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MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS

Subj: CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
Ref: (a) OLA memo LA-56-228 of 8 April 1985

Encl: (1) Information on House Budget Committee Hearing of 28
March 1985

1. Reference (a) forwarded a request from ADM Zumwalt, USN
(Ret.) for a review of testimony presented before the House
Budget Committee on 28 March 1985.

2. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in response to this request for
delivery to ADM Zumwalt.

Very respectfully,

WILLIAM E. KELLEY :S

By direction of Director
General Planning §
Programming Division

Copy to: (w/o enclosure)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS
WASHINGTON, DC 20350

IN REPLY REFER TG

16 April 1985

Admiral Elmo R. Zumwalt, USN, Retired
Systems Planning Corporation

1500 Wilson Roulevard

Arlington, Virginia 22209

pear Admiral Zumwalt:

I am forwarding some comments in rebuttal to the testimony
and statement given by Rear Admiral LaRocque, USN {Ret.), before
the Defense Task Force of the House Budget Committee. You may
use them as you wish.

I join Admiral Watkins in thanking you for ensuring the
Task Force received a balanced presentation.

Sincerely,

Aot Tuost™

C. A, H. TROST
Director, Navy Program Planning
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Ccocmments on Preparaed Text

ADM LaRocaue statement...."hA careful consideration of actual
military neecs, however, appears nowhere in current Congressional
debates over military budgets...”

Response ... U. S. Military reguirements are not developed
in an aé hoc fashion in response to the amount of funding
available in any particular budget year. Stated reguirements are
a result of a laborious and meticulous process of appraisal and
analysis within the Department of Defense. This process takes
into full consideration not only current force capabilities, but
also the current and projected threat and the capabilities
assessa2d to be needed in the future to counter that threat and
adeguately provide for the security of the country. This analysis
takes place both at the individual Service level (Navy: Maritime
Strategy/Army: "2ir/Land Battle 2000") and at the Joint Staff
(Joint Strategic Planning Document, Joint Strategic Capabilities
Plan) and Office of the Secretary of Defense (Dafense Guidance)
levels. Furthermore, appropriate Congressional oversight
committees are fully aware of the process and are in many cases
briefed on the contents and conclusions of the various long and
mid-range planning documents that form the foundation of the
annual budget submission.



Commenrts on Prepared Text

CADY ocgue statement...."From a military point of view, the
Onited Stares 15 preparing for two types of war -- war with the
Soviet Union and war with some other country. A war with the

Soviet Union Wwill be a nuclear war and a short war.”

Response.

ZUMWALT TESTIMONY P. 82

"The United States would prefer to deal with the Soviet
threat, and intends to deal with the Soviet threat with
conventional weapons, and would not use nuclear weapons
unless the Scoviet Union used them. As a matter of fact,
the worst possible thing that could happen to the United
States Navy would be for the Soviet Union to go nuclear..”

Addicional comments:

The basic mission of the U.8. Armed Forces is to help
preserve the United States as a free nation with 1ts
fundmental institutions and values intact. They also help
assure the physical s curity of the U.S. and its interests
and allies overseas., In order to do their job properly,
those forces must be prepared for any centingency,
conventional or nuclear.

Tae objective of our current modernization efforts is
first to deter attack on the U.S., or its allies. Should
tnat deterrence fail, the objective is to conduct
successful conventional operations without crossing the
nuclear threshcld. We do not subscribe toc the absolute
judgment that any war with the Soviets will be both short
and nuclear. U.S. military planning must be prepared for
any contingency, conventional or nuclear. Furthermore,
planning only for the worst case, i.e., a short, nuclear
war, risks becoming a self-fulfilling prophecy.
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Comments on rFrepared Tex:t

tagon has asked Ifor every wWeapon

3

ADM LaRocgusg statement...."The Pe
it can dream up regardiess GL COS

Response.... This statement is patently untrue. The HNavy
goes througn exnaustive efforts to sse that 21l systems are scrubbed
to ensurz that they are sffordable while meeting validated
requirements despite, at times, political pressure to the contrary.
The following program actions were driven primarily Dby affordablllity
concerns:

Program Acticon
DDG-51: Cost capped, eliminated nelo hangers, torpedo

magazine, flag spaces.

