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Summary

TheNavy isproposing to maintain in coming yearsaNavy with 31 amphibious
ships and an additional squadron of 14 Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future), or
MPF(F), ships. The squadron is intended to implement a new concept called sea
basing, under which forceswould be staged at seaand used to conduct expeditionary
operations ashore with little or no reliance on nearby land bases.

For FY 2007, the Navy is requested $297 million in advance procurement
funding for a ninth LPD-17 class amphibious ship to be procured in FY 2008, and
$1,136 million in procurement funding for LHA-6, an amphibious assault ship to be
procured in FY2007 using split funding in FY2007 and FY2008. Although the
Navy's proposed force of 31 amphibious shipsincludes 10 LPD-17 class ships, the
Navy is planning to end LPD-17 procurement in FY 2008 with the ninth ship.
Potential oversight issuesfor Congressincludethe amphibious-shipforce-level goal,
theclarity of the seabasing concept, the potential affordability and cost-effectiveness
of the sea basing concept, sea basing’ s relationship to the Navy's new Global Fleet
Stations (GFS) concept, and Navy and M arine Corpscoordinationwith other services
in devel oping the concept.

FY 2007 Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 5122/P.L. 109-364). Section 125
of P.L. 109-364 (conference report H.Rept. 109-702 of September 29, 2006)
establishesaunit procurement cost cap for LHA Replacement (LHA(R)) amphibious
assault ships, including LHA-6 and successor ships. Section 126 establishes unit
procurement cost caps for four LPD-17 class amphibious ships. These provisions
permit adjustments to the cost cap figures due to inflation and other factors.

FY2007 Defense Appropriations Act (H.R. 5631/P.L. 109-289). The
conferencereport ontheH.R. 5631/P.L. 109-289 (H.Rept. 109-676 of September 25,
2006) approvestheNavy’ srequest for FY 2007 procurement funding for the LHA(R)
program (i.e., the LHA-6 amphibious assault ship) and the LPD-17 classamphibious
ship program (page 178). The report also approves DOD’ s funding request in the
National Sealift Defense Fund (NDSF) for funding to acquirea TAKE-1 class cargo
ships (pages 347 and 348).

This report will be updated as events warrant.
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Navy-Marine Corps Amphibious and
Maritime Prepositioning Ship Programs:
Background and Oversight Issues
for Congress

Introduction

The Navy is proposing to maintain in coming years a fleet of 313 ships,
including 31 amphibious ships and an additiona sguadron of 14 Maritime
Prepositioning Force (Future), or MPF(F), ships. The M PF(F) squadronistoinclude
3 additional new-construction amphibious ships, 9 new-construction sealift-type
ships, and 2 existing, older-generation MPF ships. The Navy estimates the total
procurement cost of the 12 new-construction MPF(F) ships at $14.5 billion. The
squadron is intended to implement a new operational concept called sea basing,
under which forces would be staged at sea and used to conduct expeditionary
operations ashore with little or no reliance on nearby land bases.

For FY 2007, the Navy is requested $297 million in advance procurement
funding for a ninth LPD-17 class amphibious ship to be procured in FY 2008, and
$1,136 million in procurement funding for LHA-6, an amphibious assault ship to be
procured in FY2007 using split funding in FY2007 and FY2008. Although the
Navy's proposed force of 31 amphibious shipsincludes 10 LPD-17 class ships, the
Navy is planning to end LPD-17 procurement in FY 2008 with the ninth ship.

The issue for Congress is whether to approve, modify, or reject the Navy's
FY 2007-FY 2011 plansfor procuring amphibious and M PF(F) ships. Decisionsthat

Congress makes on thisissue could affect Navy and Marine Corps capabilities, Navy
and Marine Corps funding requirements, and the shipbuilding industrial base.

Background

Current Amphibious and Maritime Prepositioning Ships

Amphibious Ships. Amphibious ships are one of four principal categories
of combat shipsthat traditionally have hel ped definethe sizeand structure of theU.S.
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Navy. The other three are aircraft carriers, surface combatants (e.g., cruisers,
destroyers, frigates, and Littoral Combat Ships),” and submarines.’

The primary function of amphibious ships is to transport Marines and their
equipment to distant operating areas, and enable Marines to conduct expeditionary
operations ashore in those areas. Amphibious ships have berthing spaces for
Marines, flight decks and hangar decks for their helicopters and vertical/short take-
off and landing (VSTOL) fixed-wing aircraft, well decks for storing and launching
their landing craft,* and storage space for their wheeled vehicles, their other combat
equipment, and their supplies. Although amphibious ships are designed to support
Marine landings against opposing military forces, they can also be used for Marine
landings in so-called permissive or benign situations where there are no opposing
forces.

U.S. amphibiousshipsare Navy shipsoperated by Navy crews, withtheMarines
aspassengers. They arebuilt to survivability standards similar to those of other U.S.
Navy combat ships,® and areincluded in the total number of battle force shipsin the
Navy, which isthe commonly cited figure for the total number of shipsin the fleet.®
Amphibious ships are procured in the Navy's shipbuilding budget, known as the
Shipbuilding and Conversion, Navy (SCN) appropriation account. Designations of
amphibious ship classes start with the letter L, as in amphibious landing.

Today’ samphibious ships can bedivided into two main groups— the so-called
“big-deck” amphibious assault ships, designated LHA and LHD, which look like

! For more on Navy aircraft carriers, see CRS Report RS20643, Navy CVN-21 Aircraft
Carrier Program: Background and Issues for Congress, by Ronald O’ Rourke, and CRS
Report RL32731, Navy Aircraft Carriers: Proposed Retirement of USSJohn F. Kennedy —
Issues and Options for Congress, by Ronald O’ Rourke.

2 For more on Navy surface combatants, see CRS Report RL32109, Navy DDG-1000
(DD(X)) and CG(X) Ship Acquisition Programs: Oversight I ssuesand Optionsfor Congress,
by Ronald O'Rourke, and CRS Report RL33741, Navy Littoral Combat Ship (LCS
Program: Oversight I ssues and Options for Congress, by Ronald O’ Rourke.

3 For more on Navy submarines, see CRS Report RL32418, Navy Attack Submarine
Force-Level Goal and Procurement Rate: Background and I ssuesfor Congress, by Ronald
O'Rourke, and CRS Report RS21007, Navy Trident Submarine Conversion (SSGN)
Program: Background and Issues for Congress, by Ronald O'Rourke. The Navy also
includes mine warfare ships and a variety of auxiliary and support ships.

* A well deck is alarge, garage-like space in the stern of the ship. It can be flooded with
water so that landing craft can leave or return to the ship. Access to the well deck is
protected by alarge stern gate that is somewhat like a garage door.

®> To enhance their survivability in battle — their ability to absorb damage from enemy
weapons — U.S. Navy ships are built with features such as extensive interior
compartmentalization and increased armor protection of certain critical interior spaces.

¢ Battle force ships are ships that are readily deployable overseas and which contribute to
the overseas combat capability of the Navy. They include both active duty and Naval
Reserve Force combat ships as well Navy- and Military Sealift Command-operated
auxiliaries— such as oilers, ammunition ships, dry cargo ships, and multiproduct resupply
ships — that transport supplies from shore to Navy combat ships operating at sea.
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medium-sized aircraft carriers, and the smaller (but still sizeable) LSD- and LPD-
type amphibious ships.” The LHAs and LHDs have large flight decks and hangar
decks for embarking and operating numerous helicopters and VSTOL fixed-wing
aircraft, whilethe LSDs and LPDs have much smaller flight decks and hangar decks
for embarking and operating smaller numbers of helicopters. TheLHAsand LHDs,
as bigger ships, in general can embark more Marines and equipment than the LSDs
and LPDs. As of the end of FY 2006, the Navy included 33 amphibious ships.

e 7 Wasp (LHD-1) class ships, commissioned between 1989 and
2001, each displacing about 40,500 tons;®

e 4 Tarawa (LHA-1) class ships, commissioned between 1976 and
1980, each displacing about 40,000 tons;

e 12 Whidbey Idand/Harpers Ferry (LSD-41/49) class ships,
commissioned between 1985 and 1998, each displacing about
16,000 tons;

e 1 San Antonio (LPD-17) class ship, commissioned in 2006,
displacing about 26,000 tons; and

e 9 Austin (LPD-4) class ships, commissioned between 1965 and
1971, each displacing about 17,000 tons.’

These 33 amphibious ships are notionally organized into several expeditionary
strike groups (ESGs). Each ESG notionally includes one LHA or LHD, one LSD,
and one LPD. The amphibious ships in an ESG together can embark a Marine
expeditionary unit (MEU) consisting of about 2,200 Marines, their aircraft, their
landing craft, their combat equipment, and about 15 days worth of supplies. Each
ESG aso notionally includes three surface combatants (some or all armed with
Tomahawk cruisemissiles), one submarine, and perhapsone or more P-3long-range,
land-based maritime patrol aircraft. ESGs are designed to be independently
deployable, strike-capable naval formations, but they can also operatein conjunction

"LHA can betransated aslanding ship, helicopter-capable, assault. LHD can betranslated
aslanding ship, helicopter-capable, well deck. LSD can betranslated as landing ship, well
deck. LPD can betranslated aslanding ship, helicopter platform, well deck. Whether noted
in the designation or not, all these ships have well decks.

8 For comparison, a Nimitz-class nuclear-powered aircraft carrier displaces about 100,000
tons, and a cruiser or destroyer displaces about 9,000 tons.

°® The Navy also operates two Blue Ridge (LCC-19) class command ships. As their
designation suggests, these ships were originally built as amphibious command ships. In
recent years, they have evolved into general fleet command ships. Some listings of U.S.
Navy shipsinclude the two L CCs as amphibious ships, while otherslist them in a separate
category of command ships, along with one other fleet command ship — the Coronado
(AGF-11), which isaconverted LPD.
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with carrier strike groups (CSGs) to form larger naval task forces.’® On average, two
(or perhaps three) ESGs might be forward-deployed at any given time.

For many years, the fiscally constrained requirement for the amphibious fleet
has been for theforce collectively to beabletolift (i.e., transport) the assault echelon
of 2.5 Marine Expeditionary Brigades (MEBs). A MEB is a Marine force that
includes 14,500 Marinesand their equipment. The 34-ship amphibiousforceinplace
as of the end of FY 2005 exceeded the 2.5-MEB requirement in four regards but fell
short in afifth.

Maritime Prepositioning Ships. Today’ smaritimeprepositioning shipsare
large military cargo ships that are loaded with combat equipment and supplies and
forward-located to seaareasthat are close to potential U.S. military operating zones.
They are essentially forward-located, floating warehouses. Most havearoll-on/roll-
off (RO/RO) capability, which means that they are equipped with ramps that permit
wheeled or tracked vehiclesto quickly roll on or off the ship whenthe shipisat pier.

A total of 36 U.S. prepositioning ships, controlled by the Military Sealift
Command (M SC), store equipment and supplies for various parts of DOD. The 16
ships used primarily for storing Marine Corps equipment and supplies are called
Maritime Prepositioning Force (MPF) ships. The 10 shipsused primarily for storing

19 The ESGs is a new kind of naval formation. Prior to the ESG concept, the Navy’s
amphibiousshipswerenotionally organizedinto 12 amphibiousready groups(ARGS). Each
ARG included one LHA or LHD, one LSD, and one LPD. Because ARGs lacked surface
combatants, submarines, and P-3 aircraft, they were not considered suitablefor independent
operationsin high-threat areas. The Navy has converted its ARGsinto ESGs, using surface
combatants transferred from carrier strike groups (CSGs). (CSGs were previously called
aircraft carrier battle groups, or CVBGs.) For more on ESGs, see Jirg E. Kirsener, “The
Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG) of theU.S. Navy,” Naval Forces, No. 1, 2006: 64-68, 70-
72.

