be ad-
dressed, and inertia to overcome, to put in place the practices, policies and proce-
dures needed. It would be less than prudent to make organizational changes on a
large scale without having the processes and support systems in place to allow oper-
ation of the DTS with reduced managerial and operational infrastructure. We are
addressing the need for reeingineering of transportation processes through develop-
ment of the Defense Transportation System 2010 Action Plan. Organizational ineffi-
ciencies are beinf reviewed and streamlined as part of this implementation process.
Specifically, implementation of the “operational” end state objectives that address
Defense Transportation System (DTS) Agents and the Joint Mobility Control Group,
as well as the Joint Transportation Technology Focal Point have significant implica-
tions to the organizational structures within USTRANSCOM and Component Com-
mands along with the potential of future savings.

ORGANIZATION PROBLEMS

Question. How will USTRANSCOM overcome the difficulties associated with im-
plementing a standard transportation information system if the separate component
commands continue to develop and implement their own systems?

Answer. USTRANSCOM’s objective is to have a single transportation automated
information system of systems. These systems would have minimal redundancy to
assure operational requirements are met regardless of operational tempo (peace or
contingency). During the late part of 1994 and early 1995, USTRANSCOM'’s Joint
Tra rtation Corporate Information Management Center evaluate some 120 auto-
matl:;lp‘i)nfonnation systems for purposes of determining and recommending trans-

rtation automated information systems for migration. On March 31, 1995, Deputy

nder Secretary for Defense/Logistics approved 23 automated information systems
for migration by March 1997; 20 systems remain in candidate status awaiting fur-
ther evaluation/decision. This effort was in support of the Deputy Secretary of De-
fense (Mr. Perry) memo of October 13, 1993 which directed specific actions be taken
to improve the effectiveness and efficiencies of the automated information systems
that support the operational Defense Transportation System. On the surface, one
might conclude that resources from 77 systems would no longer be needed. For the
short term between now and March 1997, many of the systems determined as legacy
will have to be maintained until the functionality can be built into the approved
transportation migration systems. Once functionality is available in the migration
system, legacy system funding will be terminated.

Question. Shouldn’t USTRANSCOM concentrate on changing and improving proc-
esses first, including reducing unnecessary management ﬁ;yers, before developing
an automated information system? :

Answer. USTRANSCOM is not developing an automated information system with-
out changing and improving business processes. We are reducing the number of
transportation automated information systems and changing business processes and
standardizing data in a very organized fashion using Corporate Information Man-
agement techniques. The aspect of this question that deals with, “what is being done
to reduce unnecessary management layers,” must be looked at from different angles.
To reduce quality skilled personnel solely to achieve manpower ceilings and then
find that you have to rehire to support reengineered business processes that could
have been met by reassigning existing skilled personnel without detriment to mis-
sion performance is not a sound approach. USTRANSCOM certainly continues to
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look at reducing overhead costs, including personnel adjustments, as matters of con-
ducting future operations well into the next century.

uestion. How will USTRANSCOM address the need for a system that integrates
difterent modes of transgortation—rail, air, ocean, truck—so that DoD can quickly
identify opportunities to lower cost and speed delivery through intermodal transpor-
tation?

Answer. DoD transportation automated information systems currently include in-
tegration of intermodal carriage requirements. Movements of cargo and passengers
are seldom aoconNnﬂlished from origin to final destination by a single mode. Ca.rEo
moves from CONUS inland points to the point of embarkation (air or water) by
truck, rail, or pipeline and the same situation occurs from the point of debarkation
into the theater. Passenger movements also utilize the best mode and methods with-
in a mode to meet the requirements of the mission. Relational data bases p:ﬁulated
with rating and routing information are consulted by traffic managers at all levels
as an early step in determining the most cost effective and efficient means of mov-
ing DoD requirements.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—End of questions submitted by Mr. Young.]
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 1995.

COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED STATES CENTRAL
COMMAND

WITNESS

GENERAL J.H. BINFORD PEAY III, COMMANDER IN CHIEF, UNITED
STATES CENTRAL COMMAND, U.S. ARMY.

INTRODUCTION

Mr. HOBSON. Good morning. The Committee will come to order
and we will get started. The Chairman is at the Pentagon, and will
be arriving shortly.

This morning, we begin a series of hearings with the Command-
ers in Chief. These hearings are especially important as they give
the Committee a perspective from the regional commander’s view-
point.

For the first of these hearings, we will have General J.H. Binford
Peay III, Commander in Chief, United States Central Command, as
the witness. The area of responsibility of the Central Command is
one of the most volatile and dangerous in the world. In recent
years, three major conflicts have occurred in the region: The war
in Afghanistan; The Iran-Iraq War; and The Persian Guif War.

The area of responsibility of the Central Command is of enor-
mous strategic importance to America. Two-thirds of the world’s oil
reserves are located there; Various of the world’s most strategic
waterways are located there; Numerous deployments of U.S. forces
have occurred there in recent years and continue to take place as
we speak. For example: v

U.S. forces are deployed off the cost of Somalia to possibly inter-
vene to assist U.N. Forces; U.S. forces are enforcing the no-fly zone
in southern Iraq; and U.S. forces recently deployed to counter Sad-
dam Hussein sending troops to the Kuwaiti border.

General Peay, we welcome you here today. You have a long and
distinguished career with the Army.

Your most recent appearance before this Committee was last
year when, as the then Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, you testi-
fied before the Committee on Readiness issues.

We are looking forward to your testimony today, and you may
proceed, but I should caution you that we do not have a quorum
present today so we are not presently closing this meeting, and as
?i quorum arrives, we will then do so. So I caution you on classifica-

on.

Do you have any comments?

Mr. MURTHA. No.

Mr. HoOBsON. You may proceed, General.

(191)
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SUMMARY STATEMENT OF GENERAL PEAY

General PEAY. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Committee. I would like to put my written statement in the record,
and in a short time I will have the Command’s annual posture
statement that we would like to also submit for the record.

Mr. HOBSON. Fine.

USCENTCOM AREA OF RESPONSIBILITY

General PEAY. As you mentioned, Central Command is comprised
of 19 nations that spread from the eastern part of Africa northward
towards Egypt and Sudan, across the Gulf region, and into Afghan-
istan and istan. Sixty-five percent of the world’s oil reserves re-
side in this area; and the United States imports 12 percent of that
oil, Western Europe, 28 percent and Japan, 69 ﬁrcent.

The key maritime routes cross this region. There are three sig-
nificant choke points that, from a mili rs ive, must be
considered. Ninety-five percent of the DESERT SHIELD/DESERT
STORM equipment transitioned through the Suez Canal, and on a
daily basis, the Suez handles more than 33 percent greater to
than the Panama Canal. It is the birthplace of three religions. It
is a region of stark contrast. On any day there are 14 conflicts
ranging from border violations to larger kinds of conflicts.

Of greater concern is the entire business of proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction. There are tensions between Iraq-Iran, Iraq
and Kuwait, and there are tensions between Pakistan and India.

CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

This morning, Operation SOUTHERN WATCH continues in the
region. It has been in existence since 1992 with over 58,000 sorties
that have been flown in support of the sanctions against Iraq and
the protection of the Shiites in the Southeast corner marshes. Thir-
ty-eight thousand sorties have been flown over Iraq, and last
evening 103 were flown into Iraq. It is a story that is not widely
known in our country. ‘

There are the maritime intercept operations designed to hold
sanctions against Iraq. They have been in place since 1990 and
10,000 boardings conducted.

Last October, the Command responded with VIGILANT WAR-
RIOR, which was against the provocations of Iraq as they build u
their forces for the second time on the Kuwaiti border. We are off-
shore today preparing to assist in the—to actually handle—evacu-
ation of U.N. forces in Somalia.

USCENTCOM STRATEGY

Our mission continues to be to protect United States vital inter-
ests in the region and ensure access to resources. We assist friend-
ly states in providing for their own defense and are concerned
about the geopolitical moves of other states in the region.

We have designed a strategy which is seamless, and designed to
move from peacetime to wartime. We have founded it on five pil-
lars: forward presence, combined exercises, security assistance, pro-
jection of combat power from the United States, and the readiness
and ability to fight when required. These pillars support a three-
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tiered concept of force: Tier 1, the self-defense forces; Tier 2, re-
gional collective security; and Tier 3, extra regional support.

There are a number of enabling requirements that would assist
us in the strategy—first, pre-positioning; second, the business of
strategic lift; theater missile defense; the entire business of the
military education for international students which has so much to
dC?!: Iwit:h democratization down the road; and the improvement of

SUMMARY

In conclusion, challenges remain daunting in the region. I am
very concerned about Iran and Irag—particularly Iran in the long
term—in terms of their ambitions in the region, weapons of mass
destruction, and their proliferation, ongoing tensions between India
and Pakistan, and internal stability and famine and other kinds of
disasters.

I think this is the correct strategy, one designed around acces-
sibility and stability, and I am very proud of the great job that our
men and women are doing as they stand at the pointed end of the
spear, which is in a dangerous dpart of our world today.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to your questions.

[CLERK'S NOTE.—The statement of General Peay follows. The
1995 Posture Statement of the Commander in Chief, United States
ggntiral Command, is printed at the end of this hearing. See page

7.
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GENERAL J. H. BINFORD PEAY Il
UNITED STATES ARMY

General J. H. Binford Peay lll is the
in Chief, United States Central
Command, MacDill Air Force Base, Florida.

General Peay was born In Richmond,
Virginia, on 10 May 1840. Upon graduation
from the Virginia Military Institute in 1962, he
was commissioned as a Second Lisutenant and
awarded a Bachelor of Science degree in Civil
Engineering. He aiso holds a Master of Arts from
George Washington University. His military
education includes completion of the Field
Artillery Officer Basic and Advsnced Courses
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General Peay’s initial troop assignments
were in Germany and Fort Carson, Colorado.
During two tours in the Republic of Vietnam, he

as a Firing Commander
in the 4th Infantry Division in the central
highlands of Vietnam and later as a Field Artillery
Battalion Operations Officer with the 1st
Calvary Division (Airmobile). Returning to the
United States, he served as a Field Artillery
Branch Assignments Officer with the Army
Military Personnel Center in Washington, D.C.
Assigned to Hawaii in 1975, General Peay
commanded the 2nd Battalion, 11th Field
Artillery, 26th Infantry Division. Following
attendance at the United States Army War

Washington, D.C. While in Washington, he
was also Chief of the Army Initistives Group in
the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for
Operations and Plans, United States Army.
Following that was service as Assigtant Chief
of Staff, G-3/Director of Plam end Training, |

, and Commander, 8th Infantry Division
Anillery, both assignments at Fort Lewis,
Washington. In 1985, he was reassigned to the
Army Staff as Executive Officer to the Chief of
Staff, United States Army. From 1987-1988, he
served with the Scrnmlnq Eagles as the
Assistant Division C (Op s),
101st Airborne Division (Air Asuum, Fort
Campbell, Kentucky, followed by an assignment
in July 1988 as the Deputy Commandant,
Command and General Staff College, Fort
Leavenworth, Kansas. He assumed command of
the 101st Airborne Division (Air Assault) on
3 August 1989 and led the Division throughout
Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM
in the Arabian Gulf. Promoted to Lieutenant
General, he was assigned as the Deputy Chief of

Staff for Operations and Plans, Department of -

Awards and decorations which General
Peay has received include the Army
Distinguished Service Meda! with two Osk Leaf
Clusters, the Silver Star, the Defense Superior
Service Medal, the Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf
Cluster, the Bronze Star Medal with three Oak
Leaf Clusters, and the Purple Heart. Also, he
has received the Meritorious Service Medal with
two Osk Leaf Clusters, several Alr Medals, and
the Army Commendation Medal. Additionally, he

etary
Identification Badge, Joint Chiefs of Staff
Identification Badge, and the Army General Staff
Identification Badge.

General Peay is married to the former
Pamela Jane Pritchett, and they have two sons,
James and Ryan.
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MEETING THE CHALLENGE IN THE CENTRAL REGION: AN ASSESSMENT OF
U.5. CENTRAL COMMAND (USCENTCOM)

INTRODUCTION

In October 1994, Saddam Hussein again threatened the fragile
stability in the Arabian Gulf. 1Iraqg’s build-up of forces along
Kuwait’s border exhibited a willingness and ability to threaten
its neighbors and to jeopardize access to the oil that is the
lifeblood of the industrialized world. The strong, rapid U.S.
response during Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR demonstrated our
military capability, likely averted another war in the Gulf, and
highlighted the importance we attach to this vital and volatile
region. Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR was a resounding success for
several reasons. First, the decisive response of our National
command Authorities, backed by the overwhelming support of
Congress and the American people, sent an unmistakable message of
resolve. Second, the superb performance of our trained and ready
forces, both forward deployed and moving on short notice from the
U.S. or standing alert, provided a clear and convincing
demonstration of America’s military power. Finally, it validated
the importance and criticality of the enhancements to our forward
presence posture and the increase in prepositioned equipment in
the Gulf region since DESERT STORM.