155mm Gun: Despite Congressional pressure Havy opted not to

develop because there was no need.

ASAM/BARM; Program chartered to maximize commonality te reduce
cost.

DDG -37 (NTU) : cancelled because of capability vs affordability.
VTXIS: Reduced scope of program to improve affordability.

VEX: cancelled because cost to develop technology was
unaffordable.

A-6 Upgrade: Scope of upgrade reduced to improve affordablility.

# Program Stretch-0Outs/Cancellations.

- Tae Navy provides DOD and the President a balanced SCN and APN
plan which takes into account ship and aircraft reguirements
necescary Lo pace the threat, while acknowledging fiscal
constraints. Stretching out some of the programs recommended
by 2DM LaRccgus will have a significant anegative effect on tnz
SCN/APN account in the outyears of tane FYD2 and wculd be a
hinderance to attaining the valanced forces reguired to
support elements of the 600 cship Mavy.
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tatement...."Stretch-out preoduction of High technclogy

§

- Response:

In the nszar term, dei=rring the procurement of 12 ¥/h-13
aircraft saves about haif of what 2DM LaRocgus suggests.
Howevar, to buy those aircraft tack in later years costs
about 50% more than the original savings. This does not
consicer the "hidden" costs of retaining support for
A-7/F-~4 aircraft to £ill the gaps or the added costs of
delaying conversion of the carriers and shore stations
which will support these ailrcraft cor training of the
personnsl to maintain them. All costs, particularly
economic production rates must bes balanced carefully when
contemplating a program stretch-out. More often than not,
near-term savings are more than abscorbed by the unseen
costs of procurement in the outyears.

27 CG-47 Cruisers are reqguired to replace aging CG-1lo6/26

clags. Procurring two vice three in FY-£86 would:

--- regquire procuring 3 vice Z in FY-89 or extending
procurements by one year at an additional procgram
cost of at least $500M.

--- Two ship profile will drive up cost of FY-86 cruisers
producing unaconomic guantities at both shipyards and
major contractors and would effectively eliminate
competition at shipyards {one to one split does not
entice price competition).

Four SSN 688 class attack submarines reguested in the

FY-86 budget submittal are necessary to:

~--- Continue the modernizaticon of our SSN fcrce in order
to counter the growing Soviet submarine threat.

---- Soviet submarine force 1is advancing rapidly in
technology: guieting, sensors, and firepower.

-~~~ Soviets are rapidly intreoducing new, improved classes
of SSNs.

--- ©Soviet submarine force out numbers U. S. submarine
force 3:1.

Attaln U. S. SSN force level gocal of 100 S3Hs in 159¢.

~-- U, S. Maritime Strategy depends h=zavily ¢n 5SNs
operating in forward, hostile envircnment,

--- Many pre-688 class S3¥s canncot operate in forward
areas and begin retiring in numbsr after 1987 having
reached end of service life.



ADd LaRocgue Statement...."While slower production rates will delay
Geployment oL these wezpons, the effasct on military strength is
minimal. here production rates are high, slower production will
not cause significant increases in unit costs. In wost cases,
production rates propcsad hnere are frozen at the 1985 level.™

Response... It 1s true that where production rates are
nigh, slichtly slower production will not cause significant
increas2s in unit costs. However the Navy programs that ADH
LaRocque propesss to stretch out do not have high production rates
the propcsed cuts are not slight, and, for all but one of the
aircraft orograms, these cuts would result in guantities below the
minimum economic production rate,

!

- ADM LaRocgue Statement...."Cancel unnecessary weapons program.”

- Response
-- The 2-6% 1s the only long range, and only

all-weather/night strike aircraft in the Navy inventory.
Cancellation would seriously degrade the power projection
capability of an airwing. »2dditional 2-6's are required
to support the l4th CVW and the Reserve alrwings require
A-6 aircraft (which they do not now have) in order to
match up with the active airwings, as an intergrated part
of the 15 CVBGs. The economical production of a-6
alrcraft has been looked at carefully in the context of
the Grumman business base which produces 4 different

tactical aircraft for the Navy.