1 For many years, the fiscally unconstrained requirement has been for afleet that can lift
the assault echelons of 3.0 MEBs. Major General Gordon Nash, the Director of the
Expeditionary Warfare Division within the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, stated:

The 3.0 requirement remains, but in 1994 the Secretary of the Navy
established that the requirement was fiscally constrained to 2.5 MEBS, and that
remains our requirement today. Each brigade numbers approximately 14,500
Marines and a 2,500 personnel naval support element. Lift isbased onwhat we
call itsfivefingerprints: the number of troopsthe shipsmay carry, squarefeet of
vehicle storage, cubic feet of cargo storage, number of LCAC [landing craft air
cushion] landing spots, and the number of vertical takeoff-and-landing spots
measured in CH-46 helicopter equivalents.

Our current amphibious fleet today meets the overall 3.0 MEB-life
requirementsin threeof thefivefingerprints and exceedsthefiscally constrained
requirement of 2.5 MEBs in afourth fingerprint. The Navy has been working
hard to close this gap in the remaining shortfalls, and with the LPD-17 [*San
Antonio” class amphibious transport dock] this gap will continue to close.

(“Expeditionary Warfare: ‘ Taking The Fight To The Enemy’,” Naval Forces,

No. 5, 2005: 10. Bracketed material as published.)
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equipment and supplies for the Army are called the Combat Prepositioning Force.
Theremaining 10 shipsused primarily for storing equipment and suppliesfor the Air
Force, Navy, and Defense Logistics Agency are called Logistics Prepositioning
Ships. Thisreport focuses on the 16 MPF ships.

The 16-ship MPF fleet is organized into three squadrons of five or six ships
each. Each squadron stores enough combat equipment and supplies to equip and
support a MEB for aperiod of 30 days. One squadron is normally forward-located
intheAtlantic or Mediterranean, oneisnormally forward-located inthe Indian Ocean
at Diego Garcia, and oneisnormally forward-located inthe Western Pacific at Guam
and Saipan.*

Today' s MPF shipsare designed to support Marine landings at friendly ports or
ports that Marines or other U.S. or friendly forces have previously seized by force.
Under the basic MPF concept of operations, the M PF ships would steam into such
aport, while Marines would be flown into a nearby friendly or seized airbase. The
Marineswouldthen travel to the port, hel p unload the M PF ships, unpack and “marry
up” with their equipment and supplies, and begin conducting their operationsashore.
MPF operations can be used to reinforce an initial Marine presence ashore that was
created by aMarinelanding against opposing forces, or to establish aninitial Marine
presence ashore in a permissive or benign landing environment.

The MPF concept permits a MEB-sized Marine force to be established in a
distant operating areamore quickly than would be possibleif the MEB’ s equipment
and supplies had to be transported all the way from the United States. Unlike
prepositioning of equipment and supplies on the soil of foreign countries, maritime
prepositioningininternational watersdoes not require permanent host nation access.
The MPF concept also provides adegree of intertheater operational flexibility, since
an MPF sguadron can be moved from one theater (e.g., the Mediterranean) to an
adjoining theater (e.g., the Indian Ocean) relatively quickly if needed to respond to
acontingency. DOD used the Mediterranean and Western Pacific MPF squadrons
to supplement the Indian Ocean MPF sgquadron in the 1991 Gulf War (Operation
Desert Storm) and the more recent Iraq War (Operation Iragi Freedom).

Today's MPF ships are DOD sealift ships operated with civilian crews. They
arebuilt to survivability standards similar to those of commercial cargo ships, which
are lower than those of U.S. Navy combat ships. They are not included in the total
number of battleforce shipsintheNavy.*® Today’ sMPF shipsare designated TAKSs.
The“T” meansthe ships are operated by the MSC; the“A” meansauxiliary; and the
“K” means cargo.

2 The maritime prepositioning ships serving the other military services are located
principally at Diego Garcia.

3|n contrast to Navy auxiliariesthat are counted as battl e force ships because they transport
supplies from land to Navy ships operating at sea, M PF ships, like most other DOD sealift
ships, transport suppliesfromoneland massto another, primarily for the benefit of aservice
(inthis case, the Marine Corps) other than the Navy.
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The MPF fleet was established in the mid-1980s. It includes 13 ships (TAK-
3000 through TAK-3012) that entered service with the MPF in 1984-1986, and three
ships(TAK-3015through TAK-3017) that were added to the M PFfleet in 2000-2003
under the MPF Enhancement, or MPF(E), program, so as to increase the storage
capacity of the MPF fleet in accordance with lessons learned during the 1991 Gulf
War. One MPF(E) ship was added to each squadron.

The 13 earlier MPF ships, which each displace between about 44,000 and
49,000 tons, are owned and operated by private companies under 25-year charters
(i.e., leases) to MSC. The three more recently added MPF(E) ships, which each
displace between about 50,000 and 55,000 tons, are owned by the U.S. government
and are operated by private companies under contract to MSC.

Since FY 1993, new-construction DOD sedlift ships similar to the MPF ships
have been procured not in the SCN account, but rather in the National Defense
Sedlift Fund (NDSF), aDOD revolving fund that is outside both the Department of
the Navy budget and the procurement title of the annual DOD appropriation act.
NDSF funding is used for acquiring, operating, and maintaining DOD sealift ships
and certain Navy auxiliary ships.

Asof the end of FY 2005, the MPF fleet included the following ships:

e 5Cpl. Louis J Hauge Jr. (TAK-3000) class ships, which were
originally builtin Denmark in 1979-1980 as civilian cargo shipsfor
Maersk LineLtd. Their conversionsinto M PF shipsbeganin 1983-
1984. The ships are owned and operated by Maersk.

e 3Sgt. Matg Kocak (TAK-3005) classships, whichwereoriginally
builtinthe United Statesin 1981-1983 ascivilian cargo shipsfor the
Waterman Steamship Corporation. Their conversions into MPF
ships began in 1982-1983. The ships are owned and operated by
Waterman.

e 52" Lt. John P. Bobo (TAK-3008) class ships, which were built
in the United Statesin 1985-1986 as new-construction shipsfor the
MPF. They are owned and operated by American Overseas Marine.

e 1 1% Lt. Harry L. Martin (TAK-3015) class ship, which was
originally built in Germany in 1980 as a civilian cargo ship. Its
conversion into an MPF ship began in 1999.

e 1 LCPL Roy M. Wheat (TAK-3016) class ship, which was
originally builtin UkraineasaSoviet auxiliary ship. It wasacquired
for conversionin 1997.*

% The conversion of this ship took considerably longer than expected and was the subject
of alawsuit. For discussion, see Christopher J. Castelli, “ M SC Namesand Deploys MPF(E)
Vessel, While Bender Pursues Lawsuit,” Inside the Navy, Oct. 13, 2003; Christopher J.

(continued...)
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e 1Gunnery Sgt. Fred W. Stockham (T AK-3017) classship, which
wasoriginally builtin Denmark in 1980 asacommercia cargo ship.
In the early 1990s, it was acquired for conversion into a kind of
DOD sedift ship called a large, medium-speed, roll-on/roll-off
(LMSR) ship. It was used by MSC as an LM SR under the name
Soderman (TAKR-299) until 2000, when it was converted into an
MPF(E) ship, and renamed the Stockham.™

Navy Ship Force Structure Plan

The Navy is proposing to maintain in coming years a fleet of 313 ships,
including 31 amphibious ships and a 14-ship MPF(F) squadron.® The 31-ship
amphibious force is to include the following:

e 9 LHD- or LHA-type large-deck amphibious assault ships;
e 10 LPD-17 class amphibious ships; and
e 12 L SD-41/49 class amphibious ships.

The 14-ship MPF(F) squadron is to include 3 additional new-construction
amphibious ships, 9 new-construction sealift-type ships, and 2 existing, older-
generation MPF ships. The 12 new-construction ships are as follows:

e 2 modified LHA Replacement, or LHA(R), ships equipped with
Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) command and control (C2)
facilities;

e 1 modified LHD equipped with aviation C2 facilities;

e 3 modified Large, Medium-Speed, Roll-on/Roll-off (LM SR) sealift
ships;

e 3 ships modified Lewis and Clark (TAKE-1) class cargo and
ammunition resupply ships; and

e 3 Mobile Landing Platform (MLP) ships.

The 2 existing MPF shipsin the squadron are now referred to as “dense pack”
ships. The 14-ship MPF(F) squadron is intended to help implement a new
operational concept called sea basing, which is discussed in the next section.

14 (...continued)

Castelli, “Finally, MSC Plans to Name Converted Cargo Ship This October,” Inside the
Navy, Aug. 25, 2003; Christopher J. Castelli, “M SC: Beleaguered Cargo Vessel to Make
First Deployment ThisY ear,” Inside the Navy, June 2, 2003; Christopher J. Castelli, “MSC
Postpones Wheat Christening, Citing Current Military Ops,” Inside the Navy, Feb. 17,
2003; Christopher J. Castelli, “ Cargo Ship Mired in Conversion Processto Reach Fleet In
2003,” Inside the Navy, Jan. 6, 2003.

5 Another LM SR was built asanew-construction LM SR and named the Soderman (TAKR-
317).

6 U.S. Department of the Navy, Report to Congress on Annual Long-Range Plan for
Construction of Naval Vessels for FY2007. Washington, 2006. 8 pp. For additional
discussion, see CRS Report RL32665, Navy Force Sructure and Shipbuilding Plans:
Background and Issues for Congress, by Ronald O’ Rourke.
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Sea Basing Concept

The Concept in General. The Navy and Marine Corps are proposing to
implement a new concept of operations for staging forces at sea and conducting
expeditionary operations ashore with little or no reliance on nearby land bases. The
concept is called enhanced networked sea basing, or sea basing for short.

Under the traditional concept of operations for conducting expeditionary
operations ashore, the Navy and Marine Corps would establish a base ashore, and
then use that base to conduct operations against the desired ashore objective. Under
sea basing, the Navy and Marine Corps would launch, direct, and support
expeditionary operations directly from a base at sea, with little or no reliance on a
nearby land base."

A key rationale for the seabasing concept isthat in the future, fixed land bases
ashorewill become vulnerableto enemy attack from weapons such ascruise missiles
or short-range ballistic missiles. Launching the operation directly from abase at sea,
advocates of seabasing argue, will enhance the survivability of the attacking Navy-
Marine Corps force by putting the base out of the range of shorter-range enemy
weapons and targeting sensors, and by permitting the sea to be used as a medium of
maneuver for evading detection and targeting by longer-range enemy weapons and
Sensors.

A second rationale for sea basing is that by eliminating the nearby base ashore
— thelogistical “middleman” — seabasing will permit the Marine Corpsto initiate
and maintain a higher pace of operations against the desired objective, thus
enhancing the effectiveness of the operation. A third rationale for seabasing isthat
it could permit the Marineforce, oncethe operation iscompleted, to reconstitute and
redeploy — that is, get back aboard ship and be ready for conducting another
operation somewhere else — more quickly than under the traditional concept of
operations.

