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ABSTRACT

Asthe Department of Defense prepares for the 21% century security environment,
tough decisions will need to be made within afiscally constrained budget. These
decisions must rest upon the guidance contained in the national strategies, Global
Defense Posture, and Transformation Planning Guidance. Seabasing meetsthis
guidance regardless of the composition of ground forces. Furthermore, seabasingis
especially effective in response to the lesser contingencies that are anticipated due to the
effects of globalization. While the ground forces within the sea base can consist of
Soldiers or Marines, the inherent rel ationships maintained between the Navy and Marine
Corps maximize the flexibility and expeditionary power projection capabilities presented
in the seabasing concept. With this capability, other joint capabilitieswill be enhanced
with integration at the operational level. Thus, the naval expeditionary power projection
provided through sea basing is an effective joint force enabler for the 21% century security
environment. In the current fiscally constrained budget, the integration of the lift
necessary to fully employ the Army viathe seabaseis not essential to the execution of

the National Security Strategy.
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Chapter 1

I ntroduction

The United States military force planning processisfocused on the requirements set
forth in the 2006 National Security Strategy.* With an emphasis on the global security
environment, naval power projection continuesto be an essential element that enablesthe
United Statesto influence world affairsin order to meet its vital national interests.
Starting in the 1990s and affirmed in the coordinated terrorist attacks against Americain
September 2001, the global security environment changed drastically from abi-polar,
superpower nation-on- nation conflict to an environment influenced by globalization.
Thistype of environment encourages asymmetric threats and presents anti-access i ssues.
Currently, afundamental transformation within the military is ongoing to effectively
operate in this 21 century environment. Overall, the military is shifting to amodular,
more rapidly deployable force designed toward defending against asymmetric threats, yet
capable of executing a potential major war. In the case of naval combat power, the
emphasisison littoral operations. Seabasing isaconcept being devel oped to project
naval combat power ashore using the largest global common as a maneuver space and
reducing the United States global anti-access concerns. The naval expeditionary power
projection provided through seabasing is an effective joint force enabler for the 21

century security environment. In the current fiscally constrained budget, the integration



of thelift necessary to fully deploy the Army viathe seabase is not essential to the
execution of the National Security Strategy.

In the National Defense Authorization Act of 1996, Public Law 104-201, Congress
listed findings that directly influenced the military force devel opment and planning
process. Congressional findings determined that as of 1996, there was a*“need to
reevaluate the military posture of the United States, but the pace of global change
necessitates a new, comprehensive assessment” 2 in order “to meet the threats of the
United States in the twenty-first century.”® Asaresult, “the Secretary of Defense
endorsed aquadrennial review of the defense program at the beginning of each newly

"5 Two of the

elected President™ in order to “ determine and express the defense strategy.
major themes emerging from the subsequent 2001 Quadrennia Defense Review were
transformation and jointness. Assuch, these themes became and remain adriving force
guiding the fundamental changes within the Department of Defense. However, changes
of this magnitude are expensive and influence a constrained budget. To complicate the
budget decision, Americais engaged in a Globa War on Terrorism involving two
concurrent major combat operationsin two countries. The financesinvolved in sustained
major combat operations are significant and increase the difficulty of fundamentally
changing the United States military into a 21 century global security environment force.
Each emerging concept currently being devel oped focuses ontransformation and
jointness.

The sea basing concept exemplifies emerging programs that require difficult budget

and force planning decisions. Decisionswill need to be made across all the servicesin a

sea domain that has predominantly been anaval realm. In essence, the magnitude of



“being able to use the seaas ajoint maneuver space, not just anaval maneuver space, ...
is going to be one of the biggest engines for change.”® Future seabasing is meant to be a
Combatant Commander’ sjoint force enabler by closing the ssamswithin their Area of
Responsibility. Itisimperative for the budget and force planning decision making
process to consider the employment of each of the servicesin order to optimize the
effective joint combat power of the United States Armed Forces. At some point,
however, a decision will have to be made to either fully fund, partially fund, or not fund
seabasing and itsintegration within all Services. Additionally, decisions made on sea
basing will have direct correlation with the funding of other programs.

The mission of the 2005 National Defense Strategy isto win the Global War on
Terrorism while the military istransformed into an organization that is able to meet the
challenges of the 21 century global security environment. The global security
environment that is outlined in the 2002 National Security Strategy was formed asa
result of thefirst stage of the Global War on Terrorism and has changed since the end of
the cold war. Globalization and complexity are important influences within this security
environment and will determine how the United States plans and postures forcesto
ensureits national strategy. The Department of Defense has aready started to respond to
the changing environment by restructuring the military Globa Defense Posture.
Specifically, the Secretary of Defense commented during 2005 Congressional Testimony
that the Defense “ Department is making long overdue changesto U.S. global basing,
moving away from obsolete Cold War garrisons and placing emphasis on the ability to
surge quickly to trouble spots acrossthe globe.”” In order to surge quickly, the Defense

Department is“making U.S. forces more agile and expeditionary.”®



Sea basing is an important part of this ongoing transformation within the Department
of Defense. However, seabasing isonly one of the many adaptationsthat will enablethe
military to performitsrolein protecting national interests. All of the servicesare
working toward a more agile expeditionary force that can respond to today’ s global
environment while maintaining the capability to defeat a potential rising competitor.’
With these potential changes within the services, risksareinvolved. Theserisksare
addressed in the National Defense Strategy and that influence the Department of
Defense’ s transformation process.

To fully examine the applicability of an operational concept in the 21% century, the
guidelines within the transformation process must first be examined. The National
Security Strategy provides guidance to the Defense Department along with the other
elements of national power. Using this guidance, the Secretary of Defense promulgated a
National Defense Strategy in 2005 that formed a policy enabling the military to support
the President’ s strategy. Before 2005, the Quadrennial Defense Review was utilized for
this purpose. From the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review, the Secretary of Defense
established a Transformation Planning Guidance in 2003 that provided guidance for each
of the service Transformation Roadmaps. An integrated approach is essential; with any
change, fiscal impacts must be considered. The DOD budget consisted of approximately
3% of the national Gross Domestic Product in 2004. Therefore, for any
transformational concept, such as sea basing, the overarching guidance must be
understood prior to making any decisions that affect the current and future capabilities of

themilitary. Aspreviously stated, risks are involved with each of the different



transformation efforts and balancing these risksis essential to America svital national
interests.

Seabasing is one of the concepts being developed as ajoint force enabler for the
Combatant Commander. Two of the central themes within both the national strategy and
transformation guidance: capabilities must bejoint and capabilities-based. Thus, this
paper will address joint warfare concepts of operations as awhole, along with joint
amphibious concepts of operations. These concepts will form abaseline that will
facilitate relative discussions concerning service capabilities, logistics, and maneuver
warfare using historical references. World War 11, Korea, and Desert Storm collectively
demonstrated the importance of forward land and sea bases as part of the national
security strategy. Theseinsightswill further enable the exploration of effective seabase
utilization in ajoint environment.

Overall, thisresearch will explore the sea basing concept in its transformational
development to meet the 21% century security environment. By analyzing the concept
from a developmental point of view in response to the current national guidance, insight
will emerge asto both the direction of the military and its ability to implement the
National Security Strategy while managing resource constraints. In balancing the risks
within the national strategy, the following questions must be considered: Doesa
capability have to be transformational to be developed or is moder nization enough?
Does a capability have to be joint to be developed? And what makes a capability joint
(two military departments or operational integration)? With the military’scurrent
involvement in the Global War on Terrorism, fiscal constraintswill continue to rise and

make these questions essential to America s national interests.



Approach

The military isfaced with the challenges involved with fighting awar while
transforming a force for future wars throughout the 21 century. America“must win the
Globa War on Terrorism ... prepare for wars we may haveto fight later in this decade by
making anumber of long-delayed investmentsin procurement, people and modernization
... and prepare for the wars of the future.” ** These challenges will force the Department
of Defense to make difficult decisions asto whether a capability isa nicetohave or a
must have. In other words, the budget will not enable the military to develop every new
concept that is presented even though it may have merit. Depending on the
circumstances, it may be better to modernize existing capabilities, partialy, or fully
develop new concepts. Asaconcept, seabasing isbeing considered afundamental shift
from the current capabilities of amphibious operations and logistics. The question that
must be asked is whether the military should modernize current capabilities, partially
develop the sea basing concept (potentially spiral developing toward the complete
development) or fully develop the concept for maximum utilization by all services. Thus,
the overall operational integration of seabasing within the National Defense Strategy is
at the heart of the difficult questions facing the Department of Defense.

In order to fully analyze sea basing, this paper will define seabasing along with the
variablesthat contribute to both the necessity and successful development of emerging
concepts. These variablesinclude the National Security Strategy, the 2003

Transformation Planning Guidance, and Joint Warfare operations/considerations.



Using historical references, completed studies, and documented perspectives,
analysiswill first entail looking at sea basing with Marine Corps units assigned asthe
expeditionary ground force. Thisanalysiswill focus on the applicability of seabasing
within the National Defense Strategy and National Military Strategy. A critical
component of both strategiesis the current and projected 21 century global security
environment. This portion of the research will formulate a base understanding of the
concept development process that supports aforecasted uncertain security environment
and provideinitial insight into the applicability of the seabasing concept.

Once anational strategy and transformation assessment of seabasing is complete,
research will shift to examine the applicability of seabasing in ajoint environment. This
analysiswill comprise of historical references and guiding principles. Theresults of this
portion of analysis provide insight into the questions mentioned in the introduction
concerning the degree of transformation and jointness necessary for the effectiveness of
seabasing in the 21% century. These questions are essential in making difficult budgetary
decisions and form a business approach. Trade-off identification is an essential part of
concept development because it enables the leadership to make difficult decisionsfrom a
holistic point of view.

Once the established policy and strategies are examined, this research will assessthe
sea basing concept using aforce planning model developed by Thomas Bartlett that
incorporates strategy*? and a qualitative security environment assessment. This
assessment along with a case study will help to correlate the original findings and provide

further insight into theissue. Finally, upon completion of these assessments this report



will discussthe relevancy of the findings, make recommendations, and delineate

conclusions.



Chapter 2

SeaBasing: 21% Century Concept

Backaround

Throughout history, warfare has evolved to incorporate new technologies and
concepts that address both the changing political environment and the capabilities of
emerging threats that can influence national interests. Although references to amphibious
operations date back to theinvasion of Britainin 55 BC, ** a concept emerged in the
1930s that formed a doctrinal approach to amphibious operationsintegrating land, air,
and sea power to maximize combat effectiveness’® This emergence was brought about
by the lessons |earned from the unsuccessful Gallipoli operation® The development of
amphibious doctrine led to the successful joint force landings in both theaters during
WWI1 which was essential to the overall war effort.