- Current chemical munitions, because of their unitary design,
are not safe to store and handle aboard ship. New binary
weapons (e.g. BIGEYE) are required if the Navy is to have any
chemical weapons for either deterrence or retaliation.

- "Cancel AMRAAM since it performs sames function as SIDEWINDER/

SPARROW, is more expensive and has development problems.”

-- AMRAAM has cost more than original estimates and there
have been development problems 1in trying to package
expanded capabilities in a smaller missile, but it will
perform the mission of knocking down Sovist pombsrs much
more effectively tnan either SIDEWINDER or SPARROW.

~-~ AMRAAM 1is a launch and lsave weapon with a higher
prcbabllity of kill against large target aircraft with
sophisticated ECM support. This means two things: fewear
missiles are required and more targests can b2 engaged by a
single aircratft. BAMRAAM is designed sp=cifically to kese
pace with the evolving Soviet threat; cancelling it woul
put the Navy at a sesricus disadvantage.

-
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Comments on Prenare
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ADM LaRocque sftatement...,."It is possible to freeze military
spending without reducing military readiness or weakening scund
improvements in national defense,”

Response: The defense budgef reguest reflects a
carefully-reasoned balance tetween the readiness of roday's
forces and capability feor the future. Aany reduction to planned
military spending will necessarily result in lowerad readiness,
reduced future capability or both, The spending cuts advocated
by ADM LaRocque would impact not only near-term readiness bukt
&lso represents a mortgage on future capability which would
seriously narm the naticonal defense,



Comments on Non-Prepared Testimony

© Page 21 Lines 458 - 466
aDIl LeRocgue Statement...."From a purely military point of viaw,
the United States is simply preparing for two kinds of war -- war

with the Soviet Union, which will be & nuclear war probably a very
short war; and war with somebody else...." "....War with the
Soviets will be a nuclear war. There's no way to fight it with
nen-nuclear weapons and it will be a short one."

- ZUMWALT TESTIMONY P, 82

-- "The United States would prefsr to deal with the Soviet
threat, and intends to deal with the Soviet threat with
conventional weapons, and would not Use nuclear weapons
unless the 3oviet Union used them. 2As a matter of facc,
the worst possible thing that could happen to the dnited
States Navy would be for the Soviet Union to go nuclear.."

- Additional comments:

-~ The basic mission of the U.S. Armed Forces is to help
breserve the United States as a free nation with its
fundmental institutions and values intac:. They also help
éssure the physical security of the U.S. and its interests
and allies overseas. 1In order to do their job properly,.
those forces must be prepared for any contingency,
conventional or nuclear.

The objective of our current modernization efforts is
first to deter attack on the U.S. or its allies. Should
that deterrence fail, the cbjective is to conduct
successful cocnventional operations without Crossing the
nuclear threshold. We do not subscribe to the absolute
judgment that any war with the Soviets will be both short
and nuclesr, U.SsS, military planning must be prepared for
any contingency, conventional or nuclear. Furthermore,
planning only for ths worsc case, 1.e., a short, nuclzar
war, risks pecoming a s2lf-fulfilling prophecy.



ADM LaRocoue Statemant...."A careful consideration though, when
You take a look at what the Pentagon has come in for and asked for
in this Administration, you will find that nowhsrz in those
military budgets is a careful overall analysis or appraisal made
of what our military needs are.”

-

Response.... U. S. Military reauirements are not developed
in an ad hoc¢ fashion in Lesponse to the amount of funding
available in any particular budget vyear. tated requirements are
a resulc of a laboriocus and metic:lous process of appraisal angd
analysis within the Department of Defense. This process takes
into full consideration not only current force capabilities, but
also the current and projected threat and the capabilities
assessed to be needed in the future to counter that threat and
adequately provide for the security of the country. This analysis
takes place both &t the individual Service level {Navy: Maritime
Strategy/Army: "Air/Land Battle 2000") and at the Joint Staff
(Joint Strategic Planning Document, Joint Strategic Capabilities
Plan) and Office of the Secretary of Defense (Defense Guidance)
levels, Furthermore, appropriate Congressional oversight
committees are fully aware of the process and are in many cases
briefed on the contents and conclusions of the vari.us long and
mid-range planning documentis that form the foundatisn of the
annual budget submission.