The sea base being referred to is not a single ship, but rather a collection of
ships, including the MPF(F) squadron, other ships (such as an aircraft carrier strike
group), and intertheater and sea base-to-shore connector ships. Under sea basing,
certain functions previously carried out from the nearby base ashore, including
command and control and logistics, would be transferred back to the ships at seathat
collectively make up the sea base.

¥ For an in-depth discussion of the sea basing concept, see Defense Science Board Task
Force on Sea Basing, op. cit. Seeaso Otto Kreisher, “SeaBasing,” Air Force Magazine,
July 2004, p. 64; Scott C. Truver, “Sea Basing: More Than the Sum of Its Parts?’ Jane's
Navy International, Mar. 2004, pp. 16-18, 20-21; Art Corbett and Vince Goulding, “Sea
Basing: What's New?’ U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, November 2002, pp. 34-39.
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The Defense Science Board (DSB) in August 2003 issued areport on seabasing
which concluded that “ seabasing representsa critical futurejoint military capability
for the United States.”*®

In August 2005, the Joint Chiefs of Staff unanimously approved a Joint
Integrating Concept (JIC) document for sea basing.’® Approval of the JIC gives
seabasing DOD recognition as a key future U.S. military capability, and creates a
moreformal requirement for seabasingto beimplementedinaway that satisfiesjoint
requirements rather than those of the Navy and Marine Corpsalone. The seabasing
concept must still complete DOD’ s Joint Capabilities Integration and Devel opment
System (JCIDS) process and obtain acquisition milestone approvals.?

MPF(F) Squadron for Implementing Sea Basing. In June 2005, the
Navy submitted areport to Congress on the MPF(F) program? that was required by
the conference report (H.Rept. 108-622 of July 20, 2005) on the FY 2005 defense
appropriations bill (H.R. 4613/P.L. 108-287 of August 5, 2004).? The Navy report
outlined the 14-ship MPF(F) squadron.

Thereport statesthat operational requirementsfor an MPF(F) squadroninclude,
among other things, an ability to employ two Marine battalions from the seabase —
one by surface transportation and the other by air transportation (i.e., “vertically”) —
in aperiod of 8 to 10 hours.

The report states that the composition of the 14-ship MPF(F) squadron “will
take advantage of existing product lineswhere possible minimizing new ship design
requirementsand overall productionrisk for our shipbuildingindustry. Additionally,
thisnew squadron may offer considerableforce structureflexibility, asshipsassigned

18 Defense Science Board Task Force on Sea Basing, op.cit., p. Xi. Italicsasintheoriginal.
Similar statements are made in two cover memosincluded at the front of the report, and on
p. 87. For pressreports about thisstudy, see John T. Bennett, “ Marine Corps Commandant,
DSB Describe Visions of Seabasing Concept,” Inside the Pentagon, Oct. 30, 2004; Jason
Ma, “ DSB Study, Conference Examine Seabasing Needsand Challenges,” Insidethe Navy,
Oct. 27, 2003; Jason Sherman, “ Pentagon Group Details SeaBase Concept,” Defense News,
Oct. 27, 2003.

19 Christopher J. Castelli, “ Joint Chiefs Endorse Pentagon’ s Proposed Seabasing Concept,”
Insidethe Navy, Sept. 19, 2005. Seealso David W. Munns, “ Forward Progress,” Seapower,
September 2005: 14-16, 18.

2 Jason Ma, “ Navy Weighted U.S. Shipbuilding Capabilities When Crafting M PF(F) Plan,”
Inside the Navy, Sept. 19, 2005.

21 U.S,, Department of Defense Department of the Navy, Report to Congress, Maritime
Prepositioning Force, Future, MPF(F), Washington, 2005, 8 pp. (Prepared by Program
Executive Officer, Ships, Washington DC 20376, June 2005.) A 20-page appendix to the
report provides supporting budget details. Letters of transmission to Congress
accompanying the report are dated June 6, 2005.

2 Therequirement for thereport on the M PF(F) programis on page 360 of H.Rept. 108-622.
For details, see the “Legislative Activity” section of this CRS report.
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to perform the M PF(F) role might be used to augment or support ESG operationsand
perform other dual roles.”*

Industrial-base considerations reportedly played a role of some kind in the
selection of the newly planned 14-ship squadron. An earlier press report suggested
that the Navy rejected an alternative proposed combination of LHD/LHA (R)-type
ships and modified San Antonio (LPD-17) class amphibious ships at least in part
because al these ships are built by Northrop Grumman, leaving no role in the
program for Genera Dynamics (GD).?* In a later press report, DOD officials
distanced themselves from the ideathat the new squadron was selected to guarantee
each firm arole in the program, and argued that the 14-ship squadron was selected
to minimize development risk and cost, and because the earlier design for the
MPF(F) ship was so large that it could not be built inaU.S. yard, or at least not in
enough U.S. yards to permit competition between shipbuilding firms.®

Whatever the exact role of industrial-base considerations, the new 14-ship
squadron will give both Northrop and GD arole in the program. Northrop would
build the modified amphibious assault ships, and GD, which is currently building
TAKEs for Navy use, would build the modified TAKEs. The two firms would
compete for the LMSRs, which they have both built in the past, and could aso
compete, potentially with other U.S. shipbuilding firms, for the MLPs.®

Thereport states that the M PF(F) squadron will be ableto, among other things:
e accommodate the 2015 version of a Marine Expeditionary Brigade
(MEB) consisting of three Marine battalions — two surface
battalions and one vertical battalion;

e preposition the 2015 MEB at sea in the desired forward operating
areawithin 10 to 14 days;

e permit that force to arrive and assembl e itself at the sea base in 24
to 72 hours;

o employ the vertical battalion and one of the surface battalionsin 8
to 10 hours;

e provide accommodations and maintenance capability for vehicles
and aircraft;

e sustain the forces ashore from the sea base;

% Report to Congress, Maritime Prepositioning Force, Future, MPF(F), op. cit., p. 6.

2 Jason Ma, “Navy Aims To Balance Industrial Base Needs In New Seabasing Plan,” Inside
the Navy, May 2, 2005.

% Jason Ma, “Navy Weighed U.S. Shipbuilding Capabilities When Crafting M PF(F) Plan,”
Inside the Navy, Sept. 19, 2005.

% |bid.
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e provide medical support, including resuscitative surgery;
e accommodate and operate surface connectors;
e provide MEB-level C2 capahility; and

e oOperate in sea conditions up to Sea State 3 (a moderate sea with
waves of 3 feet to 5 feet).

AnAugust 1, 2005, pressreport stated that the Marine Corps, in aJuly 28, 2005,
presentation to aconference of industry officials, explained that the planned 14-ship
MPF(F) squadron would have an estimated combined procurement cost of about
$14.5 billion, asdetailed in Table 1.

Table 1. Estimated Procurement Cost of MPF(F) Squadron

(billions of dollars)

Ship type Qty Unit procurement cost | Total procurement cost
Modified LHA(R) 2 $2.35 $4.7
Modified LHD 1 2.2 2.2
Modified LMSR 3 0.98 294
Modified TAKE 3 0.63 1.89
MLP 3 0.92 2.76
Existing MPF 2 g 0
TOTAL 14 $14.49

Source: Inside the Navy, August 1, 2005.
a. These two ships already exist.

The press report stated:

The amphibious shipsin the future MPF squadron would be built without
their full complement of combat systems, said Magnus. The ships would have
systemsfor self-defense, flight operations, communi cationswith other elements
of the squadron as well as command and control, he told Inside the Navy in a
brief interview. But missing from the ships would be “basic point missile
defense” systems, anti-surface ship weapons and undersea warfare systems, he
added.

Carrier strike groups or expeditionary strike groups that deploy with MPF
squadrons could provide protection, or the M PF shipswould stay in safer waters
at least 25 miles offshore, he said.

“These ships are going to stay in the protected commons of the sea,” he
said.

The LM SR designs would be different too, enabling forces to arrive and
prepare for operations while at sea, instead of at a port, Magnus said. But
additional work remainsin devel oping an automated cargo handling system for
theinterior, henoted. Commercial cargo handlersalready use such systems, and
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the Office of Naval Research is developing a selective retrieval machine, which
could be tested within the next year, he said.

The future M PF squadron also will carry about 12,000 Marines, including
800 humvees and 106 Expeditionary Fighting Vehicles. During thefirst day of
an operation, about 4,000 Marines would go ashore, followed by another 4,000
over the next few days, he said. The rest would remain on the ships to perform
command and control, intelligence, maintenance and | ogi stics duties, he added.*”

Related Transport Ships. In addition to the MPF(F) squadron ships, the
Navy and Army plan to procure several Joint High Speed Vessels (JHSVs) for high-
speed intra-theater transport of Marine Corps and Army forces and equipment. The
JHSV isto be a 35- to 45-knot, shallow-draft, intratheater transport ship similar to
theleased commercial high-speed ferriesthat DOD hasused experimentally inrecent
years. The Navy also plansto procure sea base-to-shore connector (SSC) ships for
transporting personnel and equipment from the sea base to the shore area of
operations. The SSCswould replacetheNavy’' scurrent LCAC air-cushioned landing
craft.

Global Fleet Station (GFS) Concept

In connection with the sea basing concept and the concept of adaptive force
packaging (which refers to the ability of U.S. naval forces to be split apart and
recombined into force packages of various sizes and mission orientations, so as to
meet the needs of various contingencies), the Navy is proposing to establish what it
calls global fleet stations, or GFSs. A 2006 Navy operations concept document
states:

Providing operational maneuver and assured accessto thejoint forcewhile
significantly reducing our footprint ashore and minimizing the permissions
required to operate from host nations. With asustainable logisticstail safely at
sea, seabasing leveragesthe ability to operate frominternationa waters. Weare
exploringinnovative operational conceptsthat combine seabasi ng with adaptive
force packaging that will further support national security and the Combatant
Commanders' objectives worldwide. One such concept is the Global Fleet
Station (GFS). GFS is a persistent sea base of operations from which to
coordinateand empl oy adaptiveforce packageswithin aregional areaof interest.
Focusing primarily on Phase O (shaping) operations, Theater Security
Cooperation, Global Maritime Awareness, and tasksassociated specifically with
the War on Terror, GFS offers a means to increase regional maritime security
through the cooperativeeffortsof joint, inter-agency, and multinational partners,
aswell asNon-Governmental Organizations. Likeall seabases, thecomposition
of a GFS depends on Combatant Commander requirements, the operating
environment, and the mission. From its sea base, each GFS would serve as a
self-contained headquarters for regional operations with the capacity to repair

% Jason Ma, “ Future M PF Squadron For Seabasing Expected To Cost $14.5 Billion,” Inside
the Navy, Aug. 1, 2005. See also Christopher P. Cavas, “New U.S. Navy Sea Base Plan
Includes Assault Ships,” DefenseNews.com, July 14 2005; Christopher P. Cavas, “Big
Changes For Sea Base,” Navy Times, Aug. 1, 2005; and Geoff Fein, “Fleet of 14 MPF(F)
Ships Provides Lower Cost/Schedule Risk, Navy Says,” Defense Daily, July 12, 2005.



CRS-13

and service all ships, small craft, and aircraft assigned. Additionally, the GFS
might provide classroom space, limited medical facilities, aninformation fusion
center, and some combat service support capability. The GFS concept provides
aleveraged, high-yield sea based option that achieves a persistent presence in
support of national objectives. Additionally, it complements more traditional
CSG/ESG training and deployment cycles.®

The document describes a hypothetical scenario in which a future GFS is
organized around an LPD-type ship that operatesin the region for up to two years.
In the scenario, the LPD-type ship acts as a host or support platform for sailors,
Marines, Army personnel, Air Force personnel, and a Coast Guard small boat unit.?

