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The Achilles Heel of Qur National Strategy: Sealift

In an era when threats may energe with little or no warning, our ability
to defend our interests will depend on our speed and our agility. And we will
need forces that give us a global reach. No amount of political change wll
alter the geographic fact that we are separated from many of our nost inportant
allies and interests by thousands of nmiles of water.... W'Il|l have to have air
and sealift capacities to get our forces where they are needed, when they are
needed. A new enphasis on flexibility and versatility nust guide our efforts.

Presi dent George Bush
The Aspen Institute
2 August 1990

Regardl ess of the positive consequences of the revolutions in the

U S.S.R and Eastern Europe, we face the sobering truth that | ocal causes of



instability and oppression will continue to foster conflicts, small and
large, virtually across the globe. Qur new national nmilitary strategy
directs attention away froma gl obal war beginning in Europe, and focuses
our efforts on regional contingencies. However, unless the United States
has a credible force projection capability, regional powers could still be
tenmpted to threaten U.S. vital interests. The gulf conflict has illustrated
that these regional crises and conflicts are likely to arise on very short
notice, and escal ate unpredictably. This will require that we be able to
respond if necessary, very rapidly, often very far from honme, and agai nst
increasingly well arned hostile forces. The ability to project our mlitary
forces to any theater of conflict effectively is the only way to assure their
credibility and their ability to act as a deterrent.

Qperation Desert Stormwas the largest military effort since Vietnam
It involved each part of the strategic nobility triad that is depicted in
Figure 1. What is nore inportant, for analysis of strategic lift, It was a
test of our capabilities against just the type of challenge that strategists

see the United States nost |likely having to face in the future.
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STRATEG C MBI LITY TRI AD
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Qur deploynent to Saudi Arabia during Operation Desert Shield officially
started on 7 August 1990 (1) It began froma "cold start"; w thout the
ninety, sixty, or even. thirty days of warning that nilitary planners project
in nmost contingency plans. Yet, by 31 Decenber, the Mlitary Sealift
Conmand had built a figurative steel bridge across the 8,700 niles of
ocean to Saudi Arabia. Atotal of 179 ships were either en route to Saudi
Arabia fromthe United States, or returning to the United States from Saud
Arabi a; an average of one ship per fifty mles. (11:30)

During Operation Desert Shield, as in any najor deploynent, the
strategic sealift mssion was divided into two categories, surge shipping
and sustai nnent shi pping. Surge shipping is critical to the rapid build up of
conbat power during the initial stages of a deploynment. Ships used in

surge shippi ng must be capabl e of handling outsized bulky mlitary



vehi cl es, tanks, helicopters, and unit equi prment. Theses forward depl oyed
forces are then resupplied and mai ntai ned by sustainnent shipping. The
supplies required to neet daily consunption needs and build reserve stocks
are conducive to being containerized; noreover, this second category of
shi ppi ng specializes in transporting containerized cargo.

Despite our sweeping victory in Southwest Asia (SWA), one of the
i ndi sputable facts that the conflict identified was a critical problemin our
power projection capability. Currently the United States has an
insufficient surge sealift capability and is rapidly approachi ng an
insufficient sustainnent sealift capability. What effect did this shortfal
in surge sealift have on the deploynent to SWA? What can we do to correct
the deficiencies? Wiat inportant |essons did we learn in terms of sealift,
and how can we apply themin the future? These are just sone of the

questions that this paper w || address.

Airlift and Sealift Requirenents

Qur initial response to a crisis is nost likely to conme fromforward
depl oyed forces, or airborne forces. Airlift will be used extensively during
the early part of the buildup. This nmethod of transport can provide quick
delivery of personnel and certain key equi pnent. However, it has a very
l[imted capacity in its ability to deliver equi pment and supplies. One
nodern containership can carry as nuch cargo as can be carried in 150
sorties of the giant G5 Galaxy transport aircraft. Airlift also quickly
reaches a point of dinminishing returns. A good illustration of this was the
US airlift support for Israel during the 1973 Yom Ki ppur war. Six tons of
aviation fuel were required to deliver one ton of cargo to Tel Aviv during
this operation. Even the airlift of aviation ordinance into a theater of war
is not cost effective; for exanple, the Air Force's main transport aircraft,

the C 141 can only transport enough ordi nance for one 8-52 sortie.



Due to these inherent limtations in airlift, U S defense planners
anticipate nmoving as much as 95 percent of the dry cargo, and 99 percent of
the fuel and oil needed to fight a war by sea. In the early days of Operation
Desert Shield, aircraft maintained U S. supply lines al nbst exclusively;
however, when the first two fast sealift ships arrived in Saudi Arabia on
27 August, they carried nore tonnage than the entire airlift had up to that
point. Table |I provides a summary equi prent, personnel, and supplies

transported to SWA, and it validates the defense planner's' projections.

AIRLIFT
PAX Transported 200,720 99.5%
Cargo Delivered (5/T) 538,605 5.6%
Missions Completed 15,893

SEALIFT*
PAX Transported 2,758 0.5%
Dry Cargo Delivered (S5/T) 3,035,3?7 A
Fuel Delivered (S/T) 6,100,000 i 445
Voyages Comp1eted 459

Movement Summary to SWA
as of 10 March 1991
Table 1

*The figures do not include Navy or Marine forces afl oat.
* % (13)

One surprising fact contained in the summary is the tonnage of
petroleum oil, and lubricants (POL) transported to SWA to support
Qperations Desert Shield and Desert Storm To the laynman it woul d appear
that we were "carrying coal to Newcastle." However, today's mlitary

equi prent requires extraordi nary POL support, and a simlar crisis in



anot her part of the world that does not have the indi genous POL supply of
Saudi Arabia would require even nore sealift support.

Wiile the airlift segnent of our strategic nmobility triad perforned
extrenely well in Operation Desert Shield, the sealift segnent had to
overcone several obstacles to acconplish its mssion. By conparing the
organi zational structure supporting each segnment we begin to discover
some of the flaws in our sealift planning.

The airlift portion of our nation's deployment plan is based on

(1) Active duty mlitary transport aircraft.

(2) Reserve and National Guard aircraft.

(3) Gvil Reserve Air Fleet aircraft.

Al the aircraft in these three categories are used regularly during
peacetine for transportation of cargo and passengers, and for training
flights. The air crews and ground crews who will operate and maintain
these aircraft in wartime are the same ones who operate and maintain
themin peacetinme. Accustoned to working with their aircraft, they can
begi n actual depl oynment and resupply operations al nost imredi ately during
a crisis.

In contrast, the sealift portion of our nation's deploynent plan is based
on:

(1) Active duty mlitary vessels.

(2) Chartered U S. merchant nmarine fleet vessels.

(3) National Defense Reserve Fleet vessels.

(4) Mlitary and comercial vessels fromAllied nations.