Page 22 Linss 4%4-495

ABM LaRocqgue Statemsnt...."The Pentagon has asked for every waapon
it can dream up regardless of cost and need.®

Response .... This statement is patently untrue. The Navy

goes tarough exhaustive efforts to see that all systems are scrubbed
to ensure that they are affordable while meeting validated
requirements despite, at times, political pressure to the contrary.
The following program actions were driven primarily by affordability
concerns:

Program Acticn
DDG-51: Cost capped, eliminated helo hangers, torpedo

magazine, flag spaces.

155mm Gun: Despite Congressional pressure Navy opted not to
develop becausze there was no need,

ASAM/ARAM: Program chartered to maximize commonality to reduce
cost.

DDG-37 (NTU): Cancelled because of capabili-y vs affordability.
VIXTS: Reduced scope of program to improve affordability.

VEX: Cancelled because cost to develop technology was
unaffordable.

A~6 Upgrade: Scope ¢f upgrade reduced to improve affordability.



o Page 24 Lines 526-528

ADM LaRocqgue srtatemsnkt...."It i3 possible to freeze military
spending wWithout regucing military readiness or wezkening sound
improvements in national defense,”

Response : The defense budgset request reflects a
carefully-reasoned balance hetween the readiness of today's
forces and capability for the future, Any reduction to planned
military spending will necessarily result in lowered readiness,
reduced future capability or both. The spending cuts advocated
by ADM LaRocgque would impact not only near-term readiness butr
also represents a mortgage on fukture capability which would
seri1ously harm the national defense,
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Page 24 Lines 543-5
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A4DM LaRocgue statement...."I would advocate a cap, a freeze on

the retiremenrt pay for all senior military peogple, There are a
million of us and we've been fully rewarded. I think we can
take a freeze on increases in our pay regardless of what the
Pentagon may say. I can remember in the '30s we, in the
military, tcok a pay cut, an actual pay cukt, in order to help
the country.”

ResEonse:

Cuts in military pay that occured in the '30s came at a
time when the cost of goods and services in the private
sector was declining. Today's increases in recirement Day
similarly adjust for changing private sector economic
conditions and are necessary to prevent erosion of the
purchasing power of retired compensation. Retirement pay
is not a "reward"™ as indicated in ADM LaRocgue's
statement, Rather, it is deferred compensation for
service previously rendered. Placing a cap on retirement
pay would be a serious breech of faith with retired
military personnel. It would also signal to those on
active duty that their retirement compensation is also in
doubt.

Military service 1s not average service. The unlinited
Wworking hours without special compensation, moves and
family disruptions, seven and eight month periods away
from home, and potentially hazardous situations that all
too often become life endangering are not associated with
a normal occupation.

By capping or reducing retirement compensation, we would
be making career decisions for many of our most talented
personnel, who are as much in demand outside the service
as they are within. We cannot afford ancthner hemorrhage
of our talenred professicnals such as we eyperienced i he
late '70s.



o Page 47 Lines 1096-1109

ADM LaRocgus Statement...."Ws have been buying weapons much more
frequently than we did in the past. It used tc be we bought a2
weapon system that lasted us 10, 15, 20, and 30 years. Now we buy a
new weapon system that comes along every 5, 6, or 7 years. 50 that
you have created a problem with this rapid introduction of new
systems, faster than, frankly, the military can absorb them.”

Response.... Statement 1s wrong on virtually all counts.
Tne wavy has made a concerted effort to develop systems that will
pace the threat for years in tne future, and that can be updraded
through pre-planned product improvement programs to offset new
threat develcrments, as opposed to buylng new systems as ADM
LaRocque suggdests. A cursory look at todays ships and alrcraft
(i.e. 5" 54 gun mount MOD 10/ATM-9M) would prove this point.