A March 20, 2006, Navy white paper on the GFS concept posted online by
InsideDefense.com states that

The purpose of a GFS is to establish a base of operations from which to
coordinate and launch a variety of missions within a regional area of interest,
focusing primarily on Phase 0/Shaping and Stability operations, Theater Security
Cooperation, Maritime Domain Awareness, and tasks associated specifically
withtheWar on Terror.... Theseactivitiesrange fromtraditional counter piracy,
MIO, and security patrols, to mobile training teams (MTTSs), construction
assistance, medical outreach, and information sharing....

By taking advantage of existing host nation basing arrangements, it isanticipated
that five Fleet Stations could be devel oped within the next five to seven years,
based upon the availability of trained personnel, ships, helicopters and
equipment. Possible locations for these initial Global Fleet Stations include
Guam or Singapore (GFS - SE Asia); Bahrain or UAE (GFS - East Africa,
Arabian Gulf); Diego Garcia (GFS — South Asia); Rota (GFS - West Africa);
and, Key West (GFS — South and Central America). These locations were
selected due to the availability of facilities that could support a US military
presencewith dependents. Asapilot, Naval Station Key West could serveasthe
site for proof of concept....

Each GFS is a self-sustaining home base from which to conduct regional Phase
0 operations ranging from Theater Security Cooperation (TSC) activities to
Maritime Interdiction and counter-piracy. It isabase from which tailored and
adaptive force packages can be launched in response to humanitarian crises,
natural disasters, and counter-terrorismtippers. Itisacenter for intelligenceand
information fusion in support of enhanced Maritime Domain Awareness, and
when networked with other Fleet Stations, each GFS fusion center will serve as
an intelligence feeder for Global Maritime Intelligence Integration. Most
importantly, these information fusion centers will offer increased regional
maritime domain awareness to host nation partners and will provide timely
gueuing to interdict illegal transnational activities.

Each GFSis a base from which to sustain and deploy riverine units throughout
the region, whether in concert with Mobile Training Teams and other Phase 0

28 U.S. Department of the Navy, Naval Operations Concept 2006, Washington, 2006, pp.
30-31

# U.S. Department of the Navy, Naval Operations Concept 2006, op. cit., p. 32.
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activities or to conduct missionsin direct support of GWOT (surveillance, MI1O
[maritime intercept operations|, combat insertion, etc). Each GFSwill serve as
the logistics and C2 HQ for regiona expeditionary operations, to include the
basing of Blue and Gold crews to sustain high OPTEM PO [operational tempo]
throughout theregion with alimited number of ships, small craft, helicoptersand
UAVs[unmanned agerial vehicles]. Each GFSishome base for regional NECC
[Naval Expeditionary Combat Command] detachments consisting of Seabees
[construction battalions, or CBs|, salvage divers, EOD [explosive ordnance
disposal], and security force personnel as well as small expeditionary medical
and logistics teams. It is also the hub for FAOs [Foreign Area Officers]
dedicated to supporting activities within the region, tailored to the needs of the
host nationsinvolved. Further, each GFSwill leverage existing SOFA’s[Status
of Forces Agreements with other countries] and MOU’s [Memoranda of
Understanding] to manage bilateral and multi-lateral cooperation as well as
IMET [International Military Education and Training] fundsand other incentive
programs, and will bethefocal point for coordination with local representatives
from the Inter-Agency, International Organizations, and NGOs [non-
governmental organizations]....

At aminimum, each GFS must include at least one expeditionary warfare ship
LPD/LSD/HSV [high-speed vessel] capable of serving as a mother/command
shiptotransport avariety of riverinecraft and helicoptersUAV's, mobiletraining
teams, Seabees and materiel, medical teams, and a limited security force. This
ship should also provide sufficient C4l, limited medica facilities, and
configurable classroom space to sustain Phase O operations throughout the
region. Initially one or two FFGs [frigates] (to be replaced by LCSs [littoral
combat ships]) would provide limited NSFS [naval surface fire support],
MIO/VBSS|visit, board, search, and seizure], AAW [anti-air warfare] and ASW
[anti-submarine warfare] support (as well as the ability to train with larger
regional and coastal Navy’'s). Each GFS must serve as a self-contained Group
HQ for regional operations, and should have the capacity to repair and service
al ships, small craft, and aircraft assigned. Additionally, the GFS should have
alimited combat service support capability. The GFS (and mother ship) must
maintain robust and secure Joint C4l capabilities to support a JFMCC [Joint
Force Maritime Component Commander] or JFLCC [Joint Force Land
Component Commander] command structure. There should be a medical
treatment facility at the GFS (and/or on the command ship assigned) to provide
medical support/humanitarian assistance as well as sufficient combat
construction equipment and material to support Phase O operations in remote
locations. The intelligence fusion cell should be equipped with sufficiently
robust and secure communications to handle the fusion of open source
information as well as tactical and strategic intelligence (to include IMINT,
SIGINT, HUMINT [imagery, signal, and human intelligence] and other sensitive
intelligence sources). Each GFSwould include at |east two small boat unitsand
eventually, perhaps, an entire riverine squadron. Additionally, at least one
helicopter detachment (and eventually a UAV detachment) would be assigned
to each GFS. The GFS would ideally have regular access to, and contact with,
inter-agency, international community, and NGO representativesthroughout the
region. There would be sufficient language expertise on board the Station,
through FA O and other personnel, to provide direct interaction with indigenous
populations throughout the region....
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The most feasible place to test the Global Fleet Station concept would be Key
West (Naval Station Annex and Truman Annex) serving Central and South
America.®

Ship Procurement Programs

Table 2 showsthe Navy’ s plan for procuring amphibious and MPF(F) shipsin
FY2007-FY 2011.

Table 2. FY2007-FY2011 Amphibious and MPF(F) Ship
Procurement Plan
(Ships fully funded in FY 2006 shown for reference)

| Fvor | Fyos | Fyoo | Fyio | Fyi1

For the 31-ship amphibiousforce

LPD-17 1

LHA(R) 1 1
For the 14-ship MPF(F) squadron

LHA(R)-M PF(F) 1

TAKE-MPF(F) 1 1 1

L M SR-MPF(F) 1 1

ML P-M PF(F) 1 1

Sour ces: Department of the Navy, Highlights of the Department of the Navy FY 2007 Budget, Chart
15 (p. 5-3), and Draft Report to Congress on Annual Long-Range Plan for Construction of Naval
Vesselsfor FY 2007.

Key:
LPD-17 San Antonio (LPD-17) class amphibious ship
LHA(R) LHA(R) class amphibious assault ship. Also known asthe LHA-6 class.

LHA(R)-MPF(F) Modified LHA(R) intended for MPF(F) squadron

TAKE-MPF(F) Modified Lewis and Clark (TAKE-1) class resupply ship intended for
MPF(F) squadron

LMSR-MPF(F) Modified large, medium-speed, roll-on/roll-off (LM SR) sealift ship intended
for MPF(F) squadron

MLP-MPF(F)  Mobile Landing Platform ship intended for MPF(F) squadron

LPD-17 Program. Asareplacement for 11 aging L PDsand other amphibious
ships that have aready been decommissioned, the Navy is currently procuring new
San Antonio (LPD-17) class amphibious ships. The ships are built primarily at
Northrop Grumman’s Avondale shipyard near New Orleans, LA .

A total procurement of 12 LPD-17s was originally planned. A force of 36
amphibious ships that included 12 LPD-17s would have met the longstanding 2.5-
MEB lift requirement for the amphibiousfleet in al respects. The Navy’s proposed

% “Navy White Paper on Global Fleet Stations,” posted online at InsideDefense.com
[subscription required)].

%1 LPD-17-related work is also done at Northrop’ s Ingalls shipyard at Pascagoula, MS, and
at athird Northrop facility at Gulfport, MS. The Avondale, Ingalls, and Gulfport facilities
together make up Northrop Grumman Ship Systems (NGSS).
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31-ship amphibious fleet includes a total of 10 LPD-17s. In spite of this 10-ship
goal, theFY 2007-FY 2011 FY DPreduces planned procurement of LPD-17sto atotal
of nine ships.

Eight LPD-17s have been procured through FY2006. The FY 2006 budget
projected that the ninth would be procured in FY 2007. The FY 2007 budget deferred
the ninth ship to FY 2008.

Thefirst LPD-17, which was procured in FY 1996, encountered aroughly two-
year delay in design and construction. It was presented to the Navy for acceptance
in late June 2005. A Navy inspection of the ship conducted June 27-July 1, 2005,
found numerous construction deficiencies.* These deficiencieswere addressed and
the ship was commissioned into service on January 14, 2006.

Since the start of the LPD-17 program, the estimated unit procurement cost of
the follow-on ships in the program has grown from roughly $750 million to about
$1.2 billion to $1.35 billion — an increase of roughly 60% to 80%.

LHD-8. To replace one of itsfive aging LHAS, the Navy in FY 2002 procured
LHD-8 — an eighth Wasp-class ship** — at a total budgeted cost of about $2.06
billion. At thedirection of the FY 2000 and FY 2001 defense appropriation bills, the
ship wasincrementally funded in the SCN account, with the final funding increment
being provided in FY 2006. The ship isbeing built by Northrop Grumman’singalls
shipyard at Pascagoula, MS, the builder of al previous LHAs and LHDs, and is
scheduled to enter service in October 2007.

LHA(R)/LHA-6 Program. Asasuccessor tothe Wasp-classdesign, the Navy
wants to procure a new class of amphibious assault ships called the LHA
Replacement (LHA[R]) or LHA-6 class. The FY2007-FY 2011 FY DP submitted to
Congress in February 2006 called for procuring the first such ship (LHA-6) in
FY 2007, asecond (LHA-7) in FY 2010, and athird (LHA-8) in FY2011. Asshown
in Table 2, LHA-8 isto be a modified version intended for the MPF(F) squadron.
These shipswould almost certainly bebuilt primarily at Northrop Grumman’ singalls
shipyard.

The total estimated cost of LHA-6 is $2,759 million. The ship received $149
million in advance procurement funding in FY 2005 and $148 million in additional
advance procurement funding in FY2006. The FY 2007 budget requested $1,136
million in procurement funding for the ship. The remaining $1,326 million in
procurement funding for the ship isto be requested for FY2008. The ship, in other

32 A ssoci ated Press, “ Shipbuilder: Navy Will Accept New Vessel,” NavyTimes.com, July 21,
2005; Christopher J. Castelli, “Naval Inspection Report Finds Numerous Problems With
LPD-17,” Insidethe Navy, July 18, 2005; Dal e Eisman and Jack Dorsey, “ ProblemsOn New
Ship A Bad Sign, Analyst Warns,” Norfolk Virginian-Pilot, July 14, 2005; Nathan Hodge,
“Navy Inspectors Flag ‘ Poor Construction’ On LPD-17,” Defense Daily, July 14, 2005. A
copy of the Navy’s inspection report, dated July 5, 2005, is posted online at

[ http://www.coltoncompany.com/comment/lpd17insurv.htm]

3 LHD-8 will differ fromthe earlier LHDs in terms of propulsion plant and other respects.
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words, is being split-funded across FY 2007 and FY 2008. Split fundingisaform of
incremental funding.