At the onset of the crisis, USCENTCOM relied on forward
deployed Navy and Air Force units, Marines, Special Operations
Forces and Patriot missile batteries, along with regional and
allied forces, to make clear our resolve to defend against Iraqi
aggression. Within days, these forces were joined by the
aircraft carrier USS GEORGE WASHINGTON, additional cruise missile
ships, reinforcing Air Force squadrons, and two Army brigades.
Meanwhile additional U. S. forces were deploying or standing by
for further orders. This vivid demonstration of American
military capability and resolve in the face of a very real Iraqi
threat forced Saddam Hussein to back down and defused the crisis.
Perhaps equally important, U.S. resolve and our rapid and
decisive response to a threat in the Central Region sent a clear
message to other potential aggressors who might be tempted to
challenge U.S. interests.

Today our forward deployed forces are actively engaged in
the execution of U.S. policy throughout the Central Region. In
the North Arabian Gulf, Maritime Intercept Operations (MIO)
enforce UN sanctions prohibiting certain trade with Iraq. 1In
1994 our ships conducted the vast majority of MIO boardings,
which have now totaled nearly 10,000 since the operation began in
1990. Also in the Gulf region, Operation SOUTHERN WATCH aircraft
have flown over 58,000 sorties, 38,000 of them over Iraq since
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the creation of that task force in 1992. Finally, we currently
have over 4,000 personnel participating in Operation UNITED
SHIELD in support of the withdrawal of UN forces from Somalia.

AN

\\Despite our success during Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR and
these other ongoing operations, numerous threats to regional
stability remain. The traditional Persian/Arabic rivalry for
dominance in the Gulf region continues between Iran and Iraq as
they vie for influence with their neighbors. Population growth
and worsening oil-based economies will lead many nations to
greater reliance on outside assistance, despite the vulnerability
to influence and manipulation that it brings. Famine in Africa
will likely again require massive international efforts to
curtail widespread starvation. Tensions over water rights and
disputed borders will also continue. However, the single
greatest threat to stability in the region is proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, and the associated spread of
ballistic missile technology.

KEY REQUIREMENTS

Pivotal to USCENTCOM’s ability to respond to these regional
threats has been your support for several key programs. Some of
the most critical ones that require your continued support are
highlighted here. They include: (1) prepositioning, (2)
strategic lift, (3) theater missile defense, (4) International
Military Education and Training (IMET) and foreign military
financing, and (5) improvements in command, control,
communications, computers, and intelligence (C4I) infrastructure.

Prepositioning

Foremost among the programs critical to our mission is the
prepositioning of equipment in the region which allows us to
quickly link up personnel with equipment in theater. Having
completed the fielding of a brigade set of equipment in Kuwait,
we must now press forward to establish a second brigade set with
a division base in Southwest Asia. This second set of equipment
will dramatically increase our military capability in the region,
adding flexibility and the requisite firepower and command and
control in the early phases of a military operation. We need
your support for the MILCON to house this equipment. Similarly,
we should continue to pursue the prepositioning of a third set of
equipment in the region, which will provide us with a heavy
division’s worth of equipment Prepositioned forward. This
presence will serve as a clear signal of American resolve to
contain potential adversaries and will greatly enhance our
warfighting capability. Land basing promotes access, stability,
and coalition solidarity in the region.
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Strategic Litt

Of comparable importance, strategic lift is essential to the
successful implementation of our strategy. It is the critical
lifeline for the Central Command, and vital to the success of our
operations. At over 7,000 air miles and 8,000 sea miles, the
extraordinary distances from the U.S. amplify the immense
difficulties of moving a force in response to a regional crisis
or contingency. As has again been demonstrated during recent
operations in the Gulf region and in Somalia, strategic lift must
remain a high priority.

Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR saw the first operational use of
both the C-17 and the Army Prepositioning Afloat, and both
programs met our expectations. Your continued support of the C
17, Fast Sealift Ships, and the RO/RO upgrade to the Army
prepositioned equipment afloat is vital to our ability to close
forces quickly in the theater. Although not tested during
VIGILANT WARRIOR, our Ready Reserve Fleet must not be allowed to
slip back into the questionable readiness posture of the pre
DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM days.

Theater Missile Defense

The continued proliferation of ballistic missiles and
weapons of mass destruction, combined with the relative ease with
which potential adversaries can enhance armaments through
purchases of "off-the shelf" technology, calls for enhanced
theater missile defenses and space-based capabilities that will
protect U.S. forces, support our strategy, and facilitate
warfighting. The priority over the next ten years should be to
establish a multi-layered missile defense founded on the lower-
tier Patriot Advanced Capability with a variant for naval
defense; upper-tier Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD);
and highly mobile point defense Corps SAM (Surface-to-Air
Missile) to protect gfound forces maneuvering rapidly over
extended distances. MWe must also devote resources to detecting
unmanned aerial vehicles as well as cruise and short range
missiles; to enriching the missile tracking capability of our
satellite program to provide rapid, highly accurate flight data
on enemy missile launches; to expanding our acquisition of -
theater-based capabilities to directly downlink satellite data
for intelligence and rapidly transmitting it to subordinate
units; to broadening our satellite communications architecture to
ensure that it meets future demands; and to fielding
interoperable systems that support joint and combined operations.
Your support for these initiatives is essential to their
achievement.
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International Military Education & Training and Foreign Military
Financing

Over the years, the United States has profited greatly from
investments made in the International Military Education and
Training (IMET) program and Foreign Military Financing (FMF).
Both of these activities have provided the U.S. government
opportunities throughout the world and in particular within the
Central Region to assist in the development of foreign
militaries, gain access, deter conflict, and promote stability
and democratic ideals. Both of these programs have suffered from
reduced funding over the last few years. We strongly encourage a
reconsideration of these programs and increasing funds to assist
our friends, enhance access, facilitate implementation of our
theater strategy and realize U.S. goals for the region. By
promoting respect for human rights, civilian control of the
military, and democratic ideals, while enhancing self -defense
capabilities, we decrease the chances of a conflict today and
tomorrow that might result in the commitment of U.S. forces
abroad.

Improvements in Command, Control, Communications, Computers, and
Intelligence (C4I) Infrastructure

The limited infrastructure in the USCENTCOM area of
responsibility, combined with the fact that our headquarters is
located in the Continental U.S., create significant C41I
chalienges. Our C4I systems and architecture must allow us to
effectively gather, process, distribute and display information
at all decision making levels, whether we are providing command
and control for a Joint Task Force from CONUS or fully deployed
for a Major Regional Contingency. The timely delivery of high
quality, pertinent intelligence to the commander in the field is
key to military success.

Robust satellite systems for communications, intelligence,
warning, positioning, and meteorology are essential to our
success. In addition, technological advances are allowing us to
make great strides in interoperability and corresponding joint
effectiveness. Interoperability and joint system use have
improved, and support from the national intelligence community
remains essential to providing correlated, accurate intelligence
from all sources to build assessments about regional activities.
Several key systems are being implemented and your support is
needed to provide sufficient funding to complete their
implementation in a timely manner. Key examples are the Joint
Deployable Intelligence Support System (JDISS), the Joint
wWorldwide Intelligence Communications System (JWICS), and the
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Global Command and Control System (GCCS). All of these replace
and integrate the functionality of multiple stovepipe systems
into standard DoD wide capabilities.

Finally, it is essential that the USCENTCOM Joint
Intelligence Center’s budget request for and FY97 be fully
supported for us to meet the full range of intelligence
requirements for warfighting and the overall DoD Intelligence
Production Program.

THE U.S. CENTRAL COMMAND

N
On the strength of these programs and others, United States
Central Command is ready to defend America’s interests in the
Central Region today and is looking forward into the 2l1st
Century. We are guided in the performance of our mission by the
following "vision" for the future:

U.S. Central Command: A flexible and versatile command
into the 21st Century. . . . Trained, positioned, and
ready to defend the nation’s vital interests, promote
peace and stability, deter conflict, and conduct
operations spanning the conflict continuum; and
prepared to wage unrelenting, simultaneous joint and
combined operations to achieve decisive victory in war.

To achieve this vision, U.S. Central Command has developed a
theater strategy that relics on a combination of overseas
presence, U.S. power projection capability, and carefully
cultivated regional relationships. Our continued success in this
effort requires patient, long-term national dedication to the
defense initiatives and commitments that we have undertaken over
the past several years.

REGIONAL OVERVIEW

The nineteen nations of the Middle East, northeast Africa
and South Asia that make up the U.S. Central Command area of
responsibility cover a vast geographic area. Larger than the
continental United States, it stretches from Egypt and East
Africa, through the Arabian Peninsula to Pakistan, and includes
the waters of the Red Sea, Gulf of Aden, Gulf of Oman, and
Arabian Gulf.

It is a region rich in culture and history, home to the
birthplace of civilization, 427 million people making up
seventeen different ethnic groups, 420 major tribal groupings,
8ix major languages with hundreds of dialects, and the birthplace
of three of the world’s major religionms.
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It is a region that has suffered repeatedly from natural
disasters, political upheaval, and war, and a region of stark
contrasts. These include wealth and poverty, stability and
unrest, some of the world’s highest mountains and greatest rivers
along with some of the world’s most barren deserts.

It is a region that, owing to its key maritime routes and
abundance of o0il, is of vital interest to our nation and to the
international community. Nearly two-thirds of the world’s proven
0il reserves are located in the region, with worldwide economic
significance.

It is a region where disputes over borders and unequal
distribution of resources, particularly water and oil, can
explode suddenly into conflict. :

It is a region where an arms race in weapons of mass
destruction and an assortment of different types of ballistic
missiles threatens to intensify old animosities, fears and
hatreds among traditional rivals. Proliferation of such weapons
represents a significant peril that could threaten U.S. and
allied military forces, undermine regional and international
resolve to confront belligerents, and unhinge the U.S. regional
strategy.

It is a region where securing our nation’s vital interests
is complicated by lines of communications extending 7000 miles
between the continental United States and the Gulf: Iraq’'s
ability to threaten Kuwait within hours: Iran’s ability to
intimidate its neighbors with its growing air, naval and missile
forces: the lack of formal treaty alliances the requirement to
balance U.S. and allied military requirements with cultural and
political sensitivities of regional states: and the need to be
able to fight, maintain, and communicate in rugged terrain and
harsh climate.

These regional dynamics and threats require United States
Central Command to adopt a theater strategy that capitalizes on
the social, political, economic, and military elements of our
national power.

USCENTCOM STRATEGY

The National Security Strategy (NSS), National Military
Strategy (NMS), and Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP),
identify key U.S. interests and Central Command’s tasks, and
provide a basis for our theater strategy In keeping with these
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guidelines, U.S. Central Command focuses on promoting regional
stability by reassuring its friends, deterring conflict, and
maintaining readiness to fight and win. These concepts are
imbedded in our mission:

e Promote and protect U.S. interests
e Ensure uninterrupted access to regional resources

e Assist friendly states in providing for their own
security and contributing to collective defense; and

e Deter attempts by hostile regional states to achieve
geo-political gains by threat or use of force

To overcome the many security challenges of the Central
Region, we endeavor to establish conditions in peacetime that
promote stability, deter conflict, and provide the mechanisms for
prevailing in combat operations, if necessary.

The success of diplomatic and military activities in the
region requires actions that stress U.S. partnerships with
regional states and coalition building. One of our nation’s
great success stories over the last decade is the durability and
depth of the relationships and friendships that our military
leaders have forged with their regional counterparts. These
relationships support achievement of strategic ends, facilitate
implementation of our theater strategy, and provide access to the
region.

Achieving these partnerships and building coalitions is made
possible by a long-term and flexible, three-tiered approach to
deterring aggression. Tier I calls for each country to bear
primary responsibility for its own self -defense. Next, if
aggression occurs, friendly regional states should provide a
collective defense known as Tier II. Under Tier III, the U.S.
and other allies from outside the region stand ready to form a
coalition to defend common interests in the region, if necessary.

This concept underlies a theater strategy supported by five
pillars. These include: (1) forward presence; (2) combined
exercises: (3) security assistance; (4) power projection
capability from the U.S.; and (5) readiness to fight. Taken
together, these five pillars and their inter-relationships
describe the major activities that this Command pursues to
accomplish assigned missions.
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The first three pillars - forward presence, combined
exercises, and security assistance - comprise the overseas
presence portion of our strategy and facilitate our continued
engagement in the region.