- Secondly, last year SECNAV directed the acceleration ¢f 23
CIWS 1installations. This has been accomplished withouft the
problems ADM LaRocque alludes to,



o ©Page 48 Lines 1124-1135

ADM LaRocguz Statement...."¥es, I think on the other points, buying
1ots of them--1 xnow ADM Zumwalt is going to testily today and he
will speak for himself--but when we& were on active duty at the same
time, I felt very strongly, for example, on the alircraft carriers
that we would be much better off with some smaller aircraft carriers
in greater numbers tnan putting all of our eggs in one big basket.”

"phne same thing is true whether you're talking about the 1l
pattle tank or the M-60. And I +hink we would be much better oIf to
have & greater variety~--not a greater variet, but a greater number
of smaller, more flexible units because none of us know what the
next combat is going to really be like.”

Response.... Navy has studied this argument thoroughly and,
based on 60 years experience 1in operating aircrart from ships,
concluded that the 90,000 ton nuclear carrier (CVN) 1s the optimum
size for the kinds of wezpons systems we need in all potential
battle arees around the world. Size equates kO staying power L.e.
reduced dependence on a logistics train and, therefore, reduced
predictability and vulnerability. A CVN 1s the least sinkable =hip
because of compartmentation and armor protection of propulsion and
magazine spaces.

The aircraft carrier, as the operating base for the CVii, has
been designed and modified over time to provide the best possible
platform for the embarked sea-based tactical and support airplanes.
Its overall dimensions, cecnifiguration and installed eguipment design
are the result of the reguirement to match facilities with airplane
performance parameters.

The composition of the modern CVW results in great mutual
support between types of airplanes; and a great flexipility in the
use of each type of airplane. As a bottom line, this creates a
force which possesses a synergistic effect in that its total
warfighting capability 1s dreater than the sum of its individual
alements.

The marriage of the large deck CV,/CVN with the modern
multi-dimensional CVW is based on the solid foundation of matching
the unique warfighting capability of the sza-based tactical airplans
with the best possible ship design. This marriage has marked
advantages over a concept whnich used a greatsr numper of smaller
bases to nouse an equal TACAIR capability. Attempting to build a
more distributed basing structure using a greater number of smaller
carriers would result in the following:

- The innerent synergism cof the large deck CVW would pe lost or,
at least, significantly diminished.

- The logistic base support would pe markedly less efficient,

- The smaller bases would be less seaworthy and less
cperationally safe.



- Fach individual platform would be less survivable.

.

- Nuclear power benefits would be less in the smaller ships.

- The total 1life cycle cost of such a basing structure,
supporting at least as many airplanes but actually regquiring
more because of the loss of synergism, would be greater.

The NIMITZ class CVN is the best ship we know how to build to
do the 3ob in the most =flective fashion and at least cost.



o ©Page 50 Lines 1185-11935

ADM LaRocgus Statement...."Any war with the Soviet Union, Mr.
Congressman, will be a nuclear war. Thare's no way to fight witn
rhe Soviets conventionally at sea for the simple reascn that tne
only way that we can be cercain of destroying a Soviet submarine is
by & depth charge which we carry in helicopters and P=-3 CRIONS,
mhat's the way we destroy Soviet submarines."

"so that means in the Pacific, if a Soviet submarine comes to
attack our ships and we detect him, the only way we can destroy him
with an certainty 1s with a nuclear weapon. That's our primary

"
Wweanvorn .

Response

Zemwalt Testimony Pags 82-83...."This statement is an absolute
Falsehood. The United States Navy would prefer to deal with the
Soviet threat with conventional weapons, and would not use nuclear
weapons unless the Soviet Union used them. As a matter of fact, the
worst possible thing that could happen to the United States Navy
would be for the Soviet Union to go nuclear.”

"I- is a gross deception to maintain that defense policies
indicate that the only defensive tactlic that we can employ against
Soviet subs to protect our surface vessels in the event of war, 1s
the utilization of nuclear depth charges.”

"Congress has appropriated great sums of money for a
combination of conventional weapons; torpedoes, depth charges,
sur faced~launched, air-launched, sub-launched, for the purpcse of
avoiding nuclear war by extracting the attrition against Soviet
cubmarines with conventional means. And, it is the preferred choice
of the Navy to use conventional weapons. We can be effective, and
more affective than we can using nuclear weapons, for the reason
that Soviet use of nuclear weapons would rapidly work agairst the
United States Navy and make our anti-submarine defenses far less
successful.”



o Page 51, Lines 1203-1216

Mr. Slat
that fle

tery Statement...,"Are they then capable of obliterating
et floac

1 ing around out there?”