The status of the vessels in these categories during peacetinme however,
is significantly different fromthe status of the aircraft discussed earlier
since many of themare not nmaintained in a fully operational status. \Wat's
nore, the crews who will be required to operate and naintain these vessels

in wartime have not been clearly identified. Consequently, they may |ack



famliarity with the vessels' operation. Therefore, to be completely
effective, the sealift portion of our nation's deploynment plan requires a
certain anmount of lead tinme before it can be fully enployed. As Operation
Desert Shield denobnstrated, this lead time is not likely to be available in

future crisis.

The Mlitary Sealitt Conmmand
The Mlitary Sealift Command (MSC) provides the sealift needed to
depl oy and sustain U S. forces overseas. It is organized along functiona

lines as depicted in Figure 2

MSC

Naval Fleat Special Msn Strategic Sealift
Auxi | iary Force Force Forcs

fctive Forca Standby Forca

Organi zation of the Mlitary Sealift Conmand
Figure 2

The Strategic Sealift Force is conposed of an Active Force and a
St andby Force. The Active Force consists of handy-size tankers, roll-
on/roll-off (RO-RO ships, and breakbul k ships that the MSC charters from
U.S. ship-operating conpanies. It is sized each year to handle the U 'S

mlitary's predicted requirenents.(2) The Standby Force consists of ships



that are placed in an on call status. Each ship is assigned a readi ness
period ranging fromimediate to twenty days.

To acconmplish its mssion the MSC relies heavily on the U S. flag
nerchant marine fleet. However, in the 1970s, mlitary | eaders began to
express concern over the decline in the type of U S. nerchant marine ships
that were capable of handling outsized bulky nilitary vehicles, tanks,
hel i copters, and unit equi pment. Commercial fleets were phasing out their
breakbul k ships, and replacing themw th container ships. Mlitary | eaders
feared that the United States woul d not have access to the types of ships
required during the surge sealift phase of a depl oynent.

As a result, in the early 1980s, Congress funded a $7 billion Sealift
Enhancenent Programwith the intent of bolstering the capabilities of the
Strategic Sealift Force. The governnent purchased or chartered from
private owners, ships that were no longer profitable to operate
comrercially but had mlitary utility. This provided the MSC s Strategic
Sealift Force with thirteen naritinme prepositioning ships (MPS), twelve
prepositioning ships (prepo ships), eight fast sealift ships (FSS), and two
hospital ships (T-AH).(3) Additionally, the MSC was provi ded access to the
Department of Transportation's two aviation |ogistic support ships (T-AVB)
and Ready Reserve Fleet (RRF) of ninety-six militarily useful cargo ships

(See Figure 3).



Strategic Sealift
Force
Active Force Standby Force
H 5' H
APF (25) FSS (8) Pl T-AH )
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t RRF (96) i i T-AUB (2) i

Organization of the Strategic Sealift Force*
Figure 3

* The only ships the Navy actually owns are the FSS and T- AH vessels. The
Maritime Administratin owns the RRF and T- AVB vessels, and the MSC | eases the
remai ning vessels in the Strategic Sealift Force fromcomercial ship conpanies

Afl oat Prepositioning Force
The qui ckest response to a surge sealift requirenent cones fromthe
twenty-five ships that make up the APF. The first group of ships in the
APF are the thirteen MPS vessels. They are U S. flag nerchant ships that
have been | eased by the Navy from conmmrercial ship conpani es who have had
them specially configured for mlitary cargo.(4) The MSC has organi zed the

MPS vessels into three squadrons. Each squadron is commanded by a Navy



Captain who is enbarked with a small staff; but they are crewed by

mer chant mariners. (5) These squadrons are normal ly forward-depl oyed:
MPS Squadron One off the Canary Islands in the Atlantic Ccean, MPS
Squadron Two off the island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ccean, and MPS
Squadron Three off the islands of Guam and Sai pan in the Pacific Ccean.
The MPS squadrons each contain the equipnent and thirty days worth of
supplies for a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) of approximtely 16,500
personnel . To deploy the Marines and marry themup with a MPS Squadron
requires 249 C- 141 equivalent sorties, but it would take about 4,500
sorties to deploy a force of that size w thout the MPS Squadron

One of the spectacul ar success stories of Qperation Desert Shield was
the validation of the MPS concept. The four ships of MPS Squadron Two
arrived in Saudi Arabia on 15 August, just ten days after call-up. By the
first week of Septenber all nine of the activated MPS vessels from MPS
Squadrons Two and Three had been off-1oaded. During Decenber the MSC
activated the four remmi ning MPS vessels, and shortly thereafter MPS
Squadron One was al so being off-loaded in Saudi Arabia. An additiona
benefit realized fromthe MPS programwas the utility of the MPS vessels
after they were of f-1oaded. El even of these ships went into a commobn user
pool and transported an average of fifteen additional ship |oads of cargo to
Saudi Arabia.(6) (13)

The other group of ships in the APF are the twel ve prepo ships. For the
nost part, these vessels contain two broad categories of cargo for Arny,
Air Force, and Navy units.(7) The first category of cargo consists of
common items such as tents, light sets, water trailers, barrier materials,
forklifts, trucks, and heavy equi pnent transports. The second category
consi sts of consumabl es supplies such as rations, anmunition, and POL.
Wil e the cargo on the prepo ships is not tailored to any specific unit, it

does assist in establishing such common functions as port support, airfield



support, nedical facilities, laundry and bath facilities, nobile kitchens,
and mai nt enance shelters.

Li ke the MPS vessels, all the prepo ships are leased U.S. flag nerchant
shi ps operated by nerchant crews. Two of the twelve ships operate
i ndependently in the Mediterranean according to MSC schedul es. The ot her
ten ships are stationed off Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean and operate
under the operational control of the Comodore of MPS Squadron Two.

When these ten were activated they were directed to steamto Saudi Arabia
where they were off-1loaded by 6 Septenber. The ships were then placed
into a cormon user pool where they provided additional sealift for cargo
bound for SWA. Eventually the two renmi ning prepo ships were al so
activated and used to provide support for Operation Desert Shield.

The rapi d response of the prepo ships highlights the potential benefits
of the programand its ability to provide critical support to Arny and Air
Force units during the initial part of a deploynent. Mlitary planners
gai ned val uabl e experience in this no-notice operation and identified two
weaknesses in the prepo ship program Mre attention and thought needs to
be given to the types and quantities of supplies that are enbarked on the
ships. In particular, the nmake up of the anmunition bl ock needs to be
revi sed. Second, the readiness of the equipnent enbarked on the prepo
shi ps was di sappoi nting and needs to be inproved. (24:47) Despite these
two shortcom ngs, the program has significant potential for future use and
shoul d be expanded. |In fact, as the prepo ships were reconstituted
following Operation Desert Storm the total nunber grew to thirteen. (8)
What's nore, the Afny is actively pursuing efforts to increase the nunber

of ships even nore, principally |loading themw th consurmabl e suppli es.