Forward presence demonstrates U.S. commitment, strengthens
deterrence, and facilitates transition from peace to war. Naval
forces are critical to our long-term forward presence because of
their flexible offshore stationing. As a result of the Gulf Wwar,
and more recently our resolve demonstrated in Operation VIGILANT
WARRIOR, presence ashore has been expanded. Air forces remain
deployed in the region to deter aggression and to enforce UN
resolutions under Operation SOUTHERN WATCH. Patriot air defense
batteries and Special Operations Forces (SOF) and other Marine
and Army forces conducting frequent exercises add to our
presence. Based on our VIGILANT WARRIOR experience,
prepositioned equipment and supplies for heavy armored forces,
and supporting military construction, have become increasingly.
important elements of our forward presence. These stocks reduce
the strategic lift demands inherent in deploying significant
combat forces and improve responsiveness to our forces in the
region.

The carrier battle group and the amphibious ready
group (ARG) with its Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) have
continued to be the mainstay of naval operations in the Central
Region throughout the year. Inclusion of attack submarines in
deploying CVBGs provides an added dimension of strategic
capability through monitoring and protecting sea lines of
communication and enhancing strike capability with an increased
presence of Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles (TLAMs). Because of
their limited footprint, strategic agility, calculated ambiguity
of intent, and major strategic and operational deterrent
capability, naval forces are invaluable. Naval operations this
year have included enforcement of United Nations Security Council
Resolutions, support for Somalia operations, and Operation
VIGILANT WARRIOR. Our ability to rapidly move these forces in
1993 and again in 1994 from the Mediterranean Sea and the Arabian
Gulf to positions off the coast of Somalia and Kuwait
demonstrates extraordinary utility and versatility.

Providing support for UN sanctions against Iraq, operations
in Somalia, and 37 joint and combined exercises, the CVBG, in
particular, has been an unmistakable sign of U.S. commitment and
resolve in the Central Region. The ARG/MEU’s immediate response
to Irag’s hostile posture in October 1994, complemented by the
rapid deployment of Army forces falling in on prepositioned
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equipment in Kuwait and the Air Forces in the region, capitalized
on the synergism of joint operations and placed a combined arms
team forward that effectively deterred Saddam from further
aggression.

Air operations over southern Iraq are conducted by Joint
Task Force Southwest Asia (JTF-SWA), consisting of over 100 U.S.
aircraft along with a smaller number of allied, aircraft. Since
commencing operations in August 1992, JTF-SWA has flown close to
60,000 sorties, nearly two-thirds of them over Iraq. With its
carefully selected mix of reconnaissance, air-to-air, air-to
ground, and support aircraft, this force enhances regiomal
defensive capabilities, facilitates rapid build-up of U.S. combat
naval and air power during crisis, and is capable of inflicting
significant damage on enemy forces in the first hours of
hostilities. Furthermore, air operations involving regional
forces strengthen relations with regional friends. All of these
benefits of forward positioned air forces were demonstrated in
Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR, where presence facilitated rapid
reinforcement and signaled Iraq and other would be aggressors
that the U.S. was capable of unleashing punishing attacks against
its foes. We are convinced that forward positioning of U.S. air
and other forces provides a valuable deterrent to aggression in
the region.

More limited in scope than our daily sea and air operations,
ground operations are, nonetheless, an essential dimension of our
overseas presence. Deterrence of potential adversaries requires
that we maintain a credible capability to defeat ground
offensives. This can only be obtained by synchronizing joint and
combined air, sea, space, and ground operations. The positioning
of Patriot batteries in the region emplaces a credible defense
against enemy ballistic missiles. An interim measure, these
systems may eventually be withdrawn as regional countries field
their own weapons. Additional forward ground presence is
afforded by frequent exercises by Army and Marine forces,
complemented by other activities by Special Operations Forces
(SOF) .

Significant is the prepositioning of heavy Army equipment in
theater. In particular, the brigade set in Kuwait, combined with
a robust exercise program, allows us to readily close into the
theater a lethal forward positioned combat force early during a
crisis. In this fashion, we establish conditions conducive to
blunting an attack and creating conditions to seize the
initiative. As mentioned previously, we are moving forward with
plans to augment this capability by comnstructing facilities for a
second brigade set of Army equipment in Southwest Asia and are
examining the possibility of placing a third set elsewhere in the
area. Collectively, this would place a full Army division on the
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ground in short order; this enhanced ground combat capability
will ensure U.S. military flexibility, enabling us to promote
stability in the region and reduce risks during crises.

Our prepositioning program also includes Air Force and Navy
equipment stored throughout the region. During the last three
years, great progress has been made in concluding Defense
Cooperation Agreements (DCA’s) and in establishing storage sites
for Air Force bare base sets (Harvest Falcon), Navy forward
logistic sets, water and fuel distribution equipment, medical
supplies and infrastructure, support vehicles and equipment, and
rations. Stockpiling this material reduces strategic lift
requirements, decreases deployment times, and provides critical
sustainment early during the force build-up.

Success in all of these endeavors requires your support and
consistent, patient, long-term negotiations in order to achieve
the proper blend of U.S. and host-nation commitment and
responsibility sharing to minimize U.S. costs.

The benefits of forward presence are complemented by our
second pillar, combined exercises. Involving all of the
Services, this effort offers over 100 joint and combined exercise
opportunities annually, to include numerous naval and special
operations exercises, BRIGHT STAR in Egypt, the INTRINSIC ACTION
in Kuwait, and the ULTIMATE RESOLVE series of exercises. Through
such activities, we maintain access, advance interoperability
with regional partners, enhance forward presence, and improve the
individual and collective military capabilities of the GCC
states. Over the last few years, we have witnessed measured
progress in the ground force capabilities of our regional
partners, and even greater improvement in their air, naval, and
special operations capabilities.

We expect to see continued operational improvement over the
long term as regional military leaders modernize their forces and
gain more experience working with the U.S. and with one another.
Continued improvement will allow more rigorous and demanding
trilateral and multilateral command post and field exercises --
all focused on raising the proficiency of participants to operate
collectively to secure common defensive goals. Throughout the
AOR, combined exercises are the mechanism for providing U.S.
forces valuable training in this distinctly different
environment, assisting friendly states in satisfying legitimate
defense needs, and increasing U.S. access to the region.

Our third pillar, security assistance, provides an
additional means of improving defense capability of regional
friends, training regional military forces, promoting
interoperability, gaining access, strengthening military to
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military relationships, and increasing over time the ability of
states to provide for individual and collective defense. It
includes four major elements: foreign military sales, foreign
military financing, IMET, and mobile training and technical
assistance field teams. Such activities support our aim of
building regional defensive arrangements while providing a degree
of U.S. control over arms transfers.

Since 1990, foreign military sales (FMS) in the Central
Region have accounted for a large portion of total U.S. military
sales abroad. Through FMS, regional friends purchase a wide
assortment of military equipment, training, maintenance, and
follow-on logistic support. A portion of FMS is dedicated to
military construction that supports our forward presence and
allows rapid reinforcement. The security assistance program is
reinforced by the more limited foreign military financing
programs that provide grants to regional states. Past benefits
of military funding in assisting foreign friends and maintaining
access justify its cost and demonstrate the importance of
continued support. Both military sales and military funding
promote interoperability and regional self -defense.

To enhance the warfighting capability of regional partners,
we should continue to modernize their forces. Effective
employment of new equipment is achieved through training teams
and IMET initiatives. Through more than 680 personnel deployed
in the region on training teams, we are able to increase
technical and tactical proficiency of regional military forces
and their leaders. Such teams provide an ancillary service of
strengthening regional friendships and bolstering our forward
presence. Our efforts in this area are reinforced by the
International Military Education and Training (IMET) program that
educates regional military leaders in U.S. military institutions.
Through this effort, we improve the military capabilities of
foreign military leaders, increase trust and friendships with
regional states, and help familiarize foreign military and
civilian leaders with America’s military and its democratic
values and culture. Key points stressed in this training include
civilian control of the military, preservation of human rights,
and the workings of democratic institutions. There are enormous
long-term benefits for our own country as a result of this
education and formulation of ideals and relationships.

Taken together, these three pillars allow the U.S. to
maintain a visible presence in the region and respond to crises
spanning the spectrum of conflict. In the event of a crisis,
forces and equipment forward deployed in the region become the
foundation for executing flexible deterrent options (FDOs) which
hopefully are successful in resolving the crisis, and if not,
serve as the vanguard for follow-on forces.

11
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Also critical to our readiness to fight is the vital
contribution made by the Reserve Component of our Armed Forces.
Reserves complement active duty forces by bringing important
capabilities that facilitate early access and continued
sustainment. Individual Mobilization Augmentees (IMA), air guard
crewmembers and others perform key functions in staff operatioms,
airlift, port openings, civil affairs and many other areas.

Continued support for professional military education (PME),
both joint and Service, lays the groundwork for an officer corps
which can think creatively, reason critically, and act decisively
in the face of ambiguity and uncertainty. Our nation’s PME
institutions make direct and enduring contributions to the
professional competence of our rising military leaders and
deserve our strong support in the coming years. We cannot afford
to reduce the quality of PME at a time when its fruits are in
highest demand.

Through the five pillars of our theater strategy, U.S.
Central Command promotes regional stability, maintains access,
and deters aggression. We also establish the military conditions
required to limit the intensity of conflict should deterrence
fail, and finally, to fight and win when required. Activities
undertaken in the five pillars position this command to
transition smoothly and seamlessly from peace to war.

THE WARFIGHT IN THE CENTRAL REGION

As we deal with the demanding peacetime requirements in the
Central Region, we must remain focused on the fundamental purpose
of our military forces: To fight and win our nation’'s wars. If
deterrence fails, USCENTCOM must be able to conduct combat
operations spanning the conflict continuum, from humanitarian
assistance to high intensity war, against a full range of
potential military adversaries, to include insurgents,
terrorists, mechanized ground formations, air and naval forces,
and ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. While we
recognize that each form of conflict and type of adversary calls
for an appropriately tailored response, we need to address the
major threat to this nation’s vital interests: high-intensity war
in the Central Region.

In this context, capitalizing on U.S. advantages in
technology, weapons, leadership, and quality people reduces risks
to U.S. and coalition forces and minimizes friendly casualties.
Our military forces take advantage of the complementary
capabilities found within each of the Services to advance across
great distances; strike at enemy weaknesses; launch unrelenting
precision deep strikes against the enemy’s military, industrial,

13
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initiatives an invaluable contribution to maintaining our high
standards of professionalism.

Threats to America’s vital interests in the region
represent a grave challenge for our nation now and for the
foreseeable future. To meet these demands, U.S. Central Command
employs a long-term strategy and undertakes daily activities that
send a clear signal to friends and foe alike that we are resolute
in confronting threats to regional stability.

We at U.S. Central command are committed to meeting the
challenges of preserving U.S. interests in this challenging and
vital portion of the world. We look forward to working with the
military Services, Department of Defense and members of Congress
in the coming months to realize our nation’s goals in the Central
Region.




The fourth pillar of our theater strategy, power projection,
defines activities and qualities of U.S. military forces that
support rapid projection of forces from the U.S. into the Central
Region and preparation of those forces for combat operations.
within this context, U.S. Central Command is keenly interested in
the Air Porce’s C-17 program, the Navy’s Fast Sealift Ships and
Ready Reserve Force, the Army'’s brigade set of equipment afloat
(currently 12 ships) and the Marine Corps’ Maritime
Prepositioning Force (MPF). This latter force includes three
Maritime Prepositioning Squadrons (MPs), each able to support a
Marine Expeditionary Force (Forward) of nearly 15,000 personnel
with supplies and equipment for 30 days. Similarly, the Command
can rely on the Air Force’s four logistic ships, carrying
supplies and ammunition. With these capabilities, USCENTCOM can
fly a heavy Army brigade’s personnel to link up with equipment
stored in Kuwait, and additional forces to link up with Army and
Marine equipment arriving aboard prepositioning ships.

To sustain all of our forces in theater, the Command
supports advances in the full range of power projection logistics
and will exercise these activities frequently in the year ahead.
Initiatives include gaining access to and exercising air bases
and ports worldwide that will facilitate deployment of forces to
the Central Region, procuring automation that ensures asset
visibility providing real-time location of in-transit equipment,
and enhancing port-opening equipment robustness. To ensure that
all of these activities are properly sequenced and priorities
established, Central Command is continuing to refine plans,
review force deployment requirements, and clarify movement
priorities.

The requisite command, control, communications, computers,
and intelligence infrastructure that is needed to carry out
assigned military tasks allows U.S. Central Command to execute a
full range of FDOs to preclude hostilities. It also enables us
to limit conflicts when they occur, and conduct decisive combat
operations if required.