ADM LaRocgue Statement...."Well, you do have a little problem. The

fime of flight for a Soviet missile is still about 30 wminutes. They
have to get the detection to figure out where it is and then predict
where it is going to be in the 30-minute time of f£light.™

"Now I think they will get it with their submarines. I think
they willi destroy our surface fleet, the aircraft carriers, in the
first 3- to S5-days of a war witn the Soviet Union. They simple
can't last any longer than 3- to 5-days. But the Soviets have cover
300 submarines, attack submarines, today and they can easily destroy
our surface fleet. The era of the submarines, nuclear submarines, is
here. Our surface ships simply cannot cope with the fast moving
nuclear submarines. The Soviets can't cope with ours, we can't cope
with theirs."

Response.... The CVN is the least vulnerable/most survivable
ship ever built.

- Through three-dimensional offensive and defensive capabliities
(air, surface, subsurface) of CVN and supporting battle group
elements, fewer hostile weapons will survive to attack battle
group elements.

- CVN greatly aggrevates the enemy targeting problem. Because
of its sustained high-speed dash capabilities, the CVN is able
to use ocean expanse to exploit weather and weaknesses in
enemy survelllance and defenses.

_ Short of a direct nuclear hit, the CVN is the least sinkable
ship and least vulnerable to mission-interference damage.
This is due to greater relative compartmentalization, massive
protection of propulsion and magazines. Specific engineering
features built into CVN to enhance survivability include:

-- Side and overhead plating and new concept internal
arrangements to resist penetration to magazinas by nign
and low angle attacking missiles.

-- Torpedo protection provided by & new, energy-absorb
hull design which will counter major caliber torpe
explosive warheads.

-- A new system to protect the ship and crew from effects of
nuclear, chemical, and biological attack.

-- Flight deck and lower decks armored with new, high-yield
strength steel.

-- Over 2000 watertight and shock resistant comparuments to
limit damage. dMore generous stability margins to assure
control of the ship after major flooding camage.

-- FExtensive fire-fighting facilities througnout the shio,
supported by high capacity fire pumps and the latest
chemical fire extinguishing agzents.

-~ Over 30 fully-equipped damage control stations manned oY
trained ané practiced personnel.



-- pProtective fire-fighting and flcoding systems for all
ordnance and fuel storage and handling spaces.

-- DNecessary power and pumgs to remove water from flooded
compar tments for repalr of damage.

-— Counter-flooding capapility to control list and trim after
damage.

For these reasons, the CVN 1s: less vulnerable tc attack,
less vulnerable to sinking, and less vulnerabls to
mission-interference camage.



o Page 53 Lines 1249 - 1253

ADM LaRocgue Statement...."The Unites States 1s indeed planning,
{raining, arming and practicing for nuclear war in Europe for a
conventional and nuclear war., We have 330,000 U, S. Servicemen
and women stationed in Europe for the sole purpose of planning,

training, arming and practicing for nuclear war.,”

Response.... U.5. military forces are not stationed in
Burope for the sole purpose of planning, training, arming and
practicing for nuclear war. U.S. military forces are in Europe as
an important elsment of our strategy of deterrence and flexible
response. They are there to deter attacks against the United
States and its allies, limit Soviet capabilities for coercion, and
provide the National Command Authorities (NCA) flexibility to
respond appropriately to aggression, Therefore, U.S5, forces must
be capable of meeting regional reguirements as well as threats of
global dimension by both ccnventional and, if need be, nuclear
means.

