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I. INTRODUCTION

Since the end of WWII, the United States has followed a
strategy of forward defense which has been adjusted to greater or

lesser degrees by each administration since that of Frooident

Trumaxn. The most ambitious enhancement has been  the
prepositioning of equipment in Central Europe in the late
1060's. W¥hat began as a modest two-division conoiement. o

equipmwent has, today, grown to a six-division set. The rationale
for this facet of our strategy was that prepositioned equipment
would facilitate a rapid reinforcement of forward deplcyed unicc
by follow-on forces from the Continental United States (CONUS.

The npext challenge was to determine how these forces ware bn
be resupplied. The prablem af supporting a large army is a very
difficult one.l2:141] This issue was partially answerosi by
expanding our war reserves, both at the theater and corps level.
The object of his expansion was to create a wminimun of 60 iave
of supply for all potential theaters of war throush

Prepositioning of Materiel Configured to  Unit  Secr (POMOS

other  forms  of  prepositioning, and increased stocgage love o in
U5 depats of all classes of supply. I[n some cases we have med

that requirement; and continue to work thaose that have not met

the  objective, The United States now has several theaters we i
prepared  for a  60-day war. The assumption underlyinge thic i
that the country will be:  able to mobilize in that Yime and b

obtain the mobility necesssary to reinforce the theator.




The Army's war—-fighting doctrine, as described in FM 1005,
Cperations, asserts that operations in the foreseeable future
will be fought in orne of two basic environments. One enviropment
may be an anticipated theater of war with an existing supprrt
structure of <ommunications, air defense, logistics facilities,
and ports. The other may be a relatively immature theater where
Army leaders within a joint or combined context wil! have to
choose between creating such a support base in the theater or
fighting with only external support.22:2] Future conflicts will
most likely be at sowme distance from the United States. T
defend these areas and to honor our obligations, we must be able
to get +to these theaters quickly with sufficient force to deter
our enemies, or to fight them if need be. Ve must also have the
ability +to remain there long enough to complete the task, even if
it exceeds the short war scenario.

The United States has made an enormous investmenti in Centeral
Eurape to shorten the deployment time for early CONUS based
forces. Unfortunately, our strategy demands that we must ai=o boe
prepared to do the same in otber theaters concurrently and to
support such forces for a prolonged period should our short war
aspirations fail. This requirement is based on the premisc that
our prepositioned war reserves are configured to  bridge the
difference in time necessary tao  bring the United States

industrial base to wartime production levels and wove these




newly-produced supplies to the combatant theater. For planning,
this period is normally assumed to be 60 days. The Conmmi=ssion on
Merchant Marine and Defense hass estimated our wmilitary  and
domestic needs at  the oucbreak of war to require 20.3 million
tons of cargo and equipment shipping. B8y the year 2000 +he
Commission estimatess that the requirement will be 24 mililicn
tons.[32:19-211

For these reasons it is essential  that  we  combPins U

evaluate our ability tc wmove strategic forces tn dicton: war

zones and, 1if need be, to remiin there until the cesaabtinn of

hostilities. Ve must answer this question: Doer, fthe lnitod
States currently have the assets to provide the strategic air and

sea 1ift required to deploy and sustain its forces, in order tn
praotect its treaty obligations and interests? This paper <oexs
information relevant to answer this question and cuggest whero we
can improve our deployment and resupply capabiiities.

"Mobility” for this work means a coabiratioar of scalitt and
airlift. I have defined "conflict” to be aoperations in exces: of
60 days and bhave not considered the effects of any enemy action
on our mobility or any normal degradation of these {lects due o
equipment failure. ¥hat [ have included in my estimates of our
strategic mobility is a projected statuss of this nation®.
maritime fleet and, to the extent available, our airlift fleet.

Specific details of prepositioned war reserves are beyond the




scope ot this  paper. Also  excluded from this discuscion are
reception ports and airfields and their ability to receive and
clear cargo, equipment, ar troopss. This paper assumes el ¥4
Defense Guldance  of  a  global, conventional three-theater woar.