Fast Sealift Ships

The second fastest response to a surge sealift requirement cones from



the eight FSS vessels. Originally they were anbng the | argest and fastest
container ships in the U S. nmerchant fleet.(9) Acquired by the U S. Navy
during the Sealift Enhancenment Program of the 1980s they were
reconfigured to serve chiefly as RO RO ships. The RO RO desi gn eases the
handl i ng of wheel ed and tracked vehicles. Together the ships have a

conbi ned capacity to transport nore than 8,000 military vehicles. (11:30)

The MSC has assigned all eight ships to FSS Squadron One. Like the MPS
Squadr ons; FSS Sgquadron One is conmanded by a Navy Captain with an
enbarked staff. Berthed in U S. ports, a nucleus crew of eighteen nerchant
mari ners mai ntains each ship in a ninety-six hour reduced operating status.
When activated the ships require a crew of forty-two. The additional crew
menbers are merchant mariners enpl oyed by private conpani es under
contract to the MSC. (10)

On 7 August, the MSC ordered FSS Squadron One to standup and to
transport the 24TH Inf Div (Mech) to Saudi Arabia. Wthin four days the
first ship, the USNS Capella, arrived at its enbarkation port. It was
| oaded and sailed for Saudi Arabia on 14 August. By 22 August all eight
shi ps had been | oaded out. The first two ships covered the 8,700 nautica
mles at an average speed of twenty-seven knots, and reached their
debar kation port on 27 August.

However, the |ift was not entirely trouble free. Wen the Squadron was
activated the USNS Ant ares was undergoi ng maj or mai ntenance on its
boilers. The crew hurriedly nade the ship ready, but en route to Saud
Arabia it experienced boiler problens and had to be towed to Rota, Spain.
The Naval Reserve Cargo Handling Battalion 4 was nobilized and depl oyed
to Rota within seventy-two hours. An hour and a half after their arriva
the Reservists were busy transferring the cargo fromthe USNS Antares to
the USNS Altair.(11) The FSS Squadron One conpleted the sealift of the

division's equipnment on 13 Septenber, twelve days behind schedul e.



FSS Squadron One continued to provide sealift support in support of
Operation Desert Shield. By the end of January it had nmade a total of
thirty-two lifts and transported nore than 500 nillion pounds of dry cargo.
This equates to the delivery capability of 116 World War || breakbul k shi ps.

The power plant problens of the USNS Antares illustrate a critica
shortcom ng facing a significant nunber of the ships in the Strategic
Sealift Force. Relying upon technol ogies that are unique to these ol der
shi ps, such as huge steam power plants, inposes severe operating
chal l enges. Wth the majority of the commercial fleet converting to diese
propul sion plants, experience with the conplicated pressurized boiler
systens continues to erode. Undoubtedly, future FSS vessels will have a
power plant that the ships in the merchant fleet commonly use, but as a
critical interimneasure a phased reengi neering programfor the ships in

FSS Squadron One shoul d be undertaken

The U.S. Merchant Marine fl eet

As depicted in contingency plans, when the Strategic Sealift Force
cannot meet the sealift requirement using vessels fromthe Active Force
MPS Squadrons, prepo ships, and the FSS Squadron, the Commander of the
MBC begi ns chartering vessels fromthe U S. nerchant marine fleet. During
the first month of Operation Desert Storm the MSC chartered ten U S. flag
nmerchant ships. (5:43) The inportance of a strong U S. nerchant nmaritine
i ndustry cannot be over enphasized - especially in view of the fact that its
shi ps and personnel are expected to provide 95 percent of the strategic
mobility lift required by the U.S. Transportati on Command (USTRANSCOM . (12)
(13)(20:21) However, the rapidly dwindling U.S. flag fleet represents such a
potentially catastrophic dilemma that military planners have been
expressing increasing concerns ever since the seventies. The U S. nerchant

mari ne once ruled the seas. In 1967, there were 1,113 active privately-



owned mlitary useful ships, but by 1989 that nunber had dim nished to

267. (19:33) This long-termdownward trend of the nerchant fleet

accel erated during the last three years. Today there are only 164 vessels
remaining in the ocean-going U S. flag fleet and all of these are container
ships. (23: Ad)

The last two major ship lines with large fleets under the U S. flag,
Ameri can President Lines Ltd. and Sea Land Service Inc., are threatening to
pl ace nost of their ships under a foreign flag in 1995 unl ess they receive
maj or tax and regul atory concessions fromthe governnent.(14) Industry
anal ysts consi der these two conpani es the anchors of the U.S. shipping
i ndustry. They essentially invented container shipping which
revol utioni zed the shipping industry. The reflagging of their ships would
effectively spell the death of the ocean-going U S. nerchant narine, |eaving
only intracostal and Great Lakes shipping, which nust be Anerican flag
under the Jones Act.

There are nunerous economic penalties in flying the U S. flag: nore
costly tax rules; nore stringent Coast Guard rules for U S. ships than
forei gn ships that anong other things require larger crews; and the higher
cost of U S crews. The only direct financial advantages to flying the U S.
flag are government subsidies to cover the higher cost of US. crews and a
requirenent that all mlitary cargo nove in U S. ships.(15) The naritine
operation subsidies anpbunted to $267.6 mllion in 1991, but the federa
gover nnent has schedul ed these subsidies to end in 1997. Moreover, the
overall reduction of the U S. nilitary's force structure, as well as the
decrease in the nunber of forward based units translates into a significant
drop-off in mlitary cargo. The two ship lines claimthat these
devel opments will force theminto the red unless sone relief is given

If American President Lines Ltd. and Sea Land Service Inc. do reflag

their ships it will further exacerbate the existing shortfall of sealift that



is available to the MSC. It would al so nean that the MSC woul d be
perilously close to being incapable of neeting its mlitary sustainnent
requi renments. During Operation Desert Stormthese two ship lines carried
about twenty-five percent of all the mlitary cargo and material shipped to
the Persian @ulf. (23:A4)

The Maritinme Administration (MarAd) clains that if necessary the
United States could commandeer an estimated 138 U. S.-owned but foreign
flag ships to conpensate for present and future sealift shortfalls. But, a
General Accounting Ofice (GAO report challenges that view (16) The GAO
believes that the MarAd could only take control of those ships owned by a
US. citizen, or by a U S. corporation whose major officers and at least fifty
percent of the stockholders were U S. citizens. Determ ning ownership
during a very short notice crisis would be extrenely difficult.