For cur forces to have a credible deterrent impact they must
not only have the weapons both conventional and nuclear, n=scessary
to support their position but also the capability to use them
effectively to counter aggression. The capability to fight in a
nuclear environment is only one facet of our deterrence strategy
in the European Theater. The large infusion of funds over the
past four years in improving the conventional readiness,
sustainability, modernization and force structure posture of our
forces has had as its goal the ultimate objective of diminishing
the possibility that aggression will occur and that if it does, it
will not escalate to the nuclear stage.




o Pace 55 Lines 1336=-1345

ADM LaRocgue Statement...."The only threat from the Soviet Mavy
today against our MNavy, the major threat, is their supmarines. They
do have a capability, 1f we run our aircraft carriers close to their
land, they will have a capablility with their land-based aircraft to
attack our ships, but the main threat to ocur Havy is from thes Soviet
submarines. When we put our effort inte building big ailrcraft
carriers, which have no anti-submarine capability at all, none
axceot for tnose ships which guard it, the aircraft carrier itgelf
hecomes part of the problem, not the solution.™

Response.... dyery CV now carries a squadron of 6 SH-3
=nti-supmarine helicopters., All but two of the carriers regularly
deploy with a squadron of 10 S-33 anti-submarine alrcraft. The ASW
modulie is located aboard the CV and is the center for the evaluation
and direction of all ASW activity within the CVBG. Finally, the
CV's high spezd and extended striking range inherent in its
aircraft, allow it to avoid areas where Soviet submarines are
considered a threat. Additionally, those ships which operate with
the CV possess the most modern ASW equipment designsd to sink enemy
submarines.



¢ Page 37 Linas 1356 - 1383

1D L ...."I think ws ought to build on
vessels need Ior Lo oconnecItion with an atoid
against Tno untriss, I think w2 nesd no surfacs
for f£ianci wicm a Soviet Union. Aiccrait carrisrs
nave, as & role, tne azftack of ths Spoviat Unilion in
nuciear wa mave thab as a ssconcary rosle, p2causs
far mora w néd pompars than are nead £0r Lhat BDUCDO
Response.... The assertion regarding surfiarcs vesss
Consicuccion and aircrafc carrisr utility made oy RADM Laz
zre parently falses and raflect a total misunderstanding of
Yavy's role in support of the ational Defenss. A careiul
4t tme NATO Nortn Flank region aleone should pe sufficient
Giszel the alleged non-ubllity of such forces.

The Soviets have amassed a significant portion of thelr
military mignt in the Xola region. The Soviet Norktnern 7
possssszs 643 of the most modern Soviet 5S3Ns (TYPIOOM, DE
T-177, and YANKEER), 75% of 1ts most modern attack gubmarin
maritime actack aircraft (Badgers and BLINDERS, capanle of
guickly reinforced by 40 Back fires now bpas=d in the 3altic
563 of tne latest (post-1967) combat snips (122 total ship
mmese forces have the probable mission of protectcing the S
fleet in tnes Barents aea/AtLantic Qcean; preventing a Nalo
deplovment forward of thne G-I- UK Gap; and, if the opportuni
presents izss1f, undertaking tne interdiction of the Atlan
Lo Burope. It Ls inconcp;vaol to envision any NATO war 1
the United Srates would not be putting several carrier dat
groups inzo the lorwsglan ssa ac some point. In such case
WwouLd pe imberative that we sesek out and destioy tne Sovie
capabilicy to Limit our uses oI the sea.

Theze CArr groups would no doubt be
accive operatlion Soviet forces, Thea U.S5.
aviacion tecnnce rana command and control 2
sraining/orcfilc d allow for the eifsctive
50 ir pows imizing ©hz babile raoun’
0o iong rar . Furifhermors, Lani-nase
or ne , Hdarine Corps and Allisg
af omplament the Carrisc Batlblle gro '

o3 formicdanle obstacle to Sovist wWa
Lher - iou-= CO thne confalnment and ned
TmariTine SowWer.

To opine - she carrier paztls gzZoup would play a 8
role 1gnorss srys power and sStrengon lah=ranc in 3 o
constitzucad rriar batotlz ¢roup and 1Ls D 3lly decis
in any combat sizuation.  To Navy's Maricz ‘

3 wz2ll-coordinaz=4d, segusncial concept of

operacions winicn attemnpts O capitcalize on

scrang=hs, 2xplols xnown Soviet veaknesszss,

the sxtent possiols, sxposurs of Lhe forces <o en
arsack. Tne a-cack carrisr batcle group 1s the centzrpisc
~nis stratagy. Ln no way does 1t periorm 2 secondary role
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