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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN, CHAIRMAN 
Chairman LEVIN. Good morning, everybody. Today we receive 

testimony on the posture of U.S. forces in the Asia Pacific and the 
status of the U.S. military strategic global distribution and deploy-
ment capabilities. 

On behalf of the committee, I’d like to welcome Admiral Bob Wil-
lard, Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, and General William 
Fraser, Commander of the U.S. Transportation Command. The 
committee appreciates your years of faithful service and the many 
sacrifices that you and your families make for our Nation. Like-
wise, we greatly appreciate the service of the men and women, 
military and civilian, who serve with you in your commands. Please 
convey to them our admiration and our appreciation for their self-
less dedication. 

Admiral Willard, this will be in all likelihood your last hearing 
before this committee after a full and productive tour as com-
mander of our forces in the Pacific. On behalf of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, I’d like to thank you for your service and your 
leadership in this important assignment. 

Before and beyond that, your decades of selfless and devoted 
service to our Nation included assignments as commander of the 
United States Pacific Fleet, Vice Chief of Naval Operations, com-
mander of the U.S. Seventh Fleet, and commanding officer of the 
air carrier USS Abraham Lincoln. 

I note that your wife Donna is here this morning, as she’s been 
with us in past hearings. I’d also like to especially thank her for 
her many contributions and sacrifices. We all know very well the 
importance of our military families to the success of our armed 
forces and we wish you both and the entire Willard family the very 
best in the future. 

This is General Fraser’s first hearing as Commander of Trans-
portation Command. As we heard from the Secretary of Defense 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff earlier this month, 
the President’s recently unveiled defense strategic guidance in-
cludes a reemphasis on the Asia Pacific, a region that is impacted 
by what has been called the tyranny of distance, which puts a pre-
mium on the capabilities provided by the Transportation Com-
mand, capabilities that have been stressed and honed over more 
than ten years of military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. So 
we also look forward to General Fraser’s testimony on the status 
of Transportation Command and its important global mission. 

Relative to the Asia Pacific, the United States has been and will 
continue to be present and active in the region because of our com-
mitments to our allies and our partners and also because of the 
clear U.S. national interests there. The leadership change in North 
Korea occasioned by the recent death of long-time dictator Kim 
Jong Il opens new questions about possible future threats from an 
oppressive regime that has shown little in cooperating with the 
international community and little concern for the wellbeing of its 
people. 

We are mindful that the security situation on the Korean Penin-
sula remains tense and as of yet there are no indications that the 
situation will improve under the new regime. North Korea con-
tinues to pursue its nuclear and ballistic missile programs and, 
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with its history of deadly unprovoked military attacks on South 
Korea, there is little reason for optimism for a prompt resolution 
of the tensions on the peninsula. In fact, over the weekend North 
Korea issued its usual threats in response to the military training 
exercises conducted by the United States and South Korea every 
year at this time. 

China’s rising and global influence and rapid military growth, 
coupled with the overbreadth of its claims in the South China Sea 
and the East China Sea and its increasing propensity for chal-
lenging conflicting claims of its regional neighbors, unsettles the re-
gion and raises concerns about the prospects for miscalculation. 
There are also growing concerns about China’s exploration of cyber 
space for military and for nonmilitary purposes, such as the use of 
the Internet by Chinese entities to conduct corporate espionage. In 
the current National Defense Authorization Act, we acted against 
counterfeit electronic parts in defense systems, most of which came 
from China. Nonetheless, it is important that we continue efforts 
to engage with the People’s Liberation Army and to attempt to find 
common ground and to address common concerns. 

There are many other challenges facing PACOM, such as pre-
venting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, coun-
tering violent extremism, providing humanitarian assistance and 
disaster relief, and protecting critical sea lanes of communication. 

Against the backdrop of these developments, the Defense Depart-
ment has been working to realign U.S. military forces in countries 
like South Korea and Japan and also to posture our forces further 
to the south in countries like Australia, Singapore, and possibly the 
Philippines. As we rebalance and realign our presence in the Asia 
Pacific, it is important that we get it right in terms of strategy, but 
also in terms of sustainability. 

With respect to realignment of U.S. Marines on Okinawa, for ex-
ample, Senator McCain, Senator Webb, and I have advocated 
changes to the current plan in ways that support the strategic 
goals of the U.S. military posture in the region, while also account-
ing for the fiscal, political, and diplomatic realities associated with 
long- term sustainability. The recent announcement that the 
United States and Japan are reconsidering elements of the plan is 
welcome news. But the new thinking is not yet adequate. 

For instance, there is apparently no intention yet to reconsider 
the plan to build the unaffordable Futenma Replacement Facility 
at Camp Schwab on Okinawa. Nor does it appear that the Air 
Force bases in the region are being considered as part of the solu-
tion. It is important that any changes be jointly agreed upon and 
jointly announced, with the goal of achieving a more viable and 
sustainable U.S. presence in Japan and on Guam. 

So, Admiral, we will look forward to your testimony on our strat-
egy in your area of responsibility and how the fiscal year 2013 
budget request adequately addresses the threats that you face and 
how it reflects the reemphasis on the Asia Pacific. 

General Fraser, we know that things have been busy for you as 
well ever since you assumed your job at TRANSCOM. TRANSCOM 
continues to play a vital role in transporting our military men and 
women and the supplies and equipment that they need to Afghani-
stan and other overseas contingency operations. In carrying out 
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this mission, TRANSCOM faces numerous challenges, including 
uncertain lines of supply due to the disruption or closure of routes 
through Pakistan. TRANSCOM has successfully shifted much of 
the delivery of non-lethal supplies and equipment headed for Af-
ghanistan to the Northern Distribution Network through Eastern 
Europe, the Caucasus, and Central Asia. 

During the past year TRANSCOM forces were involved in sup-
porting forces engaged in operations in Libya and humanitarian re-
lief efforts such as those supporting victims of the Japanese earth-
quake and tsunami. We applaud all of these efforts. 

With the drawdown of U.S. surge force and further reductions of 
U.S. forces in Afghanistan through 2014, TRANSCOM now faces 
the daunting task of managing the redeployment home of these 
forces and their equipment. We know that TRANSCOM has per-
formed commendably in managing the removal of millions of pieces 
of equipment from Iraq by the December 31, 2011, deadline, con-
sistent with the U.S. obligations under the U.S.-Iraq strategic 
agreement and we would be interested, General, in learning how 
the lessons learned from the withdrawal from Iraq inform 
TRANSCOM’s planning and operations as U.S. forces are drawn 
down in Afghanistan. 

A number of other issues confront TRANSCOM. One is modern-
izing the force. One acquisition program supporting TRANSCOM 
has received a lot of visibility and that’s the Strategic Tanker Mod-
ernization Program. There have been indications that the con-
tractor may overrun the original development contract price, which 
we will discuss with the Air Force at the Air Force posture hearing 
later this month. 

TRANSCOM has received congressional additions to the budget 
to buy C–17 aircraft in excess of what the DOD and TRANSCOM 
said were needed to support wartime requirements. Last year, the 
Air Force was granted authority to retire additional C–5A aircraft 
as it was taking delivery of those added C–17s. This year the Air 
Force is seeking authorization to retire all remaining C–5A aircraft 
because they believe that they do not need the extra aircraft under 
the new DOD strategic planning assumptions and that they cannot 
afford to operate them. 

We need to be sure that the Air Force’s planned retirements do 
not leave us short of the strategic lift capability that we need, and 
General Fraser can speak to that issue. 

TRANSCOM is also facing other, less well known modernization 
challenges. The Ready Reserve Force, the RRF, a group of cargo 
ships held in readiness by the Maritime Administration, is aging 
and will need to be modernized with newer ships at some point in 
the not too distant future. Sealift may not be quite as glamorous 
as airlift operations, but sealift support is critical to our Nation’s 
capabilities. We have relied on sealift to deliver more than 90 per-
cent of the cargo to Iraq and Afghanistan, and that is similar to 
previous contingencies. 

So, Admiral, General, it’s a pleasure to have you with us this 
morning. We look forward to your testimony on these and other 
challenging topics; and I now call on Senator Inhofe. 
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES M. INHOFE 
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Ad-

miral Willard and General Fraser, for your selfless service for so 
many years and your always willingness to cooperate and have per-
sonal conversations. Thank you so much. 

Admiral Willard, I agree with everything you wrote in your final 
assessment of the strategic environment in the Asia Pacific region 
and its significance to the U.S. security. However, I am concerned 
about what appears to me to be a shift in focus to Asia and to the 
Pacific. The United States is a global power. We have global 
threats out there and we need to be on all fronts. History has 
taught this Nation that it can’t ignore its global responsibilities 
and threats. 

I am deeply concerned about the proposed $487 billion cut in de-
fense in the next ten years. When you stop and think about it, the 
possibility of sequestration could double that amount. It’s very dis-
turbing to me. I think these cuts jeopardize reset of equipment and 
delays modification and maintenance of key equipment, cuts over-
all research and development, and delays modernization, and in-
creases the burden on a shrinking military force. 

Our military must possess the ability to deter aggression and, if 
required, aggressively defeat any threat against our citizens at 
home and around the world. Both TRANSCOM and PACOM are 
essential elements to our national defense strategy and must be 
manned, equipped, and maintained to ensure our national interests 
throughout the world. 

In PACOM’s AOR, I am increasingly concerned about North 
Korea and the rising power in China, both economically and mili-
tarily. North Korea has historically proved difficult for the intel-
ligence community to gather information. I will have some specific 
questions about that, some of the things that have happened in the 
past, and I want to get your assurance as to where we’re going to 
be going in the future. We’re obligated by law to support Taiwan. 
We all want to do that anyway. We’ve got to continue to sell ad-
vanced military equipment to ensure their safety and security. 

General Fraser, your statement portrays a very active supporting 
commander role. TRANSCOM and its components—the Air Mobil-
ity Command and the Military Sealift Command—have accelerated 
the redeployment of over 60,000 troops from Iraq and Afghanistan. 
It continues to provide logistical support to Afghanistan forces and 
continues to deploy and redeploy troops and cargo worldwide, sup-
ported military operations in Libya and delivered relief support in 
response to natural disasters at home and around the world. No 
other country could provide such in-depth support anywhere. 

While President Obama’s 2013 budget submission represents a 
snapshot of the services’ overall requirements, it also raises several 
questions about our military airlift and sealift programs. Is the Air 
Force taking appropriate action to mitigate the potential gap in air-
lift and the operational implications of that gap? What is the risk 
in TRANSCOM’s ability along with its maritime component, Mili-
tary Sealift Command, to provide logistics around the globe in re-
sponse to the combatant commanders’ requirements? How does the 
proposed force structure cut fit with the findings of the mobility, 
capabilities, and requirements study of 2016, written in 2009? 
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Given the current climate for fiscal austerity, we’ve got to do our 
part in executing our jobs more efficiently. It’s very disturbing to 
a lot of us that when we have the President’s—now that all the re-
sults are in on his budget, that he’s actually given us this $5.3 tril-
lion deficit and the only area that I can see where we’ve had reduc-
tions in capability and in funding are in the area of military. So 
it’s something that’s very disturbing to me. I know in these hear-
ings it’s kind of hard to get down to these things, but I do enjoy 
the personal conversations and the concern that’s been expressed 
by a lot of our military that I run into here as well as abroad with 
what’s happening to our military right now. 

So I’m looking forward to this hearing, Mr. Chairman. Thank 
you. 

[The prepared statement of Senator Inhofe follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe. 
Admiral. 

STATEMENT OF ADM ROBERT F. WILLARD, USN, COMMANDER, 
U.S. PACIFIC COMMAND 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Chairman Levin. Mr. Chairman, 
in order to accommodate the committee’s questions sooner, I’ll keep 
my remarks brief and ask that my full statement be included for 
the record. 

Chairman LEVIN. It will be. All statements will be included. 
Admiral WILLARD. Chairman Levin, Senator Inhofe: Thank you 

for this opportunity to appear before you to discuss U.S. Pacific 
Command and the Asia Pacific region. I’d like to begin by thanking 
you for recognizing my wife Donna, who’s present here today and 
has been by my side for nearly 38 years. She’s an outstanding am-
bassador for our Nation and a tireless advocate for the men and 
women of our military and their families. Together we’ve thor-
oughly enjoyed this experience with our counterpart foreign friends 
and with all of you who advocate for our men and women in uni-
form. 

I’d like to acknowledge this committee’s enduring support for our 
joint forces and by your actions their contribution to our Nation’s 
security. Your visits to the region have been and will continue to 
be an important reminder of U.S. interests there. 

President Obama and Secretary of Defense Panetta recently re-
affirmed the strategic importance of the Asia Pacific region and our 
Nation’s future focus on its security challenges in the document en-
titled ‘‘Sustaining U.S. Global Leadership, Priorities for the 21st 
Century Defense.’’ It appropriately addressed the opportunities and 
challenges that PACOM faces in a region covering half the world 
and containing the majority of great powers, economies, popu-
lations, and militaries. 