The fifth and final pillar of our theater strategy,
readiness to fight, stresses activities that ensure that the
Central Command headquarters and individual Component Commands
possess standard operating procedures that facilitate rapid
deployment during crises, for conducting synchronized joint and
combined operations, and waging high tempo warfare. To ensure
readiness, we are constantly engaged in reviewing and refining
our war and contingency plans. In addition, we conduct
warfighting conferences with Component Commanders and their
staffs, perform joint and combined training, and conduct command
post and other exercises to maintain enhanced levels of
readiness.

12
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and information infrastructure; conduct continuous, all-weather
joint and combined operations; and simultaneously assault
tactical, operational, and strategic objectives. The speed,
precision and flexibility associated with such operations require
commanders to exploit the advantages of the entire battle space,
maximizing the benefits derived from each Service.

U.S. Central Command’s war and contingency plans and
standard operating procedures build on the Command’s peacetime
activities to address the exigencies associated with single and
dual major regional contingencies as well as military operations
at the lower end of the spectrum. Using peacetime partnerships
and regional access as a foundation, we are prepared to forge
coalitions and integrate U.S. and friendly military capabilities
to confront regional aggressors. As tensions heighten, we rely
on the three-tiered defensive structure established in peacetime
to elicit regional support for coalition activity and create the
military structures needed to defeat adversaries.

Our war plans envision employing U.S. and coalition forces
in concert to safeguard U.S. and allied interests. Given
ambiguous early warning and early deployment decisions, U.S.
military forces would undertake a series of flexible deterrent
options in concert with regional partners to send a clear signal
of resolve to hostile powers. If these measures prove
inadequate, the U.S., with coalition support, would continue to
deploy air, sea, and ground forces to defend against attackers.
If such actions fail to blunt enemy action, the U.S. would deploy
additional forces and launch a joint and combined offensive to
quickly overwhelm the enemy and restore regional stability.

CONCLUSION

For years the United States has been successful in securing
its vital interests in the Central Region and in progressing
toward realization of long-term regional aims. We should honor
the superb work of U.S. personnel who have performed a great
service by forging close relations with regional friends,
negotiating basing agreements and host-nation support for our
operations, and putting in place the structure of our theater
strategy. We should take particular pride in the work of
military men and women who have toiled long hours, often under
difficult conditions, to improve the capabilities of our friends, '
bring famine relief and security to Somalis, carry out maritime
intercept operations in support of UN sanctions against Iraq, fly
air operations as part of SOUTHERN WATCH, and so ably defend our
nation’s interests in this complex region. Continuing in their
fine tradition with a smaller force will require us to recruit
and retain only the top quality personnel, making your support
for professional military education and quality of life

14
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Mr. HOBSON. Since the Chairman is not here, I will let him ask
his questions when he gets here.
Mr. Murtha.

MAJOR THREATS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION

Mr. MURTHA. We certainly welcome you to the Committee, Gen-
eral. They couldn’t have picked a better individual to head this
very important of our armed services, and we know that
things are in good hands when you are in charge. And we obviously
realize, as I have said over and over again, the biggest threat
America faces when you take the world—since the Soviet Union is
no longer the same threat they were before—is the possibility of

access to the oil in the Middle East. I think the recent reac-
tlon y our armed forces was again a key in stabilizing the area
and also in reducing the threat.

Do you see any possibility of them threatening us again, or test-
m% again in the near future? Is it stable there? Are our allies

able to handle it without U.S. intervention? What do you see as the
threat now? Is Iraq a military threat?

Obviously, they were moving troops and there was a real threat
that they were going to go into Saudi Arabia. What do you see hap-
pening there?

General PEAY. Sir, there are two major threats in the Gulf
Central region. The long-term threat when you talk to all the na-
tions in the Gulf is Iran. There is great concern about the move-
ment and ambitions of Iran in the long term.

In the near term, it is Iraq. Iraq is hard to read because it is
built around Saddam Hussein, and he is an irrational leader and,
therefore, we must react to his capabilities and not try to judge his
intentions. I am very concerned about what that means in
months ahead because as the sanctions stay on and his people con-
tinue to suffer, he will then, in my view, have a tendency to want
to lash out.

On the other hand, if we take the sanctions off he will
quickly rebuild his army, in my view; in less than three years. So
we are iamg to be faced with a military capability that we are
going to have to address under either condition.

At the start of the Gulf War, the intelligence estimate was that
Iraq had the capability to put 66 divisions on the ground in va.ryl.ncgl
degrees of readiness. in a pretty good state of readiness an
the rest were in some other state. a capability that we have
to address. So I am very concerned that he can lash out with hard-
ly any warning in the near term and that if we take the sanctions
off, he will greatly improve his capability over time.

'l‘hechalle e i8 what I have said is the race to Kuwait.
And while for external public consumption, which was great for de-
terrence—and the armed forces performed superbly in the dash to
Kuwait last time

The fundamental declslon, in my view, is if oil is important in
the statistics that I have mentioned, then we must stay involved
in the region. We must have access. Access means we must carry
on personal relationships, try to have people involved in schooling
here in our country and through combined exercises, and mobile
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training teams. We need to keep our foot in the door any way we
can, so if they do call upon us, we can respond.

Mr. MURTHA. So you are talking about, in three years, they
would have the capability of moving again, or what are you
about?

Mr. YOUNG. Would you yield?

Mr. MURTHA. Sure.

Mr. YOUNG. I want to apologize for being late this morning. I
rode two and a half hours in snow. It took me longer to get here
than it took you to get here from MacDill.

General PEAY. That is why I am ready to go back to Tampa.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield back to Mr. Murtha.

IRAQ’S MILITARY CAPABILITY

Mr. MURTHA. They moved 60,000 troops, if I remember the last
time. I am trying to get a concept of what we are talking about,
what the real threat to us is.

General PEAY.

We have to be prepared to go today just as we were last October.
I think the challenge continues to come down to risk, and unfortu-
nately, risk involves casualties. It is how much risk can you handle
here as you work through a very difficult time.

Mr. MURTHA. So we would win eventually even—the last time
had they gone into Saudi Arabia it could have been a bloody en-
gagement and we could have sustained substantial casualties, but
we would have prevailed in the end; is that what you are saymg"
q ?eneral PEAY. We are going to win. This fellow is not going to

efeat us

UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS AGAINST IRAQ

IraM; MURTHA. Which countries are trying to lift the embargo on
q?

General PeAY. It is not totally clear. . You are seeing a
number of the small countries that are openly more concerned from
a humanitarian standpoint with the Iraqi populace. You are not
seeing that move from Kuwait or Saudi Arabia at this time.

Mr. MURTHA. Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. McDade.

CINC INPUT TO THE BUDGET PROCESS

Mr. McDADE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

General, welcome. We are glad to have you back. Would you de-
scribe your role in the annual budget development process for the
Department?

General PEAY. Yes, sir.

Quarterly, I submit a personal letter to the Secretary of Defense
that outlines problems with events that have transpired in the past
quarter regarding readiness challenges. We are involved in Defense
Resource Boards, the DRB process, where, after the process in the
Pentagon has taken place, the Secretary of Defense convenes a
large committee and the CINCs have a chance to state their views
against the program that has been developed.
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And then we have been involved in the recent joint operational
requirements, the JROC process, that is handled by the Vice Chair-
man, in terms of having a chance to express our views. Those are
the three principle inputs, other than just discussions.

Mr. McDADE. Institutionalization of your input into the budget
process has been pretty good, hasn’t it?

General PEAY. I have no complaints.

Mr. McDADE. Do you have any deficiencies as a result of this
budget that is in front of us today?

General PEAY. The trouble is, all of us want more. We are sitting
at the front end of the spear with certain requirements.

Yes, I would like to have more things. I think, principally sooner.
It is a case of they are coming but they are further down the road
than what you would perhaps be comfortable with. I certainly un-
derstand the process we are in today and what is a reasonable ex-

pectation.
STRATEGIC LIFT

Mr. MCDADE. What is the status of your strategic lift?

General PEAY. There has been—as you know General Joe Hoar
last year made his—he is a close friend of mine—made his state-
ment about strategic lift being broken. On the sealift side of strate-
gic lift, I think there is a program now in place that brings that
on by the turn of the century. That is much more healthy than
what it has been in past years. We would all like to see that come
a little quicker. .

The airlift piece has much work to be done. The Department of
the Air Force is conducting a study to look at the mix of C-17s and
non-developmental airlift aircraft. There probably needs to be a
combination of both that will get at the shortage.

PREPOSITIONING

Mr. McDADE. How about prepositioning? That was always a big,

img:rtant role of your command.

neral PEAY. Prepositioning is now more than ever the lastest
innovation, and it tries to get at this closure rate into the theater
and tries to buy access which buys stability. If we can get into the
theater and use the prepositioning, we get commitment of the allies
against the threat. ,

Mr. McDADE. How long has that been in the works?

General PeAy. .

Mr. McDADE. Would you identify the places where funding is in
the budget for that item?

General PEAY. .

Mr. MCDADE. Give it to the staff as well.

General PEAY. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

Service ing for construction of the required facilities is found in the Mili
Construcﬁﬁ:lndxxgthorization Request for !;?scal Year 1996. The Army pro'ec??s'
shown in Division B, Military Construction Authorization, Title XXI—Army, Section
%Jlotd %x&h&med Army Construction and Land Acquisition Projects outside the

i .

Army Operations and Maintenance funding to support the prepositioning is shown
Budiet Activity #2, Mobilization for So?xltllllgwest Agl’: Prepogitimg.
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Mr. McDADE. What kinds of resource dollars are required to get
that division in place?

General PEAY. The equipment would come from across the world,
. but principally would come out of the prepositioned sets in Europe.
. There will be dollars associated with the transportation and
maintenance of that equipment. I don’t have a feel for that today.

Mr. MCDADE. Is all that coming out of Europe the best modern
stuff we have?

General PEAY. That will be modern equipment, yes sir. The divi-
sions will be equipped with the same sets of gear that they are cur-
rently manned with back in the States today.

Mr. MCDADE. Thank you, General.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Lewis.

THEATER BALLISTIC MISSILES

Mr. LEwis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Welcome, General. I am interested in your comments regarding
the problems of proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of
mass destruction. I would appreciate a discussion of theater missile
defense; specifically, one of the items I am interested in involves
unmanned aerial vehicles, but other comments you might have
about that whole problem. .

General PEAY. Yes, sir. It is clearly the threat I am principally
concerned about in the region.

During DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM the inability to
quickly close against that threat resulted in the shifting of a lot of
our air assets in what are commonly known as SCUD hunts. That
meant that those aircraft could not be used by commanders for-
ward in terms of intelligence or attacking targets that they had on
their list the following morning. So we need to get ourselves in a
tg(lnsi:ure that doesn’t put us in an operational status like that in the

ture, much less just thgrgrotection piece of that fight.
There is no one solution. There is no silver bullet for how to re-
spond to that. It is a combination of protective equipment and vac-
cines for our troops; it is a combination of intelligence, command,
control and communications, so that once we identify the threat
missile, we can respond to it in terms of communication, command
and control directions. Then it is a multi-layered air defense piece
that must control the deep part of that in terms of protection of
ports and the closure of the force. Additionally include the rapidly
attacking land forces, Marine and Army forces that are far out on
the point at 400 miles, need the shorter range capability that the
upper tier capability cannot in the near term protect. . |
think those are probably the four ways I would come at it.

INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITIES

Mr. LEWIS. General, as you know, there have been discussions
that swirl around North Korea relating to the question of nuclear
missile proliferation. I personally think that proliferation and the
potential of adversaries to deliver that kind of threat, along with
the terrorist threat, are the two most significant challenges that we
face, at least in the near term, and maybe the long term as well.

I would appreciate some discussion of our space-based capabili-
ties, what you think we are doing that is effective. What do we
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need? What should we be looking to in terms of priority for addi-
tional funding as it related specifically to the ballistic missile pro-
liferation and the nuclear threat that is connected with it?

General PEAY. . Probably the best is overhead imagery,
and I think we do a reasonably good job with that. There needs to
be balance across the three areas. As defense becomes strained and
operational tempos—OPTEMPO—increase, then you find the day-
to-day monitoring is reduced. I think we have to be very careful
today about reducing the robustness in those areas if we want to
know what is going on.

Mr. LEwiS. In another capacity, I have responsibility for
HUMINT for analysis and counterterrorism. I am very concerned
about the priority which we are giving those assets as it relates to
meeting this enge.