After WWII, amphibious operations were still amajor part of the Navy’srolesand
missions; however, the competing bi-polar environment of the Cold War between the
United States and the Soviet Union contributed to the U.S. Navy’ s focus on open-ocean,
blue water dominance. The Soviet Union possessed a highly capable Navy that could
sustain operations at sea that enabled forward presence operations. In order for America
to protect its national interests, the Navy developed its capabilities using a threat based

approach. However, with the end of the Cold War, the global environment changed and
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the United States Navy no longer had apeer competitor in the open-ocean domain. A
1990 U.S. National Security Strategy shifted from a global focusto a period of regional
uncertainty that called for a corresponding regional military focus. In 1992, the Navy and
Marine Corpsrealized that afundamental shift in priorities was necessary in order to
fulfill its mission within the National Security Policy and wrote a collaborative Fromthe
Sea white paper to solidify the new naval focus.

The writing of the white paper wasin essence the beginning of amerging of the
Navy and Marine Corp visions. From this point on, naval forces would focus on
operationsin the littorals and fulfill the roles of strategic deterrence and defense, forward
presence, and an enabling crisis response with an emphasis on joint operations’ The
current National Security Strategy in essence shifted from warfighting on the seatoward
joint operations from the sea® to provide theinitial enabling capability for joint combat
operations and rapid response to an emerging crisis'® 1n 1997, the Marine Corps
presented avision in the Operational Maneuver fromthe Sea concept paper that built
upon the synergistic shift to alittoral focus and a better understanding of the importance
of maritime maneuver warfarein naval power projection.?° The combination of these
paperslaid the foundation of both the Navy Sea Power 21 and Marine Corps 21
strategies. In essence, these strategies along with the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review
and 2003 Transformation Planning Guidance led to the development of seabasing in the
2003 Naval Transformation Roadmap?* and form a baseline that facilitates analysis of the

emerging concept.
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Sea Basing

Aswith any emerging concept, there are different definitions associated with sea
basing. According to Thomas Hone, the Assistant Director of Risk Management, the
Office of Force Transformation, sea basing is defined as the “ elimination of the
conceptual difference between operations on land and operations on or from the sea.” %

In the Naval Transformation Roadmap 2003: Assured Access & Power Projection
...Fromthe Sea, seabasing is defined as “the overarching transformational operating
concept for projecting and sustaining naval power and joint forces which assures joint
access by leveraging the operational maneuver of sovereign, distributed, and networked
forces operating globally from the sea.”®® Within version 1.0 of the Sea Basing Joint
Integrating Concept (JIC), seabasing is defined 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 Operations Area
(JOA). These capahilities expand operational maneuver options, and facilitate assured
access and entry from the sea.”%*

The definition within the Sea Basing Joint Integrating Concept will be used asthe
guiding seabasing definition for analysis sinceit is being used by the Joint Staff inits
capabilities-based assessment process. However, the previously referenced Office of
Transformation and 2003 Naval Transformation Roadmap definitionsillustrate the
importance of understanding the overall capabilitieswithin the seabasing concept. As

expressed by Admiral Mullen, the Chief of Naval Operations, during a JJanuary 10, 2006

Surface Navy Association National Symposium, seabasing is “ about capabilities, not just



ships.”?® Thus, using the Sea Basing JIC, sea basing will be considered as “the
overarching framework within which the Navy and Marine Corps will transform our core
capabilities to increase the effect of naval forcesin joint campaigns.”?® Within this
framework, sea basing can be best described addressing the combat logistics, defensive
capabilities, and offensive capahilities.

Depending on the situation, a combination of escort, logistic, amphibious, and pre-
positioned shipswill form the nucleus of aseabase. The escortswill provide protection
and serve as a power projection capability through Land Attack Cruise Missile and naval
gunfire employment. The amphibious shipswill provide transport and serveasa
launching platform for ground forces. Logistic ships along with pre-positioned ships
will sustain at sea operations and provide ground force sustainment materials,
respectively. Asfor the ground combat force deployment, embarked Marines will deploy
vianaval airlift and sealift directly into combat and receive sustained support viathe
same lift capabilities?” Additional forceswill be transported to a secure forward base
within 2000 Nautical Miles (NM)?® of the sea base where they will be further transferred
to the sea base where they will unite with their equipment provided by the pre-positioned
ships. Oncethese forces are combat ready, they will deploy and be sustained by naval
airlift and sealift assets. The pre-positioned shipswill be configured in away that
permits sel ective offload operations at seato support operations as needed?® In the
vision of some, Army unitswill aso be deployed from the sea base in the manner
discussed above. Providing this enabling capability isat agreat cost but provides only

minimum additional flexibility.



Combat L oqgistics (Pre-positioned Assets)

All four services use ships for sustainment. Asastandard operating procedure, the
Navy uses combat | ogi stics shipsto provide stores necessary to sustain operations at sea.
The other services use pre-position assets to ensure stores are available for combat at
great distances from the United States. In the case of the Air Force, anmunitionis
forward deployed on shipsthat enable theinitial and re-supply of overseas bases.
However, in the context of seabasing, the pre-positioned logistics of the Army and
Marine Corps are the focus of this research pertaining to sustainment operations. Both
the Army and Marine Corps pre-position materials, such as heavy equipment and
ammunition, which are necessary for the beginning stages of sustained combat
operations.

The Marine Corps pre-position ships are part of the Maritime Pre-positioning Force
(MPF) which forward deploy in Maritime Pre-positioning Squadrons (MPS). Three
Maritime Pre-positioning Squadrons are currently forward deployed to three different
regions. Interms of sustainment capability, “ One squadron of M PF ships can provide all
the equipment and supplies to support aU.S. Marine Expeditionary Brigade of about
15,000 personnel for 30 days. The ships are capable of off-loading at piers or offshore
with special lighterage equipment. Each ship hasroll-on/roll-off capability and aflight
deck for helicopter operations.”*® However, with the development of sea basing, these
shipswill selectively offload at seaand deliver sustained logistics directly to the Marine
Corps ground combat forces. Additionally, with aforward operating base up to 2000 NM
away in asafelocation and high speed connectors, the MPF shipswould be able to

sustain up to two Marine Expeditionary Brigadesfor at least 30 days or even,
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conceptually, indefinitely. High speed connectors are transport aircraft and vessels that
move materials and personnel within atheater of operations. Asfor the Army’s Combat
Pre-positioning Forces,
they provide afloat pre-positioning for the equipment, munitions and
suppliesto support U.S. Army combat units that would deploy to potential
contingency sites. The Army hasasimilar design that isreferred to as
Afloat Pre-positioning Squadrons (APS). The shipswithin an Afloat Pre-
positioning Squadron are part of the Combat Pre-positioning Force. The
Combat Pre-positioning Force concept of operations callsfor at-sea pre-
positioning of combat equipment for a2x2 heavy armored brigade and the
1x2 6th Brigade Afloat aboard eight LM SRs. In addition, other CPF ships
carry cargo that supports and sustains the brigade, providing items such as
water purification units, food and initial combat support equipment. The
mix of cargo carried on CPF ships makesit possible for an armored
brigade to open atheater of operations for follow-on units>*

The current concept for at sea pre-positioning forcesisto unload storesinto a Sea Port
of Debarkation (SPOD) where alogistics hub is established for agiven conflict. Access
must be obtained in order to execute the establishment of a SPOD. However, there are
concerns over anti-access and minimizing logistical foot-prints due to the emerging 21%
century environment.

In 1996, Turkey and Saudi Arabiarefused accessto the United States. The U.S. was
responding to the Iraq' s attacks against the Kurds.®* Theterrorist attack of September 11,
2001 along with Operations Enduring Freedom and Iragi Freedom culminated this
growing concern over necessary military access. The 2001 terrorist attack further
complicated accessissues sinceit solidified the requirement for aglobal presence and
response. For Operation Enduring Freedom, many of the United States’ Arab Allies

refused the use of bases*“for combat aircraft participating in the campaign against

Afghanistan.”*® Most recently, Turkey refused access needed to accomplish Operation



Iragi Freedont™ asit was planned. A fiscally constrained budget coupled with a
necessity to increase force protection due to a potential threat of asymmetrical attacks
against military forces are issues causing the military to minimize logistic footprints.
These concerns over anti-access and logistic footprints have fostered the devel opment of
seabasing.

Sea basing would remove the SPOD requirement by maintaining these supplies at sea
and delivering them as needed to the warfighter. Currently, the Navy isdeveloping a
version of the MPS called the Maritime Pre-positioning Forces (Future) (MPF(F)) that
will enable Marine Corps suppliesto flow as envisioned in the sea basing concept. No
decisions have been madein respect to the APSlogistics. While these pre-positioning
forces were successfully utilized and necessary for operations such as Desert Storm and
the current Operation Iragi Freedom, the drain of serviceable combat equipment from the
conflict has surfaced concerns regarding the current status and the cost associated with

replacing the seabased stockpiles.

Defensive Capabilities

Sea basing isaformation of shipsthat are assembled to project combat power ashore.
Like assets on land, seaborne assets need to be defended in order to accomplish their
missions. For seabasing, thisrequires the attainment sea superiority or the ability to
maneuver freely within the seadomain without a credible enemy capability to restrict
movement. The defensive capabilities required to achieve sea superiority come from
networked organic and non-organic assetsin theater. I1n the seadomain, there arethree

mediumsto defend. They are aerospace, surface, and sub-surface. Air Force assets can
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contribute in the defense against both air and surface threats. Current Navy devel opment
isfocused on dominance within thelittorals which will support seabasing. The
capabilities of the threat will drive the number and type of naval escorts required to
defend the seabase. In effect, the escortswill provide an umbrellaof coverage that will
extend beyond the shore, thus removing the traditional shoreline seam. Additionally, the

escorts are also being devel oped as part of the offensive seabasing capabilities.

Offensive Capabilities

Although the main focus on Sea basing consists of the ability to project ground
combat power ashore, it has other capabilitiesthat can be an enabler for the Combatant
Commander. Thus, it isimportant to assess all of the offensive capabilitiesinherent
within this concept. While escortsthat are part of the seabase will provide the necessary
protection, cruise missiles and carrier launched aircraft project power ashore along with
the ground forces that are embarked on forward deployed naval ships. Historicaly,
ground forces have successfully projected combat power ashore in the form of
amphibious operations and both the Army and Marine Corps have participated in such
operations. As such, both ground forces must at least be considered during the analysis
of thisresearch. While either service can be used asthe ground force, the difference
between amphibious operations and sea basing is the employment or maneuver of the
ground forces. In amphibious operations, ground forces approach the shoreline and seize
an amphibious lodgment. Then logistical support arrivesto support sustained operations.

In sea basing the employment of land forces is focused on Expeditionary Maneuver
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Warfare (EMW) through a Ship-to-Objective Maneuver (STOM) that is based around the
concept of Operational Maneuver from the Sea (OMFTS).