Importantly, our five treaty allies, Australia, Japan, South 
Korea, Republic of the Philippines, and Thailand, together with 
many regional partners, represent the greatest opportunities for 
the United States and Pacific Command to contribute to a broad 
security association in the region. Of particular note, we seek to ad-
vance our important relationship with India in South Asia. 
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We’re making progress in adjusting PACOM’s force posture to-
wards Southeast Asia following overtures from Australia, Singa-
pore, and the Philippines to help enable an increased rotational 
U.S. military presence in this important sub-region. 

As was evidenced by United States support to Japan during their 
epic triple disaster last March, close military cooperation, frequent 
exercises, and interoperable systems merged to enable rapid and ef-
fective combined military responses under the most trying condi-
tions. 

In contrast, North Korea, the world’s only remaining Nation di-
vided by armistice, continues to threaten peace and security in 
northeast Asia, now under the leadership of a 29-year-old son of 
Kim Jong Il. We’re observing closely for signs of instability or evi-
dence that the leadership transition is faltering. As General Thur-
man will attest when he testifies, we believe Kim Jong Eun to be 
tightly surrounded by KGI associates and for the time being the 
succession appears to be on course. That said, we also believe KJU 
will continue to pursue his father’s course of strategy that em-
braces nuclearization, missile development, WMD proliferation, 
provocations, and totalitarian control over North Korean society. 

Management of the China relationship continues to be a chal-
lenge at many levels. Our military to military relationship is not 
where it should be, although a strategic- level exchange of views 
with DOD persisted during 2011. The PLA continues to advance its 
military capabilities at an impressive rate. It’s growing bolder with 
regard to their expanded regional and global presence, and China 
continues to challenge the United States and our partners in the 
region in the maritime, cyber, and space domains. Nonetheless, we 
remain committed to evolving this security relationship, with the 
objective of coexisting peacefully and both contributing construc-
tively to regional security. 

Throughout the Asia Pacific, numerous transnational threats 
such as violent extremist organizations, proliferation, trafficking, 
piracy, and perpetual natural and manmade disasters challenge 
our Nation and our allies and partners in the region. Across this 
wide spectrum of current and potential future threats, PACOM 
must provide persistent overwatch, ensuring our Nation retains 
continued strategic access and freedom of movement in the global 
commons there. 

Amidst these challenges, every day our soldiers, sailors, airmen, 
marines, and civilians devote their efforts to contributing to Asia 
Pacific security. Their success has long been enabled by this com-
mittee’s enduring support, including the resources and quality of 
life you provide them to accomplish their important missions. 

During the 2–1/2 years that I’ve been in command, you’ve al-
lowed me and my commanders to share our perspectives with you, 
sought to understand the dynamics of this complex region, and 
traveled and met with our military families and foreign partners. 
Yours has been a powerful message in demonstration of United 
States commitment to the 36 nations within the PACOM AOR. On 
behalf of the more than 330,000 men and women of the United 
States Pacific Command, thank you for your support and for this 
opportunity to testify one final time. 

I look forward to your questions. 
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[The prepared statement of Admiral Willard follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, Admiral. Thanks for your 

statement and for again all you and your family have done for this 
Nation. 

General Fraser. 

STATEMENT OF GEN. WILLIAM M. FRASER III, USAF, 
COMMANDER, U.S. TRANSPORTATION COMMAND 

General FRASER. Chairman Levin, Senator Inhofe, and distin-
guished members of this committee: It is indeed my distinct privi-
lege to be here with you today representing the United States 
Transportation Command. We are a total force team of approxi-
mately 150,000 men and women, military and civilian, dedicated to 
deploying, sustaining, and then returning home our Nation’s most 
precious resource, our men and women in uniform. United States 
Transportation Command is a lean, dynamic organization which 
plays a critical role in supporting our joint force around the world. 

Today I am privileged to be here with my good friend Admiral 
Bob Willard, the Commander, U.S. Pacific Command, whom I’ve 
had the honor of partnering with closely over many years. As has 
already been mentioned, I know Admiral Willard will be retiring in 
the near future and I would publicly like to personally thank him 
for his many years of dedicated service to our Nation and his wife’s 
continued sacrifices and dedication also. Sir, it has been indeed an 
honor and a privilege to serve with you. 

During 2011, U.S. Transportation Command added a new com-
mand, the Joint Enabling Capabilities Command led by Rear Ad-
miral Scott Stearney, to our component command leadership team, 
which is comprised of Air Mobility Command, led by General Ray 
Johns, Military Sealift Command, led by Rear Admiral Mark 
Buzby, and the Surface Deployment and Distribution Command, 
led by Major General Kevin Leonard. 

Over the last month I have witnessed firsthand the spirit and in-
genuity of our subordinate commands during my travels through-
out the United States, Afghanistan, Central Asia, the Pacific, and 
Antarctica, just to name a few. This past year has been particularly 
challenging as our team of Active Duty Guard, Reserve, civil serv-
ants, merchant mariners, and commercial partners maintain an 
unusually high operations tempo, supporting combat operations, 
sustainment efforts, humanitarian relief, and crisis action re-
sponses both at home and abroad. 

These efforts from the evacuation in Japan following the dev-
astating earthquake and tsunami, to supporting the warfighter in 
Afghanistan, to our withdrawal from Iraq at the end of 2011, were 
made possible by the amazing U.S. Transportation Command pro-
fessionals, who are committed to ensuring our joint force maintains 
global logistics dominance. 

As we now enter a very challenging fiscal environment focusing 
on capabilities needed for the 21st century, as defined in the Presi-
dent’s defense strategy, our challenge is to continue to find fiscally 
responsible efficiencies to deliver the required capability. The U.S. 
Transportation Command strongly supports this transition and will 
remain focused on supporting our forces around the world. This 
will not be an easy task. The new strategic guidance requires a 
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military that is smaller and leaner, while at the same time being 
more agile, flexible, and ready. 

Having an integrated distribution system will be an important 
part to our Nation, and U.S. Transportation Command will meet 
these challenges of this new environment. We will continue to build 
our relationships with the interagency, our other nongovernmental 
organizations, commercial, and international partners. Together we 
will ensure our Nation’s ability to project national military power 
and be able to confront other national challenges any time and any-
where. 

Since taking command last fall, I’ve been amazed to see the 
unique capabilities that are inherent in the command. I could not 
be prouder of the U.S. Transportation Command team and our 
partners. No one in the world can match our Nation’s deployment 
and distribution capability. The foundation of this enterprise is the 
enthusiasm, the dedication, and efficiency of the U.S. Transpor-
tation Command team. 

Chairman Levin, Senator Inhofe, and all the members of this 
committee: I want to thank you for your continued superb support 
of the U.S. Transportation Command and of all of our men and 
women in uniform. I am grateful for the opportunity to appear be-
fore this committee today and I ask that my written statement be 
submitted for the record. I now look forward to your questions. 

Thank you. 
[The prepared statement of General Fraser follows:] 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you so much, General. 
Let’s try a first round of 7 minutes. We’ve got pretty good attend-

ance, so we probably won’t have time for a second round. 
Admiral, let me start with you. The United States and Japan are 

reconsidering certain terms of the 2006 road map agreement to 
move U.S. marines off of Okinawa. Specifically, we apparently now 
have agreed to de-link the movement of 8,000 marines off Okinawa 
from the development of a Futenma Replacement Facility. How-
ever, the plan to build the replacement facility at Camp Schwab 
apparently still remains unchanged. 

As you know, Senators McCain and Webb and I believe that the 
plan to build that replacement facility at Camp Schwab is unreal-
istic and is unworkable and is unaffordable. Earlier this week the 
Japanese prime minister met with the governor of Okinawa and 
the governor apparently has reiterated his opposition to that re-
placement facility plan and has repeated his call for the airfield to 
be located outside of Okinawa. 

So it seems clear that we need an alternative to the plan to build 
a replacement facility at Camp Schwab. Otherwise the current 
Futenma Air Station is going to stay open and operational for the 
foreseeable future. 

Now, in the defense authorization bill we have a number of re-
quirements relative to this issue that will need to be met before 
any funds, including funds that are provided by the Government of 
Japan, may be obligated or expended to implement realignment. 
There is a Marine Corps Commandant’s submission of a report of 
his preferred force laydown. There’s a requirement that we see a 
master plan for the construction of the facilities and infrastructure 
necessary to implement the Commandant’s preferred force 
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laydown. We need a certification by the Secretary of Defense that 
tangible progress has been made on the replacement facility, and 
a number of other requirements. 

Are you participating or have you participated in those, in meet-
ing those requirements that are laid out in our defense authoriza-
tion bill? 

Admiral WILLARD. We are participating, yes. 
Chairman LEVIN. In each of them? 
Admiral WILLARD. Yes. 
Chairman LEVIN. Do you know how far along they are? When do 

we expect that that will be filed with us? 
Admiral WILLARD. I don’t have a date for you, Senator. I can tell 

you that the deliberations have been continuous. In fact, before 
those conditions were laid down to the Pentagon we were offering 
a variety of options to the Secretary as events in the Okinawa area 
were stalled over the past couple of years. So Pacific Command has 
been involved in sharing about 25 options into the Pentagon over 
time and the preferred laydown that you refer to is one of those. 
So we are very much engaged and will continue to assist in deter-
mining the final answers to your questions. Obviously, the Japa-
nese get a vote in this in terms of progress. 

Chairman LEVIN. Right. Whatever we do, we intend to do jointly 
with the Japanese, and that’s an important part of our intent. 

Relative to China, you’ve testified a bit on the growth of the Chi-
nese military. What do you expect the effect of the administration’s 
refocus on Asia to be on China’s military growth and posture in the 
region? 

Admiral WILLARD. We’ve not seen China’s military growth af-
fected by the announcement, nor do we expect it to be. It has con-
tinued relatively unabated. The Chinese are obviously very inter-
ested in the statement that the United States intends to focus on 
the Asia Pacific region. I think they see themselves in that state-
ment, perception or not, and will continue to observe very closely 
for the actions that the United States takes to back up those 
words. 

Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, you’ve made reference to the strategic 
guidance that was released by the administration recently. Do you 
support that new strategy? 

Admiral WILLARD. I do. 
Chairman LEVIN. Are you satisfied that the fiscal year 2013 

budget supports that new strategy? 
Admiral WILLARD. I do. As we look at the budget submission, the 

strategy establishes global priorities. The budget establishes force 
structure in terms of acquisitions across the services. How that ac-
quisition strategy is applied to the strategic priorities globally will 
in effect answer the strategy or not. So this is about the application 
of what we buy, I think, more than anything. 

Chairman LEVIN. Admiral, you have I believe indicated that you 
support the United States becoming a party to the Convention on 
the Law of the Sea. I would like to press you, because this is your 
last hearing before us, a bit more on that. Can you tell us whether 
in your judgment joining this treaty, this convention, will support 
our military operations in the Asia Pacific and whether not being 
a party to that convention disadvantages the United States? 
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Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, chairman. I think it’s a great 
question and timely. I do think that not being a signator disadvan-
tages the United States in a particular way. I would offer that 
since 1994 the U.S. Armed Forces have been adhering to the legal 
framework that is consistent with the United Nations Convention 
for Law of the Sea, and we continue to, and we continue to share 
UNCLOS issues and debate UNCLOS legal definitions with our 
counterparts throughout the Asia Pacific. 

Chairman LEVIN. And ‘‘UNCLOS’’ is Law of the Sea? 
Admiral WILLARD. Law of the Sea. 
What the United States doesn’t have as a non-signator is a seat 

at the table when the convention is debated or as the convention 
evolves by the various countries that have ratified it. I think it’s 
important that the United States have a seat at that table. At the 
end of the day we believe that the elements that caused the con-
vention to be set aside in the 1980s, generally in the area of the 
commercial-related articles within it, have all been corrected and 
should at this point be candidate for ratification. And we, again be-
cause the UN Convention for Law of the Sea is so important as a 
framework for determining the actions that all nations take in the 
maritime domain around the world, we believe strongly that the 
United States must have a voice in this and a seat at the table 
when we debate UNCLOS in the future. 

Chairman LEVIN. And does China have a seat at the table? 
Admiral WILLARD. They do. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you. 
Senator Inhofe. 
Senator INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
First let me just respond to the last line of questioning. I want 

to make sure our witnesses know that I’m probably not the only 
one at this side at the table here who disagrees with the adminis-
tration’s position on the Law of the Sea Treaty. In fact, I’d like to 
make a formal request, and I will do so in writing, Mr. Chairman, 
that we actually have a hearing on this treaty. I think that would 
be very appropriate to have. 

I know that about 10 years ago we had 2 hearings, one by this 
committee and the other by the Environment and Public Works 
Committee that I was chairing at that time. But I won’t get into 
that now. 