Do you think we are spending the kinds of resources—the
HUMI*T problem is a very real problem; are we giving it the m
ority that we need, and are the other elements that you descri
alread ﬁtting the kind of financial support that at least leads us
tow ing above average? I would hope we would be above av-

erage.
l'aenerzal PEAY. No commander is ever going to be satisfied with
intelligence or communications. Since we were young peogle, we
have always complained about those two functional capabilities.
Those officers take the biggest beating in every meeting that
ou have. . I don’t know how to answer your question on
udget priorities, because that is the Service Chief’s dilemma. He
is trying to spread shortages, and the Service Chief is trying to bal-
ance near term to long term. So I am a little hesitant, once I put
the requirement on the plate, to say how the Service Chief re-
sponds to that. :

OPERATION VIGILANT WARRIOR

Mr. YOUNG. Will the gentleman yield?

I would like to ask how much advance notice you had that Sad-
dam was going to move the forces to the south, or if you had any
advance notice at all prior to the movement?

General PEAY. Sir, we received—as I recall, about a . So
we had a week in there of discussions. I thought there were some
very quick responses by the leadership.

UNMANNED AERIAL VEHICLES

Mr. LEwIS. I recall General Schwarzkopf's reaction to the need
for real-time communication between the commanders in the field
and what could be observed.

Recently we have been testing some advanced unmanned aerial
vehicles. Have you been briefed on those?

General PEAY. .

Mr. DicKs. ?

Mr. LEwis. There is testing taking place now that you ought to
be briefed on, especially with your responsibilities there.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back. I was going to shift to training, and
we will get back to it.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Dicks.
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BOMBER CAPABILITY

Mr. Dicks. General Peay, I want to say how glad I am that you
have been selected to be at CENTCOM. I enjoyed very much work-
ing with you here in your role as the Vice Chief, and I am glad that
you are in this very important job. I think you will do an outstand-
ing job for the country.

A number of us on this Committee have been concerned about
our overall bomber capability and have advocated that Stealth
bombers, we think, can play a very important role not only in the
traditional thinking for strategic purposes, but also as a conven-
tional weapon.

There was a RAND study that was done about three years ago
that was commissioned by Secretary Aspin. I don’t think he ever
read it, because it didn’t quite say what he wanted to hear. Basi-
cally what the study said was that we have a deﬁcien%in stealthy
long-range bombers and that 20 bombers simply wouldn’t meet the
test.

In the Gulf War, we saw how effective the F-117 was in being
able to go in aia.inst very heavily defended targets that couldn’t
have been knocked out by conventional forces, or we would have
had to risk young peoples’ lives in airplanes that were not stealthy.
I think that proved the combat utility of Stealth technology being
able to operate autonomously.

It took us five months to get ready to fight this war. We didn’t
have an ability to stop Saddam in the Gulf. I remember going out
with Congressman Murtha and seeing—with a few Marines and a
few Army people—that is an awfully big desert; and it didn’t look
like much of a force to us at the time. Five months later it was
completely different. .

I mean, I don’t like to see us have our chain jerked by Saddam
Hussein. I would like to see this country have a capability that
could operate either from the United States out of Whiteman Air
Force Base, or you could deploy the B—2s to Diego Garcia. And if
Saddam is going to send his Republican Guard down, we could be
in a position to destroy that division in the field. . Would
that kind of capability be something you would be interested in?

General PEAY. Yes, sir.

Mr. Dicks. Whether we get the 20 B-2s or 40, that is something
you would favor, wouldn’t you?

General PEAY. Yes, sir. In training, we have exercises today
which we are flying both for deterrence and for training. We are
flying long-range B—-52, B—1s into the theater from the States to ex-
ercise that capability. Certainly if he launches with little notice
from those close divisions a hundred miles outside of Kuwait City,
that is the capability you will have to have to ruin his Sunday.

I guess the question is what is the balance of precision versus
nonprecision weapons that is required to attack large tank forma-
tions. That has to be balanced against another CINC, say in Korea,
where General Luck may be more interested in heavy tonnage in
mountainous areas and those kinds of things.

Mr. DICKs. . The thing that is important is that you have
these radars, and people forﬁet that even in places like Iraq or Iran
or Korea, you have very heavy radars. So the advantage that
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Stealth gives you is that where the B-18 or B-52s would have to
stand off and launch long- e cruise missiles that go to a fixed
point, using some of that to out some of the additional radars,
that would be no l[lu'oblem for the B-22 or F-117. Once that is done,
you can go in right over the target and use these munitions, what-
ever kinds you want, depending on the scenario.

I just think that this is a capability that we need to think more
about, and we are coming to a major decision point here whether
we leave the country, stop the production of this thing.

I talked with Colin Powell at the White House, and when this
decision came up, he recommended to Dick Cheney that we have
50 of these. Every study done says between 40 and 60 is the right
number.

Your B-52s and B-1s are going to have to stand off. They will
not be able to penetrate initially, or they will get shot down be-
cause of heavy radars that we face in these situations. I want you
to think about that.

[CLERK’S NOTE.—Classified insert removed.]

STRATEGIC LIFT

Mr. DicKS. Mobility. You mentioned in your statement that the
C-17 was used in this recent exercise. Could you tell us how well
it did in terms of——

General PEAY. I don’t know the details. My understanding is it
performed very well.

ou are goi.ndg to need a combination. I think the Air Force Chief

is doing a study, due out this fall that tries to address that. You

are going to need to move the outsized cargo as well as just ton-

nage, people and things. You are always going to be short on airlift.

question is how much can you buy? It needs to be a combina-
tion, whatever the budget will hold.

Mr. Dicks. But continued concern about mobility—this Commit-
tee under Chairman Murtha and our Ranking Member, Joe
McDade, we pushed on, I think we have done a good job of giving
you the resources.

Let me point out another troublesome thing. There is a discus-
sion under way to do away with the Federal Maritime Commission.
One of the acts administered under that Commission is the Ship-
ping Act of 1984, which was something that President Reagan pro-
moted. If that gets repealed and the Shipping Act of 1984 gets re-
pealed, it will force -Land and APL to locate offshore. They
would then not be available to us as they are today to do sealift.

In the Gulf War, I think 75 percent of what we sent there for
sustainment purposes went on those U.S.-flag carriers. I have
talked to General Rutherford about it. In the rush to get rid of the
Shipping Act of 1984, this will be a major blow, because even with
the sealift that we are going to buy, the extra Roll-on/Roll-off, RO-
ROs, and pre-positioning and the Ready Reserve fleet, you still
need to have ability to charter some U.S. carriers to carry
sustainment cargo; isn’t that correct?

General PEAY. Yes, sir. The challenge is, the more you have, the
quicker you close the force.

Itseemstomethechallengeistomakeallthishapgeninbal-
ance with the funding streams that we are dealing with here.
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READINESS AND SUSTAINABILITY OF FORCES

Mr. Dicks. As one of our top military commanders, let me ask
you, are we in a situation—with the size of the Army today coming
down to below 500,000, do you think we still have the forces to be
able to deploy to all these various commitments we are making in
terms of peacekeeping and still do the job that we are assigned to
do? Is this becoming a problem for you and your commands?

General PEAY. Sir, I am in a different position because I have no
major combat units assigned. Forces are provided to me. I can only
tell you that the forces that came over last October were in a ter-
rific state of readiness at that time.

In my travels around with soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines,
I have not picked up—they probably wouldn’t tell me—I haven’t
picked up the major, major concerns of operational tempo, but I
think probably the providing commanders back in the States would
have a different view of that. I have no major combat units as-
signed.

Mr. Dicks. One thing we are doing in the Intelligence Committee
is working mightily to get whatever intelligence we are able to
gather, whether it is signals intelligence or imagery, out to the bat-
tlefield commanders. This is one of the highest priorities. And
when you tell people that is one of your highest priorities, it makes
a difference. We collect all this intelligence, but we have a problem
getting the intelligence to field commanders, and that is a very
high priority.

I think we have a good architecture, so I think we are making
progress, along with MILSTAR, which I think will be important to
communications.

Mr. YOuNG. Will you yield? You asked the General about readi-
ness.

I would like to ask a follow-on, and that is what about sustain-
ability? You could be as ready as ready could be, but how long
could you sustain that if you had to deploy to a Southwest Asia
contingency?

I realize it depends on a lot of factors, but readiness is not the
only issue. You have to be able to sustain that readiness long
enough to win the battle.

General PEAY. My challenge is I don’t have visibility as a CINC
into all the tails that go back into the depot systems and back into
the spare parts piece. I have memories of my previous job, but in
this job, I hesitate to talk because in six to eight months you get
out of date very, very quickly.

Mr. Dicks. Do we have enough of a rotation base? You deploy;
at some point you will have to move troops in and out. Can we do
that with 600,000 people in the Army?

General PEAY. If it is the-only-war-in-town kind of a context,
then clearly you can do that. The CINCs and the Chiefs met week
before last and went through this NIMBLE DANCER wargame and
tried to determine if you could do two MRCs. It kind of came down
to . :

Mr. Dicks. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

. - ET. B
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TWO MAJOR REGIONAL CONTINGENCIES

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Mr. Dicks. General, you were quoted just
a few days ago that the Bottom-Up Review’s assumption that the
U.S. military would be able to fight and win two MRCs is based
on the assumption that certain force enhancers would be available
in the fiscal year 1999 to 2001 time frame.

Could you give us a quick briefing on what force enhancers you
were referring to?

General PEAY. Yes, sir. It is mainly those that I just mentioned.
at that particular period. I think those are the principal

ones.

Mr. YOUNG. Are those enhancers available now?

General PEAY. There are problems with airlift that have to be ad-
dressed. Sealift, there has been improvement. The precision muni-
tions are coming; we have to bed those down in theater. We don’t
have the time to take them over from the States, so that is some
of the work we have to do.

Mr. YOUNG. We will do the best we can to help provide those
enhancers.

Mr. Hobson.

TRAINING AND MODERNIZING THE FORCE

Mr. HOBSON: Mr. Chairman, let me go to another subject a bit
along this line. I appreciate all the stuff about precision strikes and
electronic gear. As an enlisted guy, a lot of times it didn’t work
when I was in the service a long time ago. There always has to be
somebody around who can pick up a weapon and walk or ride
someplace. I worry when not enough attention is being paid to the
pe:&le and their capability, because after you do all that other
stuff, somebody has got to go someplace, and I know that we are
not building any more big trucks.

General Schwarzkopf talked about, he couldn’t have gotten all
th(ﬁsiel people around over there if he didn’t have some trucks and
vehicles.

Mr. MURTHA. If the gentleman will yield, we were criticized se-
verely for adding funds for trucks. This Committee put in trucks.

Mr. HoBsoON. I wasn’t on this Committee then, but I came to a
couple of people on this subcommittee and suggested——

Mr. DICKS. It was the wrong size.

Mr. HoBsON. That is another point, the other size truck that has
some difficulty, as I understand it. That is my point.

Tanks may be a problem. We are not building—are we going to
buy foreign tanks? Are we going to build U.S. tanks, U.S. trucks
to get these people around?

nd, what are we doing about equipment for the person in the
field? I don’t hear an; y talking about new and improved capa-
bility there very much. All I hear about is tilt-wing irplanes.
next generation of helicopter may even be put off. t are we
going to do in this capabilitiy;?
_Is there any problem with munitions? Do we have enough muni-
tions now? In my district, they fly airplanes in all the time and
pick up munitions and take them all over the world. I don’t know
whether prepositioning is working or not. Every once in a while, I
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see a contingent of airplanes coming into Wright Patterson, picking
up.

My point is, move down to the people in the field. Do we have
that capability? Are we enhancing that capabili? to move and
equip people properly, to train them properly, to do the jobs that
are expected after the other stuff is done.

General PEAY. I have no major combat units assigned.

Mr. HOBSON. Part of your job is to know what is going on so you
can defend the area.

General PEAY. As I look at the forces that are provided today,
they are of the highest quality. I think the forces that are provided
are well equipped, have modernized gear, are well trained, and
have high morale.

It is back to the sustainability problem, and your er is right
on the point of that balance problem, and yet 1 would have to re-
8 y ask that you ask the Service Chief how he is balancing
that. And that is the Service Chief’s problem today. He is balancing
shortages, and he is looking over a budget that has come down over
many years. The question is, where is the upturn in terms of mod-
ernization? You have to do that modicum of things that keep this
moving.

On the other hand, I am just as worried that, in the outyears,
that we have no modernization. If it takes 10 or 15 years to bring
equipment on, the way we do things today, we can’t keep putting
that off. So it is the balance between the near-term sustainment
and the modernization piece.

Mr. HOBSON. You said something that concerns me, and that is
the time frame that we bring stuff on.

In business, one of the things we found out is the Japanese could
bring a car frame on a lot faster than we could for a long time. Our
car companies say, we have learned some things, and it doesn’t
take us the turnaround time.