The LHA(R) design has changed over time. The Navy originally looked at a
“dua tram line” design displacing 69,000 tons. That design had an estimated
procurement cost of roughly $5.1 billion, which wasdeemed unaffordable. TheNavy
then examined a “plug-plus’ design — a 50,000-ton design based on a longer and
wider version of the basic Wasp-class hull. This design would have cost roughly
$3.8billion, which was al so deemed unaffordable. TheNavy announcedin 2004 that
it was dropping the plug-plus design in favor of aless expensive 45,000-ton design
based on the current Wasp class hull. This is the design now proposed for
procurement.>

TheLHA(R) designisto have enhanced aviation features compared to the basic
Wasp-class design, but would lack awell deck, making it the first amphibious ship
in decades built without awell deck. The sacrifice of the well deck appearsto be, in
part at least, a consequence of building enhanced aviation features and other
improvements into the design while staying within the envelope of the Wasp-class
hull.

MPF Lease Buyout. The FY 2006 budget requested $749.8 million in the
National Defense Sealift Fund (NDSF) to buy out (i.e., exercise the purchase options
on) the leases on the 13 older MPF ships. Buying out the leases means DOD would
purchase the 13 shipsfrom the private companiesthat currently lease them to DOD.
DOD estimated in 2005 that buying out the leases on the 13 ships would save about
$840 million in payments between FY 2006 and FY 2020 (when the last of the 13
shipsisto be phased out of service). Since five of these 13 ships (the TAK-3000
class ships) were built in aforeign country (Denmark), DOD requested legidative
authority to spend NDSF funds to purchase these five ships.*® The owners of some
of these 13 shipsreportedly believed that the Navy underestimated the market value
of their ships, and that buying out the |eases on them would cost at |east $500 million
more than the Navy has budgeted.** Congress for FY 2006 provided $264.2 million
in NDSF funding for lease buyout — a reduction of $485.6 million from the
reguested amount.

The Navy' s proposed FY 2007 budget requested $35.1 million in the NDSF to
buy out the lease of one MPF ship.

% Source for ship sizeand cost data: Navy briefing slide entitled “LHA 6 Requirementsvs.
Cost — tradeoff history,” as publishedin Aerospace Daily & Defense Report, Feb. 3, 2006,
p. 7. The dlide was part of a presentation given by a Navy official at the Surface Navy
Association annual symposium on January 12, 2006.

% Christopher J. Castelli, “Pentagon Seeks Authority on Carl Vinson, LHA(R),
Prepositioning Ships,” Inside the Navy, May 2, 2005; Geoff Fein, “Navy Underestimated
Cost to Buyout Leases on MSC Ships, Source Says,” Defense Daily, May 10, 2005.

% Geoff Fein, “Navy Underestimated Cost to Buyout L eases on M SC Ships, Source Says,”
Defense Daily, May 10, 2005.
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Joint High Speed Vessels (JHSVs). The FY 2007 budget called for
procuring the first JHSV in FY2008. The Navy's FY 2007 budget requested $14.2
million for concept studies and contract development design work for the JHSV.

Sea Base-to-Shore Connector (SSC) Ships. TheFY 2007 budget called
for procuring the lead SSC ship in FY 2010, another in FY 2010, and another four in
FY2011.

Current Areas of Uncertainty

Some elementsof theNavy’ s plansfor amphibiousand maritime prepositioning
ships remain uncertain, including the following:

e Total number of LHA(R)s. Thetotal number of LHA(R)sthat the
Navy plans to procure is not clear. A March 2005 Navy report to
Congress on potential future Navy force levels showed a total of
eight LHA(R)sand LHD(X)s. The LHD(X)swould appear to be a
new kind of amphibious assault ship that the Navy plansto procure
following completion of LHA(R) procurement. The report did not
dividethetotal of eight shipsinto specific numbersof LHA(R)sand
LHD(X)s.

e Design of ML P ships. TheNavy’ sJune 2005 report on the M PF(F)
introduces the MLP as a new ship concept but provides few details
on the design of the ship. The ship is conceived as a floating pier,
and might be broadly similar to the Blue Marlin, the commercial
heavy-lift ship that transported the U.S. Aegis destroyer Cole back
to the United States after it was damaged by aterrorist boat-bomb
attack in 2000.* One Navy official reportedly has said the ship
might resemble amodified tanker with ballasting that would permit
ittolower andraiseitself.® Another pressreport stated that the ship
might be modified from acommercia design and have aspeed of 20
knots and a length of 244 meters.®*® A January 2006 Navy briefing
dide showsa vessel with alight-ship (i.e., empty) displacement of
28,423 metric tons, a large flight deck for helicopters or vertical
takeoff or landing (VTOL) fixed-wing aircraft, space for 1,300
troops, and a speed of 20 knots.*

37 Jason Ma, “ Future M PF Squadron For Seabasing Expected To Cost $14.5 Billion,” Inside
the Navy, Aug. 1, 2005; Jason Ma, “Navy Plans To Use Active Production Lines For Some
Seabasing Ships,” Inside the Navy, Aug. 29, 2005.

% Jason Ma, “Navy Plans To Use Active Production Lines For Some Seabasing Ships,”
Inside the Navy, Aug. 29, 2005.

% Andrew Koch, “US Navy Explores Joint High-Speed Cargo Ship,” Jane's Defence
Weekly, Aug. 10, 2005.

0 Navy briefing slide entitled “MPF(F) Squadron,” as published in Aerospace Daily &
Defense Report, Feb. 3, 2006, p. 6. The dide was part of a presentation given by a Navy
(continued...)
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e Design, unit cost, and number of JHSVsand SSCs. The design
of the JHSV is unclear. DOD’s Joint Requirements Oversight
Council (JROC) approved the Initial Capabilities Document (ICD)
for the JHSV in November 2005, and an AOA for the ship wasto be
completed before the end of 2006.** The Navy reportedly expected
the ICD for the shipsto be approved in May 2006, and an AOA for
the program to be conducted during FY 2006.%

e Potential for further changes to meet joint requirements.
Another uncertainty concerns how the seabasing concept might be
further altered, if at al, to meet the operational needs of other parts
of DOD, such as the Air Force and the Special Operations
Command.

Oversight Issues for Congress

Navy plansfor amphibiousand maritime prepositioning raisesseveral potential
oversight issues for Congress.

Amphibious Ship Force-Level Goal

Onepotential oversight issuefor Congressconcernsthe Navy’ samphibious-ship
force-level goals. Past Navy plans have called for an amphibious fleet of:

e 36 ships, including

e 12 LHA-LHD-type large-deck shipsand

e 12 LPD-17s,

e and atotal lift capacity of 2.5 MEB assault echelons.

As mentioned earlier, the Navy's new 313-ship plan calls for a smaller
amphibious force with atotal of:

e 31 amphibious ships, including

e 9LHA/LHD-type shipsand

e 9LPD-17s.

%0 (...continued)
official at the Surface Navy Association annual symposium on January 12, 2006. For more
on the MLP, see Matt Hilburn, “The ‘Floating Beach,”” Seapower, June 2006: 20-21, 23.

“L Christopher J. Castelli, “ Joint High Speed V essel Program Sparks Consensusand Debate,”
InsidetheNavy, July 10, 2006, and Christopher J. Castelli, “ Reviewing the Joint High Speed
Vessel’s Capabilities, By the Numbers,” Inside the Navy, July 10, 2006.

“2 Jason Mg, “ Officials Drafting Requirements For M PF(F), Seabasing Connectors,” Inside
the Navy, Jan. 16, 2006; Christopher J. Castelli, “Navy Issues Announcement For New
Seabasing Connecter Program,” Inside the Navy, Nov. 28, 2005; Jason Ma, “NAV SEA
Seeks Studies On Future * Sea Base To Shore Connector’,” Inside the Navy, Oct. 10, 2005;
Jason Ma, “LCAC Follow-On To Perform Seabasing Missionsand Other Tasks,” Insidethe
Navy, Aug. 29, 2005.
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Subsequent to the submission of the 313-ship plan, the Navy and Marine Corps
have testified that the Marine Corps requires a minimum of:
e 30 operationally available amphibious ships (i.e., shipsthat are not
in maintenance), including
e 10 LHA/LHD-type large-deck ships
e atleast 9LPD-17s, and
e atotal lift capacity of 2 MEB assault echelons.

Since 10% to 15% of the amphibiousfleet might bein maintenanceat any given
point, having aminimum of 30 operationally available amphibiousshipsat any given
point might require atotal of inventory 33 to 35 ships.

On March 30, 2006, the Navy and Marine Corps testified:

The current Defense Department force-sizing construct requires the capability
to respond to two major “swiftly defeat the efforts’ events — each of which
could require aminimum of 15 capable amphibious ships. One of these crises
may further necessitate the use of a Marine Expeditionary Force, thus requiring
a total of 30 operationally available amphibious ships. The Marine Corps
aviation combat element requires ten large-deck amphibious ships to support a
Marine Expeditionary Force. Today's 35 amphibious ships can surge the
required 30 operationally available warships and provide the peacetime rotation
base for Marine Expeditionary Units in up to three regions. As a Navy and
Marine Corps Team, we are striving to maintain the capability to project two
Marine Expeditionary Brigades assault echelons in support of the Combatant
Commander.*®

The previous day, the Marine Corps testified on its future reguirements,
including itsrequirementsfor maritimelift and naval surfacefires, whichtheMarine
Corps stated were as follows:

In order to support Joint Forcible Entry Operations (JFEO), the Marine
Corpsshipbuilding requirement istwo amphibious M EB Assault Echelons (AE)
plustwo Maritime Preposition Force (Future) (MPF(F)) MEBs (or equivalent as
indicated below).

— 30 operationally available amphibious ships, of which 10 must be
operationally avail abl e big-deck aviation-capabl e shipsto support two MEB AE.
— Note: operationally available — minimum amount of shipsrequired to
conduct the mission. Planning factorswill account for ship maintenance cycles.
— Minimum of 9 LPD-17s within the LPD program to mitigate risk
incurred by limiting each MEB AE to 15 amphibious ships.

“ Statement of The Honorable Dr. Delores M. Etter, Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Research, Development and Acquisition), et a., Before the Projection Forces
Subcommitteeof theHouse Armed Services Committee on FY 2007 Navy Ship Construction
Programs, Mar. 30, 2006, p. 6. Seealso Statement of LTGEN Emerson N. Gardner, Deputy
Commandant for Programs and Resources, and LTGEN James N. Mattis, Deputy
Commandant for Combat Devel opment and Integration, Bef orethe Seapower Subcommittee
of the Senate Armed Services Committee on Future Requirements, Mar. 29, 2006, p. 4.
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— Both Discrete and Volumetric analysis have been conducted to
load the “2015 MEB AE” on amphibious ships. 17 ships (five LHD, five
LPD-17, fiveLSD-41, two L SD-49) arerequired, however, theMarine Corpshas
accepted risk with a 7% reduction in MEB equipment by self limitingto 15 ships
per MEB AE.

— Limiting the LPD-17 production lineto 9 ships placesthe Marine
Corpsat grave/significant risk by further decrementing the MEB equipment for
the assault echelon.

— 2 MPK(F) MEB sgquadrons or one MPF(F) squadron plus two legacy
Maritime Preposition Ship (MPS) squadrons.

— MPF(F) squadron will consist of 14 shipswith two types using proven
amphibious hull designs: one LHD, two LHA(R), three T-AKE, three LMSR,
three Mobile Landing Platform ships, and two legacy “dense-pack” maritime
prepositioning ships.