I would like to have you send me something for the record, Admi-
ral, as to what specific things have changed since the 1980s, actu-
ally in two shifts, since the 1980s and the 1990s, that changed 
our—should change our position on Law of the Sea Treaty, if you 
would do that for the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Senator INHOFE. Admiral Willard, I have always been concerned 

about the quality of our intelligence on North Korea. There’s al-
ways been a lot of surprises there. I won’t repeat the detail: my ob-
servation back in August 24, 1998, when we asked the question 
how long it would be until North Korea would pose an ICBM threat 
and they were talking about around 3 to 5 years, and it was 7 days 
later, on August 31, 1998, that they actually did fire one. It was 
a Taepodong 1. 
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I’m concerned about their progress now and the three-stage rock-
et that they actually were able to launch in 2009. So I guess I’d 
just ask you, are you satisfied with the quality of the intelligence 
we’re getting on North Korea? 

Admiral WILLARD. Senator, we know a great deal about the var-
ious structures in North Korea, including the efforts they’re mak-
ing to nuclearize and develop ballistic missile delivery capabilities. 
That said, there is never perfect information with regard to North 
Korea in virtually any area. 

I’m also satisfied with the emphasis that’s being placed on North 
Korea, given the importance of what you’ve suggested, and the ef-
forts specifically by the entire intelligence federation to provide me 
the kind of information that we require to track North Korea devel-
opments day to day. 

Senator INHOFE. Okay, I think that’s significant. 
In terms of the 29-year-old replacement for Kim Jong Il, my im-

pression is that it’s just more of the same and perhaps not really 
going to be a major change in terms of decisionmaking. What is 
your opinion of Kim Jong Eun? 

Admiral WILLARD. We think that in general he’s a Kim and he’s 
surrounded by—— 

Senator INHOFE. He’s a Kim, yes. 
Admiral WILLARD. He’s surrounded by an uncle and Kim Jong 

Il’s sister and others that I think are guiding his actions. So in that 
sense we would expect, as you suggest, more of the same. The 
strategy has been successful through two generations. It wouldn’t 
surprise us to see an effort to make the strategy work for a third. 

That said, he’s a young man and relatively untested and those 
around him may have some differences of opinion regarding the di-
rection that North Korea heads. So we are interested in seeing 
whether or not the influence of a treaty ally like China or the di-
rection that they take in various security areas, including prolifera-
tion and nuclearization. 

Senator INHOFE. All right, I appreciate it. I’m going to ask you 
something about what you said on China, but first I want to ask 
General Fraser. 

As you know, I’ve had a particular interest in Africa and 
AFRICOM for quite some period of time. I’d like to ask you, what 
type of support is TRANSCOM able to give AFRICOM in their 
AOR today? 

General FRASER. Thank you, Senator. As we look to AFRICOM, 
we’ve managed to meet all their requests and their requirements. 
That has come in the form of support to the Libyan operations and 
we were able to provide both lift and tanker support. They had fol-
low-on requests for Libya, which we provided some support for. We 
sailed in some ships to provide equipment into Libya. That’s one 
form. We still provide support also to the Combined Joint Task 
Force for the Horn of Africa, meeting those requirements. 

But also our new command, the Joint Enabling Capabilities 
Command, has had several requests for our planners. So Admiral 
Stearney and his folks have moved forward to help out General 
Hamm in some of his planning that he’s been doing. So we have 
not failed to meet any of the requests with AFRICOM. 
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Senator INHOFE. Is it your opinion that AFRICOM is getting ade-
quate resources to carry out the mission? 

General FRASER. Yes, sir, it is. 
Senator INHOFE. If you find that it’s not, if you’d let us know it 

would be very helpful. 
Getting back to something that maybe I misunderstood you, in 

terms of China’s buildup, we know what it’s been in the last, an 
average of what, 18.75 percent a year now. I remember back during 
the Clinton administration when they were even more aggressive 
than that. Did I understand you to say that you don’t witness the 
growth in their capabilities or you do? Would you clarify your state-
ment as to your observation as to what China’s threat is and capa-
bilities? 

Admiral WILLARD. I think I tried to characterize it as growth 
unabated, so they continue to advance their capabilities and capac-
ities in virtually all areas. 

Senator INHOFE. In all areas. That’s something significant be-
cause it’s conventional forces, and then they seem to be having it 
all. I look at that as a great threat. I would recommend that—I re-
member back early on when I was first elected. Actually, that was 
over on the House side. There was a book by Anthony Kubek called 
‘‘Modernizing China.’’ I don’t know whether you’ve ever read it or 
not, but I think anyone who is dealing with China and Taiwan, it 
would be worthwhile reading that. 

Let me ask you, just for your—do you still feel the same way 
about my favorite programs, 1206, 1207, 1208, IMET and these 
programs? 

Admiral WILLARD. We do, very strongly, Senator. Thank you. 
1206 in particular because of the work that we’re doing with the 
Philippines and others in counter- terror has been very helpful, and 
we continue to rely very heavily on those funds. 

I would just comment that IMET we think is a most powerful 
tool in terms of exposing our foreign counterparts not only to U.S. 
education, military education and standards and values, but also in 
bringing the Nations, the allies and partners together in the region 
as alumni. So these are very, very important programs as it relates 
to strengthening our allies. 

Senator INHOFE. That IMET program has been so successful in 
our change in focus so that we recognize we’re not doing them the 
favor, really they’re doing us the favor. Once an allegiance, a close 
relationship, is established, it stays forever. 

Admiral WILLARD. I agree. 
Senator INHOFE. Yes, sir. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you very much, Senator Inhofe. 
Senator Lieberman. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Thanks, Admiral Willard and General Fraser, for your service. 
Admiral, thanks for all your years of service, and to your wife 

also. You’ve really given great service to our country and great 
leadership in the years in which I’ve come to know you through my 
membership on this committee. I must say that I’ve been im-
pressed over the years that you’ve not only proven yourself to be 
an exceptional military leader, but I think you’ve always had an 
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ability, while carrying out the details of your military responsibil-
ities, to see the larger picture in which you and the U.S. have been 
operating, and I’ve always found my conversations with you to be 
very instructive. 

So I appreciate that very much and wish you the best in your 
next chapter. 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. So let me maybe begin, having said that, 

with a larger picture statement and question, which is that in the 
travels over the last year that I’ve been able to do in the Pacific, 
in the area of responsibility of the Pacific Command, and meeting 
people here as they come from the region, it strikes me that this 
rebalancing of our foreign and military policy toward the Asia Pa-
cific is not just an initiative on our part in pursuit of our economic 
and security interests, but it is really a reaction to a kind of de-
mand from within the region that we be more involved. 

It’s striking, I think, and perhaps not appreciated enough by peo-
ple around the country, at a time when I think there’s a lot of con-
cern about America being in decline, America the unpopular, that 
not only among the more traditional allies has our relationship 
grown stronger, but that there are whole new groups of countries 
there that are seeking stronger relations with us, such as Vietnam 
and Myanmar, for instance. 

So I wanted to ask you at the beginning if you agree that that’s 
the case and, if so, why? Is it just about fear of China and the hope 
that we will balance, balance China really, as part of our rebal-
ancing? Or is there more to it than that? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you. I do agree with your statement, 
and I think I’ve testified in the past, the amount of encouragement 
that has come from the region, from virtually all the actors in the 
region, with regard to their desire for U.S. staying power and influ-
ence in the region and increased engagement. 

There was a perception over the course of the last decade of war-
fare that our presence in the Asia Pacific region was diminished, 
and in fact our ground force presence was decremented by about 
10 percent as we in Pacific Command rotated forces in and out of 
the theater of wars over the past 10 years. But our ship presence, 
our aircraft presence, was maintained relatively steady, albeit 
working the ships and airplanes hard to do it. So we’ve maintained 
a presence, but there was a sense in the region that the U.S. com-
mitment to the region had been somewhat diminished for a variety 
of reasons. 

I think that refrain has not stopped. I don’t think it’s just about 
China. I do think that the fact that China has advanced its mili-
tary capacities to the extent that it has certainly is one element of 
that. But I think there has been a desire, a strong desire in the 
Asia Pacific region, continuously for U.S. engagement economically 
and otherwise. And I think they regard a U.S. presence there as 
unquestionably contributing to the security and stability of the 
Asia Pacific region. 

It’s not lost on anyone that for nearly the past six decades we’ve 
enjoyed relative security and growing prosperity. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right. 
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Admiral WILLARD. So I think there’s a desire for U.S. engage-
ment regardless, and certainly there is, I think, a great deal of op-
timism in the region as a consequence of the recent announcements 
that have been made. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. And that in fact the role that America has 
played in providing stability and security in the Asia Pacific region 
over the last six decades, as you’ve said, has been one of the pre-
conditions of the enormous growth and prosperity in the region 
over that time. 

Admiral WILLARD. Absolutely. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Is it fair to also say that part of what draws 

a lot of people and countries in the Asia Pacific toward us may well 
be our form of government, that during this period of time not only 
has there been an economic prosperity growing in the Asia Pacific, 
but democracy has expanded as well? 

Admiral WILLARD. It has. I think when you look at countries like 
India and the engagement that’s ongoing between the United 
States and India; Indonesia, which has a relatively nascent democ-
racy, that has been very successful, and its desire for increased en-
gagement with the United States, and others, that you are right. 
There are a lot of U.S. values that are highly regarded in the re-
gion and I think our form of governance is one of them. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. So in the midst of all that, I worry that as 
we get this move toward us and urging us to be more involved for 
mutual economic security, even political governance interests, that 
we’re sending a message out by the cuts in defense that are part 
of the Budget Control Act, leaving aside sequestration, that maybe 
we’re not going to be able really to deliver on our promise of in-
creased involvement or, at worst, that people in the region and 
countries will think it’s rhetoric. 

So I wonder whether—how you feel about whether the cuts re-
quired under the Budget Control Act of last year, not potentially 
sequestration, could impose risks on our strategy in the Pacific 
Command area of responsibility, and whether you’ve heard any of 
those concerns from political and military leaders in the region. 

Admiral WILLARD. I think the region broadly recognizes two 
things: one, that post-two wars a decade long that as the United 
States has in the past, a reduction in its defense budget following 
those wars has generally always occurred and is occurring once 
again. I think when you combine that fact on the fiscal cir-
cumstances and challenges that our country faces in debt and def-
icit, it does raise questions in the region regarding what the true 
extent of cuts to the defense budget could be. 

I think the second dimension to this issue is how in a reduced 
budget environment the Asia Pacific will be attended to with re-
gard to force structure and readiness in the future. So I think on 
the one hand it’s not particularly surprising to anyone in the region 
that our defense budget is being reduced, sequestration aside, but 
I think that it has raised questions and we get—we’re asked to 
clarify how in the reduced budget environment that’s being widely 
publicized—— 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Right. 
Admiral WILLARD.—that we will meet our requirements in the 

Asia-Pacific region. And again, I would offer that the answer to 
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that is, regardless of the adjustments in force structure that take 
place, how we emplace that force structure, bias that force struc-
ture into regions of the world that matter most, is I think in the 
end what will answer the mail. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Well, to me that’s a significant answer, and 
it’s one that I hope we will keep in mind as we go forward with 
our work on the defense authorization bill and our colleagues in 
the Appropriations Committee do the same on the Department of 
Defense budget. I hope we can find ways to add on to what the ad-
ministration has requested pursuant to the Budget Control Act. 

I thank you very much again for your service, your leadership, 
and your testimony today. 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Lieberman. 
Senator Chambliss. 
Senator CHAMBLISS. Thanks, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral, to you, let me just echo what others have said with re-

spect to thanking you for your service to our country. You have cer-
tainly served in multiple roles of leadership during the time that 
you have served America and you’re to be congratulated for that. 
Thanks also to your wife for her commitment. I’m just pleased to 
hear you’ve made the wise decision of retiring to the Atlanta area, 
and I look forward to continuing to take advantage of you and your 
expertise since you’ll be close by. 

Let me talk to you for a minute about China. You discussed in 
your statement the continuing growth of China and their increas-
ing military power, obviously. Specifically, you comment that Chi-
na’s military modernization, and in particular its active develop-
ment of capabilities in cyber and space domains, and the question 
all these emerging military capabilities raise among China’s neigh-
bors about its current and long-term intentions, is one of the main 
security challenges confronting the United States across the region. 

China is developing anti-access and area denial capabilities that 
may shift the balance of power in the region. The types of plat-
forms and capabilities that China is developing have been inter-
preted by some to limit freedom of movement by potential adver-
saries and also to require potential adversaries to conduct military 
operations at increasing distances. 

Can you comment on what you believe needs to be done in the 
Pacific theater to preserve the United States’ and our allies’ free-
dom of movement and access across the region? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator. I think first of all it 
needs to be understood that in terms of U.S. military presence, we 
remain present throughout the region and in all areas where that 
freedom of action is required. So whether we’re talking the South 
China Sea, East China Sea regions, Philippine Sea or elsewhere in 
the Asia Pacific, the United States remains present. 