Is the mili and the support from the private sector, are we
looking at our abilities—do you have input into these people as the
gi'ge of thing that you see from your commands that we need to do

erently?

General PeAY. In a war-fighting CINC job, I am not involved in
that. As a former Vice Chief in the Army, there was a lot of work
done on acquisition. I think there have been steps made to speed
up the process, but it is still a long process.

Mr. HOBSON. I know a lot of the Air Force stuff is done in my
district, and I know how long that takes. It is just, in this environ-
ment, we may have to look at some of those things as we go back.
That doesn’t help you in your current job, but it is something that
we have to look at here. .

Thank you very much for being here.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Hobson, thank you.

Mr. Bonilla.

WITHDRAWAL FROM SOMALIA

Mr. BONILLA. Good morning, General. I would like to begin with
something I saw last evening on one of the network newscasts.
That was a report that, as our Marines are preparing to deploy off
Somalia to aid in evacuation, they will be told not to defemf them-

- et > w3 e e e
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selves in the traditional way, but rather use some substance that
is fired from some kind of weapon, or rubber doughnuts. I am con-
cerned that the report—perhaps it was inaccurate—but there is
some concern over political correctness. Perhaps our troops out
there are told to go in a different direction, rather than just defend
themselves when attacked on foreign soil.

That concerned me greatly, that perhaps our Marines, as they
land in Somalia, were going to be unable to defend themselves as
they should.

neral PEAY. . They all know that they always have the
authority to act on a second’s notice to defend themselves. The coa-
lition task force commander, General Zinni, asked for some of these
nonlethal things as a way to do crowd control so he can perhaps
ketfa‘p that from escalating to a harder problem that he would have
to face.

We have talked to all of the faction leaders; we spent a lot of
time with Aideed. Last night, Ambassador Simpson faxed Aideed
a message that was very critical of his public performance, where
he is trying to bolster his place among his own constituencies. We
made it clear that we are not coming to stay in the area, that we
want to go in, withdraw the Pakistani’s last battalion, and come
out. We have made it clear that if there is provocation or hindrance
in that movement, that they will be subject to our actions. The Am-
bassador has reiterated that with Aideed.

We will have to continue to do that because Aideed is in that
process of continuing to make public announcements. .

Can those factional leaders control their people regardless of
what they are saying secretly? That is like the Saigon withdrawal
in the early 1970s. Crowds can get out of control. A long story
around, General Zinni wanted to have these nonlethal pellets, ways
that he could start dispersing crowds early on, at distance, versus
having that problem close on him quicker. But the servicemen
know that they always have authority to protect themselves and
take necessary actions.

Mr. BONILLA. So based on intelligence that you have now, you ex-
pect that to go as smoothly as possible, based on those who control
the different factions in Somalia?

General PEAY. We would hope that would be the case. But no
way would I sit here and tell you what you and I would call a re-
tirement operation is without risk. No question, it has risk associ-
ated with it.

GOLAN HEIGHTS

Mr. BoNILLA. I have a question—some have suggested that per-
haps American troops should serve as monitors in the Israeli-Syria
agreement in the Golan Heights. Two concerns I will ask you
about. If that were pursued, with the wild card being Syria, how
we can trust them to behave. The other question would be the wild
card we would create by being in and not allowing Israel to prop-
erly defend the area because we would be in the area.

neral PEAY. As you know, that is not my area of operation and
I really, other than just speculation, it would be unfair of me to
make a judgment in that area. I have not studied it to that degree.
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SAUDI ARABIA-YEMEN DISPUTE

Mr. BONILLA. One more question relates to Saudi Arabia and
Yemen and their border dispute. What do you think about the po-
tential threat to Saudi Arabia if Yemen becomes more aggressive?

General PEAY. I don’t think that Yemen, sir, is going to be a
threat to the Kingdom. I think probably it is just the opposite.
Those are long historic border discussions. .

Mr. BONILLA. As you know, I am a new Member on this Commit-
tee and have a lot to learn. I look forward to working with you as
we progress in this term. Thank you.

General PEAY. Thank you, sir.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Neumann.

Mr. NEUMANN. No questions, other than to say thank you for
being here. It is very informative.

GAO REPORT ON TWO MAJOR REGIONAL CONTINGENCIES

Mr. YOUNG. I would like to get your opinion on the issue of the
MRCs and the report of the GAO that was somewhat critical of
some of the assumptions of the DOD when establishing the Bot-
tom-Up Review.

The GAO expressed doubts as to whether the force structure has
sufficient strategic mobility available for deploying to two near-si-
multaneous MRCs, whether there are sufficient support forces
available, and could support forces from peacekeeping operations
be redeployed to a major regional conflict in sufficient time to meet
CINC requirements. They also expressed doubts that the Army Na-
Ei;).nal cCa%hla;d combat brigades could be deployed within 90 days of

ing called.

I know that you have touched on some of these issues already,
and I also know that these troops are not dedicated to your com-
mand. You call on them when needed. But as the Commander of
Central Command, I would think you would be real interested in
what is out there and available to you.

I v(vionder if you would comment on those points that the GAO
raised.

General PEAY. . .

Mr. YOUNG. What would have to be done to provide you with the
ﬂe:‘;’ibility that you are talking about? Where is the lack of flexibil-
ity?

General PEAY. .

Mr. YOUNG. Your use of the words “consistent turmoil,” tell us
something about that.

General PEAY. Well, I think over the years we find that 3

WARGAME OF TWO MRC SCENARIO

Mr:? YOUNG. Has Central Command wargamed the two MRC sce-
nario?

General PEAY. We have not done a complete wargame. We par-
ticipated in the Chairman’s NIMBLE DANCER wargame. We have
run some computerized runs against the advancements of the
threat and the forces that we commit against that threat to see
where we eventualllfy stabilize the leading edge of the battlefield, to
try to determine if we need so many divisions, so many carrier
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groups, et cetera, and at what places. We have not run what you
would call a full-up wargaming capability.

CENTCOM REGIONAL THREATS

Mr. YOUNG. General, Mr. Murtha and I have to leave to go to the
Rules Committee to try to continue the fast track that we have
tried to put the Defense Supplemental on, but before we do leave,
I wanted to ask one more question.

In the part of the world for which Central Command has respon-
sibility, where you have your jurisdiction, how stable would you say
that part of the world is today as it would affect a threat to our
interests?

General PEAY. I think it is the most violent area of the world
that we are dealing with today with the greatest chance of desta-
bilization in both the near term and the long term. The near term
is the Iraq threat.

In the long term, there are two, maybe three threats. There is
. When you put that together, you have for a period of time
a very tough region of the world that you have to deal with.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you very much for your appearance. Any time
you have something that you believe the Committee should be
made aware of, please consider this an invitation to make us aware
of it at your convenience.

Are there other questions? Mr. Dicks.

STRATEGIC AIRLIFT

Mr. DicKs. General, you mentioned a couple of times your con-
cern abeut airlift. Can you tell me what that is?

General PEAY. I just think that in the near term, despite some
splendid work that has been done to try to enhance the age and
the maintenance status of the current C—-141 fleet, that with the
numbers involved and the wear and tear that is on that fleet today,
there are going to have to be some major improvements in the air-
lift side of that to handle both tactical and cargo lift requirements.
It is going to require the completion of this study that the Air
Force Chief is doing today, and that is how to get to this problem
of airlift.

Mr. DicKS. Some of us in the Congress have suggested that we
ought to look at, in combination with the C-17—we favor the C-
17, of course, but that you ought to look at a nondevelopmental air-
craft; in other words, you could buy something off the shelf.

I have my favorite, the 747 freighter. There are many applicants.
But the GAO did a study in which they suggested that combining
65 to 70 C—17s with 60 747 freighters, you could actually save the
taxpayers $10 billion over the next 10 or 15 years in terms of doing
a combination.

We have looked at the ability to use that and it would work. So
we are trying to figure out ways to do it, but there are some who
don’t want to consider anything other than just C-17s, and they
are very expensive; I just point this out.

If you have any comments, I would be glad to have them now or
for the record. We are trying to help.

[The information follows:]
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Although both the C-17 and the 747 freighter—the commercial version of the
Non-Developmental Airlift Aircraft (NDAA)—would help meet USCENTCOM’s stra-
tegic mobility requirements, the C—17 has some distinct advantages. First, the C—
17 can carry outsized cargo, such as the Army’s M1A1 tanks, a capability currently
available in only one other airframe, the C-5. Additionally, the C-17 can be air-re-
fueled, and can operate into short, unimproved airfields common in the Central Re-
gion. The C-17 also takes less space to park on the airfield than the NDAA. In
many cases, two or more C—17s can park in the space required by one 747. That
feature, coupled with a C-17 average ground time of one hour, versus the three
hours required for the 747, dramatically increases the amount of the C-17 can
deliver over the 747. Additionally, the C-17 has airdrop capability, the 747 does not.

Although the 747 is a proven airframe; we view it as a supplement to the C-17,
not a replacement. I suspect that once the decisions have been made, we will see
a mixture of both the C—17 and the selected NDAA. Determining that mix is beyond
my area of expertise. The Air Mobility Command (AMC) has been commissioned by
the Secretary of the Air Force to conduct a Strategic Airlift Force Mix Analwﬂrms
(SAFMA) study for this very tglurpose Their recommendations, due this fall, will be
instrumental in determining the proper mix of C-17 and NDAA aircraft.

General PEAY. I know you are trying to help, sir.

Mr. HOBSON. Were those new or used freighters?

Mr. DickKs. They could be both.

FISCAL YEAR 1995 SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST

Mr. LEwis. Mr. Chairman—we have exercised ourselves pretty
extensively because of our concerns about the impact of contin-
gencies upon the limited resources available to carry forward the
responsibilities ly;ou face. I am interested in your views about this
Supplemental, the need and urgency for it.

On the record, as long as we are pushing ourselves as we are,
I would like to know what the Genera? has to say.

General PEAY. Yes, sir. I think it is a must.

The contingency operations have happened, there has been some
movement of funds to handle those. Some of the contingency oper-
ations have very good training, but it is a cut at the O&M budgets
of all of the Services.

It is fundamental that the Services get this money to make up
for the diversion they have had to go through as we have gone to
an increased mode of responding on short notice to these new world
requirements.

r. LEwis. Not all of us supported all these contingencies, but
when I visited Haiti, I was impressed by the training opportunity.
Once you are there, you are there; and it was a good experience,
but the financial drain is very real.

We have been communicating at the CINC level about this ques-
tion since November or December. The Committee has decided to
move the Supplemental because we are not getting response at the
highest level of the Administration. There is some public discussion
about differences here, but there is time between now and the time
we nio to conference to settle differences. But in the meantime, I
think the urgency is very real.

Thank you.

Mr. MCDADE. Any further questions? The gentleman from Wash-
ington.

DUAL TASKING DURING TWO MAJOR REGIONAL CONTINGENCIES

Mr. Dicks. I don't think you answered this one. I will read this
question.



225

According to the Bottom-Up Review, certain specialized assets
would be dual tasked, shifted from the first regional conflict to the
second. Examples include F-17, airlift, sealift and air reconnais-
sance which DOD assumed dual tasking would occur. It did not
analyze how assets would be shifted from one conflict to another.

Is that a valid criticism of the Bottom-Up Review and has any-
thing been done to fix that problem?

General PEAY. There is going to have to be some dual tasks. The
Joint Staff has to go through just what those assets are.

Mr. Dicks. There is a list, GAO points out the shortfalls in units
for a single regional conflict, and it goes from aviation, chemical,
engineering, medical, ordnance, quartermaster, signal, right down
the line and that shortage is 38 and the shortage if you have 2 con-
flicts is 654 units. That is why people on the Hill are worried that
we don’t have the ability, the resources to handle two major contin-
gencies.

General PEAY. Those are what you would call generic combat
service support assets, truck companies, and hospitals. Those are
the ones I was talking about that are below the line. There needs
to be some reordering of that, and Total Army Analysis between
now and May will look at what those shifts should be.

My caution is that you don’t make a radical shift to a lot of that.
Take the DESERT STORM piece. When we needed truck battalions
in DESERT STORM, we converted battalions at Fort Lewis, Wash-
ington, and moved them as truck battalions into the Desert.

We don’t want to do this across the force in large numbers, but
I would go to some reordering in the middle of the fight and try
to get that list lined up so we can fight MRC East and MRC West.
Most of those are Army units; we are not going to have an 800,000-
man Army, so you have to be careful that you don’t give up combat
units to fill them up with these combat service support units to
kﬁep this thing in such balance. We can’t afford to go that way ei-
ther. ' '

READINESS OF THE ENHANCED BRIGADES

Mr. Dicks. Going back to two MRCs, it says the Army’s portion
of the forces for a two-conflict scenario consists of 10 active divi-
sions and 15 Army National Guard Enhanced Brigades. The 15
Guard brigades include eight heavy brigades and seven light bri-
gades. Are you confident that the Bottom-Up Review’s goal of the
Guard Enhanced Brigades being ready to deploy 90 days after
being called to active duty is currently realistic?

