
GREENERT: Chairman McCain, Ranking Member Reed, and distinguished 
members of the committee, thank you for the opportunity to testify about the 
impact of sequestration on our Navy thus far and the impact of a potential return 
to that in 2016. 
 
Mr. Chairman, presence remains the mandate of our Navy. We must operate 
forward where it matters, and we need to be ready when it matters. I've provided 
a chartlet to show you where it matters around the world to us, and where it 
matters to our combatant commanders that we be. 
 
Now, recent events testify to the value of forward presence. For example, when 
tasked in August, the George H. W. Bush Strike Group relocated from the 
Arabian Sea to the north Arabian Gulf and was on- station within 30 hours, ready 
for combat operations in Iraq and Syria. Navy and Marine strike fighters from the 
carrier generated 20 to 30 combat sorties per day and for 54 days represented 
the only coalition option -- strike option to project power against ISIL. 
The United States Ship Truxtun arrived in the Black Sea to establish a U.S. 
presence and reassure our allies within a week after Russia invaded the Crimea. 
 
Over a dozen U.S. ships led by the USS George Washington Strike Group 
provided disaster relief to the Philippines in the wake of the Supertyphoon Haiyan 
just about a year ago. And the USS Fort Worth and the USS Sampson were 
among the first to support the Indonesia-led search effort for the Air Asia aircraft 
recovery. 
 
Mr. Chairman, we have been where it matter when it matters with deployed 
forces. However, due to sequestration of 2013, our contingency response force, 
that's what's on call from the United States, is one-third of what it should be and 
what it needs to be. 
 
Sequestration resulted in a $9 billion shortfall in 2013 below our budget 
submission. This shortfall degraded fleet readiness and created consequences 
from which we are still recovering. The first run of sequestration forced 
reductions in afloat and ashore operations, it generated ship and aircraft 
maintenance backlogs and it compelled us to extend unit deployments. 
 
Now since 2013, our carrier strike groups, our amphibious ready groups and 
most of our destroyers have been on deployments lasting eight to 10 months or 
longer. This comes at a cost of our sailors' and our families' resiliency, it reduces 
the performance of the equipment and it will reduce the service lives of our ships. 
 
Navy's fleet readiness will likely not recover from the ship and aircraft 
maintenance backlogs until about 2018, now that's five years after the first round 
of sequestration. This is just a small glimpse of the readiness price that's caused 
by sequestration. Although the funding levels produced -- provided to us under 
the bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, they were $13 billion above sequestration, 



those budgets were $16 billion below the resources we described in our 
submission as necessary to sustain the Navy. 
 
So now to deal with these shortfalls, we slowed -- that means we just pushed out 
-- modernization that we had scheduled to be done during this Future Year 
Defense Plan. We reduced procurement of advanced weapons and aircraft, we 
delayed upgrades to all but the most critical shore infrastructure. The end result 
has been higher risk, particularly in two of the missions that are articulated in our 
Defense Strategic Guidance; that's our Defense Strategy. And I also provided a 
copy of that. It's got a synopsis of the 10 missions and what's the impact of 
sequestration. The missions that have the highest risk are those missions 
requiring us to deter and defeat aggression, and the mission to project power 
despite an anti-access area denial challenge. 
 
Now, a return to sequestration in 2016 would necessitate a revisit and a revision 
of our defense strategy. We've been saying this for years. That would be a 
budget-based strategy for sure. We would further delay critical warfighting 
capabilities, further reduce readiness of contingency response forces -- the ones 
that are only at one-third level -- and perhaps forego or stretch procurement of 
ships and submarines and further downsize our munitions. 
 
In terms of warfighting, the sequestered Navy of 2020 would be left in a position 
where it could not execute those two missions I referred to. We go from high risk 
to we cannot execute those missions, and we would face higher risk in five 
additional missions of those 10. So that's seven out of 10. 
 
More detail on the impact as I just described is on a handout in front of you and 
it's outlined in my written statement, which I request be added for the record. 
 
Now, although we can model and we can analyze and we can quantify 
warfighting impacts, as General Odierno said, what is less easy to quantify is 
sequestration's impact on people. People underwrite our security. We call them 
our asymmetric advantage. They're the difference in the Navy for sure between 
us and even the most technologically advanced Navy close to us. 
 
We have enjoyed meeting our recruiting goals and, until recently, our retention 
has been remarkable. However, the chaotic and indiscriminate excursion of 
sequestration in 2013, it really left a bitter taste with our sailors, with our civilians 
and with our families, and the threat of looming sequestration, along with a 
recovering economy, is a troubling combination to me. 
 
We are already seeing disconcerting trends in our retention, particularly our 
Strike Fighter pilots, our nuclear-trained officers, our SEALs, cyber warriors and 
some of our highly skilled sailors and information technology, our Aegis radar 
and our nuclear fields. 
 



These retention symptoms that I just described remind me of the challenges that 
I had as a junior officer after the Vietnam War period on a downsize, and it 
reminds me of when I was in command of a submarine in the mid-'90s, a 
downsize. Periods that took decades to correct. However, the world was more 
stable, Mr. Chairman, than it is today, and I'd say we can't create that same 
circumstance. 
 
Sequestration will set us right on that same course that I just described, and 
frankly, I've been before. And as General Odierno said, I don't think we need to 
go there again. 
 
Now shipbuilding and related industrial base also stand to suffer from a 
sequestered environment. Companies, not necessarily the big primes, but the 
companies that make the key valves, the key circuit cards and the things that put 
us together make us the great seapower we are might be forced to close their 
businesses, and it takes a long time to build a ship and longer yet to recover from 
the losses of these skilled workers or the materials that some of these companies 
provide. The critical infrastructure in this vital section of our nation's economy is 
key to sea power. 
 
So Mr. Chairman, I understand the pressing need for our nation to get the fiscal 
house in order; I do. It is imperative we do so, I say, in a thoughtful and a 
deliberate manner to ensure we retain the trust of our people. We have to retain 
that trust. And to sustain the appropriate warfighting capability for your Navy, the 
forward presence and its readiness. 
 
So unless Naval forces are properly sized, modernized at the right pace with 
regard to the adversaries that we might have, ready to deploy with adequate 
training and equipment and capable to respond in the numbers and at the speed 
required by the combatant commanders, they won't be able to answer the call. 
 
I look forward to working with this committee, with the Congress to find the 
solutions that will ensure that our Navy retains the ability to organize, to train and 
to equip our great sailors and Marines and soldiers and airmen and Coast 
Guardmen in defense of this nation. Thank you. 
	  