Theory apnd history will be examind to provide us with mien of

the iogic for strategic mobility requirements and to enhance ne

understanding of  wh cuch  mobillt s o0 wvital ST ST I B
4

LeCur ity The study also examines the curreont condition of co.

Uaited Ctabtes’ mobility assets and their projected otatus o e

turn of the century. The ffects  of  programmes! o™ liity

enhancements.  wil: alcso  be reviewed. The: paper concludos wirl

trief analysie of  the pros end cons of various colution:, o he

strategic mobility shortfall.

7. STRATEGIC MOBILITY

%)

rcm Jhe  American  perspective, strategic mobility P bhe
movement  of budies of forces and thelir sustaining swupdliec frem
thex cont inental Inited States to any of our war-fighlines
theaters. Mperational mobility is the distribution ot thove

forcms  and  supplies,  frowm the port of debarkation to the bhattle

ATt Tactical mobitit s the movement of thosse forooo Lond
y

swuppliod on or in clixee: proximity to the battle aroea.




Strategic mobility is an unquestioned requirement for the

United States because of its wide variety of global

responsibilities.

Our global support and mobility capabilitie.:,
including airlift. sealift and prepositioning
are essential to allow us to meet military
challenges around the periphery of the Eurasian
continent, which remains the primary locus of
Soviet expansionist interests. Prepositioning
ashore or at sea sharply reduces our response
time. Airlift, the most flexiule ot cur mobile
assets, would deliver initial reinforcements in
most contingencies with sealift carrying the
bulk of our reinforczwents and resupply.[29:Q°

Theorists and field commanders bhave, for centuries, clearly
understood the need to move armies and their equipwent.
Possession of the means of conveying supplies with or after the
army 1s 1indispensable in the conduct of war and constitutes ane
of war'’s greatest difficulties, particularly during rapid
expeditions.(2:144] This need is greater today than in the time
which Jomini wrote. Our wars will be fought at a faster tempo,
will consume much more and will be conducted in averseas areac.
The rules of all forms of warfare also impose restraints upon
combatants today that 150 years ago were of less concern. The
large armies that invaded Belgium and Gernany sometimess lived in
the

houses of the people, sometimes by requisitions laid upon the

couantry, and aften by plunder and pillage.(2:1421 This would




not be tolerated today by any civilized government and, more to
the point, would not praovide the types nar the quantities of
supplies necessary for a modern mecharized or armored force.

The nuts and balts of replenishment must still ke

accomplished for any force to be effective.

Before a commander can even start thinking of
maneuvering or giving battle. . . , in short of
putting into practice the whole rigmaroie aof
strategy, he has or ought to make sure of his
ability to supply his soldiers with those 3000
calories a day without which they will very sooan
cease to be of any use as soldiers.(8:11

The: reference to calories is only illustrative - the point i«
that preparation for war 1s very much more than identifying

objectives and the forces necessary to secure them. There is a

vital npneed to ensure that the material for war and the means to

move it are as well planned as the movements and maneuvars of
combat units. Napoleon, one of history’s great swoldiers, in
normally remembered as a poor logistician because of Qi
inability to sustain his 1812 campaign in Russia. His examzslio
offers a lesson that sustainment plans, no matter how detailnd,

can s$till fail upon execution.

"Napoleon’s march into Russia was well plannei

and prepared for with supplies and men, far in

excess to anything done previously. Napoleon

knew full well of the difficulty of war in

Russia from both histary and hics own
oxperiences in Poland.”(8:62]
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Japoleon accupulated vast quantities of supplies for his army on
its Russian campaign. Concurrently, he assembled the necessary
transportation fuar this s*tockpile. His service train was vastly
expanded until it numbered no 1less than 26 battalicns, 8 of
which wore equipped with 600 light and medium vehicles each.
The rest had 252 four-harse wagons, each capable of carrying 1.5
tons.[8:631 This was a far-sighted move to prepare a largo
force in every conceivable way for the campaign.