I ndustry anal ysts have predicted the consequences of a rapidly shrinking
US. naritime industry for several years. In 1987, the President's
Conmi ssion on the Merchant Marine and Defense asserted, "There is today
insufficient strategic sealift, both ships and trai ned personnel, for the
United States, using only its resources as required by defense planning
assunptions, to execute a major deploynent in a contingency operation in a
single distant theater such as SWA." (24:46) The effort of the eighties to
i ncrease sealift capacity focused on a near-termsolution that rapidly
expanded government ownership of merchant ships, but failed to reverse
the long-term downward trend of the nerchant fleet. The ramfications of
this policy were readily apparent during Operation Desert Shield and are
reflected in the statenents of VAdm Paul D. Butcher, Deputy Commrander in
Chi ef, USTRANSCOM | n his testinony before the House Merchant Marine and
Fi sheries Committee he stated, "If we would have had to nove faster to
conmbat further aggression by Iraqi we nmay not have had the sealift to do it.

From a national security perspective then, we need to revitalize our U S.



maritime | ndustry." (24:49)

A partial solution to nmodernizing and expanding the U S. flag merchant
fleet would be for the governnent to establish an orderly program of
financial support for construction of new U S. registered vessels suitable
for mlitary needs. One such programcurrently under consideration
proposes that the U S. governnent build ships that satisfy both commerci al
and mlitary needs and then | ease themto the maritime Industry. After the
Congr essi onal appropriation of funds for a shipbuilding and conversion
program for fast sealift the Maritinme Adm nistration sent several sealift
ship designs to U S.-flag ship operators and asked themfor their input.
This type of programis remniscent of the | 950Gs' Mariner program Under
the 1950Gs" Mariner program the Maritime Administration designed and
built thirty-five ships with governnent funds. U S. operators chartered or
purchased t hese ships and successfully used them for nmany years.

Any attenpted solution to revitalizing the U S. flag nerchant fleet wll
al so have to address the inherent higher cost of US. crews. |If the Bush
Admi ni stration follows through on its plan to end the subsidies that were
created to cover the higher costs of U S. crews, then it would only be
reasonable to take other steps that would allow Anerican ship lines to
compete in a free market econony. One way to acconplish this would be to
all ow the market place to determ ne nerchant seanen's sal aries and
compensate the seanmen for their loss in revenue by exenpting them from

i ncome tax.

The National Defense Reserve Fl eet
The organi zation of the National Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF) consists
of two elenents; the Ready Reserve Fleets and the Naval |nactive Fleet. (See

Fi gure 4)



NDRF I

Ready Reserve Naval Inactive
Fleet {96) Fleet (131)

Organization of the National Defense Reserve Fleet*
Figure 4

*The Departnent of Transportation's Maritinme Admnistration maintains the ships
in the Ready Reserve fleet. The Navy maintains the ships in the Naval I|nactive
Fl eet .

The RRF is the core elenment of the NDRF. It was created because the
vast majority of the limted nunber of ships in the U S. flag nmerchant
mari ne had specialized in providing transportation for containerized cargo.
This type of shipping is ideally suited for use during the sustainnment phase
of a deploynent, but the unit equipnent requiring transportation during the
surge phase of a deploynent is too bulky to be containerized. Therefore,
the Sealift Enhancenent Program established the RRF to nmaintain ships
that are uneconom cal for nodern conmercial purposes, but critical to
mlitary operations.

The RRF's inventory of ninety-six ships includes breakbul k ships, RO RO
shi ps, nodified crane ships capable of operating in uninproved or danaged
ports, small tankers, and barge carriers.(18) The MarAd contracts conmmerci al
ship managers to maintain these ships in a five, ten, or twenty day
readi ness status. During a crisis, the Commander of the MSC can request
their activation. Upon approval of the request, the ship rmanagers organize

crews fromthe nerchant marine to man the RRF ships. Once the ships are



fully stood up, the MarAd turns over operational control to the MSC

Critics of the RRF argue that the government should focus nore
attention on revitalizing the maritinme industry. They point out that a
healthy U S. nerchant marine fleet of sufficient size and nilitary cargo
haul i ng capability could fill in behind the early arriving prepositioned ships
and the fast sealift ships. Wiat's nore, it would not face the difficulties
of reactivation. However, U S. nerchant ships dispersed along the world's
trade routes would be mal positioned to carry the initial surge depl oynent
of cargoes. If it is effectively managed, the RRF provides the flexibility
and the responsiveness needed to respond to a short notice crisis.

During the first four nonths of Qperation Desert Shield, the Conmander
of the MSC requested activation of all the RRF' s seventeen RO RO ships and
thirteen heavy-lift ships. The activation of these ships still did not neet
the surge sealift requirement. In fact, the demand for RO RO ships was so
great that during the first nmonth of the depl oynent the MSC was forced to
charter fifteen foreign flag RO RO ships. Unfortunately, the current
structure of the RRF enphasi zes breakbul k freighters and tankers, the two
types of ships that were the |east required in Operation Desert Shield. (18)
During this period, the Conmander of the MSC requested activation of only
fifteen of the RRF' s fifty-two breakbul k ships. Undoubtedly, the ships that
were activated were sel ected because they were considered the nost

usef ul .
The RRF's inppropriate ship nix.is the first of many problens that need to

be addressed. The fifty-two breakbul k ships are the nbst nunerous

type of ship in the RRF. They were bought as a hedge agai nst a dim ni shing
US. flag dry cargo capacity under the theory that they were "better than
not hing." But when the emergency cane, these ol der breakbul k vessel s
denmonstrated that they had less utility than the planners had envi sioned.

Qperation Desert Shield undercut the original argunment for their purchase



for the RRF. Devoting nore noney to their berthing and nai ntenance is
noney better spent el sewhere in the program Furthernore, any future ship
additions to the RRF should be of a RO RO design, the type of ship in
great est demand during Operation Desert Shield.

Anot her critical shortcoming of the RRF identified during Operation
Desert Shield was the overall readiness of the fleet. As part of its
responsibilities in adm nistering the RRF programthe MarAd i s accountabl e
for its maintenance. Like many ot her government agencies its budget has
been reduced by Congress in recent years. For FY90 the MarAd's parent
organi zation, the Departnment of Transportation (DOT) submtted a budget
request of $239 million for the RRF. Congress slashed the request to $89
mllion. Not only did this preclude fleet expansion, but it also contributed
to the degradation in maintenance and overall readiness of the fleet.(19) The
difficulty in obtaining spare parts for these older ships further
complicated the RRF breakout. This is not surprising considering the
average age of an RRF ship is twenty-four years

Former Secretary of Transportation Samuel Skinner points to the
reductions in funding for the RRF as indicative of the way the RRF has been
"shortchanged by the Congress in the appropriation process for a nunber of
years. As a result, Skinner warned that the readi ness status of many RRF
ships was not realistic. One major inpact of the under-funding according
to Skinner, was that the Mar Ad was unable to conduct test activations and
sea-trials of many of the ships in the RRF. Mire than half of the RRF ships
that were activated for Operation Desert Shield had not been tested since
becom ng a part of the RRF. (8:13)

The actual results of the activation and performance of the ships
fromthe RRF bear out his predictions. During the first four nonths of
Operation Desert Shield, the Conmander of the MSC requested that MarAd

activate forty-five ships fromthe RRF, but only forty-two ships were



actually turned over to the MSC. The renmining three were inoperable.(20)
Further, of the seventeen RO RO ships that were initially requested, only
three were ready within their five day recall tine!