In terms of operations in what could be a potentially denied envi-
ronment, I think it’s very important that the United States make 
the necessary investments to ensure its military access to those re-
gions. I would just offer that in the South China Sea alone the sea 
lines of communication carry $5.3 trillion of regional commerce, of 
which $1.2 trillion is U.S. commerce, and the U.S. military must 
be present there to ensure the security of those sea lines of commu-
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nication and that important economic commerce for the United 
States and for our regional allies and partners. 

So we will be present, and it’s important that we make the nec-
essary investments to assure that presence even in a denied area 
scenario. 

Senator CHAMBLISS. In that same vein, part of the assets that 
you have in the inventory there now are a limited number of F– 
22s, limited by the fact that we only have a limited number that 
have been produced. We’ve maintained air superiority and air 
dominance in that region since the Korean War and it’s a vital part 
of our defensive mechanisms and posture there. Now, with those 
limited number of F–22s and it looks like potentially a slowdown 
of the production of F–35s, are you concerned long-term? I realize 
short-term maybe not, but long-term do you foresee this as a prob-
lem when it comes to maintaining that ability of air dominance and 
air superiority? 

Admiral WILLARD. Sir, I’m satisfied with, as you suggest, short- 
term the number of F–22s that are on hand and available to us. 
I think we’re all somewhat concerned long-term to see that the F– 
35 in its development provides the kind of capabilities to our Air 
Force, Navy, and Marine Corps that it was designed to. So very in-
terested to see that program remain healthy and deliver to the ca-
pabilities that we require out there. 

Senator CHAMBLISS. Would you consider that weapons system 
imperative for the long-term availability of the capability of air 
dominance and air superiority? 

Admiral WILLARD. I would. I think fifth generation capability is 
mandated. We’ve got others in the world that are developing those 
capabilities and, as you suggest, if we require to be dominant in 
the air in the event of a contingency, then certainly the fifth gen-
eration fighter capability is part of that equation. 

Senator CHAMBLISS. General Fraser, the President’s 2013 budget 
plans to cut strategic airlift and retire over 200 aircraft in fiscal 
year 2013 and nearly 300 aircraft over the fiscal yearDP. The 
President’s budget will reduce mobility capacity by retiring all C– 
5As, retiring or cancelling procurement of all planned C–27Js, and 
retiring 65 C–130s. After these retirements there will be a fleet of 
275 strategic airlifters and 318 C–130s. In addition, the Air Force 
will retire 20 KC–135s and maintain a fleet of 453 air refueling air-
craft. 

With such a reduction of strategic mobility and airlift and the 
cancellation of a whole airplane program, how do you plan to main-
tain supply, personnel transport, and logistics chains that require 
significant airlift capabilities? And what additional airlift require-
ments do you foresee in the future for the various theaters in 
which TRANSCOM operates, and how confident are you that you’re 
going to have the airlift capabilities that you need? 

General FRASER. Senator, thank you very much. First off, I 
would start by saying that we have a new strategy. The force struc-
ture that is put forth supports that strategy and it is also backed 
by some analysis that we have actually completed in looking at 
that strategy, and also in working with the combatant com-
manders. 
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With respect to specific platforms that you talked about there, I 
would comment first on the tankers. You mentioned 20-tanker re-
duction. Certainly support that. A couple things that we have seen 
that are actually enabling more capability and capacity with re-
spect to tankers is that depots have gotten better. So as we look 
to the future and they have streamlined their processes, we’re see-
ing fewer aircraft in the depot, which certainly allows us to take 
out some of the more costly aircraft there and therefore the reduc-
tion with respect to those tankers. 

Historically, as I recall, they’ve always planned on about 19 per-
cent of the force being in depot and we’re seeing something more 
along the lines of 10 percent in the future. So that’s added capa-
bility, coupled with the contract, the KC–46, which is key to the 
future, and bringing that system on one, will give us both air re-
fueling and some lift capability as we transition that aircraft into 
the active duty and are able to support the various theaters around 
the world. So the KC–46 is a part of that movement to the future 
and modernizing that fleet. 

There’s also a modernization effort on the KC–135s that we need 
to continue on, too, which enables them to be able to continue to 
perform in the future. They’re going to have to bridge to the future 
tanker assets as they come aboard. 

As I look at the 130s, the numbers that they’re talking about are 
supportable. When I look at the 318, that also includes approxi-
mately 50 C–130s to continue to provide direct support to the 
Army, support to the Army, which is something that the Air Force 
has moved in over time and has shown that we can do that in the 
theater. I think, based on my discussions with the commanders in 
the field, they are very pleased with the support that their getting 
with the assets that are there. 

The C–27, I had the opportunity recently to be in the theater. I 
talked to the folks there. It’s performing well and very proud of the 
service and what those men and women are doing. But I’d also 
comment that it’s a costly platform. It’s a niche platform. So as we 
look at the strategy and we look to move into the future in a multi- 
capable aircraft, something like the 130, a modernized 130J as we 
look to the future is something that’s going to give us more capa-
bility at reduced cost, which is something that is certainly worth 
considering. 

So when I look at that from a holistic standpoint, it’s certainly 
supportable. The H’s are going to be modernized. That’s a program 
that is ongoing and the Air Force needs to do that as they enter 
into some items that are on that aircraft that are going to time out 
and give them access. So as they optimize that fleet of the future, 
so it will be a very capable force, a modernized force of 318 C–130 
aircraft. 

To the STRATLIFT, looking at that, I am supportive of the strat-
egy that’s put forth, and as we evaluated those numbers and look-
ing at the positive things that are happening with the C–5M, for 
instance, it’s got a higher mission capability rate, which gives us 
greater capacity and capability. It’s currently the only aircraft that 
we can actually fly the polar routes on. You can’t do that with the 
C–5As, for instance, and load much on it. So there’s great capacity 
in these M’s as we move to the future. 
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So modernizing the C–5s and going to 52 C–5Ms in the future 
gives us greater capacity and capability, with increased mission ca-
pable rates, from currently about what we’re seeing on the A’s now, 
around 55 percent, to about 75 percent. So there’s greater capacity 
there, and so that’s very positive with respect to the STRATLIFT. 

Also along the same lines, the C–17s continue to perform mag-
nificently in the theater. Every time we have turned to the C–17, 
it has always been there. So as we move to the future with the C– 
17s that we have, there will be plenty of them, and so that’s how 
we’re able to come up with the STRATLIFT to be able to support 
the theaters in the future. 

It will support the strategy as I mentioned, and the two-war con-
struct remains in effect. We just have to manage those forces, is 
what we’ll have to do, and that’s what you were talking about 
there. We in TRANSCOM will ensure that we do that to support 
the combatant commander requirements. 

Senator CHAMBLISS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Chambliss. 
Senator Reed. 
Senator REED. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
First let me begin by thanking and commending Admiral Willard 

and Mrs. Willard for their extraordinary service to the Navy and 
to the Nation. Thank you, sir, for what you’ve done. Ma’am, thank 
you too, and your personal kindness also. 

Let me just quickly follow on the point that Senator Chambliss 
made, General Fraser, about strategic airlift. I think it should be 
noted that Senator Ayotte played a very critical role last year in 
addressing this issue of C–5As, and we lowered the threshold to 
301. Now your proposal, as you indicated, is 275 strategic airlifters. 

Just to follow on the points you made, which I thought were ex-
cellent, it is not just a question of supporting current operations, 
but also the obligation to reconstitute quickly if necessary. Are you 
prepared to reconstitute and increase efforts if called upon, given 
the proposed 275? 

General FRASER. Sir, we are postured well to support any of the 
requirements that we have. As you are aware, we have had pop- 
up requirements, and with the flexibility that we have within our 
system as the distribution process owner and synchronizer we’re 
able to reach in and get assets when we need them. I could give 
examples of where we’re able to do that, reaching in and the ability 
to pull in-service or in-transit aircraft to do a different mission. 

A case in point would be support for aeromedical airlift that we 
were asked to do out of Libya. After Libya operations, we were 
asked to find the necessary assets and, using those in-service as-
sets, divert and utilized a C–17 to actually pick up some critically 
injured individuals and bring them back to the United States with 
a critical care team. The other thing that we were able to do was 
work with European Command, utilize some of their assets that 
they actually had for C–130s, to bring other injured back. 

We have a very flexible, a very resilient system and process to 
be able to respond to these pop-ups. 

Senator REED. Is it fair to say that, rather than just the number 
of platforms, it’s the capability of individual platforms and the sys-
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tem to use that that gives you advantages and gives you the com-
fort that you can reduce the number of platforms? 

General FRASER. It is, sir. It’s also the support, the tremendous 
support that we actually get through the CRAF program. The Civil 
Reserve Air Fleet and our commercial partners play a big role. An 
example of that is how they were able to turn to and support us 
when we were asked to bring the troops out of Iraq before the holi-
days. That’s a very busy time of the year, as you know, and with 
the accelerated time line that we were given, we were able to get 
99 percent of the troops back to the United States before the holi-
day period. That last one percent came home before the end of the 
year as they were turning in some final equipment. 

So that’s the flexibility that we have within the system for both 
organic, but also our commercial aircraft. 

Senator REED. Thank you. 
Let me change topics. General Fraser, the Northern Distribution 

Network is increasingly key to our operations in Afghanistan. Pri-
marily at this point it’s a one-way system, but you and your col-
leagues are trying to make it a two-way system, not only delivering 
material into the country, but also planning to withdraw material 
out. Can you comment on the status and the potential importance 
and growth of the Northern Distribution Network through 
Kyrgyzstan and other countries? 

General FRASER. Sir, thank you very much. We have had tremen-
dous support, as you know, through the Northern Distribution Net-
work. Currently, with the border closed in Pakistan, we’re able to 
continue to support ongoing operations in Afghanistan and we can 
continue to do that because of the Northern Distribution Network, 
which is allowing us to bring goods in. 

But I would also comment along the same lines, it’s not just the 
Northern Distribution Network that’s allowing us to do that. It’s 
the other aspects that we have with multi-modal. Multi-modal is 
allowing us to move our assets to the theater via surface and then 
fly them in there at the end. So we have a resilient system that 
gives us more than one way to support the theater, which is not 
allowing us to have a single point of failure. 

Along the lines of the retrograde, it’s a daunting task, I will 
admit that. But I’ll also say that one of the first trips that I made 
was to Central Asia back in December, a very positive trip, and got 
very good outcome from that trip. We now have two-way approval 
to move equipment back out of Afghanistan. In fact, we have al-
ready set ourselves up for a proof of principle and have received ap-
proval from the countries to do this through what we call the KKT 
Route, which is through Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Kazakhstan. 
Also, Russia has approved this and Uzbekistan recently approved 
this. Not only have they approved the non-lethal, but we also have 
approval to do wheeled armored vehicles. This is something that 
we didn’t have before. 

We continue to develop these relationships, and so that was a 
very profitable visit going over there. So now we’ll run this proof 
of principle to check the processes, to check the procedures, but 
also check the velocity of what that could be in the future. 

I will also comment, though, that with the amount of equipment, 
and working with the folks on the ground there, we need the Paki-
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stan GLOC open because of the large numbers that we’re talking 
about that we need to bring out in a timely manner. We’re tasked 
this year to bring another 23,000 troops out by the 1st of October. 
We’re already identifying excess equipment now with the com-
manders on the ground. We have approval to set up a material re-
covery element team that’s in theater, which is going to help facili-
tate this. 

The other thing I would comment on is we’re also setting up 
some multi-modal operations, where we are now being more flexi-
ble with all aircraft that are flying in the theater. As every aircraft 
goes in, if it has pallet positions, it has capacity on it, then we are 
making sure that we put something on that aircraft and bring it 
back out, in order to maximize that lift and try to get ahead of it 
as best we can. 

We have a number of things that are going on, two-way flow, all 
those other things that I mentioned. 

Senator REED. Thank you. 
Admiral Willard, if I may, you have many challenges in the Pa-

cific and you can categorize them in general terms in many dif-
ferent ways. But one is basically access. One impression I have is 
that for surface ships access is more problematic because of the 
ability to detect ships and engage with precision weapons, and that 
as a result submarines in the Pacific have a greater capacity, capa-
bility, to access places. Is that a fair generalization? 

Admiral WILLARD. It is. 
Senator REED. So that makes in your view the submarine a key 

aspect of your strategy and your ability to gain access in contested 
areas? 

Admiral WILLARD. It does. 
Senator REED. Thank you very much. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Reed. 
Senator Brown. 
Senator BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
So, General Fraser, is it true that we’re having difficulty going 

through Pakistan to provide transport, whether it be by men and 
women and goods? Is it more difficult now? 

General FRASER. Sir, the ground line of communication through 
Pakistan is shut down at this time. 