General PeAy. .

Mr. Dicks. How about the ones that are assigned to you?

General PEAY. I don’t have those Enhanced Brigades assigned to
me by title. The plan will come out. They will tab the specific units
by number that will come to us. That is not taking place because
the 15 Enhanced Brigades are a recent add-on.

Mr. Dicks. We went through this last time when the Guard was
not deployed because there was a question of their fitness to de-
ploy. Some people said it would have been a disastrous decision to
deploy them.

General HOBSON. The Army Guard or the Air Guard?
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Mr. Dicks. Army Guard. It was just the readiness of the forces.
The Guard units and the Air Reserve units, especially Air Force
and others, did a very good job. But in combat brigades there was
a problem of ability to deploy.

Are you comfortable—have we made any progress in that area?

General PEAY. I am sure there has been some progress made. I
don’t have visibility of that. It is a challenge that we are going to
have to work on.

Mr. Dicks. ESﬁ;cially with a smaller Army, it seems to me that
making sure we have made progress on that to be a high prior-
ity.

General PEAY. I agree. I think the challenge is, when you bring
an Army down this small, the Reserve Components must do the
job. Frankly, I am always astounded at how well they do and how
many hours that they put into their military business from a pa-
triot standpoint and continue their civilian occupations. I have
never been critical of their patriotism.

Mr. Dicks. No one is questioning their patriotism, but there is
a question over sending somebody into combat unprepared.

neral PEAY. We are ngl?ing to have to get them ready.

Mr. Dicks. Do you think 90 days is enough?

General PEAY. If we can get them properly equipt{)ed and get into
a reasonably good training program and they can do the recruiting
they have to do. Their reenlistment and recruiting statistics are not
the best across the line today because of the enormous hours that
go into this business. That is what I meant. I am surprised they
do as well as they do today.

High-tech warfare has not made the business easier in terms of
time and has not made the job any easier. It comes down to pru-
dent risk.

Mr. DICKS. Are they getting to the National Training Center?

General PrAy. Sir, I don’t have visibility from overseas today.
This discussion is one of the risk and one of casualties and how
much. No one wants to have casualties, but how much is the Na-
tion ready to absorb today?

And we have gotten ourselves, unfortunately, we have percep-
tually gotten ourselves in a position because of the enormous suc-
cess in Desert Shield and Desert Storm that we probably don’t
have the Nation properly prepared for what combat no y does
to us in this tough business. So it is a case of risk, prudent risk
and casualties.

PERSIAN GULD SYNDROME

Mr. Dicks. This is something I saw on TV the other night. It was
on—about the Persian Gulf Syndrome and the problems that peo-
ple are having. This is not your responsibilita';e ut there are some
people who say we have ways to cure what problems are, give
them heavy antibiotics, and yet we are still having a problem with
the Army willing to recognize its responsibility. I mean, these are
people that were part of CENTCOM, went out to serve their coun-
try.
You were the Vice Chief of the Army. Why is this such a problem
to come to closure? If there is a way to treat these people, why
aren’t we doing it? Do you have any idea? )
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General PEAY. I don’t. I have had my command surgeon come in
once a month because a headline comes up in the paper on this ill-
ness with regularity. Because of the speeches, I have had him try
to lay out for me what is the status today. I have talked to the
DOD health leader. There are lots of studies that have been done.

Certainly I can tell you in the community there is an open hand
to anyone that has a concern in this area to report himself and go
through this series of regimens that are associated with trying to
get at the bottom of this. I can only assure you that there is an
openness to do something.

Mr. DICcKs. This is one we have to talk to the Secretary about.

General PEAY. I am out of my lane.

Mr. HOBSON. If the gentleman would yield. Along that line in
your overall planning—I know when you are thinking about how
many people you are going to put in and equipment and stuff, it
is not necessarily your high priority, but I wonder if you have peo-
ple looking at various parts of the world that you are responsible
for, and other places. Because in Vietnam there are other types of
disela:lses that people get because they are in a particular part of the
world.

Do you have anybody in your group that I look at—the question
of if we do this again, what will we do differently in talking to peo-
ple when the kinds of environment they are going to be in. That
is, if we have that opportunity in time. Do you have anybody look-
ing at that sort of thing so you can be prepared if something simi-
lar comes up in the future?

General PEAY. Yes, sir, we do. We are trying to get ahead of the
problem. We have study teams today . So that kind of re-
search is ongoing.

Mr. HoBsON. Had that been happening prior to this engagement
or is this something relatively new?

General PEAY. Sir, I just don’t know.

Mr. HoBsoN. Is there any way to——

General PEAY. Certainly, I can provide the information to you for
g:: record. I would be glad to go back home and ask questions on

t.

[The information follows:]

The military medical departments have long recognized that Disease and Non-
Battle Injury (DNBI) casualties for all military operations throughout recorded his-
tory have exceeded those produced as a direct result of combat. Additionally, our
most recent experience in Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM re-
sulted in post conflict casualties—probably best included in the DNBI category—
with a constellation of medical problems now known as the Gulf War Syndrome. It
follows, then, that a major part of the CENTCOM’s job is to identify current DNBI
threats within our theater in order to prevent casualties wherever possible. There
are at least seven sources of information presently utilized to address the DNBI
threats within the CENTCOM Area of Responsibility (AOR). These include:

. L. Disease surveillance data reported from military units permanently stationed
in the CENTCOM AOR;

2. Disease surveillance and experiential data collected and reported from military
units deployed to the AOR on operations or exercises;

3. Medical observations and experiential data from U.S. Embassy health units;

4. Theater level medical surveillance and investigative data o{tained when the
Problem Definition and Assessment (PDA) team deploys on major operations and ex-
eter;il:esbeilr; vS-ENTCOM,s AOR (NOTE: See a more complete description of the PDA

5. Intelligence assessments provided by the Armed Forces Medical Intelligence
Center, CE OM & Joint Staff Intelligence; .
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6. Reports and information from medical research projects in the AOR m
and/or directed by the U.S. Army Medical Research and Development
(e.g., malaria vaccine trials); and

7. Reports and information from regional medical research laboratories located
within the CENTCOM AOR, namely the Naval Medical Research Unit Number
Three in Egypt and the Army Medical Research Institute in Kenya.

All of the medical threat information from these various sources is then centrally
analyzed by our CENTCOM Surgeon. The resultinf medical assessments are then
further verified and/or modified based on personal appraisals by the CENTCOM
staff before inclusion in operational g)lanning and/or execution. short, casualty
prevention is a major focus for the U.S. Central Command.

Description of PDA Team Make-up Function: Major deployments virtually alwa
have a medical surveillance system instituted whereby DNBI threats can be
tected immediately after surfacing and can be effectively countered. Taken to the
next step, medical surveillance at the theater level began to evolve during the Viet-
nam conflict. The Field Epidemiological Survey Team (FEST) deployed to Vietnam
with the 5th Special Forces Group to investigate disease outbreaks, to teach preven-
tive medicine principles to the indigenous population as well as U.S. troops, and to
perform laboratory diagnostic surveys defining disease prevalence. Since that time,
this theater level concept has continued to evolve to what is now known as the Prob-
lem Definition and Assessment (PDA) team.

Historically, CENTCOM has been a Brime user of the PDA team. Iniﬁfllxl"l‘tll-‘le
PDA team augmented the Rapid epltxment Joint Task Force ( ),
CENTCOM'’s forerunner. Since then, the PDA team has deployed on virtually every
Bright Star exercise, investigating disease outbreaks in Jordan (765th ) and
the Sinai (Multinational Force), deployed in su&port of Operations DESERT
SHIELD and DESERT STORM, and deployed with the advance parties on our most
recen[t‘Arﬁ?lior operations—Operation S"FORE HOPE in Somalia and Operation
VIGI WARRIOR in Kuwait. In Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR—a large
scale return to the Persian Gulf regio e PDA team was a pl,ln{er in support-
ing CENTCOM efforts to prevent casualties as a result of DNBI. The composition
of the team supporting Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR provided the necessary ex-
pertise—epidemiology, occupational medicine, infectious disease, toxicology, air qual-
ity assessment, and diagnostic laboratory capability—to address all aspects of cas-
ualty prevention.

Mr. MCDADE. The time of the gentleman has expired. Chairman
Young has a series of questions that will be inserted in the record
and we ask for your responses to them. Thank you very much.

. The Committee is adjourned until 10:00 o’clock tomorrow morn-

ing.
[CLERK’S NOTE.—Questions submitted by Mr. Young and the an-
swers thereto follow:]

PRIORITIES AND DEFICIENCIES

Question. General Peay, CENTCOM is somewhat unique because of the fact that
units which would participate in a conflict in your area of responsibility are not
under your day to day command, but would be assigned to you in case of a war.

Nevertheless, in terms of your assessment of the units that would probably be
under your command in case of a war, what are the major shortfalls in Personnel;
Training; Equipment; and Maintenance?

[CLERK'S NOTE.—The Department was unable to provide a re-
sponse in time to be printed in this hearing volume.]
LmQtt‘;atwn What are the top ten items on your most recent Integrated Priority

To what extent does the current budget and the Five Year Defense Plan ade-

quately fund these g:orities?
Answer. . Generally speaking, the fiscal year 1996 budget and the Future
port for Sizategic. Mobility ‘aas. Proposiiining chisctives. atcts maciciomal sk
for ic ility ai positioning objectives a additio: isk to
R s S S

e m-Up ew an s oni sup

USCENTCOM'’s strategy of placing a second Arm Br?::lde inlgouﬂ\west Asia. The
ﬁrstphaseofaﬂlmeympmgamwbuﬂdwm{ousingforﬂnemondbﬁgadem-




229

quires $48.1 million of Army Military Construction (MILCON) funding in fiscal year
1996. The Air Force MILCON requirement for prepositioned facilities requires $17.1
million in fiscal year 1996. These requirements are fully supported. .

TRAINING

Question. As Commander in Chief you have responsibility for deciding what an-
nual training the forces under your command require.

From your perspective has training of the forces which would be under your com-
mand in case of a conflict been adequate in the past year?

Answer. USCENTCOM does not have permanent forces assigned. We rely on the
force providers to conduct annual training. We have conveyed the needs and re-
quirements unique to our area of responsibility to them. From my observation of the
exercises we have conducted over the past year, these forces are mission capable
and ready to fight.

Question. To what extent have any training exercises been canceled in the past
Bt:)ar because of the Services’ O&M funds being diverted to contingency operations?

you see any degradation of readiness because of the increase in contingencies?

Answer. During fiscal year 1995, no USCENTCOM sponsored exercise was can-
celled because of Service O&M funds being diverted to contingency operations. We
have seen no degradation of readiness because of the increase in contingencies.
However, several exercises were cancelled, postponed, or restructured due to the
non-availability of forces. Thirteen were cancelled due to VIGILANT WARRIOR and
one due to Somalia.

Question. Please comment on the training value of scheduled joint exercises ver-
sus conducting contingency operations as they occur.

Answer. Joint exercises, conducted with our regional allies in the Central Region,
offer an opportunity for deliberate face-to-face planning with the host nation. Dum;g
this planning process, command & control and interoperability issues are resolv
before they become a problem. Combined training and operations objectives are also
determined through deliberate planning. These ol (i'ectives form the basis for improv-
ing U.S. and host nation forces’ ability to respond to actual contingency situations.
In essence, it is through exercises that specitic preparation for response to contin-
gencies is practiced.

Question. What training exercises have been scheduled for fiscal year 1995? Do
you foresee any cancellations? If so, why?

Answer. A total of 103 combined exercises were scheduled for fiscal year 1995. Of
these, 30 are Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) exercises using JCS provided strategic lift.
To date, 13 exercises were cancelled due to Operation VIGI WARRIOR. Of
these 13 cancelled, 4 have been rescheduled.
su%uesti.on. Are the funds included in the Services’ fiscal year 1996 budget request

cient for your projected training needs?

Answer. With the current exercise schedule, yes. However, there is no funding
room to accommodate an increase in participation should the host nation so request,
as has happened on other exercises in recent years.

Question. A continued concern of the CINCs has been the impact of a high tempo
of operations on morale, quality of life and readiness.

Certain types of units have been deployed time after time in recent years. From
your perspective, is there a shortfall of certain types of units in the force structure
as outlined in the Bottom-Up Review?

To what extent are you relying on Reserve Components to meet OPTEMPO re-
quirements caused by uent deployments?

Have you noticed any decline in morale because of the high tempo of operations?