The concept of “Operational Maneuver from the Sea applies the principles and
philosophy of EMW to the seaspace.”® The establishment of an Operational Maneuver
from the Sea concept “ codifies the many lessons of history regarding how command of
the sea can create an operational advantage through amaneuver warfare approach.”
During the Korean War, General MacArthur used the seadomain to outmaneuver the
adversary. The 1950 landing at Inchon demonstrated the effectiveness of using the seaas
amaneuver space. With the execution of this envelopment from the sea, General
MacArthur placed aground forcein the enemy’ srear, severed the enemy’ s Lines of
Communication, and dislodged the enemy from the southern Korean Peninsula®’  In
essence, control and utilization of the littorals as a maneuver space causes an enemy to
defend the entire coastline and enables a sea based force to choose the optimum time and
location for an attack or insertion®

In concert with Operational Maneuver from the Sea, Ship-to-Objective Maneuver isa
concept that focuses on the objective and will fundamentally change the way in which the
United States fightsin the 21% Century. It removesthe previously established boundary
between land and seawithin the battlespace. Inthe past, naval expeditionary power
projection relied on the establishment of alogistics hub on land prior to follow-on
maneuvers against inland objectives. With the Ship-to-Objective Maneuver, ground
forceswill be employed and sustained directly from the seawhich increases operational
flexibility in terms of operational reach and reduces the military footprint and ground

force logistic requirements.
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Just asthe previously cited Inchon landing exemplifies the importance of Operational
Maneuver from the Sea, it also is an example that illustrates the necessity of inherent
access flexibility using a Ship-to-Objective Maneuver. Thetidal conditions prevalent off
the coast of Seoul were such that an amphibious landing was only feasible during athree
to four day period each month3°® With knowledge of this environmental window, an
adversary can plan and establish aformidable defense based on limited access options.
However, the capabilities envisioned within the sea basing concept, coupled with a Ship-
to-Objective Maneuver, not only opens up the whole coastline for a possible assault; but
also opens the possible window to any day of the year.

In order to fully understand the coverage enabled through a Ship-to-Objective
Maneuver using sea basing, one must assess the operational reach potential. 1n June of
2000, the Marine Corps Combat Development Command released a Mission Area
Analysis Operational Reach Final Report that assessed the operational reach predicted by

2015.%°

Marine Cor ps Oper ational Reach - 2015 Analysis**

The Marine Corps Combat Development Command conducted a study in 2000 that
addressed the employment of ground forces using the concept of Ship-to-Objective
Maneuver. Although the study addressed surface assault, it primarily focused on the
vertical assault operational reach. A base case was devel oped that consisted of
employing a Regimental Landing Team to an objective 86 nautical miles from the afloat
launching platforms. An additional nine mileswas added to theflight profile to account

for the inevitable deviations necessary to complete the maneuver. Thus, for the base
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case, theair bridge covered 95 nautical miles. Asfor the Regimental Landing Team, it
“consisted of threeinfantry battalions, an artillery battalion, a combat engineer company,
and four LAAD firing sections.”*? Asfar aslift, this composition of forces consisted of
3,823 people and 479 vehicles®

Once the base case was established, excursions were conducted by changing the
distance to the objective and load out plan. In order to employ the Regimental Landing
Team, the Marine Air Ground Task Force utilized 78 MV-22s and 28 CH-53Es. Taking
into account the speed, fuel consumption, and lift capabilities of both aircraft,
optimization analysis determined that the air bridge could support a distance of 110
nautical miles. Thisdistance required atotal of “732 sorties (397 for the assault forces,
205 for the combat trains, and 130 for the MCSSD).” ** The available MV-22s and
CH-53swere able to conduct atotal of 749 sortiesin atwo day period (the study
removed 14% to conduct MEDEV AC type missions), which left 17 aircraft available for
logistics?®

The Mission Area Analysis Operational Report indicated that the capability existsto
employ ground forces and sustain them up to aflight distance of 110 nautical milesfrom
the afloat launching platform. However, the surface platformswould most likely operate
initially from 15 to 25 nautical miles from the shoreline. Additionally, a distance of 9 to
10 nautical mileswould probably be used to conduct necessary flight maneuvers during
the approach to the abjective. Thus, this study assumes an operational reach of the Ship-
to-Objective Maneuver of 80 nautical miles. For smaller quantities of forces, such as
reconnai ssance or special operations forces, this range would increase due to the decrease

in lift requirements (heavy lift equipment). Although technological advances may



increase this distance, these ranges may suffice for 70% of the operations since a 1997
United Nations report states that about 60% of the world’ s population live within 62
miles from the coastline.*®

One of theinsights from the Marine Corps Combat Devel opment Command Mission
Area Analysisistheimpact of lift, both in the weight and the method of transport
(interior and exterior loading). The weight not only dictates the type of aircraft, but also
impactsfuel consumption. Asfor the method of transport, it dictates the speed in which
the naval rotary aircraft can fly which impacts the number of sorties. Currently, the Navy
and Marine Corps are devel oping this capability; however, different opinions of its
utilization are surfacing as the Sea Basing Joint Integrating Concept is being considered
in the Joint Staff devel opment process. In particular, what does this concept mean

regarding the employment of Army units?

Service lnsights on Sea Basing

The January 30, 2006 National Defense News article“Naval ‘ SeaBase’ Supporters
Seek to Prove Worth to Army” surfaces the many questions surrounding the devel opment
of seabasing by both service analysts and service leadership*’ Although not stated in the
article, developing military capabilitiesfor an uncertain global security environment will
inevitably bring about concerns over equities aswell as justification for the program
itself. Although these insights diverge in many cases, they are focused on the
development of a capable and viable 21% century United States military.

In this National Defense News article, Robert Work, a senior naval analyst for the

Center for Strategic and Budgetary A ssessments, statesthat “ Sea basing asaconcept is
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very, very good.”*® However, he believes that sea basing “just needs to be scrubbed
much more carefully with an eye toward joint payoff.” *® Furthermore, according to the
article, he believes that the concept of sea basing changed when it was selected as the
“answer to the Pentagon’ s demands for rapid-reaction forces that can deploy to amajor
combat zonein 10 days and defeat an enemy in 30 days.”*® Asfor the Marine Corps, the
article saysthat Major General Gordon Nash, director of the Navy’s expeditionary
warfare division, believesthat seabasing will help address access issues and that sea
basing is“asignificant improvement of where we are today.”**

From an Army perspective, the article states that Colonel Chels Chae, Chief of Joint
and Army Concepts at the service' s Training and Doctrine Command believesthat Navy
“ships have served as abase of operationsfor the Army before” on an“ad hoc and small
scale”® Furthermore, Colonel Chaeis quoted “What we are talking about in terms of
seabasing is being able to project forces that are lethal, survivable and mobile, and pose a

credible threat to our adversary when they are on the ground.”>3

With respect to the
Army integration to date in sea basing, the article quotes Vice Admiral McCarthy,
“We' re beginning to get appreciation for what it would take to float an Army brigade.
Because of our close relationship with the Marine Corps, we have avery clear
understanding of what it would take to support the Marines. We have less clear
understanding of what it would take to support the Army.” >* Additionally, thearticle
statesthat Vice Admiral McCarthy believesthat the real challengeto incorporate the
Army will bethelift required for the heavy equipment >

Overall, this article shows the increase of joint discussionsinvolved with the

development of seabasing. Inthe beginning, seabasing was a concept co-devel oped



between the Navy and Marine Corps; however, it isnow aglobal access solution in
which joint integration and overall utilization are being discussed. These questions and
concerns necessitate the analysis of seabasing in a holistic approach starting with

national strategic guidance.



Chapter 3

Strategic Guidance

Strategy is“the science and art of employing the political, economic, psychological,
and military forces of anation or group of nationsto afford the maximum support to
adopted policiesin peace and war"*® The elements of political, economic, psychological
and military forces are the elements of national power. The United States’ strategy is
established by the President in the National Security Strategy. In the current 2002
National Security Strategy, the President delineates the national objectives (ends),
courses of action (ways) and resources (means) necessary to ensure American national
interests®” Along with diplomatic, information, and economic, the military is one of the
elements of national power (means). The Secretary of Defense extracts the guidance
within the ends and means of the National Security Strategy that pertain to the military to
formulate aNational Defense Strategy. From the National Defense Strategy, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff establishes aNational Military Strategy. An
understanding of the relationship between these strategies isimportant to assessthe
applicability of seabasing within the national strategy.

The National Defense Strategy establishes“ a set of overarching defense objectives
that guide the Department’ s security activities and provide direction for the National

Military Strategy.”®® In other words, the National Defense Strategy has more of afocus
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on how to integrate with the other elements of national power (economic, informational,
and diplomatic) and support national strategy. Whereasthe National Military Strategy is
focused on theimplementation of the overarching defense strategy. For the purpose of
clarity, thisreport will refer to the elements of the National Defense Strategy in terms of
objectives, courses of action, and resources and the el ements of the Nationa Military
Strategy in terms of ends, ways, and means. Along with the security environment, the
National Defense Strategy also providesimplementation guidance which shapesthe
National Military Strategy. With an understanding of the objectives and security
environment, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff incorporates the implementation
guidance to formulate aNational Military Strategy where the ends and the ways support
the courses of action and resour ces of the National Defense Strategy, respectively >
Thus, an assessment of sea basing applicability requires an understanding of both the

2004 National Military Strategy and the 2005 National Defense Strategy.

National Defense Strategy

Aswith all national strategies, the 2005 National Defense Strategy is heavily
influenced by the security environment. Within the Department of Defense, the global
security environment is considered to be “ extremely fluid, with continually changing
coalitions, aliances, partnerships, and new (both national and transnational) threats
constantly appearing and disappearing.”®® Essentially, this description of asecurity
environment emphasizes uncertainty and frames its characterization within the 2005

National Defense Strategy. In the defense strategy, the security environment is



characterized by four method challenges:. irregular, catastrophic, disruptive, and

traditional. These challengesare portrayedin figure 1.

Strateqic Context: Four Challenges

Higher 4 )
Irreqular Catastrophic
Challenges arising from the Challenges involving the
adoption or employment of surreptitious acquisition,
unconventional methods by non- possession, and possible terrorist
state and state actors to counter or rogue employment of WMD or
- stronger state opponents — methods producing WMD-like
£ terrorisms, insurgency, civil war, effects.
3 etc.
©
EL’ High
3 ower Traditional Disruptive gher
Challenges posed largely by states Future challenges emanating from
employing legacy and advanced competitors developing,
military capabilities and possessing, and employing
recognizable military forces, in breakthrough technological
long-established, well-known forms | ~capabilities intended to supplant
of military competition and conflict. our advantages in particular
+ operational domains.
Lower
Likelihood

No hard boundaries distinquishing one category from another,

Figure 1: Security Environment Strategic Challenges®*

Examples of these four challenges would be terrorism or an insurgency, arogue nation
using aWeapon of Mass Destruction against the United States, the development of a
capability that renders a previous United States military advantage obsolete, and another
nation waging conventional war against the United States, respectively ®? These
descriptions of global security environment forces the Department of Defense to prepare
for all possible conflicts and inevitably manage risks while either developing new or
maintaining current capabilitiesin order to accomplish national objectives.

The objectives of the 2005 National Defense Strategy are to “ secure the United
States from direct attack ...secure strategic access and retain global freedom of action

...strengthen alliances and partnerships ... and establish favorable security conditions.” ®3
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These objectives focus on getting rid of the problem before the commencement of an
attack against the United States. In fact, they are linked together in order to create a
layered defense that facilitates engagements as far as possible from the United States.
From acursory view, seabasing is one of the tools that will be used to accomplish each
of thesefour objectives. However, to be effective, seabasing must support the National
Defense Strategy.