Senator BROWN. Right. We give them billions of dollars of aid. 
And that’s why, Mr. Chairman, I’m floored that we’re giving a 
country billions of dollars of aid and they can’t accommodate us to 
allow for the safe transport of goods through their country. So 
that’s something I hope, Mr. Chairman, we try to address. That’s 
not for you, but it’s more for us, sir. 

I just want to take it a little step further. What level of risk do 
we assume by reducing the C–5 fleet, particularly in the area of 
oversized air cargo capability? 

General FRASER. Sir, backed by analysis and against the new 
strategy that has been put forward, we think that any increased 
risk is manageable as we look to the future. Oversize, outsized 
cargo, when we look at the scenarios that we run, we can meet the 
mission. 

Senator BROWN. Do you believe that having a robust strategic 
airlift capability on the east coast is part of that overall strategy? 
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General FRASER. Sir, the inherent flexibility that we have with 
air is of course we can shift and we can swing it to where we need 
it. It is not uncommon for us to take forces from one theater to an-
other dependent upon the operations that are needed, whether it’s 
supporting a Haiti operation where we got support of aircraft out 
of the Pacific, or whether it’s in support of a Libyan operation, 
where we engaged the total force, we got a number of volunteers 
to support the tanker bridge. 

These types of things, the flexibility that air has—we can posi-
tion it where we need it. 

Senator BROWN. But in particular with regard to the east coast 
of the United States, do you think that it’s important to have a 
strategic airlift capability in this part of the country? 

General FRASER. Sir, again it’s not about where it is; it’s the in-
herent flexibility that I have that I’m able to get to it to position 
it where I need it, and where it comes from is not something that 
I focus on. 

Senator BROWN. Well, it’s something that I focus on as a Senator, 
and especially when we have a base like Westover, that has incred-
ible airlift capability, has a long and historic relationship providing 
those services, not only with great honor, but with great capability. 
So I was wondering if you could comment on how TRANSCOM’s 
mission is affected if that capability is degraded? 

General FRASER. Sir, we’ll still get the support as we work with 
Air Mobility Command no matter where the assets are. They’ve al-
ways stepped up and provided what we need. 

Senator BROWN. Admiral Willard, the Littoral Combat Ship. I’d 
like to see—how important is that ship with respect to meeting the 
regional threats? 

Admiral WILLARD. I think it will be very important. I think the 
ship has attributes that certainly we favor out there, including its 
speed, capacity, and shallow draft. So if the mission modules are 
properly adapted, I think it will have a wide range of capabilities 
that can be used in contingency or peacetime. 

Senator BROWN. So do you think your mission will be affected by 
going below the acquisition program of 55 ships? And if so, how? 

Admiral WILLARD. Capacity is a capability in and unto itself. I 
think it’s important that we maintain the capacities of force struc-
ture where we need them. I think the total acquisition program is 
less important to Pacific Command than the number of Littoral 
Combat Ships that ultimately wind up in that area of responsi-
bility. So however we bias those ships, I think it’s important that 
the LCS is there to meet the needs that Pacific Command has. 

Senator BROWN. General Fraser, back to you. How does the re-
versibility plan factor into the overall strategy? In other words, do 
you feel comfortable that with 275 strategic airlifters we’d be pre-
pared to transport troops and equipment to the region in response 
to unforeseen contingencies? And if so, what sort of risks are in-
volved in that decision? 

General FRASER. Sir, I am confident in the number of 275. We 
also have to understand that we are backed by a tremendous com-
mercial partnership that we have through the CRAF program and 
the ability to move both passengers and cargo. They have been in-
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strumental in continuing to provide support to the theater, whether 
it’s direct or actually through multi-modal operations. 

Senator BROWN. Admiral, do you agree with that? Do you think 
that we need only 275 airlift mobility assets to meet the mission 
requirements? 

Admiral WILLARD. I agree with General Fraser’s assessment of 
how we will make that number work, yes. 

Senator BROWN. I’m deeply concerned about the Air Guard and 
Air Force Reserves, General Fraser. I know it’s a big part of your 
operations, and as the Air Force begins to downsize some of the 
things I’ve heard from a lot of the Air Guard, especially concerns 
about the gutting of that asset—I’m wondering if you could maybe 
talk about that and how it affects, it factors into TRANSCOM’s 
overall strategy, because I have always felt that that’s where the 
best bang for the buck is, and I’d just like to get your thoughts on 
that. 

General FRASER. Sir, our total force, the Guard, Reserve, and the 
active duty, have always come together to meet the mission. We 
very much value the contributions that are guardsmen and reserv-
ists continue to provide us. They have always been there when the 
call went out. I would use the operation in Libya again as an exam-
ple, in that when we needed to set up the tanker bridge we turned 
to Air Mobility Command, who then reached out to our guardsmen. 
They looked for volunteers. They were ready, they raised their 
hand, and they went forward. So they’ve always been there and 
volunteered to support the mission. 

Senator BROWN. Regarding—are you getting a handle on the con-
tainer detention fees that resulted in millions of dollars in pen-
alties, and can you comment on what has been done to mitigate 
these fees? 

General FRASER. Sir, we’re taking a number of different actions 
with respect to the container detention fees. We continue to mon-
itor it very closely. A couple of things that we have done recently, 
I have personally engaged the commander not only at Central 
Command, but also I talked to General Allen about this when I 
was in the theater, as well as other commanders that are in the 
field in Afghanistan. 

We have learned some lessons from the past in Iraq with respect 
to our containers and how we manage them. A couple of things 
that we’re doing is to try and make sure that when we’re in Af-
ghanistan, is that we try to use as many government-owned con-
tainers that we can and then return those that belong to our com-
mercial carriers back into the system as rapidly as we can. 

There’s an accountability process that we’re also going through 
to make sure that we have a container management system that 
more accurately tracks where these containers are. 

A couple of other things that we’re doing is we’re actually going 
to address it in our next universal services contract as we move 
from what we call USC 6 to USC 7. So there are some actions that 
we’re taking within that contracting vehicle to, one, give us more 
flexibility, in other words going from 15 to 20 down days before it 
becomes accountable. Also, the fact that we’ll go from 90 days to 
60 days before we actually buy the container, and the container 
cost is actually coming down, too. So these are things that we’re 
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working with commanders, with education of how important it is 
that these individuals get this back into the system as far as those 
containers that are there. It’s a holistic approach. 

Senator BROWN. Thank you. 
Senator LIEBERMAN [presiding]. Thanks, Senator Brown. 
Senator Inhofe, I think you wanted to—— 
Senator INHOFE. Just a unanimous consent request, if I could, 

Mr. Chairman. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Go right ahead. 
Senator INHOFE. In that portion of the record where I expressed 

my opposition to the Law of the Sea Treaty, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article written by John Bolton that appeared in the 
Wall Street Journal on September 29, 2011, be made a part of the 
record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Without objection. Thank you. 
Senator Hagan. 
Senator HAGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I just wanted to express my deep appreciation and thanks for 

your service, Admiral Willard and General Fraser, and particu-
larly, Donna Fraser, thank you—I’m sorry—Donna Willard, thank 
you for all of your commitment, hard work, and service to our coun-
try, too. 

Admiral Willard, China continues to assert its claim to the South 
and East China Seas at the expense of its neighbors. Would you 
expand on the excessive maritime claims the Chinese are making 
in these waters, to include increases in aggressive behavior? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, ma’am. I will, although I would 
offer that China is not the only claimant in those waters whose 
claims are regarded as excessive. So there are, as you’ll recall, 
there are six claimants in the South China Sea: Taiwan and China, 
Philippines, Vietnam, Malaysia, and Brunei. All lay claim to fea-
tures and-or islands in the South China Sea region. Some have 
submitted to the United Nations Convention for the Law of the Sea 
their continental shelf claims and so on, and in many cases they’re 
disputed. 

What makes China unique is that they’ve laid claim to virtually 
all of it. The assertion that the South China Sea writ large is Chi-
na’s historical water and that all the features and islands and con-
sequent resources that are located there should be regarded as Chi-
nese I think is the contentious issue within the region and among 
those contiguous nations that also claim many of those features. 

We’ve seen fewer confrontations in 2012 than we did in previous 
years. 2010 was quite landmark in terms of the confrontations that 
were ongoing. That’s not to say they’re not occurring now. 

So China continues to challenge any vessels that are conducting 
resource surveys, oil and gas surveys for example, that are within 
their claimed space. They continue to shadow often military ships 
and activities that are occurring within that claimed space, and 
they’re making continuously legal assertions and demarches to re-
inforce their claims. 

So they remain aggressive. I would offer, ASEAN is carrying out 
discussions with China and has been effective as a multinational 
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forum in keeping maritime security and issues with regard to ex-
cessive claims in the South China Sea on the table, and they are 
in discussion with China. 

Senator HAGAN. Why do you think the conflict has been less in 
2011 versus 2010? 

Admiral WILLARD. I think that the reaction by the ASEAN mem-
bers, the reaction by the United States in Secretary Clinton and 
Secretary Gates’ very strong statements at the ASEAN regional 
forum and Shangri-La dialogues, combined with many ASEAN 
members protesting strongly, and the fact that it was made some-
what public I think took China aback and has caused them to re-
consider that particular approach to their South China Sea claims, 
such that they are endeavoring to continue to pursue it, but in a 
more thoughtful manner. 

Senator HAGAN. Let me follow up on China’s impact in Southeast 
Asia. Their impact will only grow as its economy and drive for en-
ergy, raw materials, and markets expands. It’s precisely this be-
havior that challenges various countries in Southeast Asia to de-
bate their policies and look for regional and extra-regional allies. 
In effect, countries in the region are playing several strategic 
games at once, with each move requiring consideration of relation-
ships that they have with China, the United States, and other re-
gional actors. 

How can the United States maneuver in this environment to de-
velop deeper ties and ensure a positive and organically integrated 
presence in the region to contribute to long-term stability? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you. I don’t disagree with your sum-
mary statement in terms of the situation in Southeast Asia, al-
though I would add that China’s economic growth has benefited the 
entire region and has certainly benefited the United States and our 
economic ties to China. So I think it would be unfair to imply that 
China’s influence in Southeast Asia should only be regarded from 
the standpoint of the challenge that it poses. 

I think Southeast Asian nations, most of whom now regard 
China as their number one trading partner, are benefiting greatly 
from that association, as is the United States. So from a standpoint 
of regional prosperity, I think China’s rise has benefited us all, and 
we would continue to promote that rise and the advance of the Asia 
region for what it connotes. 

That said, the Nations as it relates to security and even as it re-
lates, I think, to their economic reliance on any single partner, do 
desire to strike a balance between China, the United States, the 
European Union, and others, rising economies like India and estab-
lished economies like Japan and South Korea. 

So there is a balance that has to be struck and the United States 
I think is accomplished in maneuvering in that space, where we’re 
attempting to either sustain or obtain a greater share of market in 
areas where the United States can affect trade in either direction. 
Trans-Pacific Partnership is a fairly recent initiative to try and ad-
vance some of this, and we have as a consequence of APEC and the 
East Asia Summit I think advances that have occurred there. 

Senator HAGAN. Thank you. 
General Fraser, in your written statement you speak to a wide 

variety of missions, everything from humanitarian response to ob-
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viously supporting our warfighter. Would you highlight some of 
these missions and speak to how you are able to accomplish them, 
given a very constrained environment? 

General FRASER. Thank you, Senator. The mission that we have 
is indeed a global mission, and it is one that I am continually 
amazed at the flexibility that we have within the system to respond 
in many different areas. One area that we were most proud of was 
with the accelerated withdrawal out of Iraq and the ability to be 
able to partner together with our commercial partners, with our or-
ganic assets, to then accomplish the mission before the holidays 
was tremendous. 

We’ve also been able to continue to partner to support other or-
ganizations. I would highlight the National Science Foundation re-
cently. I made mention in my opening remarks about Antarctica. 
Something that a lot of people don’t realize is the support that 
TRANSCOM gives to the National Science Foundation. 

Recently there were issues with the ice pier at the McMurdo Sta-
tion and it was going to put at risk the Science Foundation and 
their experiments for next year, as well as the winter-over force 
that stay both at the South Pole and at McMurdo. Our people were 
asked to be innovative and so together we worked with the Army 
for a modular causeway system that had not been used like this 
before, in such a harsh environment, which we then used our Sur-
face Deployment Distribution Command, who worked to move it 
from the east coast to the west coast. We worked with Military 
Sealift Command to then get on contract with a contractor to load 
this onto a ship that also had the containers to take the supplies 
and the Science Foundation equipment to McMurdo. 

We then sailed down, coordinated to get an icebreaker in there, 
and were able to then deploy the causeway system, offload the con-
tainers, and so we got mission success. That’s another agency that 
we wind up supporting. So that’s kind of one end of the spectrum. 

We talked earlier about other support to operations, but I’d high-
light the support that we give our commercial partners through the 
piracy operations. This actually goes back to AFRICOM and sup-
port we give there. Working with our commercial partners, we 
work to ensure where we have military cargo headed towards the 
theater and transiting that area, that we put security teams 
aboard. 