The results for all forty-two ships activated were equally
di sappointing. Only 11 were ready to sail on tinme; 13 were one-to-five
days late; 10 were six-to-ten days late; and 8 were el even-to-twenty days
late, in all, only fourteen of the forty-two ships reached their | oading
ports on time. O the seventy-four RRF vessels that were eventually
activated, only twenty-two nmet their recall tines. (3:93) These results
clearly indicate that the RRF s readi ness nust be-inproved.

The NDRF al so includes the Naval Inactive Fleet, which is commonly
referred to as the "nothball" fleet. It has expanded fromits recent |ow of
55 ships in 1989, to its current level of 131 ships.(21) Wth the Navy's active
fleet on a steady downward sl ope from 580 ships in 1989, to 450 ships by
1995, the Naval Inactive Fleet is projected to continue its expansion to
nore than 200 ships by 1995.(22)

The Navy is responsible for maintaining the ships in the Nava
I nactive Fleet at a readiness level that would allow themto be recalled
during a national energency. However, VAdm Paul D. Butcher, Deputy
Conmander in Chief, USTRANSCOM has observed that the material condition
of sonme of these ships is such that, "W do not believe they can be ready
for sea within their thirty to sixty day planned activati on wi ndow. " (24:48)
A nore realistic figure would be closer to 120 days. (16:45)

Al t hough the Naval Inactive Fleet theoretically represents a pool for
attrition replacenent and woul d conceivably support conflicts at higher
| evel s of nobilization, it should be scrutinized for viability. The annua
mai nt enance funding of $2 mllion per year is not only a drain on funds, but
al so provides planners with the illusion of viable assets. (18:22) For

several years now former Secretary of Transportation Samuel K. Skinner



has advocated scrapping the vessels in the Naval inactive Fleet and using
the funds to purchase additional ships for the RRF.

In view of the Persian Gulf War, the GAO studied this issue during
the latter-half of 1991. In its report to Congress the GAO stated that sone
of these vessels could have been activated if needed for the war. However,
it woul d have taken nore tinme than nmilitary planners wanted and the
majority of the ships are sinply outdated. The GAO went on to suggest that
t he government coul d raise about $42 mllion by selling the outdated ships
for scrap, and at the sane tine save additional honey because the
governnent woul d no | onger have to spend money on their upkeep. On
January 28, 1992, the House of Representatives passed and sent to the
Senate a bill that would authorize just that.(23) Proceeds fromthe sale
woul d be earmarked for upgrading the remaining NDRF. |f the Senate
concurs, then a significant portion of the Naval |nactive Fleet is expected

to be sold by 1997.

U S. Merchant Mariners

In addition to being allowed to use the proceeds fromthe sale of
obsol ete vessels fromthe Naval Inactive Fleet as a source of funding to add
nore nodern ships to the RRF, the DOT requested that Congress provide
enough additional funding in FY92 to add five nore ships to the RRF. The
DOT's goal is to increase the RRF from 96 ships to 142 ships by 1994. (24)
However, the RRF is no better than the nmaritinme industrial base avail able
to activate the ships. In particular it is no better than the nunbers and
skills of the mariners available for crews.

The expansi on of the RRF should not exceed the linmts inposed by the
human and industrial base. The current RRF may have reached that point.
The activation of the RRF during Operation Desert Shield created an

i medi ate requirenment for 3,000 civilian mariners who understood the



uni queness of military cargoes. At the request of the MarAd, the U S
Mer chant Marine Acadeny began a massive canpaign to contact over 7,500
graduates. The Acadeny contacted graduates as far back as the C ass of
1955. Additionally, the Acadeny tenporarily rel eased several |icensed
menbers of its faculty and staff for Operation Desert Shield duty. By
January, over sixty-five nmidshipnmen were serving aboard the nmany vessels
supporting the operations. Even the Commandant of M dshi prmen was
recalled to active duty.

The RRF nmet the chall enge, but not without considerable difficulties.
This rapid activation of about half the ships severely stressed the supply
of qualified Anerican nariners and the nations maritine industrial
capability. The difficulty in obtaining spare parts for the ol der ships
further conplicated the breakout. Likew se, concerns about manning were
shar pened because the nostly steamdriven RRF was at odds with the
predom nantly diesel experience of currently active |icensed engi neers. (25)

If the entire NDRF were nobilized, it would take many nonths to
train enough crewren to man all the ships. In fact, it would take many
nonths to train enough crewren just to nan the ships in the RRF. In view
of the RRF nobilization during Operation Desert Shield, former Secretary of
Transportation Sanuel K. Skinner stated that "putting | ess than half of the
energency fleet in service has nearly exhausted the nation's supply of-
merchant mariners.”

Any solution to the inadequate U.S. sealift nust al so address the
decl i ning enpl oynment opportunities to U S. nerchant seanen. The MSC is
al ready the | argest single enployer of U S. nerchant mariners. Wen surge
sealift is needed in large quantities and on short notice this relationship
does not support an active base of mariners that would provide the
addi ti onal nunbers of seaman needed. What's nore, the current nariner

work force is aging. The averaged nerchant mariner age is fifty-five.(26) By



the end of the decade the nmajority of the work force will be retired.

There are three possible solutions to overcomning the inadequate
nunber of merchant mariners. The ideal solution would be to revitalize the
U.S. nerchant marine fleet. This represents a long termsolution and woul d
requi re extensive government involvenent. A second solution would be to
expand the U S. Naval Reserve and assign it the m ssion of nmanning the RRF.
Mlitarily, this would be a preferable solution, but it would also require an
increase in the Defense Departnent's budget. Therefore, it is probably not
a viable political option. The third solution appears to be the nost
feasible. 1t would establish a nerchant marine reserve program \Wile
this would do little to revitalize the U.S. nerchant nmarine fleet it would

provide trained crews that could be nobilized in an emergency.

Forei gn Fl ag Shi pping

A 1984 Departnent of Defense Sealift Study clearly identified that
the United States | acked the required sealift necessary to respond to a
crisis To overcone this deficiency, Secretary of Defense Casper
Wei nberger decided that the United States would seek the commitnent of
allied shipping in theaters in which US. allies could contribute shipping to
a conmmon defense. Subsequently, the European nmenmbers of NATO pl edged to
augnent the U S. sealift effort that would be required to transport
equi prent and material to Europe with a pool of 600 commrercial ships.
Unfortunately, the European nerchant fleets are also in a state of decline
and currently there are only 496 ships available for the pool. (16:45)
What's nore, there is no guarantee that any of these ships would be
available to the United States in a non-NATO conflict.