In order to accomplish the United States defense objectives, the 2005 National
Defense Strategy identifies courses of action through four key activities to focus efforts
which are“assure aliesand friends ... dissuade potential adversaries ... deter aggression
and counter coercion ... and defeat adversaries.”® Although today’ s threat isglobal, in
general the strategy has not changed. During the Cold War, the United States understood
that an objectiveto stop the spread of communism required support of alliesand friends
who needed reassurance of American commitment. Additionally, the United States
continues to develop a credible military capability that limits the enemy’ s ability to
achieve success (dissuade), demonstrate the ability to substantially retaliatein order to
prevent an attack (deter), and defeat the enemy if aconflict wereto arise.®® In order to
accomplish these courses of action the military’ s resources must be “ sized, shaped and
postured to support global operations.”®®

From aforce planning point of view, the Secretary of Defense provides
implementation guidelinesthat not only influencesthe National Military Strategy, but
also significantly impacts the development of new concepts, such asseabasing. The
implementation guidelines delineated in the National Defense Strategy includes active,

layered defense; continuous transformation; capabilities based approach to defense
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planning; and managing risks®’ These guidelines are linked together in an attempt to
effectively prepare for future threats while the military is actively involved in the Global
War on Terrorism (GWoT). For an activelayered defense, capabilities are required to
influence each of the potential adversary’s decision points and to demonstrate the United
States' commitment to American friends and allies. For example, adecision point for a
potential adversary would include whether to commence hostilities against a neighboring
nation. A demonstration of United States’ resolve may prevent that action. From an
acquisition stand point, the Defense Department will stresstransformation in order to
strengthen “ advantages and reduce vulnerabilities” using a capabilities based approach to
defense planning which focuses on potential challenges vice those posed by specific
adversaries. Thisapproach will “drive atop-down, competitive process’ within the
Defense Department where the Secretary of Defense and joint force commanders will
balance or manage risks®®

The National Defense Strategy setsthe overarching environment for the strategic
planning and posture of the military. New capabilities and concepts are developed within
acompetitive process and as such are born with links directly to the defense strategy.
Within thistype of system, difficulty liesin the decision asto the extent of anew
capability or concept. In order to maximize the military’ s ability to meet objectives
within the defense budget’ sfiscal constraints, tradeoffs must be correctly identified and
assessed. Thisis particularly important for emerging concepts, especially when the
Defense Department isin the process of afundamental reorganization and transformation
to address anew security environment while simultaneously conducting combat

operations. One of thelargest revolutionary changes within the Department of Defenseis
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focused on optimizing fewer resources, yet responding to global objectives; thusthe
establishment of anew Global Defense Posture. Seabasing isdirectly linked and is part
of the Global Defense Posture, but the extent to which it isinvolved isyet to be

determined. For thisreason, an understanding of the Global Defense Posture is essential.

Global Defense Posture

In August 2004, the president “announced the most comprehensive restructuring of
U.S. military forces overseas since the end of the Korean War.”®® His comments
included,

Over the coming decade, we will deploy amore agile and more flexible
force, which means that more of our troops will be stationed and deployed
from here at home. We will move some of our troops and capabilitiesto
new locations, so they can surge quickly to deal with unexpected threats.
We'll take advantage of 21% century military technologiesto rapidly
deploy increased combat power. The new plan will help usfight and win
thesewars of the 21 century. It will strengthen our alliances around the
world, whilewe build new partnerships to better preserve the peace.

In essence, most of the forward deployed forces will return and become based in the
United States while “more flexible and rapidly deployable” forces will be strategically
forward deployed.”* From this posture, military forceswill be globally sourced. The
responsive forward deployed forces will be utilized as adeterrent. In atime of crisis,
they will be the first on the scene to stop the escalation and if necessary, enable therapid
deployment of reinforcement forces based in CONUS. The goals of the Global Defense
Plan areto “expand U.S. defense relationships with allies and build new partnerships ...
develop flexibility to contend with uncertainty ... provide for both aregional and global
forward presence ... enable rapid power projection ... and focus on capabilitiesinstead of

n72

numbers.” "< While the former defense posture could support some of these goals, some
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of the underlining principles provide insight into the future deployment and empl oyment
of the military in the 21% century.

First, forward presence will be “tailored to optimally balance” the United States “21%
century military requirements’ along with allied relationships and “impact of aU.S.

presence on host nations.””®

Second, with astrategy based on an uncertain security
environment, a globally sourced response affords flexible response options, doing more
with less. Finally, forward deployed forces will maintain relationships and interactions
yet stay ready to quickly surgeto global requirements.’* Essentially, this postureis
designed to enrich United States “ties with our defense partners around the world —
making it easier for usto cooperate, lightening our footprint, eliminating unnecessary
irritations,” and forming a partnership with alliesthat will assist in the modernization of
the military.” With thisin mind, the posture will maintain established forward bases,
establish cooperative security locations as ready made forward operating bases
(unmanned, yet periodically maintained), and enable a“more joint approach to pre-
positioned equipment and stocks that reflects the new requirements for operational
flexibility.”"® The development of seabasing isinherently linked to the new Global
Defense Posture as an access enabler in which the Navy and Marine Corps are pursuing
as part of anava power projection capability. The extent in which the Army will
integrate into the sea basing concept is currently being assessed and afocus of this

research.



National Military Strategy

With an understanding of the global security environment, overarching defense
objectives, employment guidelines, and direction of the defense posturein the 21
century, the focus delineated in the 2004 National Military Strategy provides further
insight toward an assessment of the value of future sea basing capabilities.”” Currently,
the Sea Basing Joint Integrating Concept is being vetted by the Services and Joint Staff
within the context of Joint Operating Concepts. These Joint Operating Concepts are
coordinated by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and within the context of the
National Military Strategy.

The ends (objectives) of the 2004 National Military Strategy are “to protect the United
States against external attacks and aggression, prevent conflict and surprise attack and
prevail against adversaries.””® Whilethese ends fully support the 2005 National Defense
Strategy, they arein away unbound and respond to an uncertain security environment.
The ways (courses of action) within the National Military Strategy describe the manner in
which the military will develop capabilities which support the National Defense Strategy.

In the current National Military Strategy, the development of capabilitieswill be
achieved through integrated force employment concepts which are contained within the
Joint Operating Concepts, Joint Functional Concepts, and Joint I ntegrating Concepts.
Each of these conceptsis staffed through the services. The two prevalent themesin the
2004 National Military Strategy that influence these joint concepts are jointness and
transformation. The desired joint force attributes are “functions and capabilities focused
toward aunified purpose ... rapidly deployable, employable and sustainabl e throughout

theglobal battlespace ... linked and synchronized in time and purpose ... integrated
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capabilities operating in ajoint manner at lower echelons ... prepared to quickly respond
with the appropriate capabilities mix ... better-informed decisions implemented faster
than an adversary canreact ... and destroy an adversary and/or hissystemsin al
conditions® More precisely they areintegrated, expeditionary, networked,

decentralized, adaptable, enable decision superiority, and lethal .

Does Sea Basing Support National Guidance?

Common threads are present throughout the national strategy documents that can be
used to assess the sea basing concept. The common threads are an uncertain global
security environment (requiring a capability based approach to acquisition), access
assurance (forward presence, globally sourced), modular rapid response (capable of
escalating to major combat operations), joint integration, and transformation.
Conceptually, sea basing meets these common threads within the national guidance.

Sea basing focuses on using the 75% of the earth which belongs to no country and
hence can be used as a place from which to operate without regard to host nation
permission due to Freedom of Navigation in Internationa waters. With the number of
permanent forward land operating bases diminishing, seabasing isabletofill aniche
capability for the Department of Defense. The concept also addresses, at |east as much as
any capability can, an uncertain global security environment. |n many ways, seabasing
aready hasfulfilled the newly identified anti-access capability gap in the globalization
eraof the 21 century in anad hoc manner in Haiti, Operation Enduring Freedom, the

Horn of Africa, and even for crisis response aong the Gulf Coast after Hurricane Katrina.
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However, the questions are, what isthe full extent to which seabasing should be
developed? Isthe concept transformational? How should the concept be integrated
between the services? Particularly during the present fiscally austere, wartime
conditions, these are some of the most important questions that must be answered.
Another previous study was conducted in an attempt to answer some of these questions.
The 2003 Defense Science Board Task Force' sindependent study on seabasing provides

insight into the applicability and importance of the emerging naval sea basing concept.

2003 Defense Science Board Task Force on Sea Basing

In 2003, the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics
requested that the Defense Science board establish atask force “to assess how seabasing
of expeditionary forces can best serve the nation’s defense needs.” % The August 2003
Defense Science Board Task Force on Sea Basing focused “on the ship-to-objective-
maneuver role of the seabase,” believing that this role was the most transformational .5
One of the outcomes from the task force was a conclusion that seabasing “represents a
critical future national military capability for the United States’ by helping “to assure
access.”® In line with the current 2005 National Defense Strategy, the task force
determined that “the political reality of the post-Cold War eraisthat U.S. alliesareless
dependent on the United Statesfor their security than during the days of the Soviet
Union. Infact, inthe current war on terrorism, the United States has become more
dependent on alies and friends for intelligence and participation in addressing aglobal,
distributed threat than it ever wasin the Cold War.”® Asevidence of theincreasing

access difficulties, the 2003 Defense Science Board Task Force cited examples of access
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refusalsin recent history. In 1973, most of the European NATO allies* denied the United
States basing and overflight rightsin aerial effortsto re-supply Israel in the midst of that
nation’'s desperate fight for survival during the Y om Kippur War.” 8 Twenty three years
later, “both Turkey and Saudi Arabiadenied the United States the use of their basesto
respond to Iragj attacks on the Kurds.”®® Also, “ despite the expenditure of vast resources
in building up theinfrastructure of land basesin the Middle East, the United States
discovered that many of its Arab Alliesrefused the use of that infrastructure for combat
aircraft participating in the campaign against the Taliban in Afghanistan.” 8
The Defense Science Board Task Force on SeaBasing illustratesthat seabasingisa

critical capability that is different from the established amphibious operations, it never
statesin the final report that seabasing istransformational . However, the task force does
assess sea basing as ajoint capability and admitsthat there are several established joint
definitions. They formally concludes that the Army and Air Force must fully participate
in the development of sea basing®’ the body of the report elaborates on seabasing in
terms of jointness. Regarding sea basing, the task force concluded that “ jointness means
four things:

The ability of the seabase to serve as the joint force commander’ s location®®

Its ability to serve as adynamic base of operationsfor forces of all Services

Its ability to handle the logistics of all four Services plus special operationsforces

Its ability to support and sustain operations from the sea of all four Services™®

In essence, according to the Defense Science Board Task Force, sea basing should mean

everything to every service.



Although thismay betrue, afiscally constrained environment dictates choices
concerning the amount and type of Serviceintegration of seabasing. Withthisin mind, a
review of established guidance from the Office of Force Transformation isfirst necessary

to determine whether sea basing is both transformational andjoint.