— We are not ready to commit MPF(F) to forcible entry in the assault
echelon without further experimentation in the following areas:

— Civilians (Merchant Marines) manning MPF(F) and associated
legal implications.

— Survivability, preposition loading, and continued on-load /
off-load experiments, etc.

— Naval SurfaceFire Support (NSFS) that meetsthe Marine Corpsrequirement
of “24/7,” all weather, long range naval surface fires in support of amphibious
operations from the sea with continuous striking power and volume of fires out
to arange of 63 nautical miles (Threshold) to 110 nautical miles (Objective)
from ships at sea.

— LHA/LHD recapitalization plan.

— Recapitalization plan for LSD line to bridge from last LPD to first LSD
replacement (must account for LHA(R) design of not having awell deck).*

Potential oversight questions for Congress include the following:

e What are the potential operational risks or implications of having:
— 31 rather than 33 to 35 (or 36) amphibious ships?

— 9rather than 10 (or 12) LHA/LHD-typelarge-deck amphibious ships?

— 9rather than 10 or (or 12) LPD-17s?
— atota of lift capacity of 2 rather than 2.5 MEB assault echelons?

e Although the Marine Corps has described the NSFS capability it
needs in qualitative terms, how much of this capability doesit need
in quantitative terms?

4 Statement of LTGEN Emerson N. Gardner, Deputy Commandant for Programs and
Resources, and LTGEN James N. Mattis, Deputy Commandant for Combat Devel opment
and Integration, Before the Seapower Subcommittee of the Senate Armed Services
Committee on Future Requirements, Mar. 29, 2006, pp. 6-7. (Indenting levels as in the

original.)
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e Does the Navy have an adequate plan for recapitalizing (i.e.,
replacing) its LHA/LHD-type large-deck amphibious ships?

e DoestheNavy have an adequate plan for bridging from procurement
of the last LPD-17 to procurement of the replacements for today’s
LSD-41/49s?

Clarity of Sea Basing Concept

Some observers have expressed concern about a lack of clarity regarding the
meaning of seabasing, and consequently about what kinds of shipbuilding and other
programs are needed to implement it. For example, Robert Work, anaval analyst at
the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA), an independent
defense-policy research institute, states the following in a lengthy report on sea
basing released in November 2006:

“Seabasing” is a new defense buzzword of growing importance and
prominence in both joint and naval circles. Unfortunately, despite the
increasingly common use of theterm by both joint and naval plannersalike, there
till remains much mystery and misunderstanding about this important “ new”
concept. Indeed, one of the key problems that has hindered meaningful debate
and discussion about seabasing — and especially the priorities revealed in its
associated plans and programs — is that its contemporary definition and the
important ideasthat support it are poorly understood except among therel atively
small group of officers and planners who have been intimately involved with
their devel opment.

To make mattersworse, sinceits grand unveiling by the Department of the
Navy (DoN) in 2002, the concept’s definition has constantly changed. For
example, in August 2005, the Seabasing Joint Integrating Concept (JIC) defined
seabasing as “the rapid deployment, assembly, command, projection,
reconstitution, and re-employment of joint combat power from the sea, while
providing continuous support, sustainment, and force protection to select
expeditionary joint forces without reliance on land bases within the Joint
OperationsArea(JOA). Thesecapabilitiesexpand operational maneuver options
andfacilitate assured accessand entry fromthe sea.” However, inthevery month
the Seabasing JIC was published, The DOD Dictionary of Military and
Associated Terms, amended through August 31, 2005, defined seabasing as, “in
amphibious operations, a technique of basing certain landing force support
functions aboard ship which decreases shore-based presence.” Moreover, asis
explained in thisreport, both of these definitions— and others like them — are
unduly restrictive, incomplete, confusing, or all of these things.

Partly as a result, there remains much uncertainty over exactly what
seabasing is, and over the current programmatic and budgetary direction of joint
seabasing programs....

[T]he current definition for seabasing and the direction of itsprogramsare
narrowly focused on one thing: revitalizing the DoN’s seabased operational
maneuver and seabased expeditionary power-proj ection capabilitieswhichwere
allowed atrophy during the Cold War. Thelist of seabasing functions is much
longer. ... Only if al of these seabasing functions are understood and compared
can arational prioritization of planned seabasing improvements occur...
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[A]lthough seabasing concept devel opment within both the Department of
the Navy and the Department of Defense (DoD) is focused on seabased
operational maneuver and expeditionary power-projection capabilities, its
disjointed devel opment sincethe end of the Cold War hasonly served to confuse
an urgently needed open debate and discussion about the future of naval
maneuver in general and amphibious operations in particular, and the best mix
of platforms to support both. Central to this debate is whether or not future
forcible entry operations from the sea should be conducted from amphibious
warships or commercial-standard M PF(F) ships, or acombination of both; and
whether or not these operations should emphasize surface maneuver, aerid
maneuver, or acombination of thetwo. The current understanding of both these
issues need to be thoroughly questioned and reviewed.*

Affordability and Cost-Effectiveness of Sea Basing

TheNavy, in conjunction with the Marine Corps, examined plansfor procuring
one, two, or three MPF(F) squadrons. Many observers believed that the option of
three MPF(F) squadrons was unlikely to be chosen due to affordability
considerations, and that the Navy was therefore likely to choose either one or two
sguadrons.  The Navy's choice to plan for one squadron makes the sea basing
concept roughly half as expensive to implement aswould have been the case had the
Navy decided to plan for two.

Oneissuein assessing the cost of the sea basing concept concernsthe accuracy
of the Navy’ s procurement cost estimates for the new-construction sea basing ships
(seeTablel). If these estimatesturn out to betoo low, the seabasing concept would
be more difficult to afford. Navy ship construction costsin recent years have risen
more quickly than some anticipated. Several recent Navy ships procured in recent
years have turned out to be more expensive to build than the Navy originally
projected,®® and some analysts believe the Navy is currently underestimating the
procurement cost of proposed ships.*’

In addition, as previously discussed, fully implementing the sea basing concept
will involve procuring connector shipsaswell asresearch and development work to
develop supporting sea basing technologies. The costs of these development and
procurement efforts are currently unclear, making it difficult to assess the potential
overall affordability of the sea basing concept.

> Robert Work, Thinking About Seabasing: All Ahead, Sow. Washington, CSBA, 2006.
pp. iii-v.
“6 See, for example, Government Accountability Office, Defense Acquisitions|:] Improved

Management Practices Could Hel p Minimize Cost Growthin Navy Shipbuilding Programs.
(GA0O-05-183, February 2005)

" See, for example, CBO Testimony: Statement of J. Michael Gilmore, Assistant Director,
and Eric J. Labs, Principal Analyst, [on] Potential Costs of the Navy' s 2006 Shipbuilding
Plan before the Subcommittee on Projection Forces, Committee on Armed Services, U.S.
House of Representatives, March 30, 2006.
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The 2003 DSB report stated that “The funding challenges presented by the
[efforts needed to implement sea basing] are significant.”*® A November 2004
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report on the Navy' s amphibious and maritime
prepositioning ship forces expressed concerns about the Navy prospective ability to
expressed concerns about the Navy’s potential ability to afford desired numbers of
both MPF(F) ships and ships for the regular amphibious force.*® Robert Work of
CSBA characterized sea basing in 2004 as “a rich man’s approach to solving the
[accessdenial] problem.”*® In his November 2006 report on seabasing, Work states
that seabasing programs

are being conceived of and pursued long before the full range of desired and
possiblejoint seabasi ng capabilities have been adequately explored and debated.
Theendresult: current seabasing plansarerather narrowly focused ontwo rather
limited capabilities— landing asinglebrigade on ahostile shorein 11to 17 days
fromthe“go” order, and thereafter providing seabased | ogistical support for two
early entry brigades until follow-on joint forces arrive.

Itistruethat thesetwo key capabilitiesreflect the“top level requirements’
identifiedin the af orementioned Seabasing JIC. However, thesetwo capabilities
reflect a view of seabasing that rests upon questionable assumptions and
analysis.>

Although sea basing offers potential advantages in terms of eliminating
vulnerable intermediate land bases, enabling higher-paced operations ashore, and
permitting more rapid reconstitution and redeployment of the expeditionary force,
uncertainty regarding the total potential cost to implement sea basing makes it
difficultto assessitspotential cost-effectivenesscomparedto alternative conceptsfor
conducting future expeditionary operations ashore or compared to programs for
meeting other, unrelated defense priorities. Potential alternative concepts for
conducting future expeditionary operationsinclude makingimprovementstotoday’ s
capabilities for conducting amphibious operations and making improvements to
Army capabilities for inserting airborne forces.*

Skeptics of the Navy's plan for implementing the sea basing concept could
argue that the capability to be provided by the MPF(F) squadron is more than what
is needed for the Navy’s contribution to the global war on terrorism (GWOT), and
of uncertain relevance to U.S. participation in a conflict with Chinain the Taiwan

“8 Defense Science Board Task Force on Sea Basing, op. cit., p. 85.

9 U.S. Congressional Budget Office, The Future of the Navy' s Amphibious and Maritime
Prepositioning Force, Nov. 2004, pp. xiii-xv. See also Aarti Shah, “Unclear Seabasing
Concept, High Costs Worry Military Officials,” Inside the Navy, Feb. 14, 2005.

%0 As quoted in Otto Kreisher, “SeaBasing,” Air Force Magazine, July 2004. Material in
brackets asin the article.

L Thinking About Seabasing: All Ahead, Sow, op. cit., p. iv.

2 See also John P. Patch, “Sea Basing: Chasing the Dream,” U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings, May 2005: 38-43.
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Strait area®™ Navy and Marine Corps officials argue in return that seabasing is
relevant to aspectrum of potential future operations, ranging from humanitarian and
disaster-relief operations to stability operations and major combat operations
(MCOs). Insupport of this argument, they note the recent use of U.S. naval forces
inproviding disaster relief following the December 2004 tsunami inthelndian Ocean
and Hurricane Katrinaaong the U.S. Gulf Coast. **

Potential oversight and policy questions for Congress include the following:

e If the procurement costs of the new-construction ships in the
proposed MPF(F) squadron turn out to be higher than the Navy
estimates, how might this affect the affordability of the sea basing
concept?

e When does DOD intend to present to Congress an estimate of the
potential total cost to fully implement all aspects of the sea basing
concept? How does the current absence of such an estimate affect
Congress s ability to assess the potential affordability of seabasing
or its potential cost effectiveness compared to potential alternatives
for conducting future expeditionary operations ashore or compared
to programs for meeting other defense priorities?

e What isthe potential applicability of the capability to be provided by
the MPF(F) squadron to the GWOT or to other potential conflict or
non-conflict scenarios?

e Would an ability to employ one surface Marine battalion and one
vertical Marine battalion from aseabasein aperiod of 8to 10 hours
be worth the cost to field this capability? What are the potential
costs and merits of aternatives to sea basing for conducting future
expeditionary operations ashore? How do land bases and sea bases
compareintermsof vulnerability to attack and cost to defend agai nst
potential attacks of various kinds?

e What other defense programs might need to be reduced to finance
the implementation of sea basing?

e What are the potential operationa risks of not implementing sea
basing?

%3 For more discussion of these two issues, see CRS Report RS22373, Navy Rolein Global
War on Terrorism (GWOT) — Background and I ssuesfor Congress, by Ronald O’ Rourke,
and CRS Report RL33153, China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy
Capabilities— Background and Issues for Congress, by Ronald O’ Rourke.