Since we have been doing that, we have not had one of our ships 
pirated, and we are very supportive of that initiative in the inter-
national community to protect the ships. Normally those that are 
what they call high-board, above 25 feet, and moving at high 
speeds, above 20 knots, are not as much at risk, but recently we 
had one hijacked from another country just within the past week 
or so. So it’s a dangerous environment. So these are other types of 
things that we do, not only just supporting our troops that are en-
gaged in the theater, but a couple of quick examples of other oper-
ations that we’re very proud of, of what we do, all the while still 
supporting the warfighter, still doing the things that we’re asked 
to do in the theater. And they’re not wanting for anything with re-
spect to the current closure of the Pak GLOC, either. I’m very 
proud of them. 

Thank you. 
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Senator HAGAN. So supporting the private containers, and that’s 
only when DOD supplies are on board? 

General FRASER. That’s correct. 
Senator HAGAN. As far as security forces on board? 
General FRASER. That’s correct. 
Senator HAGAN. Thank you. And I really appreciate your help 

with the NSF. I think research and development goes a long way 
in everything we do, and your support in that area is outstanding. 

Thank you. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Hagan. 
Senator Wicker. 
Senator WICKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, gen-

tlemen. We appreciate the service that both of you have provided 
and are providing. 

Let me begin with Admiral Willard. You were correct in your 
oral testimony to go quickly to the issue of Korea and North Korea, 
to mention the transition there and the uncertainty that it brings. 
Our allies in the Republic of Korea, South Korea, have a fleet of 
F–16s, which is known as the KF–16 in Korean service. They’re 
eager to replace their mechanically scanned array radar with active 
electronically scanned array, AESA, radar, and you can’t blame 
them for wanting to do that. 

Admiral, in case something broke out that involved a conflict, do 
you agree that air dominance will be a key differentiator for allied 
forces during the first 24 hours of any potential conflict, including 
the Korean Peninsula? And if you do, do you then agree that co-
operating with the Koreans and supporting their desire for expedi-
tious Korean procurement of existing defense technology is a good 
idea so that they can meet their operational requirements? 

Admiral WILLARD. I do agree, particularly on the Korean Penin-
sula, on the importance of air dominance early in any particular 
conflict that would occur. I also agree that we should strive to 
maximize the level of cooperation between ourselves and our Re-
public of Korea allies with regard to the acquisitions they require 
to continue to advance their capabilities. 

Senator WICKER. So you agree that the U.S. Government should 
fully support Republic of Korea’s air force requirements and their 
acquisition time line in acquiring United States export-compliant 
AESA? 

Admiral WILLARD. I support the level of cooperation that is re-
quired to advance the Republic of Korea’s military capabilities, in-
cluding their aviation capabilities. With regard to that, to whether 
AESA radar and the exchange of that particular technology is ap-
propriate on Korea’s time line, I think that should continue to be 
subject to discussions between the two countries. There are cer-
tainly compliance requirements on the part of the Republic of 
Korea, as well as the releasability requirements on the part of the 
United States. 

This is not the first country we’ve had this discussion with. But 
in general, sir, to your assertion, I truly believe that we should 
strive to maximize the potential of our ROK ally, including their 
military capabilities. In fact, more important now perhaps than in 
the past, as we strive to reach December 2015 and operational con-
trol transition to the South Koreans. 
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Senator WICKER. Thank you very much. Well, let me ask you 
then, staying with North Korea: U.S. and North Korean envoys 
met last week for talks on dismantling North Korea’s nuclear pro-
grams. Included in that will be discussions of food aid, economic 
help, diplomatic concessions from the United States of America. 

What is your current assessment of the humanitarian food situa-
tion in North Korea, and do you believe North Korea is being sin-
cere and truthful and forthcoming in entering these negotiations 
with the United States? 

Admiral WILLARD. I think the food situation in North Korea is 
always an issue of global interest. World Food was in there con-
ducting an assessment early last year, as I recall, but trying to as-
certain just what the extent of crop success was in North Korea. 
There is always a level of food shortage that exists there, and al-
ways humanitarian need, as we’ve witnessed it there. 

In terms of these negotiations that have been ongoing, I have 
been supportive of them with regard to the United States’ pro-
posals for conditional food aid into North Korea and the pre-
conditions that have come with it, which now include discussions 
of cessation of nuclearization and ballistic missile testing and the 
allowance of IAEA perhaps back into Yongbyon. So there are condi-
tions that are going along with the negotiations with regard to the 
extent of food aid. As you know, they’ve received food aid from 
many other countries this year, and I remain supportive of the 
progress that we’re making in the talks with North Korea to the 
extent that they occur. 

Senator WICKER. You don’t blame some of us on this side of the 
panel for having a healthy degree of skepticism with regard to 
North Korea’s intentions? 

Admiral WILLARD. I have a healthy degree of skepticism with re-
gard to North Korea’s intentions, and I think we need to observe 
both their actions and requests with a great deal of scrutiny. Cer-
tainly we’ve been through the cycle many times in the past, as I 
know, Senator, you’re aware, where these requests for concessions 
often lead into a breakdown and a resulting next provocation. 

So we are skeptical as well. But with regard to the extent of 
these current negotiations, I think particularly when there’s a new 
regime or a new leader in place in North Korea, it will be impor-
tant to ascertain any degree of success that we might obtain 
through these diplomatic channels. 

Senator WICKER. I suppose it’s worth a try, but I’m not holding 
out much hope and remain very troubled, as I’m sure you are. 

Quickly, let me ask about the 30-year shipbuilding plan and the 
minimum sustaining rates contained therein. Many observe this 
could pose challenges to fulfilling the force requirements and pos-
sibly give rise to a sealift capability gap and an aviation lift gap 
in 2015. With the pivot to this vast Asia Pacific region and your 
area of responsibility and the Navy’s inability to meet its own re-
quirement for 313 ships, how will this minimum sustaining rate af-
fect your ability to protect American security interests? 

Did you support this in discussions with your superiors, and are 
you satisfied that you can fulfil the mission with this 30-year ship-
building plan? 
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Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator. I would fall back on the 
statement that I made earlier. The total acquisition program that 
the Navy has put down to try and sustain itself and the capacities 
of our fleet and eventually grow those capacities over time is im-
portant and certainly as a naval officer something that I’ve ob-
served with great interest over many years. 

But as the U.S. Pacific Command commander, it’s more impor-
tant with regard to how we bias those ships globally and whether 
or not the area of responsibility that, as you suggest, is a vast mar-
itime one in the Asia Pacific, is being adequately serviced. To date, 
I am well serviced with regard to Navy. I think Navy capacities are 
very important. Our industrial base capacity is very important that 
they be sustained. 

These minimum sustained production rates that you’re talking 
about are intended to maintain our minimum acceptable industrial 
base. All of these things are important for our Nation, certainly. 

In terms of U.S. Pacific Command, I think it’s important that the 
right number of ships and the right type of ships be present there. 

Senator WICKER. Thank you. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Wicker. 
Senator Akaka. 
Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I want to say aloha to the two military leaders before us today. 

It’s good to see you. 
Gentlemen, first I want to say thank you so much for your dedi-

cated service to our country and also to the communities that 
you’ve served. We have really gained from your responsibilities and 
your actions. 

Admiral Willard, I would like to add my appreciation to you and 
congratulations on your upcoming retirement, which is soon. I want 
to tell you that I agree 100 percent with your Law of the Sea posi-
tion for our country. It’s about time that we become serious about 
that. Also I want to commend you for the balance which you’ve 
brought during your time as PACOM commander, and I would tell 
you you’ve made a huge difference in the Pacific, so thank you for 
that, and to tell you that your departure will be a significant loss 
to the Navy and to our country. 

I want you to know and Donna to know that it has been a pleas-
ure to work with you in Hawaii and for our country. You’ve served 
Hawaii and you’ve been there in multiple assignments. I think you 
know, I don’t have to tell you, that you have a deep relationship 
and connection with the community in Hawaii. We want to—I want 
to congratulate you and wish you well in your future with Donna 
and the family. 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator Akaka. 
Senator AKAKA. Admiral Willard, as you know, it is impossible 

to overstate the importance of our military engagement in Asia Pa-
cific region. As I said, I commend you for your nurturing of balance 
there in the entire area. If you look at continuing developments in 
the Pacific, our conventional adversaries are improving their capa-
bilities, too, as we work together on this balance. 

My question to you, Admiral, is, given this rebalance to the Pa-
cific and the responsibilities we have in the theater, how would you 
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assess our force structure plans in relation to military and diplo-
matic goals for the region as we look to the future? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator Akaka. Before I answer 
your question, I would offer that the State of Hawaii and the City 
of Honolulu have been great supporters of the military families and 
members that are stationed there, and thank you for your contin-
ued support for us in the region. 

I think as we look at force structure there is the issue of the type 
of forces that are present in the Asia Pacific region and there is the 
issue of posture and where they’re present in order that we can 
maintain the continuous presence in the region that’s so important 
to its security and long-term stability. 

The initiatives, such as the Nations of Australia, the Nation- 
state or city-state of Singapore, and now in discussions with the 
Philippines, that are occurring are going to assist us in the pos-
ture-related issue, which is getting the force structure where it can 
do the most good in terms of providing a mechanism to maintain 
the presence that we need in the region. 

As we view the acquisition programs and force structure of the 
future in this budgetary environment, we, like every other combat-
ant, remain focused and guarded as we watch these defense reduc-
tions occur, to ensure that we don’t cut into the kind of forces and 
the quantity of forces that our strategic priorities call for. 

We spent time very recently walking through a global laydown 
of force and looking at the forces that this current program will de-
liver and our ability to meet the strategic needs of our Nation, in-
cluding in the Asia Pacific, and I think collectively as combatant 
commanders and service chiefs we felt we could do that. I think it’s 
an important study to maintain ongoing and there are two addi-
tional events that are presently scheduled. But I have been well 
served in the Asia Pacific region and I’m confident that the force 
structure that is envisioned can continue to serve PACOM well. 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. 
General Fraser, the recently announced rebalancing calls for a 

shift in focus to the Asia Pacific region, a vast geographic area en-
compassing 9,000 square miles, 36 nations, and 16 time zones, all 
of which I’m sure Admiral Willard knows really well. My question 
to you, General Fraser, is, while the details of this strategic bal-
ancing, rebalancing, have yet to be finalized, do you have any pre-
liminary thoughts on how a refocus to the Asia Pacific region could 
impact TRANSCOM? 

General FRASER. Senator, thank you very much. As we look at 
this shift, we’ve already seen a lot of engagement in the PACOM 
theater of operations as we have continued to support ongoing exer-
cises, as we’ve continued to support other types of engagements 
within the theater. I think as we come back out or have come back 
out of Iraq already, but as we further reduce the force out of Af-
ghanistan, we’ll free up some other assets maybe for other opportu-
nities for engagement, and then we’ll have to opportunity to do 
that. 

It is one that’s going to take balance and it’s going to take a lot 
of good planning on our part to make sure that we properly support 
each of our ground combatant commanders in their various thea-
ters of operations. They all have theater engagement plans. We’re 
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taking a look at them to ensure that we provide the necessary sup-
port. 

One of the things that we are able to do in our command is not 
just with our organic assets; it’s our commercial partners, both sea 
and air, that will allow us that flexibility in utilizing their net-
works and their connections to also continue to provide support. So 
as those forces are available for various engagements, it does not 
have to be just organic. So in peacetime versus wartime, we’re able 
to utilize those assets, which is good for the economy, which keeps 
that industrial base alive, too, both across the sea and the air side 
of the business. 

So we’re confident that we’ll be able to provide that support. 
Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. 
Admiral Willard, with the new strategy rebalancing our forces 

with a focus in the Pacific, the need for strategically located main-
tenance facilities, like the Pearl Harbor Shipyard, appears critical 
to the readiness of our fleet. Can you discuss the role you see Pearl 
Harbor Shipyard playing with this rebalancing, as well as the im-
portance of continuing the modernization efforts at the shipyard in 
order to support the fleet in the future? 

Admiral WILLARD. I can. Thank you, Senator. You know as well 
as I do not only the strategic importance of Pearl Harbor Naval 
Shipyard, but also the other aircraft depots and shipyards through-
out the Asia Pacific region that we rely on, from the West Coast 
of the United States to our ability to conduct voyage repairs in for-
eign ports such as Singapore. 

But I have stated for the past 5 years and I will continue to state 
the vital strategic importance of the Pearl Harbor Shipyard and 
what it provides. It’s unique in the sense that it not only conducts 
the overhauls of our surface ships and our submarines, but it also 
conducts day to day maintenance and voyage repairs for the ships 
that are positioned forward. 

It’s located, as we all know, in the middle of the Pacific Ocean, 
which is the largest ocean in the world, and provides ready access 
into the Asia Pacific. The three submarines that we have home- 
ported in Guam utilize the Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard for their 
maintenance and overhaul activities and rotate back, and don’t 
have to go all the way back to the West Coast of the United States 
to obtain that maintenance. 