Answer. Even though USCENTCOM does not have permanently assigned forces,
we share the same concerns regarding the impact hiﬁh OPTE has on deployed
personnel and their families. We depend on the other CINCs/Services to provide
trained and ready forces in resﬁonse to directed missions. . While the oper-
ational requirements placed on U.S. personnel has been demanding, we have not ex-

rienced any decline in morale. The forces provided by the owning CINCs have

n, without exception, highly motivated, professional, and ready to complete their
assigned tasks.

SHIFTING ASSETS BETWEEN REGIONAL CONFLICTS

Question. According to the Bottom-Up Review, certain specialized assets would be
dual-tasked—i.e., shi from the first regional conflict to the second. Examples of
this include the F-17, airlift, sealift and air reconnaissance assets. The General Ac-
counting Office study states in part, “although DoD assumed that dual-tasking
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w&uldoccur, it did not analyze how assets would be shifted from one conflict to an-
other.”

Is that a valid criticism of the Bottom-Up Review?

Answer. It more correctly questions the Department of Defense (DoD) Bottom-Up
Review analysis for completeness. The Bottom-Up Review was intended as a pro-
gramming document, not as a thorough analysis. U.S. Central Command
(USCENTCOM), U.S. Pacific Command (USPACOM), and U.S. Forces Korea
(USFK) are currently working the two nearly simultaneous Major Regional Conflict
(MRC) issue. The results of that study will be a close examination of the CIN
warfighting requirements and the feasibility of shifting key forces from one theater
to another. We will know the answer to that question by the end of fiscal year 1995.
The Joint Staff analysis of this issue continues, however ———,

Question. The GAO study also states as follows, “DoD officials i that be-
cause a model for two near simultaneous conflicts does not exist, identifies the
specific number of assets required for each conflict and assumed that dual-tasking
would compensate for any shortfalls.” From Mve, is the assumption that
“dual tasking would compensate for any sh a ulg assumption?

Answer. USCENTCOM's joint study with U.S. ific Command and U.S.
Forces, Korea and other studies, such as the Total Army Analysis, are expected to
provide more information through their ing studies.

Question. Concern has been exp about whether forces pamcépa in
peacekeeping operations will be available in sufficient time to meet CIN i
case of a major regional conflict.

What is your view on the extent to which military units involved in i
peacekeeping operations can be redeployed to your command in a timely

For example, what about transportation units that move cargo and personnel
through ports? Wouldn’t they be involved in the debarkation from a peacekeeping
operation at the very time they would be needed in the early stages of a major re-
gional conflict(s)?

Answer. The question of “frictionless” withdrawal of forces from an ing peace
operation has been examined extensively most recently in the x final an-
swer is that there probably is no such thing as “frictionless” withdrawal. The De-

partment of Defense continues to examine “offsets,” such as allied and coalition
port, contract support, and Reserve Component forces to replace “one-of-a-kind”
units like the Army’s 7th Transportation Command.

A major concern is the combat readiness of Combat Arms units which have par-
ticipated in a peace operation and not trained on their wartime Mission Essential
Tasks. Based on the amount of time a maneuver unit participates in an action like
Haiti, it will require re-training in its primary mission skills.

Question. Given the current projected force structure, would the occurrence of two
near simultaneous Major Regional Conflicts inevitably mean that the U.S. would
have to withdraw from any ongoing participation in any peacekeeping effort?

Answer. The tion would have to be qualified as to the nature of the peace
operation, the political implications involved, and the type of unit participating. For
example, the United States’ longstanding participation in the Sinai with one battal-
ion would probably not be impacted while a significant U.S. military ground force
commitment to Bosnia for moe enforcement would be another matter.

Some forces, including low the line” Combat Service Su;‘)‘mx: forces, would
have to be withdrawn from peacekeeping, but the question as to many"' cannot
be categorically answered.

DEFENSE PLANNING GUIDANCE

Question. The May 1994 Defense Planning Guidance contains a scenario deg::hng‘ i
two near simultaneous conflicts and is being used to develop program and budget
requirements for the strategy. Do you have any concerns about the defense planning
guidance scenario for the two ict straf

Answer. Our main concern was with the time split between initiation of both cri-

ses. .
uestion. If so, how do you differ from the DoD or the Joint Chiefs of how the
U.S. should conduct a two conflict situation?

Answer. We differ only in the assumed time split between combat ents
in both theaters and, the associated level of risk. We believe that the shorter the
separation between initiation of crises, the greater the risk.

uestion. Based on your knowledge of the Bottom-Up Review and the Five Year
Defense Plan, do you think they provide the force structure and funding to execute
the two-conflict strategy?
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Answer. We believe the “above the line” (combat) forces are there to accomplish
the two Major Regional Conflict (MRC) objectives. We will have a better idea of both
“above” and “below the line” (combat service/service support) force caBabilit:ies once
we compile an integrated two MRC Time-Phased Force Deployment Data (TPFDD)
during our current planning cycle. Funding appears to be adequate as long as we
can procure the programmed force enhancements, such as the critical ashore
ser:m;taitioning, C-17 airlifters, and Large Medium-Speed Roll-on/Roll-off (RO/RO)

ift ships reguested, and if the cost of military operations other than war
(MOOTW) doesn’t degrade our state of readiness.

uestion. The Committee is advised that your command is undertaking a study
which will address: Number and types of assets required to shift between conflicts;
Apportionment of strategic mobility assets; and The mix of combat and st:ﬂport ca-
pabilities? When will your study be complete? Do you have preliminary results?

Answer. The Chairman directed such a study last iw,'ear to my predecessor, General
Hoar, and CINCPAC at the time, Admiral Larson. It is an on-going joint study be-
tween USCENTCOM and USPACOM. . We have only scratched the surface
in analyzing the Combat Support (CS) and Combat Service Support (CSS) require-
ments of a two MRC scenario. . Preliminary results of our study have been
provided to the Joint Staff. The study is on-going, and we intend to continuously
update our analysis. 3 .

INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT TO THE WARFIGHTER

Question. In the aftermath of DESERT SHIELD/DESERT STORM, tﬂlestions
were raised about shortfalls in Intelligence Community support for the military ef-
forts specific to that conflict, as well as for military planning and deployment re-
quirements in other areas. In your opinion, have steps been taken to improve co-
operation and provide better intelligence support for your operational missions?
What changes have been made to improve on-scene intelligence support to forward
deployed forces in your area of responsibility (AOR)?
er. 3
Question. In your view, has the Defense Intelligence Community fully adjusted to
the changes in the environment associated with today’s operational requirements?
Answer. Yes. The Defense Intelligence Community’s ability to react quickly and
to organize its resources has been shown by .
Question. As part of the Command’s Intelligence Architecture program, a “CINCs
theater intelligence priority list” is prepared and submitted to Pentagon budget
planners. What are your top intelligence priorities contained in your intelligence pri-
ority list? Elaborate on how well the Service Headquarters, OSD intelligence activi-
ties and the Military Intelligence Board (MIB) dealt with and what action has been
taken to fill your identified intelligence priorities. Has any item submitted on your
most recent lists been fixed?
Answer. USCENTCOM intelligence planning priorities focus on the timely deliv-
ery of high quality, pertinent intelligence to the commander in the field. Much
Brogress has been made since the last CENTCOM intelligence priority list was pub-
ished. CENTCOM has been very successful in addressing and in attaining support
for planning priorities with the Services, OSD and the MIB. All CENTCOM plan-
ning priorities are being supported with positive and appropriate actions. The Com-
mand has solicited and gained support for issues through the Intelligence, Surveil-
lance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) Assessment Team of the Joint Requirements Over-
sight Council (JROC) of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS). The Military Intelligence
Board (MIB) provides a useful management mechanism to assist Intelligence Com-
munity decision makers in focusing on important long rangéa warfighting issues and
critical near term contingency issues as they occur. The MIB has tasked appropriate
Services and agencies to solve issues discovered during DESERT STORM, Somalia,
and Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR. Regular feedback and active participation in
the JROC and MIB processes ensure that CENTOM intelligence priorities are met.
Question. Are there any intelligence products or support that you requested but
ed to receive for any reason, including problems caused by classification? Do you
receive timely and responsive answers to requirements you levy on the Intelligence
Community?

Answer. .

Question. The National Security Agency’s (NSA) role is being a Combat Support
Agency whose primary mission of Signals Intelligence is to support the warfighters.
Have you been contacted by various Intelligence Community activities, such as the
Defense Airborne Reconnaissance Office, Central Imagery ce, National Security
Agency, Defense Intelligence Agency, National Reconnaissance Office, and Defense
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Mapping Agency, to obtain your approval and certification that the advanced devel-
opxl:nt projects they are undertaking meet your requirements?
swer. .

Question. Previous reports indicate that an overabundance of intelligence reports
and summaries are electronically transmitted to the CINCs and subordinate com-
mands from the various intelligence agencies and military intelligence organiza-
tions. Many of these documents are reported to be lengthy and repetitious, and they
clog the communications pipeline during high-tempo operations. In your view, is
there an overabundance or duplication of intelligence information being transmit-
ted? Any suggestion on how this situation can be corrected?

Answer. The national intelligence agencies, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the Uni-
fied Commands have greatly reduced duplication and circular reportm&eThe intel-
ligence community has undergone and continues to undergo changes to way the
do business. This change focuses on the proper division of effort among the intel-
ligence agencies to prevent duplicate collection, processing and dissemination. The
intelligence community has made and will continue to significant progress re-
garding these fixes.

Question. Additionally, field commanders have at times complained of not receiv-
ing useful and timely intelligence support. This problem has been attributed in part
to the lack of interoperability between and among a number of Service and agency
communications and intelligence systems. Are there interoperability issues or com-
munications shortfalls standing in the way of your receiving the necessary intel-
ligence support?

Answer. Interoperability is one of the key concerns for USCENTCOM in its daily
activities. USCENTCOM requires all supporting Unified Commands deploying into
the USCENTCOM Area of Responsibility to come equipped with compatible and
interoperable Joint Deployable Intelligence Support Systems (JDISS). With the
widesgread degloyment of JDISS equipment to all Unified Commands, this inter-
operability problem has been significantly reduced. The Military Intelligence Board
and the Defense Intelligence community in a united effort have made jor
progress to standardize on a select set of migration applications and the elimination
of legacy systems that were not interoperable.

Problems remain when going from the Secure Compartmented Information (SCI)
level to the Secret collateral level. Improvement is still needed in moving intel-
ligence from the CINC level through the component level and down. There are some
interoperability problems among Service, CINC, component and other systems
which limit our ability to provide usable, accessible intelligence products to
warfighters. The Global Command and Control System (GCCS) will be a significant
step towards improving interoperability among these systems, and will provide an
environment in which full interoperability can be provided.

Question. How would you characterize the value and level of SIGINT support pro-
Vi?nds by NSA during the recent military contingency in Somalia?

wer. .

Question. Is the NSA collection and reporting effort meeting your needs? Can im-
provements be made?

Answer. NSA's collection efforts are fully attuned to the requirements of this com-
mand and, along with its analytic and reporting efforts, have provided consistently
superb support. The working relationship between CENTCOM and NSA on si
intelligence (SIGINT) collection and reporting programs has been close and highly
effective in making the best use of available rescurces.

CENTCOM strongly supports the current satellite initiatives that would enhance
the broad area coverage capability for improved battlefield knowl and quality
" of our intelligence databases. Further, we are working closely with to enhance
our total SIGINT capability by expanding third party relationships.

PREPOSITIONING

Question. The afloat prepositioning based on the maritime prepositioni
force (MPF) worked very well duri? %rﬁgéﬁn'r SHIELD. However, in its inspecti n%g
trips to the Gulf during DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM, the Committee
found that a significant portion of the equipment on the maritime preposition ships
was somewhat dated. Comment in general, and provide details for the record, as to
whether the mix of equipment on these ships is up to date and compatible with the
equipment normally by the units in training?

[CLERK’S NOTE.—The Department was unable to provide a re-
sponse in time to be printed in this hearing volume.]
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Question. What is the extent of the current stockpile of prepositioned equipment
in the CENTCOM Region?

Answer.

ngstwn What shortcomings remain in terms of land-based prepositioned equip-
ment?

What is being done to overcome that deficiency?

Are there adequate funds in this budget and the Five Year Defense Plan to meet
your objectives for land based prepositioned equipment in the CENTCOM Region?

Answer. The current plan for Army prepositioning ashore mcludes one heavy bri-
gade in Kuwait and another heavy brigade plus a division base “minus” ——. We
are asking for $48.1 million in fiscal year 1996 as the first part of a $177.9 million
Military Construction (MILCON) project to construct facilities as well as
$394.1 million in Operation & Maintenance (O&M) funding ove<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>