> See, for example, Geoff Fein, “Relief EffortsIn Gulf Demonstrate SeaBasing Capability,
CNO Says,” Inside the Navy, Oct. 7, 2005; Nathan Hodge, “Marine Corps Commandant
Stumps For ‘ Sea Basing’ Capability,” Defense Daily, Aug. 19, 2005; John Liang, “Hagee:
Seabasing Can Contribute To More Than Just Combat Ops,” Inside the Navy, Aug. 15,
2005.
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Relationship to Global Fleet Station (GFS) Concept

Another potential oversight issuefor Congressconcernsthe Global Fleet Station
(GFS) concept and its relationship to the form of sea basing to be implemented with
the planned MPF(F) squadron. Potentia oversight questions for Congress include
the following:

e Sincethe Navy has stated that each of apotential total of five GFSs
might be built around an LPD- or LSD-type amphibious ship, or
around a high-speed vessel (HSV), how might implementing the
GFS concept affect planned deployments and force-structure
requirements for these kinds of ships?

e What isthe relationship between the GFS concept and the form of
sea basing to be implemented with the MPF(F) squadron? Can the
GFS concept be viewed as “sea basing light”? How might the
existence of up to five GFSsin various regions affect requirements
for the planned M PF(F) squadron, or for the ships that are to make
up that squadron? Isthe Navy proposing the GFS with the partial
aim or hope that the concept will eventually take the place in Navy
planning of the M PF(F)-based notion of sea basing?

Coordination with Other Services on Sea Basing

Regardinginterservice coordinationinthedevel opment of seabasing, aJanuary
2007 Government Accountability Office (GAO) report states:

While DOD hastaken action to establish ajoint seabasing capability, it has
not devel oped a comprehensive management approach to guide and assessjoint
seabasing. GAO's prior work showed that sound management practices for
developing capabilities include involving top leadership, dedicating an
implementation team, and establishing a communications strategy. DOD is
developing a joint seabasing concept and various DOD organizations are
sponsoring seabasing initiatives. However, DOD has not provided sufficient
leadership to guide joint seabasing development and service initiatives are
outpacing DOD’s analysis of joint requirements. DOD also has not established
an implementation team to provide day-to-day management to ensure joint
seabasing receives the focused attention needed so that efforts are effective and
coordinated. Also, DOD hasnot fully devel oped acommunications strategy that
shares information among the organizations involved in seabasing. Without a
comprehensive management approach containing these elements, DOD may be
unable to coordinate activities and minimize redundancy among service
initiatives.

DOD has not developed ajoint experimentation campaign plan, athough
many seabasing experimentation activities — including war games, modeling
and simulation, and live demonstrations— have taken place acrossthe services,
combatant commands, and other defenseentities. Nooverarchingjoint seabasing
experimentation plan exists to guide these efforts because the U.S. Joint Forces
Command hasnot taken theleadin coordinating j oi nt seabasi ng experimentation,
although it has been tasked with developing a biennial joint experimentation
campaign plan for futurejoint concepts. Whilethe U.S. Joint Forces Command
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isinthe process of developing the plan, it isunclear the extent to which thisplan
will address joint seabasing or will be able to guide joint seabasing
experimentation efforts. Without aplan to direct experimentation, DOD and the
services' ability to evaluate sol utions, coordinate efforts, and disseminate results
could be compromised.

While service development efforts tied to seabasing are approaching
milestones for investment decisions, it is unclear when DOD will complete
development of total ownership cost estimates for a range of joint seabasing
options. Joint seabasingisgoing through acapabilities-based assessment process
that is intended to produce preliminary cost estimates for seabasing options.
However, DOD has not yet begun the specific study that will identify potential
approaches, including changes to doctrine and training as well as materia
solutions, and produce preliminary cost estimates. DOD officials expect the
study will not be complete for a year or more. Meanwhile, the services are
actively pursuing a variety of seabasing initiatives, some of which are
approaching milestoneswhichwill guidefutureprograminvestments. Until total
ownership cost estimates for joint seabasing options are developed and made
transparent to DOD and Congress, decision makers will not be able to evaluate
the cost-effectiveness of individual service initiatives.®

Robert Work’s November 2006 report on sea basing states that

under no circumstances should seabasing be viewed as a naval concept that
“enables’ joint operations. As a maritime concept and key component of
emerging formsof joint littoral warfare marked by the widespread use of guided
weapons, seabasing initiatives should be prioritized and pursued by a joint
organization. Therefore, the 2004 decision by the Office of the Secretary of
Defense (OSD) not to stand up a Joint Project Office for Seabasing and to
instead consign the concept to the new Joint Concept Integration and
Devel opment System processwas a serious mistake— one only compounded by
assigning the Navy to be the lead agent for the Seabasing [Joint Integrating
Concept]....

[ Observations devel oped throughout this report] suggest that OSD should
order athorough zero baselinereview of thejoint seabasing concept. Thisreview
should takeits basic guidance from the 2005 National Defense Strategy and the
2005/06 Quadrennial Defense Review. Thesetwo documents provide guidance
that is broad enough to facilitate a thorough and independent zero baseline
seabasing review that is free of any preconceived notions or concepts. In this
regard, while such a review should consider all concept work and program
definitions to date, it isimportant that the review be in no way constrained by
them. Inthisregard, OSD should not make the same mistake it made in 2002,
whenit directed the Defense Science Task Force on Seabasing to use an existing
naval seabasing concept as its start point. It should instead direct the group
conducting the review — either a newly formed Joint Project Office on
Seabasing or a group composed of retired Combatant Commanders — to start

> Government Accountability Office, Force Sructure]:] Joint Seabasing Would Benefit
from a Comprehensive Management Approach and Rigorous Experimentation before
Services Soend Billions on New Capabilities, GAO-07-211, January 2007.
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from a clean sheet of paper, and to recommend the seabasing program with the
highest joint payoff in the 21st century.>®

An October 2005 press article stated:

Cultural differences between the services are one of the stumbling blocks
holding up development of the U.S. Navy’'s new Sea Basing concept, a former
officer told agroup of industry representatives here last week.

Greg Cook, aU.S. Air Force colonel who retired in August after working
to develop Sea Basing plans and concepts for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the
“roles-and-missions debate” centered on how different services and commands
viewed theideaof asguadron of large ships gathered as an operating base about
100 miles off an enemy shore.

“If the Army operates from the sea, isn’t that what the Marines do?’ Cook
asked an audience gathered here Oct. 26 to discussfuture naval planning. “If the
Air Force operates from the sea, isn’t that what the Navy does?’

Cook said the services view the Sea Basing concept in light of their own
traditional missions. The Army looks at the idea as allowing for faster and
greater strategic access viathe high-speed, shallow-draft connectors to transfer
troops, vehicles and gear between the ships and shore.

The Air Force doesn’t see the concept as supporting its core competencies
and is concerned about costs, said Cook, a former pilot for that service's Air
Mobility Command.

“The Air Forceis not that excited” about the idea, he said.

TheNavy, hesaid, looks at SeaBasing as*“afoundation of strategic access
and power projection,” but the Marine Corpsislooking at it simply as afaster
means to deliver a Marine Expeditionary Brigade to the fight.

Special Operations Command seesit asa* high-speed mothership for rapid
access,” whilejoint commandershaveawider view, regarding it asamobilebase
that provides options and flexibility that increases global presence and provides
strategic access.

“These things have to be worked out,” Cook said. The gquestion of who
should operate the shipsis another issue, he said.>’

Potential oversight questions for Congress include the following:
e Towhat degree, if any, doesthe Navy-Marine Corps concept for sea

basing conflict with emerging Army or Air Force concepts of
operation for conducting future expeditionary operations? Arethe

% Thinking About Seabasing: All Ahead, Sow, op. cit., p. iv-v, Vi.

" Christopher P. Cavas, “‘Cultural Differences Slow USN Sea Basing Progress,”
DefenseNews.com, Oct. 31, 2005.
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Navy and Marine Corps taking potentia Army, Air Force, and
Specia Operations Command requirements sufficiently into account
in devel oping the sea basing concept?

e How might the Army’'s new plan for reorganizing itself into
modular, brigade-sized entities called units of action (UAS)*® affect,
or be affected by, the sea basing concept? How might the Army’s
plansfor procuring its own next-generation sealift shipsaffect, or be
affected by, the sea basing concept?

e Should OSD order a review of the seabasing concept by a newly
formed joint project office on seabasing or a group composed or
retired combatant commanders, as suggested by the 2006 CSBA
report?

Legislative Activity for FY2008

The proposed FY 2008 defense budget is to be submitted to Congress on
February 8, 2008.

Legislative Activity for FY2007

FY2007 Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 5122/P.L. 109-364)

House. Section 123 of the House version of H.R. 5122 would limit the
procurement cost of each LHA(R) class ship to $2,813.6 million, plus adjustments
for inflation and other factors. Section 124 would establish individual procurement
cost limitsfor eight LPD-17 class ships (L PD-18 through LPD-25), plus adjustments
for inflation and other factors. The House Armed Services Committee, inits report
onH.R. 5122 (H.Rept. 109-452 of May 5, 2006), recommends approving the Navy’s
request for $297 million in advance procurement funding for a ninth LPD-17 class
ship and $1,136 million in procurement funding for LHA-6. The report aso
recommends $101.9 million in the NDSF to buy out the leases of two existing MPF
ships— an increase of one ship and $66.8 million over the requested amount. The
report states:

Thebudget request contained $35.1 millioninthe National Defense Sealift
Fund to exercise the purchase options on 1 of the 10 remaining maritime
prepositioning ships on long-term lease.

The committee is aware of the continuing need for these ships beyond the
original 25-year-term and the lifecycle cost savings garnered by exercising the
purchase options. The committee recommends exercising the purchase option
on al of the 10 remaining maritime prepositioning ships, as soon as possible.

%8 For more on this plan, see CRS Report RL32476, U.S. Army’ s Modular Redesign: Issues
for Congress, by Andrew Feickert.
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Thecommitteerecommends$101.9 millioninthe National Defense Sealift
Fund to exercise the purchase option on 2 of the 10 remaining maritime
prepositioning ships on long-term lease, an increase of $66.8 million. (Pages
290-291)

Senate. TheSenate Armed ServicesCommittee, initsreport (S.Rept. 109-254
of May 9, 2006) on the Senate version of the FY 2007 defense authorization bill (S.
2766), recommends $1,582 million in procurement funding for a ninth LPD-17 —
an increase of $1,285 million over the requested amount — so as to accelerate the
procurement of this ship from FY2008 to FY2007. The report recommends
approving the Navy’ srequest for $1,136 millionin procurement funding for LHA-6,
and also recommends $175 million in unrequested advance procurement funding for
LHA-7. Regarding the ninth LPD-17, the report states:

The budget request included $297.5 million in Shipbuilding and
Conversion, Navy (SCN) for LPD-25 advance procurement. The committee
recommends an increase of $1,285.0 million in SCN for procurement of the
LPD-17 classship, designated asL PD-25. Thiswould alow the Secretary of the
Navy to enter into a contract for LPD-25 in fiscal year 2007, rather than fiscal
year 2008 under the current Navy plan.