Chapter 4

Joint Transformation

Consistent with the 2005 National Military Strategy, the Department of Defenseis
focusing equipment and concept devel opment and spending on the transformation of the
military. Inthe 2006 defense budget request for $419.3 billion, money that is not
designated toward the ongoing war effortsin Irag and Afghanistan is mainly focused on
fundamental changesin the overall structure of the military. These changeswill support
the new Global Defense Posture with more rapidly deployable, expeditionary forces. Of
particular note, the budget request also targets the acquisition of Air Force C-17s%° which
are essential to the mobility of the Army’s emerging expeditionary forces. During
Operation Iragi Freedom, the Army used the C-17 extensively when Turkey refused
access. Thisutilization of aircraft during Operation Iragi Freedom demonstrated a
proven capability to fill the Army’s requirement to rapidly deploy its modular forces, ™
In acapabilities based approach to defense planning, the purchase of C-17s may fill the
necessary transportation requirement and negate any possible gap for seabasing tofill in

terms of Army units.



What is Transfor mation?

With such an emphasis on transformation within the budget decision process, each
new program is being developed to meet the requirements set forth in the transformation
guidance. Thesetransformational changes are part of “a process that shapes the changing
nature of military competition and cooperation through new combinations of concepts,
capabilities, people and organizations that exploit our nation’ s advantages and protect
against our asymmetric vulnerabilities to sustain our strategic position, which helps
underpin peace and stability in theworld.” 2 In order to define the process that will guide
the military structure changes, the 2003 Transformation Planning Guidance delineates
four pillars along with six operational goals established from the 2001 Quadrennial
Defense Review.%

Thefour pillars of thisfundamental military shift are strengthening joint operations,
exploiting United States intelligence advantages, experimenting in support of new
warfighting concepts, and developing transformational capabilities® Although each of
these pillars areimportant, the overall theme that they represent is a calculated approach
that includes the devel opment, experimentation, and formalization of Joint Operating
Concepts that focus on interoperability in order to capitalize on the intelligence
capabilities of the United States. The Joint Operating Concepts are developed and
maintained by the Joint Staff with Service input with Service transformation efforts being
formalized in their respective roadmaps. Thus, transformation efforts are being
developed within the Joint Staff and Services.

Sea basing development is no exception. Asdiscussed earlier, a SeaBasing Joint

Integrating Concept is being vetted among each of the Services. A Joint Integrating
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Concept (JIC) is developed from broader focused Joint Functional Concepts (JFC) which
originates from Joint Operating Concepts (JOC). While all three of these documentsare

e1195

written for “8-20 yearsin the future”™>, Joint Operating Concepts “ describe how ajoint

force commander ... is expected to conduct operations within amilitary campaign

...focuses on the associated broad military capabilities.”®®

Joint Functiona Concepts
“describe how thejoint force ... will perform an enduring military function across the full
range of military operations.”®” Asfor Joint Integrating Concepts, they are “an
operational-level description of how ajoint force commander ... will perform a specific
operation or function derived from aJOC and/or aJFC.” %® Basically these concepts form
the foundation for the defense planning in the future. Additionally, seabasingis
discussed and planned in the Naval Transformation Roadmap. Asdelineated inthe
roadmap guidance, “acentral element of transforming our force is interoperability - the
ability to bring all relevant information and assets to bear in atimely, coherent manner.” *°
These pillars are designed in part to fulfill the six intermediate operational goals
identified in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review that in turn will equip the military
with capabilities better suited for the implementation of the National Defense Strategy.
These goals are “ protecting critical bases of operations ... projecting and sustaining U.S.
forcesin distant anti-access or area-denia environments and defeating anti-access threats
... denying enemies sanctuary through persistent surveillance, tracking and rapid
engagement with high-volume precision strikes ... assuring information systemsin the
face of attack and conducting effective and discriminate offensive information operations

... enhancing the capability and survivability of space systems and supporting

infrastructure ... and leveraging information technology and innovative concepts to



develop an interoperable, joint C41SR architecture and capability that includes a
tailorablejoint operational picture.”'% As expected, the Sea Basing Joint Integrating
Concept discusses and relates the importance of seabasing to each of these operational
goals.

Thefocus of these goalsis on protection, accessflexibility, and rapid response options
in anew eraof globalization where information is power and the security environment is
identified as uncertain in the 2005 National Defense Strategy. Conceptually, sea basing
appearsto be anatura fit within the transformation guidance. A central theme of sea
basing isthelogistical support of up to two expeditionary brigades from the seawhich
affordsinherent protection, anti-access and forward basing flexibility, and the ability to
project expeditionary ground forces.

While sea basing conceptually meets the guidance of both the strategic and
transformational guidance, it isbeing developed as an enabling capability that applies
throughout the full range of military operations. The culture of the military lendsto the
development of capabilities designed to defeat more traditional worst case scenarios.
Conceptually, developing concepts and capabilitiesin this manner isin away
contradictory to transformation since an essential element of the military’ s fundamental
shift hinges on changing its culture.X®* For the purpose of thoroughness, this study will
address the applicability of seabasing in both major combat operations and lesser
contingencies. However, it will consider adifferent approach to strategy and a
qualitative assessment of the security environment to further analyze the importance of

seabasing.
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Major Combat Operations

To assess the necessity of seabasing for future major combat operations, history can
provide lessonslearned. World War 11, the Korean War, Operation Desert Storm, and
Operation Iragi Freedom (OIF) are all examples of major combat operations which
provide different insightsinto the necessity of seabasing. In World War 11, amphibious
operationswere essential in the success of both the Normandy landingsin the Atlantic
Theater and the island hopping campaign in the Pacific Theater. Since both of these
theater operations provide different lessons |earned that directly relate to seabasing, they
are addressed separately. However, prior to examining theselessonslearned itis
important to note that prior to World War 11, theintegration of land, air, and sea
operations to support amphibious operations wasformalized in doctrine. Additionally, it
isimportant to note that in 2006, over 60 years after the initial devel opment of the
Higgins amphibious landing craft used in World War 11, the Secretary of Defense and
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff used its creation as an exampleillustrating the
necessity to “increase capabilities rather than to respond to any single threat.” %% Both of
these developments changed the way the military would fight and in essence were truly
transformational.

The Allied forces did not have accessto continental Europein World War I1. Thus,
the Allies decided that an amphibious assault was necessary to assist the Soviet advances
from the east. Using the newly established amphibious doctrine that was developed by
the Marine Corps, the alied forces used land, air, and seaintegration to mass effects
ashore during the landing. Operation Overlord included amphibious landings with

concurrent insertions of airborne forces behind enemy beach fortificationsin order to



disrupt enemy reinforcements and interdict their lines of communication.®®
Additionally, the ground forces, mainly Army soldiers, were pre-staged and constituted in
Great Britain prior to insertion via amphibious operations.

These events areimportant to the assessment of sea basing because they illustrate both
itsinherent joint force enabling capability and someinsight into joint force integration.
Without access to either a Sea Port of Debarkation (SPOD) or Air Port of Debarkation
(APOD), forces must flow in amatter that supportsimmediate combat operations during
insertion. Two concepts existed in the early 1940’ s and today that enable forcesto
accomplish Joint Forcible Entry Operations. First, troops can flow viaamphibious
operations and airborne operations. However, in World War I1, the forces had to be pre-
staged in Great Britain due to the operational reach considerations. The SeaBasing
Concept of Operations also depicts using a safe forward access areafor the flow of forces
to the maritime base. In Normandy, both were used and proved to be quite effectivein an
integrated and force multiplying effort. Second, the particular ground force capabilities
needed to accomplish the landing were resident in both the Marine Corps and the Army.
The primary reason that the ground forces used in the amphibious landing consisted
mainly of Army unitswas dueto Soldier quantity. Inthe case of seabasing, only two
brigades are available to directly utilize the capabilities. In an operation that only
involves two brigades, such as seizing an SPOD/APOD or lesser contingenciesthe
Service choicefor participation becomes more about inherent capabilities.

In the Pacific Theater, theisland hopping campaign was a necessity. The Japanese
expanded into the islands of the Pacific which created abuffer. Thisbuffer restricted

United States access to bases within striking distance of Japan. The main reasons that
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drove the requirement for United States forward basing were |logistics and air support.
Two concurrent operations which are particularly pertinent to this research were the
amphibious assaults against theMakin Atoll and Tarawa. Both of these assaults were
supported by air and naval forces.

The ground forces for the Makin Atoll werethe Army’s 27" Division.
Geographicaly, the Atoll is*U-shaped’ and forms abay or lagoon. The plan consisted of
two landings. The ground forces would approach the same general portion of the Atoll
from opposite directions. Thefirst landing approached the beach from the ocean or
outside of the ‘ U-shaped’ island. Two hourslater, asecond landing arrived viathe
lagoon side. Command and control was an issue as the 27" Division had trouble
controlling the synchroni zation of the two landings. The ocean approach proved to be
uneventful whereas the lagoon assault was problematic. First, the depth of the water in
the lagoon caused the landing craft to run aground making the ground forces wade a
considerable distance prior to reaching the beach. Additionally, the enemy had avote
and did the opposite of the Allied expectations. They focused their defenses against the
lagoon approach forces. Although the enemy combat forces on the island numbered
considerably lessthan Tarawa, the amount of time to seize the island was the same for
both operations®*

On Tarawa, the 2" Marine Division devised asimple plan that consisted of asingle
assault. Although the enemy was entrenched in heavy fortifications and the Allied forces
took considerable losses, the island was seized rapidly in comparison to the Makin

Atoll 1%
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Several insights gleaned from these historical assaults concerned the importance of
command and control, flexibility, and the oceanographic terrain. Seabasing fully
supportsjoint command and control capabilities aswell asflexibility in the type of
assault vehicles. ThisenablesaJoint Task Force Commander to effectively adapt to
enemy decisions and also negate some of the difficulties associated with shallow
approaches. Additionally, if the Allieswould have had current Air Force tanker
capabilities, the Air Force, along with naval aircraft carriers, could have supported air
operations necessary throughout the Pacific. Asaresult, theintegration of current
airborne assault capabilities and emerging seabasing sustained naval power projection
would have enabled a bypass of most of the Pacific islands by securing an APOD and
SPOD for the necessary flow of combat power. Seabasing will be ableto deliver and
support an entire Marine Expeditionary Brigade which is more than enough to seize an
SPOD or APOD. Under current plans, the emerging modular Army Brigade Combat
Teams are being configured to be employed using Air Force airlift while most of the
logistics support will arrive viasedift asit did in the European Theater of operations
during World War 11.

The next major combat operation to be considered isthe Korean War. 1n 1950,
General MacArthur decided to utilize what the Marine Corps now refer to as Operational
Maneuver from the Seato position landing forces behind enemy lines. The General’s
Marine Corps amphibious force landed at Inchon and proceeded to Seoul. These forces
received little resistance and caused the North Korean Army to retreat to the North.
Although this was an extremely successful operation, it wasrisky. The effects of tides

and currents at Inchon made alanding only possible along asingle channel during athree



to four day period each month°® This made the landing site and time extremely
predictable and susceptible to enemy defenses.  Seabasing capabilities along with the
sustai nable Ship to Objective Maneuver Concept would remove many of the risks
involved in asimilar operation in the future by providing flexible landing options through
emerging vertical and seabornelift capabilities. The forcesthat can be supported by sea
basing were comparable to those utilized during the actual amphibious assault. Had we
had sea basing then, North Koreans would have been at risk for attack along the entire
coastline.