The notion that this was a lost campaign for lack of effort
in preparation is false. The Russian campaign was exceptionally
well-prepared for in terms of stockpiling supplies and
assembling transportation for what, in that day, was considered
a move of strategic distances in support of his objectives.
However, even +though he bhad prepared extensively, his efforts
were not sufficient. In short Napoleon was a soldier cowmpetent
enough to see the need for strategic mobility; but the realitiaes
of early nineteenth century mobility means ultimately
contributed to his defeat, despite his prodigious efforts.

The staff that planned Operation "OVERLORD" alco recogniuzed
the significance of strategic mobility; but unlike Napoleon,
they had much more capable means at their disposal. These men
were well aware that the success of the Allied invasion of
Europe would depend to a large extent on their ability to commit
t1 oops and equipment at a higher rate than the oneny

could.[8:2061 Vhile many of the material conditinnss of wartare

7




changed between Napoleon's time and 1944, including
industrialization and speed of transportation, the requirement
fur muvement at all levels of war, had not. Despite the
logistical debacle of the summer following OVERLORD, strategic
lift assets bad placed enormous quantities of supplies on or
near the seaports. The strategic success and operational
failure along with the realization that the industrial capacity
of a country had come to be a full partpmer in the art of war,
are the chief lessons of the Normandy invasion.

The two preceding illustrations offer cases where the
impourtance of preparation for war and of strategic lift, were
understood and acted upon, though with different results. WWI

offers a significant contrast:

The United States was virtually without a

merchant marine. At the Dbeginning of WWI,
American cargo was left stranded on piers for
lack of transport, and we were charged

exorbitant fees by foreign ship operators to
carry United States soldiers +to Europe to
fight for +the Allied cause. Ve could not
build merchant ships quickly enough to serve,
and the remains of many of the hundreds of
emergency-built merchant ships delivered too
late for service 1in the "Great War,)” still

litter the mud flats of the lower Potomac
River, in mute testimony to the folly and the
cost of failing to sustain in peace the
assets required to defend freedom in time of
war. [36:6]




This was a national disgrace and an appalling waste of
resources. The United States had to contract with foreign
governments and commercial firms for the means of transport to a
war fought to preserve those states. The experience apparentiy
served little purpose, since this country remained unpreparcd to
mobilize and repeated the same mistakes at the beginning of
WWII. It is ironic that, despite the experience of two world
wars and two major combat actions in the Far East, we are oaniy
slightly better off today. The United States, to some degree,
still relies on foreign governments for much of its stratesic
mobility. Moreover, this reliance on friendly foreign
governments does not come without a price. We are contracted +*o
pay for the right to defend allied nations’ homelands if we use
their vessels. The conditions and consequences ot this
arrangement will be examined in more detail further on.

The problem of force deployment today is different than that
of WWII and other wars this country has fought. The
intercontinental missile, a well prepared set of adversariea,
global communications, economic interdependence, and our
doctrine all demand rapid mobilization and deployment, once =he
necessary political decisions are made. The fundamentals,
however, apply as auch today as they did 150 years asao:

As an army advances and removes farther from
its base, it becomes the more necessary bho have

a good line of operations and of depots which
may keep up the connection of the army with its

bace.[2:262]
9




it appears that wherever an army must fight or be positioned, it
will always be tethered iz Its zourcc of muppiy. The obligation,
then, of the combatant pation is to develop and maintain a meons
of moving supplies and otber materials where they are nersdecd in
time to be effective.

This mission for the United States today is to move our

forces by a combined means:

U.S. military strategy requires the capability

to dep oy forces rapidly and then sustain them.

Air, sea, and land mability forces must be able

to deliver where they are needed in time to

make a difference. Strategic and theater air-

1ift will generally transport deploying forces

during the early days of a crisis until surge

sealift arrives with the bulk of the deploying

units equipment. Sealift delivers follow-on

forces and provides the sustaining power for

deployed forces.[38:75]
To provide a comparison of the two modes in major overseas
deployments, sealift will deliver about 95 percent of all dry
cargo and 99 percent of all petroleum products. [{35:76] The
remainder will be delivered by airlift. To achieve our naticnal
defense aims both forms of mobility are essential. Ve must be
able to deploy to overseas theaters quickly with a credible force
and be robust enough to remain there until cowmpletion. Airlift
provides the nation the ability to move forces or materiel very

rapidly to diverse regions of the world to show our recolve or to

honor a commitment. It is occasionally used for oon-military

10




purposes. The most famous of these and the first large scale
demonstration of the value of airlift is the Berlin Airlift. It

may be argued whether Lhis was a tactical or strategic use of
airlift, but its purpose was clearly strategic. This aperation

involved a contest of wills between the Allies and the Soviets.