As the 1984 DOD Sealift Study predicted, the shortfall of U S. flagged
vessel s and Anerican nmariners hindered the nation's ability to project

mlitary power through sealift during Operation Desert Shield. To make up



for this shortfall the United States was able to obtain additional surge
sealift shipping fromour allies, friends, and the world shipping market. In
the first month of the Operation we chartered thirty-five foreign flag
ships. (5:43) By the end of the third nonth this nunber had increased to
forty-seven. (8:17) During this twelve week period, these foreign flag
ships delivered fifteen percent of the dry cargo tonnage. By the end of the
twenty-first weeks- the percentage of dry cargo delivered by foreign flag
ships rose to twenty-two percent. (21:47) Table Il provides a conparative

listing of the type and nunber of ships used in Qperations Desert Shield and

Desert Stormas of 10 March 1991

TYPE US.FLAG FOREIGN FLAG | TOTAL
MSC MERCHANT
MARINE
FSS 8 0 0 8
RO/RO 20 11 19 50
Breakbulk 32 10 45 87
Barge Carrier 12 | 0 13
T-ACS | 0 0 |
Total Dry 73 22 64 161
Cargo Ships (46%) (14%) _(40%)
Tankers 3 23 10 36
(8%) (64%) (28%)
Total Ships 76 45 14 195
(39%) (23%) (38%)

* (13)

As Table Il plainly illustrates,

Sealift Summary
as of 10 March 1991

Table |1*

only the ready availability of foreign

flag shipping kept our lack of surge sealift capability from seriously

l[imting the deploynment of U S

f orces.

Directives fromthe Nationa



Conmand Aut hority | ed the Conmander in Chief, Central Comand to
require that all forces be in theater by 15 January. The Deputy Commander
in Chief, USTRANSCOM VAdm Paul D. Butcher characterized the foreign
ships as "essential" to neeting this deadline.

The total nunber of foreign flag ships that were eventually
chartered to support the deploynment and retrograde is even nore dranatic
and vividly highlights the issue of the lack of U S. flag sealift. O the 197
commercial dry cargo ships chartered, 168 were foreign flag. (3:93)
Besi des underscoring the I nadequacy of existing U S. flag assets, the large
nunber of charted foreign flag ships raises the issue of risk in
i ncorporating such ships Into future planning. In this conflict, the coalition
agai nst lrag was broad and therefore there was an adequate amount of
foreign flag shipping avail abl e. However, against sone other threat to U S
vital interests it could be narrow enough to preclude the genera
availability of foreign flag ships for U S. charter.

Furthernore, in devel oping contingency plans that rely on sone
amount of foreign flag sealift, it would be prudent to renenber that the
Allies lost 5,150 ships in Wrld War 11. Today, even sone of the Third
Worl d nations have fielded highly sophisticated subnmarines that are far
superior to the Nazi U-Boats of Wirld War |I1. It seens reasonable to expect
at |least sonme nerchant ship attrition in future conflicts. This leads to the
question, how nuch effect would such a threat have on the availability of
foreign flag comercial shipping?

In analyzing the foreign flag shipping used in Operation Desert
Shield, particular attention should be paid to what was not vol unteered or
nade available for charter. Particularly noteworthy was the early absence
of any Japanese or Cernan flag ships. The question of Japanese and German
contributions to the sealift effort was raised on several occasions, but

shi ppi ng assistance materialized very slowy. This slow response provides



a particularly telling conment on foreign assi stance when one considers
that the Japanese have 426 RO RO ships and 439 general cargo ships. Even
nore significant is the fact that both Japan and Gernany depend nore on
oil exported fromthe Gulf than does the United States.

VWi | e such circunstances might have led us to expect ships to be
nade readily available, the actual results only serve to rem nd us that
these ships are not subject to U S. governnent control and may not be
aval i abl e when needed the nmost. This tends to reinforce the validity of a
cautious "go it alone" assunption concerning foreign participation in US.
led military operations. Therefore, we must be prepared to respond to
threats to our national security in geographic areas not covered by alliance

commitnents or at times when allied shipping is not avail abl e.

Future Sealift

Operation Desert Shield highlighted the fragile state of our current
sealift system Yet, despite the United States' inadequate surge sealift
capability, USTRANSCOM carried out the surge phase of the Qulf depl oynent
wi t hout major problenms. In fact, the United States depl oyed nore forces,
faster and farther than ever before. But, the United States had four ngjor
advant ages:

(1) Allied and friendly nations offered ships to the United States for
charter.

(2) The lragis did not initiate hostilities during the buildup phase.

(3) The undanmged ports of Saudi Arabia are anong the nbst nodern in
the worl d.

(4) Saudi Arabia provided substantial anmobunts of fresh water and
petrol eum products to the coalition forces.
These four advantages conbined to create a situation that tolerated

weaknesses in U S. sealift readiness, which under different conditions



coul d have caused fail ure.

Bef ore any conprehensive changes can be made to our sealift system
policy nmakers nust first determine the future force structure and force
enpl oynent concepts. Qperation Desert Shield clearly denonstrated the
need to match lift assets with force requirenents. The hand-in-gl ove
rel ati onship between sealift and contingency force depl oynent requires
that the sealift system of the next decade needs to be tailored with greater
understanding and with a better fit in mnd. Areviewof the US Arny's
and U S. Marine Corps' depl oyable force posture would be a logical starting
poi nt .

The Arny's base force of the future will provide a CONUS power
projection capability of one corps consisting of five divisions and a corps
support command (COSCOM . (27) The Army's position on the strategic mobility
of this corps is that the | ead brigade nust be on the ground by C+4, the |ead
division by C+12, two heavy divisions sealifted from CONUS by C+30, and
the remaining two divisions and the COSCOM by C+75. To acconplish the
sealift portion of the Corps' deployment requires that ships be avail able at
ports to load initial units by C+2 on the East Coast and C+4 on the Qulf
Coast. The two heavy divisions woul d have to clear their CONUS ports by
C+10.(28) The forces would deploy with seven days of supplies, and prepo
shi ps woul d provide an additional thirty days of supplies. Continued
sustai nment of the Corps would require that MSC establish the sea |ines of
conmuni cation by C+30. (1)

The Marine Corps' deployable force posture is greatly influenced by
the availability of anphibious sealift. The Navy's anphi bi ous assault fleet
provides the core elenment of the active duty portion of the strategic
sealift equation. Mre inportant than just adding to the total sealift
capacity, the anphibious assault fleet with its enbarked Marines al so

ensures access to areas | acking adequate port or off-loading facilities, or



areas requiring forcible entry. The Reagan era goal of a 600 ship Navy
woul d have provided the Marines with enough lift for a MEF and a MEB
However, reductions in the defense budget and "bl ock obsol escence" of
anphi bi ous ships threatens to denolish the Marines' ability to prepare for
their anphi bi ous mssion. Currently, the Navy operates sixty-three
anphi bi ous ships, including two LSTs (Landi ng Ship, Tank) in the NDRF.
However, fifty-two of these ships are scheduled to be retired between
1995 - 2008. (29)