So it is a vital and pivotal strategic asset for us. The need to 
keep it continually modernized is as important as any shipyard 
that we have in our Nation. It’s I think a very important partner. 
When we talk about the industrial base, not just production but 
maintenance, it’s a vital part of that industrial base. 

Senator AKAKA. Thank you very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Akaka. 
Senator Ayotte. 
Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. 
General Fraser, I wanted to ask you. As you know, the Air Force 

is finalizing its KC–46A basing—— 
[Audio feedback.] 
Senator AYOTTE. I feel like we’re at a rock concert here. 
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— basing criteria for the Air Force. One of the concerns that I 
have, and I’m hopeful that the Air Force will do this, is that the 
criteria that comes out for the basing of the KC–46A will be objec-
tive, transparent, in terms of what criteria you’re using in deciding 
who will receive the KC–46A first. I wanted to ask you about that 
process, where it was at, in particular what the balance will be be-
tween the active duty and the Guard bases, and finally whether 
you understand it will be taking into account what I think is very, 
very important, which is some of our Guard units already have an 
existing partnership with the active duty, including my own, that 
I’ve been quite impressed with, and I think that will be important 
in terms of utilization. So can you help us with that? 

General FRASER. Senator, thank you very much. As you’ve stat-
ed, this is a—it’s an Air Force process, which we are not a part of 
in Transportation Command. But, having been in my Air Force 
when we were doing this, I think you accurately stated that it is 
an objective process, it’s open, it’s transparent, it’s repeatable. The 
fact that they are very open about that and establishing the cri-
teria as to what is going to be needed in those discussions that go 
on in a very open manner with a number of different locations I 
think is something that you can look forward to as they go through 
that process. 

You asked where the process is. I don’t know where the process 
is right now. I know they are actively engaged in working with Air 
Mobility Command, who will be the lead command for the KC–46. 

Senator AYOTTE. Well, thank you. I had to raise the issue be-
cause when we were home I spent—I went up with our 157th Air 
Refueling Wing and had a chance to see them do their work up 
there, and have been incredibly impressed, because we actually at 
Pease have the highest utilization rate in the entire Air National 
Guard last year for the KC- 135, and we already have an active 
duty partnership established. 

So it’s one of those situations where I think if we do this in an 
objective and transparent way to speak to the accomplishments of 
our own unit in New Hampshire, they’ve got quite the objective ac-
complishments and close proximity to the refueling track. So I hope 
that you’ll convey, obviously, to the Chief of Staff and to your com-
mander how important it is that this be an open and objective proc-
ess. 

General FRASER. Yes, ma’am. 
Senator AYOTTE. Thanks so much. Appreciate that. 
I wanted to ask about, Admiral Willard, an issue that I was con-

cerned about last year in the defense authorization portion. It’s 
something that I learned about that was of deep concern to me, 
and that’s the maritime prepositioning forces. As I understand it, 
if you—and this may be a better question for General Fraser, 
whichever of you it is the better question for. But last year the 
Navy announced plans to place 6 of its 16 ships from the 3-squad-
ron maritime prepositioning forces for the Marine Corps into re-
duced operating status beginning in fiscal year 2013. 

When I learned about this, I was concerned about what this 
would do in terms of our readiness. I asked the Marine Corps about 
it and the commander of the Marine Corps felt that it needed addi-
tional analysis. So in last year’s defense—in the defense authoriza-
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tion most recently passed, there is actually a requirement that the 
Navy be—the Marine Corps submit, as well as the Navy, an anal-
ysis about the readiness implications of reducing our Marine 
prepositioning forces. As I understand it, there may be further re-
ductions there in the proposed 2013 budget. 

So I just wanted to ask both of you if you were aware of that por-
tion of the defense authorization in 2012 and where that readiness 
assessment was and if you can share anything with respect to 
where we are with the prepositioned forces? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator. From Pacific Command’s 
perspective, yes, aware of the proposal to put one of the three 
squadrons in a reduced readiness status. Of importance, the two 
most active squadrons, one located in Guam and one located in 
Diego Garcia, are not candidate for that. So those that are there 
to respond to the major contingencies in the Asia Pacific region re-
main intact and are, frankly, utilized frequently and exercised on 
a periodic basis in order to ensure their readiness. 

So from the standpoint of readiness in terms of Asia Pacific con-
tingencies and the contingencies in the Middle East that these 
prepositioned ships service, we remain in pretty good shape. 

I can’t answer to the tasker that the Services come together on 
their assessment of how this could impact longer term readiness as 
that third squadron is placed in a limited readiness status. 

Senator AYOTTE. I certainly appreciated your answer and I’m 
hoping that we’ll have a follow-up, which I will obviously pursue 
with the Navy, because the NDAA from 2012 requires the Com-
mandant of the Marine Corps provide a report assessing the impact 
of the move on military readiness, and the Secretary of Defense has 
to certify that the risks to readiness from such move are accept-
able. So I think you’ll be consulted, I would think, in that analysis. 

Just my concern is, particularly with what we see happening 
around the world right now, having those prepositioned forces be-
comes very important because we can’t predict—unfortunately, 
we’ve been noticeably bad at predicting where the next conflict is 
going to come, and those prepositioned forces become very, very 
critical in terms of our readiness posture. 

Admiral WILLARD. I think we agree with you that the 
prepositioned forces are vital to us. 

Senator AYOTTE. Great. Thank you so much for that. 
I just wanted to follow up. I believe at your confirmation, Admi-

ral Willard, I’d asked you about the fiscal year 2013 budget, and 
the Chief of Naval Operations had said last spring that in order 
for us to meet all of our needs around the world that we needed 
a ship force of 313, and this budget really maintains us at 285. One 
of the concerns that I had, it also delays, for example, production 
of one Virginia-class submarine, as well as some Littoral Combat 
Ships and some others in terms of where we are in production. 

One of the concerns I had was what the strategic analysis or 
strategic thinking was for not meeting the 313 and maintaining us 
at 285 and really delaying production of some of our important as-
sets; and just would follow up on that and ask you whether you 
had an answer to that, particularly with our shift now to the Asia 
Pacific? 
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Admiral WILLARD. As you well know, the Navy surface force has 
maintained itself, pretty much sustained itself, at that 280 to 285 
number now for numerous years. In fact, for about the last decade 
we’ve been struggling to get above that and reach the 313 floor, or 
however it is currently being termed by our Navy, in terms of what 
we aspire to to have, to meet all the global requirements that the 
Navy maritime strategy has determined we need. 

It’s important that over time we recognize where we are decre-
mented in comparison to the overall strategic design for the Nation 
as a Navy, as a military. The strategic priorities that have been es-
tablished are intended, I think, to guide us in terms of where the 
maritime commitment should be and will pay off the greatest for 
the United States, and the Asia Pacific region has been called out 
as one of those areas, where it’s not only vast and inherently mari-
time, but as a consequence of its economic importance to the 
United States and our allies and partners and many of the chal-
lenges associated there, it places a particular demand on maritime 
assets. 

So provided that within that body of 285 ships we’re able to bias 
those forces properly into the right areas of the world where the 
payoff is great, then I’m satisfied. I think the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations would tell you that in his longer-term view of shipbuilding 
that, while the 2013 budget and the program that it represents 
doesn’t show the 285 on the increase toward the Navy’s goals, that 
if you look at more than one program, if you look at this long- 
term, that he does eventually begin to make some progress as a 
Navy in terms of shipbuilding. 

So I think it’s important to recognize that we’ve been in this situ-
ation for a while. There is the cost of doing our business, of acquir-
ing ships, that continually needs attention and gets great help from 
this committee. We need to reduce ship costs and other acquisition 
costs as we can. But I think what’s most important is that we put 
the ships where they’ll do the most good, and we think that the 
Asia Pacific region is one of those areas of the world where that 
will happen. The Middle East is obviously going to continue to re-
quire our attention, too. 

Senator AYOTTE. Thank you, Admiral. 
Thank you very much, General. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Ayotte. 
Senator Shaheen. 
Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral and General, thank you both for being here today. 
I want to follow up, General Fraser, with Senator Ayotte’s ques-

tion about the basing criteria for the KC–46. We share an interest 
in that since we both represent New Hampshire. We don’t often get 
the opportunity to double- team you all in quite the same way we 
are this morning, so I have to take advantage of that. 

In New Hampshire we believe that under any objective criteria 
our strategic location in the Northeast, our proximity to operational 
and training air refueling tracks, our current tanker task force mis-
sion, our active duty association, that we would be a unique choice 
and would result in a very cost-effective utilization of the place-
ment of the KC–46s. So we hope that it is a very transparent and 
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open process. I won’t ask you to comment on that since you’ve said 
you can’t. 

But I will ask you to comment—Senator Ayotte talked about 
New Hampshire National Guard’s 157th Air Refueling Wing, which 
has been providing continuous operations since September 11th, 
both for homeland defense and in support of overseas conflicts. 
Like other Air National Guard units, they’ve done so at a fraction 
of the cost of active bases around the country. In fact, the Air Na-
tional Guard represents only 6 percent of the Air Force budget, and 
yet it provides nearly 35 percent of its capabilities. 

We’ve seen in the last couple of days concern expressed by 49 
Governors about the cuts to the Air Guard as part of the proposed 
budget from the Air Force. Again, I know you can’t comment on 
that, but I wonder if you could comment on the role that our Air 
National Guard has played in providing critical transport for our 
operations around the world? 

General FRASER. Thank you, Senator. I do appreciate that. I can’t 
tell you how much I do appreciate all that our guardsmen are 
doing. They’ve always been there when the call came, not only 
when they were mobilized, but when they were asked to volunteer 
and willing to support any mission that may arise. 

As you know and you commented on, we have been heavily 
tasked in a number of different areas. That’s where I think the 
great strength comes, is the balance that we have within the total 
force and the ability to use the Active Duty, the Guard, and the 
Reserve in this manner to meet the mission. Therefore, our com-
manders have not had to want for something else and not be sup-
ported. 

It’s that total team effort that takes all the time to get this done. 
But you’ve got to have the right balance. The Guard has been heav-
ily tasked. They are also doing a lot more with respect to their 
BOG-dwell, as we call it, the boots on the ground and the dwell 
time they get back at home, and it’s not at the desired rate. 

So hopefully, if we have the right balance and as we make some 
of these necessary adjustments, we’ll then be able to get to the de-
sired rates for both the active duty as well as the Guard and the 
Reserve. This is something that we’re all striving to do as we look 
forward to the future. But we very much value and appreciate all 
the contributions they’ve made. 

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much. I appreciate that. I 
think your point about the total force is an important one. I do 
share the concerns of the governors in looking at the total budget 
reductions that would have the Air Guard absorbing 59 percent of 
those aircraft budget reductions and about six times the per capita 
personnel reductions. So again, I know you can’t comment on that, 
but I do think it’s—I’m interested to hear the rationale at the ap-
propriate time. 

Admiral Willard, India has become a much more prominent part-
ner of the United States and potential ally on military to military 
issues in the last several years. Last year the United States cleared 
the way for the resumption of high technology defense and aero-
space exports to India. However, it does seem that there is still 
room for growth in our relationship. I wonder if you could talk 
about what PACOM’s priorities are for the U.S.-India security rela-
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tionship and how those are affected by both China and Pakistan, 
recognizing that Pakistan isn’t part of your purview, but critical, 
obviously, to what happens with India? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you very much, and thank you for rais-
ing India. It’s a very important partner in the region and one that, 
as you suggest, there remains room for growth and advancement 
in our partnership. It has advanced in the past 21⁄2 years that I’ve 
been at Pacific Command, and in the previous 21⁄2 years as Pacific 
Fleet Commander we were very much engaged with India and at-
tempting to advance the relationship then. 

If you range back to our history with India, we are in a fairly 
nascent stage of engagement nation to nation, given that this is the 
largest democracy in the world, like-minded in many ways, and in 
a troubled region of the world in South Asia, but a very important 
partnership. 

From a security standpoint, we are engaging across all our serv-
ices with India at an increasing rate every year. There are chal-
lenges in the relationship. We overcome still the trust deficit as it 
relates to having departed South Asia years ago and having termi-
nated relationships with both India and Pakistan following nuclear 
tests in the late 1990s. But I think that the current dialogue that 
is from the President on down and certainly at a military level very 
robust is overcoming all of this. There is certainly a China factor 
in India. They have a long-term border dispute that continues to 
be a challenge for both countries, and they fought a war over it in 
1962. 

China is a very strong partner of Pakistan and Pakistan-India 
have the relationship that we’re all aware of, both nuclear-armed 
and a long-term history of animosity between the two of them. 

To India’s credit, they’re maintaining ministerial- level dialogue 
with Pakistan and have for the past nearly 2 years, even post- 
Mumbai and all of the tension that that created. 