It isimportant to note in Operation Desert Storm, almost 50 years later that only the
Marines wereinserted viathe sea since access authority was obtained for the insertion
and build-up of Army ground forces from Saudi Arabia; such abaseisnot guaranteedin
future operations. Three key insights affecting sea basing can be derived from this
campaign. First, the Marine Corpsforces were utilized as a deception prior to the
commencement of ground operations. While Army forceswere conducting aflanking
maneuver within Saudi Arabia, the Marine Amphibious Force demonstrated the intent to
land forcesin Kuwait. This caused the Iragi forcesto remain in place and enabled the
coalition joint force to envelop the enemy. Projected sea basing capabilities also could
successfully deceive an enemy while providing greater flexibility for theinsertion of
Marines.

Second, mines were an issuein the Northern Arabian Gulf. Naval forces had to clear
routesin order to introduce both forces and logistics into the theater. Of the logistics
required, 95% arrived viasea lift.!%” Thismeansthat even with seabasing mine warfare

isimportant and afactor in thelittorals; however, the vertical lift capabilities of the sea
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base would enable the joint force to sustain up to a brigade size force that could seize and
set up anecessary SPOD while mine clearanceis achieved.

Finally, Operation Desert Storm called for aground force that far exceeded the size
that can be delivered and sustained through sea basing. With thisin mind, sea basing
provides an enabling capability; however, it cannot be utilized to support the delivery and
sustainment of all the associated ground forces needed in amajor combat operation.

Operation Iragi Freedom provides additional study insights and reinforces thoughts or
lessons |earned from previously discussed operations. First, the ground forces used
during the campaign in March 2003 were considerably |larger than the two brigadesthat a
sea base can sustain. In this operation, the main ground forces were pre-staged to the
south of Iragin Kuwait and consisted of forces from the Marine Corps and the Army.
With the support of air power, these forces proceeded north and seized the Iraq capital
city of Bagdad. In both the north and the west of Irag, Special Forces were inserted via
airlift in order to secure the qil fieldsin the north and protect against missile launchesin
thewest. Originally, planning included the use of the 4" nfantry Division in the north.
This became problematic when Turkey refused access rights and caused the Combatant
Commander to deploy airborneforcesin the north.

Thisoperation isof particular interest to seabasing since it shows that major combat
operations against a country like Iraq require more forces than a sea base can support;
having it also reinforces the issue of access rightsfor future campaigns. 1f Kuwait would
have refused basing rightsinstead of Turkey, forceable entry operations would have been
required as part of the campaign. Seabasing isa concept made for this type of mission.

With the support of joint air power, two brigades could seize key lodgements which



could be utilized to establish the ground forces and | ogi stics necessary for success and
give the United States diplomatic and military flexibility. With amajority of logistics
necessary for this operation coming viathe sea, establishing and maintaining an SPOD is
critical to success. From the 2004 U.S. TRANSCOM Annua Command Report, “sealift
accounted for approximately 84 percent of the Operation Iragi Freedom cargo” between
January and June 2004.1%8

Additionally, the fact that Turkey did not makeits decision until just prior to the
commencement of operations demonstrates that the access can not be assumed and the
military needsto maintain flexibility to react. Y et, aswith any combat operation,
rehearsals are extremely important. This demonstrates the importance of peacetime
exercises and previously established command relationships. The Marine Corps deploys,
exercises, and plans alongside the naval assetsthat will make up the seabase. Thisis
similar to the exercise and planning associated with Army airborne forces and the Air
Force mobility assets. Rehearsalsthat are built into daily operationsinherently facilitate
more expeditious readiness to execute such a change to an operation, possibly in concert
with an airborne assault. Thistype of flexible capability isa powerful diplomatic and
military enabling tool. Unlike the current amphibious operations, initial operations do
not totally depend on shoreline seizure and reconstitution for success. With seabasing,
the shorelineisno longer aseam in the operation and the opposition cannot count on
single access points for defensive measures.

Lastly, Operation Iragi Freedom demonstrated the necessity for the United States

military to develop acredibly stability operation capability. Although seabasing does



not have the operational reach to support stability operationsthroughout Iraq directly

from the sea, it isan enabling rapid response capability that supports that type of mission.

Contingency Operations

Operation Just Cause (December 20, 1989 — January 11, 1990) in Panamaisan
example of acontingency operation that lendsitself asa case study for seabasing. In
1989, President Noriegawasin charge of Panama. The United States desired aregime
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change™" to stabilize the country and exercise treaty rights associated with the Panama

Canal. Inorder to accomplish this operation, the main forces were comprised of the

110 pgnamais

Army airborne forceswith the Air Force airlift and gun shipsfor support.
located close enough to the United States that the forces could deploy directly from
Americato combat. Additional forces consisted of Sailors and Marinesforward stationed
in Panama.*'*

Overall, Operation Just Cause was determined to be an extremely successful joint
operation. Leveraging the close working relationship between the Air Force and Army
airborneforces, the United States was able to react quickly to the changing circumstances
in Panama. A preponderance of the objectiveswas successfully completed by Army
ground forces. Their synchronized efforts prevented counter offenses before they had an
opportunity to take place. The Marinesand Sailorswere utilized to safeguard the
American citizens on the base; however, these contributions were not driven by the
capabilitiesinherent in the Marine Corps and Navy; they were chosen due to their

availability in Panama. Thus, the force multiplying effect of joint operations came from

theintegration of the Army and the Air Force. The close and inherent integrated
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relationship maintained between the Air Force and Army airborne forces proved to be an
integral factor in the success of the operation and made the limited rehearsals more
effective.

However, if the location of the operation was further away, forward basing access
would have been more essential in the planning and execution of the operation. Sea
basing could reduce some of the forward access requirements. In the case of Panama,
ground forces employed within the emerging sea basing construct, could have
significantly contributed to Operation Just Cause. At its narrowest point the isthmusof

Panama‘“is barely fifty mileswide’ 12

and the canal is 52 mileslong and within the
operational reach of the seabasing concept*® Conceivably, two brigades could have
performed some of the time critical objectives. An example of amission that could have
been primarily assigned to sea based forces woul d be securing lodgment nodesin support
of deploying forces. Additionally, although the two brigades could not have
accomplished al of the missions, their ability to conduct avariety of missions makesthe
sea based force acredible reserve force. Since these forceswould be operating within the
area of operations, the minimal time and distance to objective would support rapid
response. |f nothing else, a seabased force could have been used to gain flexibility in the
operation, since one of the key factorsin the success of Operation Just Cause wasthe
availability of al planned airlift requirements. If any of the airlift assets would have
experienced problems, the risk would have increased dramatically due to the lack of
alternative backup options.

These different assessments of historical operations provideinsight; however, they do

not fully address how to effectively integrate the capabilities that seabasing bringsto



bear. In order to more fully gain a perspective of optimal integration of seabasingin
joint operations, further exploration of joint definitions and concepts of joint operation

fundamentalsis necessary.

Joint Operation Fundamentals

One of the main themes underlining the 2004 National Military Strategy isjointness.
According to the Joint Publication 1-02 Department of Defense Dictionary of Military
and Associated Terms, theterm joint “ connotes activities, operations, organizations, etc.,
in which elements of two or more Military Departments participate.” *** Similarly, the
definitions of ajoint base and joint force use terminology that differentiates between
Services and Military Departments. However, in the case of joint amphibious operation,
it is defined as* an amphibious operation conducted by significant elements of two or
more Services.”'*® Theimportance of these definitions resides in the characterization of
the Marine Corps as a Service within the Department of the Navy. Of particular note, the
definition that does not follow a more parochia theme isjoint amphibious operation. It
focuses on core competencies of the Marine Corpsin conjunction with the Navy which
illuminates the importance of leveraging core competencies to achieve optimum
effectiveness.

Although these definitions are intended to force joint integration, they are
contradictory to the other main theme of transformation in the National Military Strategy.
Basing joint operations and capahilities solely on the number of military departmentsis

not consistent with atrue capability based approach to defense planning which as
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previoudly discussed is part of the intended culture change within the military. A more
consistent approach focuses on the integration of capabilities at the operational level.
Joint Publication 1, Joint Warfare of the Armed Forces of the United States, considers
that the power of jointnessis achieved through the “integrated and synchronized
application of all appropriate capabilities.”*'® Essentially, “ Joint warfare is team
warfare” ™" Overall, the power of jointnessliesin “the synergy that results from the
integration and synchronization of the action of air, land, sea, space, and special
operations forces over time and space assists the JFC to assail important adversary
vulnerabilities while presenting no friendly seams or vulnerabilities for the adversary to
exploit.” **® In order to achieve maximum competition and innovation between all
Services, optimize core Service competencies, and effectively utilize acapabilities based
approach to defense planning, joint operations and concepts should be a ong more of an
operational integration theme. Thisistruly aculture change for the Department of
Defense that should be followed, moving away from amore parochial approach.
However, how much joint integration is optimum in afiscally constrained environment?
A scalable integration approach enables the maximum participation of all the Services
along with their inherent core competencies. In many waysthe Air Force' srelationship
with the Army is similar to the Navy’ s relationship with the Marine Corps. Even within
the Army’ stransformation roadmap, the rapid deployment of itsmodular forcesis
integrated with Air Force capabilities. Additionally, while the Marine Corps emphasizes
seaborne expeditionary power projection, they do not focus on expeditionary airborne

operations. A possibleintegration solution would consist of the synchronousinsertion of



the Army airborne forces with Marine Corps expeditionary forces being employed and
sustained via emerging seabasing capabilities.

Analysis presented to this point demonstrates that seabasing is an essential capability
for the 21 century that supports the 2005 National Defense Strategy, the National
Defense Posture, and the 2004 National Military Strategy. Seabasing follows the
transformational guidance and supports the additional 2004 National Military Strategy
and 2005 National Defense Strategy common threads of access assurance (forward
presence, globally sourced), modular rapid response (capable of escalating to major
combat operations), and joint integration. However, most of the emerging conceptsfall
into the same category and support the strategy. In an uncertain security environment a
capabilities based approach to defense planning can become a blank check approach.
Capability gaps can beidentified using the most dangerous threat vice the most expected
or even likely. In many ways, this approach lends to the devel opment of capabilities
focused in the traditional threat quadrant instead of assuming risk within this quadrant.
In order to truly transform and devel op concepts necessary to meet the 2005 National
Defense Strategy, the decision making process needs amore systematic or holistic
approach to strategy. Strategy must be addressed within a complete system or model that
incorporates a qualitative security environment assessment. Thiswill result in better
informed inputs to the force planning decisions. In essence, the military must rethink

strategy and change its culture.
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Chapter 5

Rethinking Strategy and For ce Planning

The Department of Defense Force Planning processis currently based on many
different approaches. In an attempt to cover all possible angles, the Department of
Defense uses top-down, bottom-up, scenario, core competencies and missions,
capabilities based, technology and fiscal approaches concurrently to make Force Planning
decisions™*® For example, the Defense Department’ s Quadrennial Defense Review
employsatop-down approach which focuses on the National Security Strategy. In
contrast the ongoing Global War on Terrorism is causing the United Statesto also use a
bottom-up approach. Thisapproach focuses on existing capabilities and looksto
facilitate changes in the form of modernization. An example of thistype of approachis
the use of the existing Navy carriers as part of the base line for Force Planning. To
facilitate the top-down and bottom-up approach, the Defense Department uses scenarios
in the form of campaign analyses that provide information on capability gaps which
formsthe foundation of a capabilities based approach to defense planning.