It provides us with an excellent example of the flexibility and
rezponsiveness of airlift.

A series of moves and countermovess by the Allies 2und tue
Soviets officially over the form of currency to be used in Berlin
led to the closing of Berlin to all ground traffic on 24 Junc
1948. Air access to the «c¢ity was not lost because it was
provided for by treaty. The other two means, road and rail, were
not. Vhat was at stake was not a contest over legal rights, out
a struggle over Germany and Europe.[6:6]

The reaction of General Lucius Clay, the American military
governor, was to propose forcing an armed cenvoy through the
blockade of the autobahn. This proposal met with an unfavaorable
response  from the other Allies who ssupported an airlift to supply
the city. General Clay was skeptical of this solution becausce of
previous failures during VVII over long periods of time. in the
face of much American oppositian and with little guidance from
Washington, General Clay began the airlift against his own better
instincts. He bad few resources, 102 airplanes with a capacity

of 700 tons per day, and a requirement for 13,000 tons of suppiy

11




per day. President Truman, rejecting the advice of his cabiret
to abanden Berlin, proceeded with the airlift. He also overruled
the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), whu were fearful that providing
all available cargo planes for the airlift, placed them at too
great a risk. General Clay thus received the planes he
requested. Eventually, the remaining obstacles were overcome and
the project recelved expert management and administration until
the Soviets finally agreed to once again grant access on ground
routes to Berlin.[21:81]

This operation demonstrates a number of points regarding the
uses of strategic airlift, but flexibility gained Lhrough
timeliness and speed are the ones observed most often. The case

also showed that airlift is more resilient than most experts

believed. Two years later the Korean war made logisticians
consider what would have happened if a second «arisis  had
developed at the time of the airlift. Although the Bertin

Airlift was a very successful demonstration of the virtues of air
transport, it was also a demonstration of the vulnerabilitios of

this mode of resupply.

I11I. SEALIFT

The  backbone of strategic mobility is <cealift. The air

couupunent  provides, the speed necessary to get to our objoctives.

12




It is sealift, however, that allows us to stay there. Secondly,
while it isn’t as fast as air, the time cost of ocean mobility
can be reduced with current technology. This will be discusised

further on in the paper. In his work on The Causes of Wars an

o

Other Essays, Michael Howard states that "what proved to be of

the greatest importance was the capacity to bring the largest and
best-equipped forces into the operational theater and to maintain
them there’[3:103] The key here is the verb to bring. Howard's
observation refers to +the ability of the VNorth to bring its
tremendous industrial might to bear an the South during the Civil
War. Since we cannot move our resupply into overseas theaters oy
land, we must use mare appropriate means. The tashk, however, iy
still the wsame, and our intention is for the outcome to be alcn
the same.

The United States currently has under its direct control 445
vessels of various types and purposes. The three basic
categories of these vessels are bulk cargo, petroleum tankoer:s,
and others.(33:12]1 These vessels are also active, meaning that
thay require litlie time to prepare for service. This analysin
dves not assume that they are in pasition ta be immediatoly
useful. These vessels translate to a shipping capacity of 205
million tons.(32:131 WVhen a stricter criterion of military

usefulness is applied, these numbers are reduced to 367 vesoels

and 12.1 million tong, respectively.[33:16-17]

13




The term "militarily useful” is derived from the Joint Chisb:
of Staff. It specifies a desired cargo capacity, upper and lower
size  limits, and an implied draft depth that allows these vessels
to enter the greatest number of ports in  laxely theaters,
Further compounding the problem of military utility is the
technigque of containerization. Container shipping is useful for
bulk cargo, but of little value in shipping unit equipment.