So I think your emphasis on India and its importance is exactly 
the right one. From a security standpoint and a security assistance 
standpoint, they remain very important and a partner of focus for 
U.S. Pacific Command. 

Senator SHAHEEN. Thank you very much. My time has expired. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Shaheen. 
Senator Cornyn. 
Senator CORNYN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Admiral, General, thank you for being here. Thank you for your 

service. 
I want to tell Senator Shaheen I appreciate her questions about 

the U.S.-India relationship, as one of the founders, co-founders, of 
the U.S.-India Caucus in the Senate, which has a strong and ro-
bust membership and a lot of interaction. I appreciate your ac-
knowledgment and statement about the importance of that rela-
tionship from a security standpoint, an economic standpoint, and 
across the board. 

My questions—and you’ll have to forgive me, General. I’m going 
to ask Admiral Willard some questions about China and particu-
larly Taiwan. 

Admiral, you say in your prepared testimony that: ‘‘Taiwan re-
mains the most acute sovereignty issue for China and the main 
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driver for military modernization programs. The military balance 
across the Taiwan Strait continues to shift in China’s favor.’’ 

Would you agree that were China to launch some sort of military 
offensive against Taiwan that such a scenario would have the po-
tential to draw the United States into a dangerous large-scale con-
flict in the region? 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator. Certainly the Taiwan Re-
lations Act and three communiques combined, the Taiwan Rela-
tions Act in particular, establishes the position the United States 
would take on such coercion were it to be launched against Taiwan, 
and it then becomes a decision by our President and by Congress 
to decide what the U.S. reaction to that would be. 

But does it have the potential? We regard the defense of Taiwan 
as a U.S. PACOM responsibility. So yes, it would have the poten-
tial to draw the U.S. into conflict. 

Senator CORNYN. According to the Department of Defense, Chi-
na’s official defense budget has grown by an average of 12.1 per-
cent since 2001. So it seems as we are talking about scaling back 
our defense budget, China has continued to grow by leaps and 
bounds. 

Would you agree that the likelihood of Chinese aggression 
against Taiwan becomes more likely as Taiwan’s ability to defend 
itself deteriorates? 

Admiral WILLARD. I’m not sure that I would contend that. I think 
it’s important and we’ve established the importance through policy 
for a long time that Taiwan should have a self-defense capability, 
and our responsibility in working with the Pentagon and in work-
ing with you is to ensure that the defense articles and services that 
we assist Taiwan with provide for that self- defense. 

As we’ve seen the administrations change on Taiwan and the re-
election of President Ma and his administration just this year, we 
would offer that the tensions across the Strait have in fact relaxed 
during his administration and that advancements in relations be-
tween the People’s Republic of China and Taiwan have occurred. So 
I think it would be presumptive to assume that simply that imbal-
ance in combat power would necessarily encourage conflict. That 
said, there’s no question that the balance of combat power resides 
with the People’s Republic of China. 

Senator CORNYN. I recently wrote a letter to President Obama— 
actually it was last November, 2011—and got a response on Feb-
ruary 15, 2012, from James N. Miller, Acting Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy. Mr. Chairman, I’d like to ask unanimous con-
sent to have that made part of the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. It will be made part of the record. 
Senator CORNYN. Let me just quote a couple of sentences from 

this. Mr. Miller says: ‘‘A key conclusion in the report to Congress 
on Taiwan’s air defense force is that Taiwan’s approach to defense 
cannot match the mainland one for one. Taiwan’s defense spending 
cannot match the mainland’s, nor can it develop the same type of 
military the mainland is developing. The report concludes that Tai-
wan needs to focus its planning and procurement on nontradi-
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tional, innovative, asymmetric approaches, and we are working 
with Taiwan to do so.’’ 

That was not a very encouraging letter I got from Secretary Mil-
ler. But let me just get down to some of the specifics with regard 
to operational combat aircraft. According to the Department of De-
fense, the People’s Republic of China has 2300 operational aircraft 
and the Government of Taiwan has only 490 operational aircraft. 
As you know, the administration recently notified Congress of its 
intent to upgrade some of the existing F–16A and B version, 145 
of those, and I support the retrofit for these older F–16s. 

But it does nothing to replace the growing obsolescence of Tai-
wan’s fighter jets. By 2020 it’s estimated that virtually all of Tai-
wan’s fighter jets will have to be retired except for the 145 F–16 
A and Bs that we sold Taiwan during the George W.—Herbert 
Walker Bush Administration, and which are now the subject of this 
upgrade. 

Can you give me a little more confidence that we are meeting our 
obligations under the Taiwan Relations Act and the three commu-
niques you mentioned? Because it seems to me that China is grow-
ing its military capability while Taiwan is losing its military capa-
bility, and the United States, which is legally obligated to provide 
defensive material to Taiwan, is not meeting its full obligations to 
equip them with what they need to defend themselves against the 
potential of a Chinese attack. 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator. I’ve been on the record 
in the past acknowledging that eventually Taiwan’s aviation capa-
bility will have to be recapitalized, and I too was encouraged when 
the F–16A–B upgrade was approved, and I think that is the right 
thing to do. I think it does in fact enhance the reduction of their 
air forces. It was an upgrade much needed and it will improve their 
capabilities. 

I’m not sure that a comparison of combat capability or capacity 
with the People’s Republic of China and Taiwan is a fair one to 
make. Nor do I believe that there is any reasonable desire for or 
ability to achieve parity between the two. China is as big as the 
United States, maintains a fighter fleet, as you suggest, of over 
2,000 aircraft, but has a lot of territory to cover. And Taiwan’s an 
island 200 miles long, maintains a fighter force of about 450 air-
craft. 

So an apples-to-apples comparison I don’t think is necessarily the 
argument in this particular instance. The argument is whether or 
not Taiwan is sufficiently defensible in the context of the Taiwan 
Relations Act and what was intended from a policy standpoint. We 
contribute to some of that at Pacific Command in our engagement 
with the Taiwanese military and trying to understand their needs. 
But we look more broadly than just their aviation needs and try 
to look across their armed force and in all domains how well they 
are equipped and manned to defend themselves. 

I think that balance is important for us to recognize and also suf-
ficiency in that regard across all of those various areas. So I see 
the recapitalization needs having been in the near-term met. As 
you suggest, I’m not sure that in the longest term it’s going to meet 
all their needs in the aviation area. But in their other services, 
they have needs as well, and I think the defense budget of Taiwan 
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needs to be reflective of a balanced approach to achieving a suffi-
cient amount of defense. 

Senator CORNYN. If I can conclude, Mr. Chairman, just with this 
one comment. 

Thank you for your answer, but I’m concerned as I see China 
continuing to grow its military, Taiwan’s military capability con-
tinue to recede in comparison, that then that will cause perhaps a 
greater potential that the United States would be required to come 
to the aid of our ally under the Taiwan Relations Act and the three 
communiques you mentioned. 

It strikes me that the more capable that Taiwan is to defend 
itself, the less the likelihood is that the United States might be 
called upon to share in that defense in the event of an attack. 

Thank you both, gentlemen. 
Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator. 
Chairman LEVIN. Thank you, Senator Cornyn. 
I just have a few questions for the second round. First, I was also 

glad, Admiral, to hear your answers relative to our relations with 
India, our security and military relations. It’s a very significant 
partner in the region. The growing and robust relationship I be-
lieve is good news and the right way to go, and your answer is very 
reassuring to me, as it was to other members of the committee. 

Admiral, relative to North Korea, has the change in leadership 
of North Korea impacted the agreement which was reached in Oc-
tober of 2011 with North Korea to allow U.S. personnel back in 
North Korea to resume the recovery of remains of U.S. service 
members missing from the Korean War? 

Admiral WILLARD. Senator, there was a pause in discussions, but 
no pause in terms of initiative on our part to proceed with what 
was agreed to in terms of Personnel Accounting Command return-
ing to North Korea to seek additional remains. We currently have 
a ship in Nampo that has been offloading a first wave of equipment 
to support that. 

My concern is for the security of the personnel from JPAC that 
would execute these missions, and so I continue to view into North 
Korea carefully to assure the Pentagon and myself that these indi-
viduals will be treated in accord with the agreement that we struck 
in 2011. 

Chairman LEVIN. Is there a timetable for that effort to take the 
next step? 

Admiral WILLARD. There is. This particular offload is occurring. 
We have another one scheduled. There is a series of steps that we 
have planned, and I’d be happy to provide those to you if that 
would be helpful. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Chairman LEVIN. That would be good, if you would do that for 

the record. 
Relative to the record, General, if you could for the record give 

us some detail about the critical needs of TRANSCOM for cyber se-
curity. You made a comment in the press about TRANSCOM being 
the most cyber attacked command in the Department, and if you 
could for the record give us a list of your critical needs and whether 
those needs are being met, and whatever you can tell us in an un-
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classified way about attacks on your systems and progress that you 
might be making in defending those systems. 

It’s a large question. It’s an important one that we’re grappling 
with in a major way here in Congress. So if you could give us kind 
of a whole review for the record, it would be helpful. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
General FRASER. Sir, thank you very much. I have stated that we 

are aggressively attacked. In fact, as we were looking at the num-
bers just this last year as it was wrapping up, from 2010 to 2011 
we have seen an increase of about 30 percent of the number of at-
tempts to get within our systems. 

As this committee also knows, though, the majority of our busi-
ness that we do is done on the unclassified net. We are working 
very aggressively on a number of different fronts, though, and it’s 
not only within the command, but also with our commercial part-
ners. Because of 90 percent of that business being done on the un-
classified net, which is where our commercial partners are, we need 
to partner with them to strengthen our defenses. We’re working 
that through contracting actions and looking forward to continuing 
to partner with industry. 

Within the command, we aggressively have a program whereby 
we train all of our individuals. Before they get in and on, they’ve 
got to go through initial training. Then there’s annual training. In 
fact, I just got finished completing it. It takes over an hour and 
you’re not going to get out of it, because once you’re into it you’re 
going to go through the whole thing. And it’s very thorough. 

So we have to work that aspect of it. So there’s a training piece 
to this as we harden our people and making them aware of what’s 
going on. 

There’s also another piece to this with respect to our systems. So 
with a common service vision for the future, we have a number of 
systems out there that we’re trying to bring into our net so that 
we can collapse the net and not have as broad a base so that the 
bad guys will be able to attack us. It’ll be easier to defend if we’re 
able to collapse the net, have less hardware out there, and actually 
be able to control that. 

The other thing is that we’re very aggressively certifying our net 
defenders. Over 99 percent of our net defenders that we have with-
in the command now have professional certification. So this is help-
ing us. 

So I go back to the 30 percent increase. We do not know of any 
known successful attack into our systems this last year. So working 
with the people, working with the systems, the hardware piece to 
it, but also with others. There’s some business practices out there 
that we’re also bringing in. So we continue to partner with DSSA. 
We partner with Cyber Command and also with Strategic Com-
mand, as well as NSA, as we try to strengthen the net as best we 
can. 

As the distribution process owner, looking forward to what we 
call a secure enclave, too. So as we partner with these other organi-
zations, they’re very encouraged by what they’re seeing and the ini-
tiatives that we’re taking. So we’re working it from a holistic stand-
point and we are properly funded within the command right now. 
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Chairman LEVIN. If you could keep this committee informed, we 
would appreciate it. 

General FRASER. Yes, sir, I will. 
Chairman LEVIN. This is really a major subject for all the mem-

bers of Congress. 
Admiral, you were asked, I believe, by Senator Inhofe to give us 

for the record, that you can give us in writing, how some of the ob-
jections which were raised to the Law of the Sea some time ago 
have been met, and that is important for all of us. If you can do 
that, if possible before you leave, it would be something, another 
item on your agenda to complete, and I hope that’s not too burden-
some. But it would be very helpful. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
[COMMITTEE INSERT] 
Admiral WILLARD. I’ll get right on it. 
Chairman LEVIN. Also, you made a comment, Admiral, that I just 

want to see if you might wish to clarify. In response to a question 
of Senator Inhofe, and this had to do with North Korea, you indi-
cated that their strategy has been successful for two generations. 
I assume that what you meant by that was that their strategy is 
to stay in power, essentially, and that’s basically what they care 
about, and that strategy has succeeded, but not in terms of any 
success for their country? 

Admiral WILLARD. That’s exactly what I intended. This is a coer-
cive strategy that has about five dimensions to it, all of which are 
bad news for the region and a challenge for our Nation. 

Chairman LEVIN. And bad news for their own people. 
Admiral WILLARD. And very bad news for their own people. 
Chairman LEVIN. We thank you both, and it’s been a very, very 

useful hearing. Best of luck to you and your family, Admiral, again 
as you take on new responsibilities, new challenges, new wonders. 

Admiral WILLARD. Thank you, Senator Levin. 
Chairman LEVIN. General, thanks so much. 
General FRASER. Thank you, sir. 
Chairman LEVIN. We’ll stand adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the committee adjourned.] 
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