Additionally, using one of the six operational goalsfrom the 2001 Quadrennial
Defense Review, atechnology approach is utilized that calls for the interoperability of
capabilitiesthat will capitalize on the United Statesintelligence gathering advantages.

Finally, budgets are devel oped and planned five yearsin advance, yet fiscal constraints
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dictate late breaking changes which confirm afiscal approach. All of these approaches
arevalid and have strengths and weaknesses. However, acombination of all of the

different approaches can lead to maximum effectiveness, total disaster or somewherein
between since the sum of the strengths or weaknessesis unknown and can change from

caseto case.

A different approach to Strategy and For ce Planning

Inan articletitled “The Art of Strategy and Force Planning,” by Henry C.
Bartlett, G. Paul Holman, Jr., and Timothy E. Somes, a simple model isintroduced that
enables aforce planner to make strategic decisions based on the interaction of competing
variables. Figure 1 depictsthe Bartlett Model . Asillustrated, the model identifies goals
(ends), strategy, resource constraints, tools (means), risk, and security environment asthe
key variables. Although Bartlett refersto strategy as game plans, thisvariableis
associated with the concept of courses of action (ways).*?°

Thismodel “reveal sthe interaction among... key variables, and thereby representsa
comprehensive approach to strategy development and force planning.”*?* The key
variables within the model consist of the main interactive parts contained in strategy and
force planning. Also, inthe case of thisanalysisthe model will not be utilized to form a
strategy; however, using the established strategy, this model will provide insightsinto the
means (tools, capahilities, or concepts) that are developed such as seabasing. 1n essence,
the model provides aframework that can be used in force planning decisions. Inthis

chapter, the Bartlett strategic model will be used to analyze the current United States

Security Strategy from aforce planning point of view.
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Thisanaysis assumes that the strategy (ways), goals, and resource constraints are
established and fixed. For example, the budget isfiscally limited and tough decisions
must be made. In other words, resource constraints will not be able to support every
emerging concept or capability and as such this variable will not be modified. Asfor
risk, the Quadrennial Defense Review and National Defense Strategy el aborate that the
military will accept additional risk against traditional threatsin order to reducerisk in
areas such asirregular and catastrophic threat areas. With thisin mind, the two key
variables of security environment and tools (means) become the focus of the alignment
necessary to properly plan the Department of Defense Force Planning. In both the 2004
National Military Strategy and the 2005 National Defense Strategy, the security
environment is defined as uncertain. The Bartlett model illuminates the problems

associated with an uncertain key variable. Although additional risks will be accepted
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regarding traditional threats, nothing will guide or answer the question of how much risk.
However, if aqualitative assessment of the security environment is established, then the
appropriate tools can be devel oped or atered in away to align the key variables
effectively within the overall strategy.

An assessment of the security environment to something other than uncertain does
not impact the overall desire for the military to transform, further joint integration, or the
use of a capabilities based approach to defense planning. In fact, the introduction of a
useable factor actually enhances the application of these ideas and concepts. One such
method to assess and define the emerging 21 century security environment was

developed by Thomas Barnett that considers the impacts associated with globalization.

Rethinking the Security Environment: The Pentagon’s New Map

In an effort to characterize the emerging 21% century security environment with a
qualitative approach, Thomas Barnett established links between globalization and future
threats to the United States national interests. Basically, his analysisindicates that
countries connected to the International market and rule sets of globalization are areas
that feature “ stable governments, rising standards of living, and more deaths by suicide
than murder.”*?® These areas represent the Functioning Core whereas the countries that
either resists globalization or where connectedness is non-existent represent the Non-
Integrating Gap. Essentialy, countriesthat are not embracing globalization comprise the
location of amajority of the United States operations since the end of the Cold War and

are classified by the World Bank aslow income or low middleincome.



Using aworld map, aline can be drawn that encompasses the identified Gap. This
area consists of “namely the Caribbean Rim, virtually al of Africa, the Balkans, the
Caucasus, Central Asia, the Middle East and Southwest Asia, and much of Southeast
Asia"'?* Additionally, using the information provided by the Central Intelligence
Agency, the average literacy of all the identified Gap countriesin Africais 57.5%. 1%
[literacy along with low income has proven through history to be areas where terrorism
flourishes. Outliersidentified in Barnett’s* The Pentagon’s New Map” include “an Israel
isolated in the Gap, a North Korea adrift within the Core, or a Philippines straddling the
line.”*%® When the location of major United States military operations during the period
of 1990 to 2003 which consists of 127 operations (combat, show of force, contingency
positioning/reconnai ssance, evacuation/security, or peacekeeping) isoverlaid on
Barnett’s new map, it is apparent that all but six took placein the identified gap.?’

Thistype of assessment of the 21 century security environment makestough, fiscally
constrained decisions more manageable. If thistruly becomesthe United States assumed
security environment, will seabasing be an effectivejoint force enabler? Of the 127
military operationsthat occurred during the period of 1990 - 2003, only three could be
considered major combat operations. A sustained force of two brigadeswould be a
considerable, lethal force for the remaining 124 operations. In these cases, concepts such
as sea basing would enable the Combatant Commander to quickly respond to contingency
operations, support declining governments, or provide the necessary assistancein order to
provide additional stability without establishing permanent basing or having to support
base security requirements. With the use of seabasing, either Marines or Soldiers could

be used asthe ground forces. Currently, the Navy isworking to develop capabilities
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necessary to use Marines asthe ground force. Asfor the Army, deliberationsare being
considered asto the use of Army forceswithin the seabasing concept. Inorder to usethe
Army within the context of seabasing, heavy lift assets required to transport Army
equipment would need to be devel oped along with modificationsto the Army combat
logistic ships. These modificationswould enable the use of the four Army Pre-positioned
Setsin aseabasing context. Lessonslearned from Operationsin Somaliafurther
illustrate the applicability of seabasing along with potential operational integration

options.

Somalia: Operation Restore Hope L essons L earned

In December 1992, the United Nations decided to include limited military operations
as part of the coalition humanitarian effort in Somalia. The name of the operation was
called Restore Hope with 28,000 of the 38,000 troops provided by the United States. In
order to employ the necessary forces and logistics for the operation, Transportation
Command utilized airlift and sealift. Prior to the arrival of sealift assets, personnel and
material arrived viaairlift, however, approximately 95 percent of the forces, equipment,
and fuel cameviathe sea. The austere nature of both the APOD and SPOD within
Somalia presented problems. The APOD could only support two aircraft at atime and
the SPOD could only handle one ship. Additional issues prohibiting maximum
utilization of seatransportation included the prevailing sea state and the water depth of
the harbor which hindered the offload operations!?

Although the Marine Pre-position Squadrons were utilized during Operation Restore

Hope, their utilization after incorporating the sea basing concept would have eliminated
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thelogistical problems encountered. First, seabasing will be able to sustain up to two
Marine Expeditionary Brigades which consist of nominally 14,000 troopswhichis
equivalent to half of the total American contribution. Additionally, the seabasewill be
able to conduct operations up to sea state four which is higher than was encountered
during the operation. During Operation Restore Hope, the seastate negatively effected
the offload of materials causing delays. Finally, the condition of the APODs and SPODs
in the region that would be used to transport the remaining Marines that aren’t already on

station are more than adequate to support seaborne air and sea connectors.

Case Study: Indonesia

In order to further assess the capabilities of seabasing, afictitious case study
involving Indonesiawill be used. Identified in Barnett’s “ The Pentagon’s New Map” as
one of the countries within the Gap,*?° Indonesiais a good example because of its
topography, location, economy, and society. First, asdepicted infigure 3, “Indonesiais
the largest archipelagic nation in the world. It encompasses morethan 17,000 islands ...
about 1,000 are permanently settled. Thefive mainislands are Java, Kalimantan, Papua,
Sumatra, and Sulawesi.”** Second, this archipelagic nation is located in a strategic
position in Southeast Asiawith a coastline of approximately 34,000 miles on important
bodies of water that include the Indian Ocean, Straits of Malacca, South China Sea, and
the Pacific Ocean.®' Strategically, it is positioned along and within one of theworld's
largest commercial trade routesin the Pacific Command area of responsibility. Thisis

particularly important because part of the Global Defense Posture' s access strategy



consists of using the improved sea basing capabilities within this Combatant

Commander’ sregion.
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Figure3: Indonesia‘
Third, Indonesiaisrich in natura resources. They are“theworld’ s number one
exporter of liquefied natural gas and the seventh largest oil producer.”**® Their major

trade partners are Japan, the European Union, the United States, Singapore, and the
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Republic of Korea (South Korea); trade with Association of Southeast Asian Nations
(ASEAN) membersisincreasing.”*** Finally, “Indonesia has the fourth largest
population after China, India, and the United States™3® and “the largest Ilamic
population in the world.”**® Of their 17,000 islands, approximately 50% of the
population lives on theisland of Java®®” In 1945, they claimed their independence from
the Netherlands™® and their government is “ republic based on limited separation of
powers among the executive, legislative, and judicial branches.”** Indonesia’s primary
security “threat isthat of international terrorism.” **© Within the country, police
investigations have “revealed an extensive network of affiliations among al- Quaeda,
Jemazah Islamiyah, and Islamic extremist groups.” *** This makes Indonesiaaparticularly
good example due to the current U.S. involvement with the Global War on Terrorism.

Asfor thefictitious scenario, Indonesiais experiencing an increase of insurgency
operations on theisland of Java due to the government support of American effortsin the
Middle East as part of the Global War on Terrorism. Theinsurgents aretrying to cause a
civil war that will inevitably remove the existing government. In response to the growing
unrest and instability within the country, Indonesia has requested support from the United
Statesto maintain stability withinitsborders.

Asapossible course of action to fulfill this mission, seabasing is chosen by the
Combatant Commander. As part of theinitial execution an Expeditionary Strike Group
(ESG) with an embarked Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) is stationed in an operational
areajust beyond territorial watersin the vicinity of Jakarta. The Indonesia capital,
“Jakarta, on the western end of Java, isthe largest city with an estimated population of

11.4 million in mid-2001.” **? A Marine Pre-positioning Squadron is placed into a



standby readiness status in Singapore near Indonesia along with enough Marinesto
augment the MEU to a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) sizeforce. Additionally,
another MEB is stationed in Okinawaready to flow to the sea base via either Singapore
or Port of Darwin, Australia, depending on whether the operation is on an eastern or
western Indonesianisland. Asfor aCarrier Strike Group, none are available, so the Air
Force will support if needed from forward operating bases. Meanwhile, Army airborne
assets will be given be prepared to mission in the event of a possible regime change.