There are other suurces of military useful shipping availabie
to the United States. These are from three different scurces:
the Inactive Fleet, allied shipping, and the Effective US

Controlled Fleet. The Inactive Fleet is a reserve aof shipping in

anchor around the country and requiring differing activartion

times. Allied shipping refers to vessels which are o be

pravided for our use by NATO nations to conduct our reinforcement

and sustainment aof Europe. Effective US-Controlled ships are

awaned by VS companies but, for commercial reasons, are flagmd in
other countries. These sources provide, respectively, 280
vessels, 458 vessels, and 123 vessels.33:14-151  This amounts to

1178 vessels for the United States roughly within the first 60
days of conflict. Total tonnages are not available as the ailied
vessels are only guaranteed by quantity and type, not cavacity.
The remainder would add three million dry tons and 400,000 tons

of petroleum to the total of military useful cargo.(3:16-17

14




A variety of factors wmust be kept in mind when considering
the use of this source of strategic lift in time of war. First,
the types of ships represented are predominantly for dry cargn
and petroleum products. Certainly, that is what is most needad
for war, but there are almost no passenger (reop) ships.
Present mobilization plans call for replacement personnel to be
transported exclusively by airlift. This becowes an unrellzbile
chaoice if our enemies wage an extensive air campaipgn or deny
airfields as ports of debarkation. The active porticn of it
fleett is expected to decline to 93 cargo vessels and 74 tankxers
by the year 2000. {33:14-151 This reduces shipping capacity tr
only five million tons. The inactive fleet will not declire
because the vessels that leave the active fleet are placed in toe
National Defense Reserve Fleet (NDRF), provided they meet certain
age criteria. The NDRF could increase with these addjtions.
Unfortunately, the Maritime Administration has no pians nor funds
to acquire additional ships for the NDRF. [32:331 Accordinzg o
the President’s Caommission on  Merchant Marine and Defeonse, the
allied contribution to our maritime needs will remain constant
through the year 2000. The Commission's assumption is cacily
ascsailable since our allies will probably be unable ta provide
the agreed to number of ships 1in the future. Our European
allies' maritime trends are similar to our own severe down trend

for the next 11 years.[32:301]
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There are some difficulties with depending an allied shipping
for our national requirements and to a lesser degree for airlift
reinforcements. First, this reliance assumes timely allied
government decisionss, which will allow the US speedy access Lo
these vessels. Next, it is difficult to predict the location of
these vessels when they are needed. A Belgian ship in Singapore
fully loaded with commercial cargo is not of much use to vur
defenuse establishment when it's needed in Houston. (Qur pational
defense strategy expresses a capability of deterrence; figating.
if pecessary; and ending the war on favorable terms. Implicit in
thiss is a multi-theater capability despite the fact that shipping
reinforcements from our allies are permitted to go only to one
theater, Europe. Firally, this program is not without cost.
Just as this country went to WWI begging for strategic shinping
and ended up paying our allies for this service, we rely on
similar arrangements today.

The next source of shipping available to us i xnown ae
EUSC (Effective United States Control) vessels. These are shind
that are owned by United States carparations but are “flagced” oy
foreign countries and normally crewed by non-Americar:, S0
business reasons, primarily cost. The dominant countricc of
flagging are Panama, Honduras, Liberia, and the Bahamas. They
represent 30 percent of the available military useful tanker

fleet. Since theoe vessels are like the allied vescelss in bermse
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of their availability, they, too, are 0f questionadble
reliability. Many of our deployment plans rely on these vesoals
for necessary force sustainment. Like our own floet, this

source will alsc decline by the year 2000 by an esitimated

o L)
b

percent. [33:15]

It would be naive to think that the only nead for atratesi:
ships  is  what the nation requires for pure ailitary purooce: .
What has yet to be mentioned is the continued roquirement o
N

maintain  our domestic economy at wartime production rates

that it can support the war effort and the domestic nopulaticn.