The Marine Corps' position is that it requires enough anphi bi ous
shipping to transport the assault echelons (AE) of two MEFs; one in the
Atlantic, and one in the Pacific. An AE would consist of the units that
woul d | ead an anphi bi ous assault. Roughly equivalent to a MEB, it would
contain approximately 2 0,000 Marines, with fifteen days of supplies. The
bal ance of the MEF, between 30,000 and 40,000 Marines, conprises the
assault followon echelon (AFCE). (31:61) This AFCE would then require
transportation in "black - bottonf (non-Navy) ships This places an
i ncreased enmphasis on the need for a responsive surge sealift capability.
During a recent interview, the Commandant of the Marine Corps, CGen. Carl E
Mundy, Jr. stated that, "A fast sealift capability clearly would benefit al
users of sealift, including Marines, In a major anphibious operation, or to
sustain the forces ashore." (31:64)

This is not to say that we can or shoul d negl ect our anphi bi ous
assault shipping. W must maintain a reasonabl e bal ance between assaul t
shi pping and the other types of surge sealift. Oherwise we will be in the
situation that LtGen Bernard E. Trainor, USMC (Ret), was warni ng agai nst
when he observed:

The ability to make a forcible entry cannot be overenphasized and is

perhaps the nost inportant point to be nmade. A nation nmay have the nost
form dable of forces with the nbst exquisite neans of strategic nmobility, but



the conbination of the two cannot ensure successful entry except by invitation
the nation has only a reinforcenent capability. (10:57)

To provide enough sealift for the AE of two MEFs, three nmjor
anphi bi ous shi pbuil ding prograns are under way and a feasibility study for
a fourth is being conducted. (30) The Defense Departnent's Base Force Pl an
reflects the net effect between retirenment and new construction. The
nunber of ships in the Navy's anphibious assault fleet will shrink to fifty,
where it is to remain steady. (17:4)

In the past, the nunber of ships necessary to neet the wartine
requi renent, plus a percentage of ships that would be in the maintenance
cycle determ ned the size of the anphibious assault fleet. For exanple, to
neet the wartine requirenment to provide enough sealift for the AE of two
MEFs, two MEBs worth of anphi bious ships are required. A national MEB
requi res nineteen anphibious ships to lift it; therefore, thirty-eight ships
are necessary. After factoring in maintenance requirenments, a total of 2.5
MEBs wort h of anphibious ships is needed. This is very close to the Navy's
plan for fifty anphi bi ous shi ps.

Today however, we must also consider the requirenent of
mai ntai ning a forward presence. Again, the events of Desert Shield serve
toillustrate this point. As was pointed out earlier, a national MEB requires
ni net een anphi bious ships to Iift it. But only thirteen anphibious ships
were available to enbark 4th MEB for its deploynent to the Persian Qulf.
This prevented the enbarkation of all AE s cargo aboard anphi bi ous
shi pping The MEB eventually | oaded the overfl ow aboard two MPS shi ps.

This provided a field expedient solution to the | ack of anphi bi ous shi ppi ng,
but it had a significant operational inpact because it linited the nunber of
potential landing sites available to the |anding force.

The | ack of avail abl e anphi bi ous shi pping was the result of a

conscientious decision to naintain a forward presence in other areas of the



worl d. The 22nd MEU and 26th MEU were deployed to the Mediterranean; a
traini ng depl oynment, the West African Training Cruise (WATC) was
conducted of f the coast of Africa; and a training deploynent, the United
States Integrated Training of American States (UNI TAS) was conducted off
the coast of South America. Responses to future crisis will face simlar
constraints. The planned reduction in anphibious shipping will |eave
mlitary planners with even less flexibility and far short of its true
requi renents.

The obstacles that had to be overcone in deploying to the Persian
@Qulf serve to illustrate that we nust ensure that the true | essons of
Qperation Desert Shield are not swept away by the, euphoria over the
stunni ng success of Operation Desert Storm The key |l esson we shoul d take
away fromthe conflict in SWAis that our nation nust be prepared, with
little warning, to project significant U S. forces great distances. To solve
the deficiencies in surge sealift that were highlighted during Operation
Desert Shield requires a series of actions that represent a bal anced
approach. These actions woul d include: expanding our prepo ship program
while inmproving the nature and quality of the cargo enbarked aboard it;
noder ni zi ng the power plant of our FSS vessels; providing governnent
assistance to revitalize our merchant marine fleet; stripping the NDRF of
its obsolete ships, tailoring its future make-up of ships to be nore usefu
in acrisis; inmproving the maintenance of all ships in an on call status;
providing a neans of rapidly expanding our sealift capability w thout
depl eting the manpower pool of skilled mariners; and maintaining the
Navy' s anphi bi ous assault fleet close to its current |evel

Above all else this bal anced approach nust represent a |long term
comm tnent that needs be followed through to the end. W have nade
several attenpts in the past to correct sonme of these deficiencies; only to

see such efforts diverted at the last mnute. For exanple, Congress



appropriated $15 million for fast sealift research and devel opnent in the
1990 Budget. The noney was later transferred to fund the Panama

Economic Aid Bill. Under a separate proposal Congress al so appropriated
$600 mllion for a sealift shipbuilding program The G aham Rudman-
Hollings Deficit Reduction Act came into play and led to an $8 million
reduction in the program Inits FY91 defense budget plan, the

Adm ni stration proposed shifting the remaining $592 mllion to fund M1
tanks. The Admi nistration eventually transferred about half these funds to
mlitary personnel accounts and withheld the rest under the | npoundnent
Control Act. Since these actions did not have an easily identifiable effect
on our deploynment to Saudi Arabia the consequences of simlar actions
could be easily msunderstood. |If they are m sunderstood, our triunph
during Operation Desert Shield of deploying such a |large force, in record

time will have becone a facade that put too pleasant a face on reality.