In order to determine the optimum course of action, the Combatant Commander
conducted wargaming analysis. From thisanalysis, severa insightsimpacted the final
decision. First, seabasing provides asustainable minimal footprint. A seabase canbe
established and maneuvered anywhere along the 34,000 miles of Indonesian coastline.
With a sustainable operational reach of 90 NM, over 50% of the Indonesian population
can beinfluenced with a scalable force of aMEU or oneto twoMEBs. With
approximately 50% of the population living on theisland, Javais|lessthan 120 miles
wide at itswidest point.

Second, the decision to use Marine Corps forces as the ground element enables Army
expeditionary forcesto remain available for tasking to other potential theater missions.
Thisisan important consideration because there is a potential for the Indonesia support
mission to last for aprolonged period of time. The Marine Corps ground forces have
demonstrated their stability operations capabilities while working interchangeably with
the Army forcesin Operation Iragi Freedom. Also, MEUs are capable of performing

Non-combatant Evacuation Operations of United States citizens.
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Overal, the arranged forces provide aflexible, rapid option for the Combatant
Commander without a permanent footprint since the seabasing removesthe shoreline as
aseam and are able to directly sustain up to two brigades. The MEU has 15 days of

143 with the forces on

support and an ability to expand to a M EB with 30 days support
standby in Singapore. The Army airborne forces are available in the event that either
three brigades are required or the support isrequired for distances greater than 90 miles
fromthe seabase. Also, the Army airborne forces are available to secure an APOD as
the seabased MEB securesa SPOD. All of these examples are operation integration
possihilities. Asfor the ESG itself, the location of Indonesia enables the naval forcesto
be multi-tasked to protect Sea Lines of Communication aswell asremain ready to
provide assistance to the numerous other islands in the vicinity. Just recently atsunami
caused severe destruction in Indonesiawhich required short notice relief support from the
United States’**

If the operation continuesto escalate, the Air Force will be called upon to transfer the
MEB stationed in Okinawato Singapore or Port of Darwin, Australiawhere high speed
connectorswill move these forcesto the seabase. Asstated earlier, the third brigade
would be the standby airborne brigade. In the advent of aregime collapse, driving major
combat operations, the sea based forces can enable access by securing a SPOD
concurrently with Army establishing an APOD. Additionally, Army forces can be
transported from the United Statesto Singapore or Port of Darwin, Australiaand
introduced into Indonesiaviathe high speed connectors and the sea base while the Army

combat logistic shipsand Air Force mobility assets deliver the accompanying equipment

to the SPOD and APOD. The ability to flow the ground forces (individual Soldiersor
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Marines) does not increase the cost of seabasing. Developing the heavy lift assets
required to transport Army equipment and modifications to the Army combat logistic
shipsrepresent the additional costs referred to earlier asthe potential budgetary trade
space necessary to fully integrate Army capabilitiesinto the sea basing concept.

Finally, dueto the limited amount of lift required for coalition personnel, government
agency capabilities, and Special Operation Forces, they can be also deployed to the sea
base along with the Marine ground forces and empl oyed throughout the region. Infact,
the escort ships such asthe new design Littoral Combat Ships (LCS) have alarge enough
flight deck to support most helicopters and can be used to support either Special
Operating Forces or other government agency operations. The LCSis being developed
asamodular design. Each ship can be reconfigured for tailored operations such asmine
clearance and submarine warfare. Although no program of record currently developsan
anti-terrorist or specia operations model, thistype of configuration could entail
communication and personnel support capabilities necessary to optimize support for more
terrorist oriented missions as part of the sea basing concept.

Overdll, seabasing provides the most flexible course of action option for the
Combatant Commander. A relatively small number of forces are committed yet able to
increase in strength as necessary without establishing afootprint ashore which minimizes
potential anti-western sentiment and does not unnecessarily provoke theinsurgents.
Additionally, since Indonesiais an archipelagic nation, forces based at seaprovide

flexible maneuverahility between the different islands.



Chapter 6

Significance of resear ch/findings

Major themes of jointness andtransformation are preval ent throughout the United
States military. Inan effort to conform to this guidance, the Services are following
approved Transformation Roadmaps and designing future forces from the guidance
delineated in national strategies and the Transformation Planning Guidance documents.
However, changing or restructuring the military and devel oping new capabilitiesto
adhereto the guidance is expensive. Currently, the United Statesisin an expected long
term conflict against terrorism with an already constrained fiscal budget.

With the military’ s current drive to change its culture in the way it fightsin the 21%
century, difficult decisions need to be made to determine investment priorities. This
research illustrates issues associated with defense budget decisions. A capability based
approach to defense planning in conjunction with a security environment that is uncertain
leads to a determination that most of the devel oping concepts and capabilities are
beneficial and required. Services are developing capabilitiesto fill aniche against
basically every threat. Thisresult isparticularly true since each emerging capability is
devel oped using the guidelineswithin the national strategies and thetransformation

pillars.



Thus, the question that arisesiswhich capability is more appropriate or applicable
and as such should receive higher development priority in afiscally constrained budget.
Asdemonstrated in this research, the Bartlett strategy model along with Barnett's
quantified assessment of the 21% century security environment providesan alternative
approach toward making defense investment decisions. Thisisthe case concerning the
applicability of seabasing. Specifically, seabasing not only meets current guidance, itis
an enabling capability that effectively addresses the most likely future operations.

Finally, this research addressed the important issue of jointness. Although the
definition of joint forces focuses on the number of Military Departmentsin order to
optimize the overall effectiveness within the Department of Defense, itisalimited
parochia approach. Thisstudy illustrates how thistype of approach can be contradictory
with acapability based approach to defense planning. Furthermore, adetermination of
jointness based on integration at the operational level isless parochia and fostersthe
capitalization of inherent Service core competencies. Particularly, ground forces should
be integrated within a capability to fill agap and not based on whether they are from

another Military Department.



Chapter 7

Recommendations

Analysis concerning the applicability of seabasing in the 21% Century joint
environment provided valuableinsightsinto the definition of joint operations, security
environment assessments, and the concept itself. Theseinsights form abasisfor three
distinct recommendations. First, an operation should be considered joint if it integrates
warfighting at the operational level between two Services. Currently, doctrinal
definitions aren’t consistent, cause confusion, and lead to unaffordable redundant
capabilities. In doctrine, the definition of joint operations refers to the participation of
two or more military departments. On the other hand, the definition of joint amphibious
operations uses two or more Services asadelineator. The Marine Corpsisa Service but
not itsown military department. Thus, according to the definition of joint amphibious
operations, theintegration of Navy and Marine Corpsforcesis considered joint.
However, according to the joint operations definition, an amphibious landing would have
toincorporate Army forcesto be considered joint. In seabasing, thisissueisbeing
discussed and debated because it will cost developmental money to employ Marine Corps
ground forces within the concept. Army employment would require additional fundingin
afiscally constrained environment. Y et, the employment of two Army brigades vice two

Marine Corps brigades from a sea base does not fill an identified capability gap,



especially when the Air Force strategic lift is designed to employ expeditionary Army
ground forces. Thus, in the development of seabasing, itsjoint capability should focus
on integration at the operational level and not on the number of military departments.
Second, in order to maximize the effectiveness of a capabilities based approach to
defense planning, the security environment must be more clearly defined in the National
Defense Strategy and National Military Strategy. Currently, the 21% Century security
environment is defined as uncertain in these important documents. Although nothing is
ever 100% certain, having an uncertain or undefined endstate leads to ambiguity,
redundancy, and less than optimum efficiency. Especially while fighting a prolonged
Global War on Terrorism, the Defense Department is bounded by afiscally constrained
budget. Thus, itisimpossibleto develop and maintain aforce able to master all possible
future scenarios. Y et, each Service currently can use whatever security environment
characterization necessary to further aprogram. For example, in one instance a Service
can justify spending funds on a capability versus an anti-terrorist type of environment, yet
thejustification for another capability designed to defeat another conventional foe would
be easily defendable. In other words, identify the security environment that definesa
capability gap and the program isjustifiable. Barnett’s“The Pentagon’s New Map” is
one example of amore qualitatively defined security environment. Hisenvironmentis
linked to globalization and world connectivity. While seabasing isaconcept that is
justified in most security environments, other competing developmental programs are
more narrowly focused and a more qualitative definition would help to clarify defense

planning decisions.
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Finally, seabasing should continue to be funded as a Navy and Marine Corps power
projection capability. The capabilities within the concept not only reside in the ground
forces, but a so the offensive capabilities inherent in the focus of naval combatants
operating in thelittoral environment. From the sea, the Combatant Commander will be
ableto utilize a scalable force that includes extended range fires, ground forces, and

aircraft in conjunction with other joint forces arriving from other forward land bases.



Chapter 8

Conclusions

The removal of the historical seam between operationsat seaand onlandisa
transformational leap necessary to support the 2004 National Military Strategy, 2005
National Defense Strategy, 2005 National Security Strategy, and the Global Defense
Posture. The seabasing concept delineated in the corresponding Joint Staff’ s Joint
Integrating Concept isawell founded meansto remove this seam. Just asthe
development of formal amphibious doctrinein the 1930slaid the foundation for
successful Americaninfluencein World War |1 and the Korean War, seabasing will
provide another option for the United States to utilize globally in order to influence
foreign policy with aminimal footprint. It truly represents achangein the way the
Defense Department conducts operations.

The operational reach of two ground force brigades with sea basing reduces the
requirement for an amphibiouslodgment. Yet, it can be used to influence at |east 60% of
the world’ s population along with al of the global coastal economic trade centers.
Independent of the Service providing the ground forces, sea basing provides political
flexibility. History has demonstrated that major combat operations are few and far
between compared to the United State’ sinvolvement in smaller contingenciesthat are

necessary to protect America svital national interests. Without employing ground forces
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from within another countries sovereign territory, the President can influence aregion
through forward presence, a scalable response up to two brigades, and assist in the
transition to apotential major combat operation. The minimum footprint achieved
through sea basing not only supports the Global Defense Posture, but also facilitates
cooperation from the other countries because a perception of foreign occupation is non-
existent.

Although seabasing is an effective enabler that may help to seize the early initiative
with amore rapid response, it is not a capability that will independently win amajor
combat operation. The United States has never fought amajor combat operation with
two ground force brigades. World War I1, the Vietnam War, the Korean War, Operation
Just Cause, Operation Dessert Storm, Operation Enduring Freedom, and Operation Iraqi
Freedom are just several examples of major combat operations where the number of
ground forceswas significantly larger. They are aso examples of operations utilizing
both Marine Corps and Army ground forcesto successfully defeat the enemy. With an
understanding of the extent to which sea basing can support two brigades, adecision
must be made in afiscally constrained environment as to which Service should be
employed fromthe sea. Currently, the Marine Corpstraditionally operates and employs
expeditionary power projection from the sea. Whereas, the Army’ s expeditionary
employment hastraditionally centered on airborne operationsintegrated with the Air
Force. Although both Serviceswould successfully complete missions from the sea base,
thereis no significant advantage to employ and sustain Soldiers vice Marines from the
sea. Seabasing is an effective joint force enabler without the need for employing Army

forces from the sea.
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