~
r

is difficult to provide an accurate number of ships requiroed
for this purpose. Saome aof this requirement <can be 0. Ly
foreign flagged vessels and those ships that don’t fall inte the
military wuseful categories. Bulk tankers are the beut availabdle

example of competition for like vessels:

The 193 tapnkers needed for domestic economic
support would include 134 HSTE of wmilitary
useful tankers, or about 3.7 willion dead

weight tons. The remaining portion of the
domestic tanker requirement could be mot by
tankers aver 100,000 deadweight tnns.[32:21]

Handy Sized Tanker Equivalents HSTE) i a technique resed o
provide a basis for standardizing bulk tankers  for ailitary
planning purposes. It bhas a specified weight and carries 206,000

barrels of liquid.
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Cargo needs for internatiomal trade at the ipitilation of

L3z

hostilities are estimated at 0.8 mwmillion tons.32:21] An
unspecified amount of this will compete with military
requirements. A stated previously, many domestic needs can bhoe

satisfied with a combination of foreign flagged vessels and those
ships of little or no military value.

The state of readiness of the shipping industry has rwo
componen ty: shipping and the labor or crews necessary tn sail
the ships. Sailing as a profession has seen a significant
decline 1in recent years, particularly among American mirinero.
Loung cruises, competition from foreign sailars, higher  wage
demands for union sailors, and automation have all contributed wo
this decline. Current estimates are that this work force has
declined by 70 percent since 1970.[32:33]) Supportizg a global
war would require a aminimum of 27,500 seaman.[32:22) This number
could change because of the types of vessels and thelr character -
intics. So  little of the merchant fleet is standardized that a
finite number of crewmen or skills is difficult to determine.
Maintaining the nation's economy s estimated to need  an
additional 7100 seamen.[32:22] Contributing to these manpower
requirements are the peeds to man older WVII cargo snips which

use cargo bhandling and propulsion systems that are unfamiliac to

today's w@merchart marine. Activating the Ready Reserve Fleet
would  require  labor  that i not necessarily familiar with the
18




machinery and that is not in employment today. To overcome these

problems, a training period wnuld be necessary to activate this
fleet whica is not provided for in its activation schedule---the
5, 10, or 20 day recall period of the ready reserve. This very
ambiticus schedule is of questionable credibility.

Just as the number of seamen has declined since 1970, the
pruospects for the future are not any better. Our current Known
shartfall  is 1437 mariners.[33:42]1 By the year 2000 that number
iz projected to climb to 12,000.(33:437 Here again the nuwber of
qualified wmeamen is  declining for a variety of reasons that are
not likely to Dbe reversad soon. The work force iss aging and ic

&

not being replaced by American seanen. The danger Juf using
non—-American crews is that their reliability 1in wartime ic
questionable.

Sealift, as seen here, provides us with the bulk for lengthy
op=ration. Unfortunately, it is deteriorating so much of both
equipment and wark force, that it is na longer credible as a war
fighting tool. A b.ighter picture is that of the other leg of

mobility, airlift.

IV. AIRLIFT

The second  component of strategic mobility is airlict.  This

type of mobility provides the speed and agility necossary to

19




respond to a great number of conditions worldwide and to project
quickly power beyond a port and farther inland if required. To
accomplish this the Department of Defense, together with the
services, has a stated requirement of 66 million ton miles per
day.[38:75] This figure is a fiscal +trade off directed by

Congress as a result of the Congressionally Mandated Mobility
Study (CMMS> completed in 1981. Vhile this figure is very
difficult ta define in precise terms of what it represents in
exact cargo capacity, its value 1is that is clearly states a
capability goal. That goal is constantly being reviewed by the
Congress and the DOD. The term 66 MTM/D merits an explanation.
The easiest way to explain what it represents is in negative
terws. [t does not mean that the Air Force has the capability to
move 66 million tons of cargo daily. It simply means that the
Air Force has the thecretical capability of moving one ton 66
million miles 1in a given day. There isn’'t much utility in that
kind of opumber, but it does establish a goal. For exampie, the
cargu capacity of a €5 aircraft for one 2500-mile trip is 82.8