The budget request for fiscal year 2006 included L PD-25 procurement for
fiscal year 2007 as the ninth ship of atwelve ship program. The budget request
for fiscal year 2007 truncated the LPD-17 class to nine ships and delayed LPD-
25 procurement to fiscal year 2008. The committee is aware that procurement
of LPD-25 infiscal year 2007 will save $113.1 million in LPD-25 procurement
cost by avoiding construction delays, escalation impacts, and loss of |earning.
Further, procurement of LPD-25 in 2007 will result in delivering this vital
warfighting capability to the fleet at the earliest schedule possible, helping to
reduce existing Marine Corps lift capability shortfalls. Additional funding for
the LPD-25 has been included on the Chief of Naval Operations unfunded
priorities|list.

The committee is concerned that the Secretary of the Navy’'s report to
Congress on the long-range plan for construction of naval vessels calls for a
reduction of six Expeditionary Warfare ships. Thisreduced expeditionary force
size, which also reduces the LPD-17 class to nine ships, does not meet the
Navy’'s established 2.5 Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) lift requirement.
In testimony before the Seapower Subcommittee of the Committee on Armed
Services in March 2006, the Marine Corps stated that, “Limiting the LPD-17
production line to 9 ships places the Marine Corps at grave/significant risk by
further decrementing the MEB equipment for the assault echelon.” Asthe Navy
continues to evolve future lift requirements and eval uates capabilities that will
comprise the expeditionary strike and sea basing forces, the committee strongly
encourages the Navy to include fundsfor LPD-26 in thefiscal year 2008 budget
request as the most cost effective near-term means to satisfy projected lift
requirements. (Pages 72-73)

Regarding LHA-7, the report states:

The committee recommends an increase of $175.0 million in Shipbuilding
and Conversion, Navy (SCN) for advance procurement of the second ship of the
LHA replacement (LHA(R)) class, designated LHA-7. This would allow the
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Secretary of the Navy to enter into a contract for LHA-7 advance procurement
in fiscal year 2007, rather than fiscal year 2009 under the current plan.

The Secretary of the Navy' sfiscal year 2007 report on the long-range plan
for the construction of naval vesselsidentifiesareguirement to procurethe LHA
replacement shipsat astablerate of one ship every 3 years, commencing in 2007.
Intestimony beforethe Committee on Armed Services, the Secretary of the Navy
emphasi zed his number one priority isto stabilize the shipbuilding program to
achieve the program’s critical affordability objectives. The committee
understands that material cost increases and excess inflation have been notable
factors in cost growth of prior year ship programs. Conversely, savings of
approximately 15 percent have historically been achieved through the economic
order quantity procurement of material for multiple ships of aclass.

The Navy plans to procure significant material for LHA-6 in fiscal year
2007, and further plans advance procurement for LHA-7 infiscal year 2009. In
view of the significant potential material cost savings provided by combining
material procurement for LHA-7 with LHA-6, the committee recommends an
increase of $175.0 million in SCN for LHA-7. (Page 73)

Regarding the MPF(F) program for implementing the sea basing concept, the
report states:

TheNavy’ slong-rangeplanfor futureforcestructureincludes$14.5billion
for the devel opment and construction of Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future)
(MPF(F)) shipsand related enabling technol ogiesin support of seabasing. The
budget request included $127.7 million in PE 63236N and PE 48042N for the
purpose of developing concepts of operation and enabling technologies for the
Sea Base. The first MPF(F) ships are planned for procurement in fiscal year
2009, with the Sea Base initial operating capability in 2016.

The Senate report accompanying S. 1042 (S.Rept. 109-69) of the National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2006 identified concerns regarding
whether the future concept of sea basing is technically feasible and fiscally
prudent. The committee understands that sea basing fundamentally comprises
arange of capabilities stretching across prepositioning, sealift, expeditionary
force, and aircraft carrier operationsall of which are employed by the fleet today
when called to put forces ashore. The future Sea Base envisioned by the Navy
would include MPF(F) squadrons capable of supporting brigade-size assault
forces, with automated warehousing and sel ective offload capability, heavy seas
ship-to-ship cargo transfer capability, mobile landing platforms, and ship-
to-shore connectors. Further, the MPF(F) squadron could sustain the force
ashorefor extended periods without reliance on accessto other nations' portsor
bases.

The large investment required by the MPF(F) sea basing capabilities
requires careful assessment regarding the concept of operations for the MPF(F)
squadrons. Specific access-denial scenarios, whichwould dictateemployingthe
MPF(F) ships, need to be understood against the backdrop of the full spectrum
of inter-serviceand inter-agency alternativesfor establishing apoint of departure
for ground forces. To the extent that MPF(F) ships are maintained in a ready
status, similar to their prepositioning counterparts, thetimelinefor deployingthe
MPF(F) ships and the crewing concept for their operations become important
factors in scenario planning for the Sea Base. Similarly, an understanding of
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capstonerequirementsfor probability of raid annihilationand other forcedefense
requirementsfor the SeaBaseiscritical, sincethe MPF(F) shipswill potentially
embark a brigade-size force, yet they lack the self-defense features of
expeditionary warships.

Technical challenges confronting the development of the critical enabling
technologies for sea basing need to be assessed, and the risks need to be
sufficiently understood to be able to warrant near-term decisions regarding
further investment in MPF(F) ship procurement. The committee believesit is
important to ensure that these technol ogies can reliably support the movement
of suppliesand equipment in heavy seas, at aratethat will sustain aground force
engaged in combat, before large investments are made in MPF(F) ships.

The Navy faces significant financia challenges asit proceeds to build the
313-ship fleet defined by the future force structure plan. In weighing the
investment in M PF(F) capability, thecommitteeneedsto haveclear insight tothe
full benefit the Navy intendsto derive fromthis concept, an appreciation that the
seabasing mission is not better achieved by other measures, and full confidence
that the devel opment effortsin question are achievablein thetimeframe planned
and budgeted. Accordingly, the committee directs the Secretary of the Navy to
submit areport to the congressional defensecommitteeswith thefiscal year 2008
budget request, addressing: (1) the Sea Base concept of operations for the
MPF(F) ships, including timelines that detail force deployment and underway
operations in defense planning scenarios; (2) Sea Base capstone requirements
that address defense of the MPF(F) ships against swarming boats, diesel
submarinethreats, or high density anti-ship cruise missileraids; (3) MPF(F) key
performance parameters; (4) MPF(F) crewing concepts, and assessment of
related cost and operational considerations; (5) refined ship cost estimates and
total program costs, including development and procurement for connectorsand
other capabilities required by the Sea Base; (6) the management plan, including
consideration for assignment as a Major Defense Acquisition Program, for
overseeing end-to-end development and integration of this joint
system-of-systems; and (7) a program roadmap that outlines the development,
test, and integration plan for the enabling technologies with the MPF(F)
platforms. (Pages 113-115)

Regarding the sea basing concept, the report al so states:

The budget request included $90.0 million in PE 62236N, for applied
research on warfighter sustainment technologies. The committee recommends
adecrease of $7.0 million in PE 62236N to limit the number of demonstrators
developed under the sea basing concept until it is better defined and has
established transition paths to acquisition programs. (Page 171)

Conference Report. Section125of P.L. 109-364 (conferencereport H.Rept.
109-702 of September 29, 2006) establishes a unit procurement cost cap for LHA
Replacement (LHA(R)) amphibious assault ships, including LHA-6 and successor
ships. Section 126 establishes unit procurement cost caps for four LPD-17 class
amphibious ships (LPD-22 through LPD-25). These provisions permit adjustments
to the cost cap figures due to inflation and other factors. The report states that
Section 125 on the LHA(R) cost cap
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would not provide the Secretary authority to adjust the limitation amounts for
cost increases attributable to congressional actions that impact on the
shipbuilding program of record. However, the conferees understand that such
action could have significant impact on program cost, and therefore direct that
the Secretary include, within the annual written notice to the congressional
defense committees regarding changes to the cost limitations, an assessment of
any negative impact of congressional action on program costs.

The conferees understand that the LHA-6 budget represents the Navy's
risk-balanced assessment of the cost for completing design and construction of
the future LHA Replacement ship. The conferees recognize that many
uncertainties remain with regard to completion of LHA — 6 design and
construction, including innumerabl e, inestimable events which will impact cost
during the next 6 years of performance on the program. Accordingly, the
amendment would allow adjustment to the cost limitation for non-recurring
design and engineering in order to enable the Navy to reduce this risk in the
execution of the design effort.

The conferees expect that the Navy will ultimately manage program
execution within the bounds of the budget estimate. The conferees understand
that compliance with this provision will require procurement cost trade-offsto
be accomplished, which could reduce the capabilities, system performance,
safety, crew quality of life, future growth margin, or other important factorsin
the design and construction of the LHA Replacement ship. The conferees
believe that most of these trade-offs will be within the purview of the program
office and requirements office. However, the Secretary shall notify the
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives
not less than 30 days prior to implementing any cost-driven reduction which
would unacceptably impact safety, crew quality of life, or otherwise precludethe
program from meeting the requirements of the LHA Replacement program
Capability Development Document. The Secretary’ s notification shall identify
the specific characteristic proposed to be reduced and the cost avoidance
provided by such reduction. (Pages 553-554)

FY2007 Defense Appropriations Act (H.R. 5631/P.L. 109-289)

House. The House Appropriations Committee, in its report on H.R. 5631
(H.Rept. 109-504 of June 16, 2006), recommends approving the Navy’ srequest for
FY 2007 advance procurement funding for aninth LPD-17 classship in FY 2008, and
the Navy’s request for FY 2007 procurement funding for LHA-6 (page 141). The
report recommends reducing by $43.4 million the Navy's request for FY 2007
procurement funding to complete LPD-17 class ships procured in prior years (page
140). The report recommends approval of the FY 2007 request for funding for the
National Defense Sealift Fund (NDSF), including the requested amount for
procurement of a TAKE-1 class cargo ship. The report states:

TheCommitteeisawareof the seriouscurrency fluctuation lossesthat have
occurred on the T-AKE main propulsion diesel engine contract. These losses
have continued to accrue over several years even though the vendor’'s
performance has met Navy expectations. The Committee directs the Navy to
review this situation and submit a plan for addressing it to the congressional
defense committees not later than February 1, 2007. (Page 299)
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Senate. The Senate Appropriations Committee, in its report on H.R. 5631
(S.Rept. 109-292 of July 25, 2006), recommends approving the Navy's request for
FY 2007 advance procurement funding for aninth LPD-17 classship in FY 2008, and
the Navy’s request for FY 2007 procurement funding for LHA-6 (page 114). The
report recommends disapproval of the request within the NDSF for funding to
procure a TAKE-1 class cargo ship. Thereport states:

The Committee remains concerned about the construction statusof T-AKE
Class ships. While construction of the fiscal year 2003 appropriated ship
commenced in February of thisyear, the Navy hasyet to commence construction
onthefive previousy appropriated ships. Infact, over $2,400,000,000 of funds
previously appropriated for construction of these ships remained unexpended as
of April 2006. Thus, the Committee views the fiscal year 2007 budget request
for the 10th ship of the class as funding ahead of need. The Committee,
therefore, recommends withholding funding for an additional T-AKE until
further progress is made on those ships previously appropriated. (Page 221)

Conference Report. The conference report onthe H.R. 5631/P.L. 109-289
(H.Rept. 109-676 of September 25, 2006) approves the Navy’ s request for FY 2007
procurement funding for the LHA(R) program (i.e., the LHA-6 amphibious assault
ship) and the LPD-17 class amphibious ship program (page 178). The report also
approves DOD’ s funding request in the National Sealift Defense Fund (NDSF) for
funding to acquire a TAKE-1 class cargo ships (pages 347 and 348).  crsphpgw
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