Li st of Abbreviations

AE assault echel on

AFCE assault foll ow on echel on

APF Afl oat Prepositioning Force

CONUS continental United States

Coscom Cor ps Support Conmand

Dor Department of Transportation

FSS fast sealift ship

FY fiscal year

GAO General Accounting Ofice

LKA anphi bi ous cargo ship

LPD 2 anphi bi ous transport dock

LPD- 4 anphi bi ous cargo ship

LPH I andi ng pl atform helicopter

LSD | andi ng ship, dock

LST | andi ng ship, Tank

MAC Mlitary Airlift Command

Mar Ad Maritime Adninistration

VEB Mari ne Expeditionary Brigade

VEF Mari ne Expeditionary Force

VEU Mari ne Expeditionary Unit

MEU ( SOC) Mari ne Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations
Capabl e)

MPS Maritime prepositioning ship

VSC Mlitary Sealift Command

MIMC Mlitary Traffic Managenent Conmand



NDRF Nati onal Defense Reserve Fl eet

OoPDS of fshore petrol eumdi stribution ship
PAX passenger
POG Port Operations G oup
PCL petroleum oil, and lubricants
Prepo Ship prepositioning ship
RO RO roll-on/roll-off
RRF Ready Reserve Fl eet
SIT short ton
SWA Sout hwest Asi a
T- ACS auxiliary crane ship
T- AH hospital ship
T- AVB | ogi stic support ship
UNI TAS United States Integrated Training of American
St ates
USTRANSCOM United States Transportati on Comand
WATC West African Training Cruise
Endnot es
1. This was five days after President Bush's prophetic speech to the Aspen

Institute cited at the beginning of this paper

2. For the 1990 Active Force, the MSC contracted from comerical ship
conpani es the services of eleven U S. flag dry cargo ships and twenty-six
U S flag tankers. (24.47)

3. The MPS vessels and the prepo ships make up the MSC s Afl oat
Preposi tioni ng Force (APT)

4, The commrerical ship conpanies currently involved in the MPS program
are the Maersl Line, the Amreica Overseas Marine Corporation, and the Waternman
St eam Shi p Cor poration

5. The Navy Captain's official naval title is Commandore, MPS
Squardon 1/ 2/ 3.

6. The other two MPS ships were tasked to support the anphi bi ous | andi ng
force (CTF 158) in the Persian Gulf, (CFT 158 consisted of 4th MEB, 5th MEB
and 13th MEU ( SOC)

7. These twel ve ships consist of: 4 dry cargo ships containing cargo
for Arny units, 1 float on/float off ship containing cargo for the Arny's
POG 3 dry cargo ships containing cargo for Air Force units; 1 dry cargo
ship containing a naval fleet hospital; and 3 tankers.

8. These thirteen ships consist of : 3 dry cargo ships containing cargo
for Arny units, 1 float on/float off ship containing cargo for the Arny's
POG 4 dry cargo ships containing cargo for Air Force units; 1 dry cargo
ship containing a naval fleet hospital; 4 tankers (2 consol and 2 OPDS
tankers | oaded with JP-5 fuel, which can be used in both aircraft and
vehi cl es) .

9. These ships are alnost as large as an aircraft carrier and can cruise
at speeds of nore than thirty knots.



10. The conmmerical ship conpanies currently involved in the FSS program
are the International Marine Carriers, Inc. and the Bay Tankers, Inc.

11. The USNS Altair is another FSS vessel that was returning to the U S
after unloading its cargo in Saudi Arabi a.

12. The U.S. Transportation Command has three conponent commands; the
Mlitary Airlift Command (MAC), the Mlitary Sealift Conmand (MsSC), and the
Mlitary Traffic Managenent Command ( MIMC).

13. Even through the ships in the Strategic Sealift Force are a conbination
of governnent owned and | eased or chartered commerical ships, they are all
crewed by merchant nariners.

14. The two ship lines desire faster depreciation schedul es, perm ssion
to lower crew salaries, and the exenption of crew salaries fromincone tax.
Most foreign countries exenpt merchant nariners fromincone tax. They al so
request that U S. authorities adopt international ship design standards. The
U S. accepts these standards for foreign ships calling at U S. ports, but
require nore stringent rules for U S. ships.

15. The governnent can waive this requirenent during a mlitary crisis.
For exanpl e, operations Desert Shield/ Stormrequired the use of foreign
flagged shipping to transport mlitary cargo.

16. The GAO findings were rendered in an April 1988 report to Senator
Ernest F. Hollings (D-S.C)

17. These ni nety-six ships can be separated into three broad categories:
eighty-three dry cargo freighters, el even tankers, and two Landi ng Ship,
Tank (LST).

18. For Desert Shield, high grade fuels were readily avail abl e, reducing
the need for a | arge nunber of tankers.

19. To maintain the ships in the RRFin a five, ten, or twenty day recal
status requires about $225 mllion per year for maintenance. (20:22) The
DOT' s FY92 budget allocates $234 nillion for the RRF. (3:99)

20. By the end of operations in SWA, the Commander of the MSC had requested
the activation of a total of seventy-eight RRF vessels, but only seventy-four
were turned over to the MsC

21. It is inportant to note that 115 of these ships are Wrld VWar |1 -
era vessels. (18:22)

22. In his March 3 &4, 1992 testinony before the Senate Defense
Appropriations

Subconmittee and the House Arnmed Services Committee, Navy Secretary H Lawence
Garrett 111 said, "Three ships are being decomm ssioned every two weeks." (27:6)
Sone of the retiring ships will be sold or |eased to foreign navies, sone wll
becone nuseuns, and nore than a fewwill be sold for scrap

23. HR 3512, The National Defense Surplus Fl eet Disposal Act

24. The DOT' s expansion plan forecasts an RRF conposed of 104 dry cargo
shi ps, 36 tanker ships, & 2 LSTs.



25. Ei ghty-three percent of the RRF ships have steam propul sion plants,
si xteen percent have diesel, and one percent have gas turbine.

26. The ol dest nerchant mariner involved in the sealift of equipnment and
supplies during Operation Desert Shield was ei ghty-two years old. (13)

27. The five divisions are: the 82nd INF DIV (ABN), the 101st INF DIV
(AASLT), the 24th INVv DIV (M, the 1st CAV DIV (AR), and the 7th INF DI V(L)

28. The National Security Council estimates that to deploy a nechanized
division would require transportation for nore than 100, 000 tons of cargo.
To sustain that division overseas would require the daily delivery of
approximately 1,000 tons of supplies and ammunition. (25..46)

29. Anmong the ships the Navy is scheduled to retire during this period
are: 7 LPHs (landing platformhelicopter), 6 LSDs (landing ship, dock).

2 LPD- 2s (anphi bi ous transport dock), 11 LPD-4s (anphibi ous card ship),
and 5 LKA (‘anphi bi ous cargo ship).

30. The t hree nmmj or anphi bi ous shi pbuil di ng prograns currently under
way are: the L5D-4 (Wi dbey Island-class) dock | anding ship, the LSD-41
cargo variant dock |anding ship, and the LHD- | (Wasp-class) nultimssion
anphi bi ous assault ship. The feasibility study is focusing on a new

anphi bi ous ship designated LX. It is now being designed and will be
configured to replace the LPD, LSD, LKA, and LST classes. The Navy's
current five-year shipbuilding plan calls ordering one LX ship in 1995
and one in 1997. (28:28)
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