tons. That, wmultiplied by the 81 C-5 aircraft on hand, would

provide just slightly over 6700 tons daily, assuming they were

all available for that mission.[27:2-101 The 66 MTM/D goal! is

not expected toe be achieved wuntil the end of this
century.[38:75] The mere existence of a recognized requirement,
however, is  a significant contrast to  the sealift cegrent of

mobility which has no stated objective.
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The value of the figure for the Air Force is that it can be
translated into a precise requirement for air frames and that it
helps to establish a schedule for procuring these frames. One
must also understand that 66 MTM/D is not our actual need for

worldwide mobility, but only expresses an amount of airlift that

can be purchased within the congressionally mandatedd
timetables. It trades off military risk and total requirewments
for affordability. The true needs of the services are seldos

expressed because, ass estimators struggle to find that need, any
change in scenario assumptions will drive that number in
different directions. The least demanding scenario used in the
Congressionally Mandated Mobility Study required 83 NTMN/D to

meet stated delivery dates of needed combat forces.[5:3733

One of the difficult aspects of discussing air-
lift needs, shortfalls, and problem areas, is
obtaining COncensus on what the airlift
requirement really is during wartime. More
than 150 studies in the past 15 years have pro—
claimed shortfalls in both intertheater and
intratheater airlift and most people now recog-

nize that we don’t bave enough airlift
capability to deploy, employ, and resupply the
combat forces this country possesses. . . and

the C-5/Boeing 747 controversy in the Congress
recanfirmed a lack of accord on either airlift
capabilities or requirements.[5:371]

Today the Air Force bas a capability of 47 MTM/D. That

capability comes from a variety of different air frames. The C 5

fleet provideos 19 MTM/TD, assuming full availability. The €-141,
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with the largest number of air frames, provides approximately 12
MTM/D.[38:761 These two workhorses are augmented in a number of
ways by other types of Air Force aircraft and certain enhancument
programs that come from the civilian airline industry. These

add-ons, called the Civil Reserve Air Fleet (CRAF), pravide an

additional 12 MTM/D.[38:76]

The CRAF program has a number of advantages. TFirst, it is
relatively easy to activate. The first two phases require oanly a
decision of the Secretary of Defense. Next, the enhancement
comes with some fipnancial incentives +to the air carrier to
continue in the program. While this incentive is not sufficient
to keep a margimal operator in business, it is a more substantial
reward than that given to the maritime industry; and it does, to
a degree, ensure that this fleet will be there when called upon.
The airlift leg is also supplemented by American allies. Again,
the capacity of this contribution is expressed in numbers, of
aircraft, not cargo capacity. Currently, 11 nations have
committed a total aof 28 cargo, 53 passenger, and 12 combination
aircraft.[30:25] The Korean Government is also a participant in
this program with nine unspecified aircraft thus far.[30:25]
Also like the supplement of shipping, these aircraft cannot be
used except in their theater of origin. They are also subject to
the same pitfalls and restrictions that affect our shipping
augmentation: reliance on timely pnlitical decisions, no contral

of initial location, etc.




Ta 1illustrate the impact of airlift capability for Arey
purposes, a study showed that moving the 4th Infantry Division
from Ft. Carson, Colorado to Europe under ideal conditinnpe
requires 227 sorties of C-95's, 823 C-1l41's, and 77 large-—hrvty
aircraft under CRAF stage III conditions.(28:31 This support
would give the division a closure time of 105 days. [t would
also occupy every airplane in the inventory.[28:38] The study
gave no crew cosis.

Other options to deploy the division using more economich?
modess in  combination, sezlift and airlift, were also examined.
They required mrre time to close on the destination. Thig
balanced dJdeployment, using a combination of airlift and sealift,
extends the closiing time of the division, to 17 days.[28:44]
This 1includes all home station loading times, transit to ports,
crossing times, and port clearing. It does not allow for any
preparation time of equipment at the receiving port or othor
pre—combat checks. While the study concluded that it is possible
to conduct this type of deployment by air, the demand on the

airlift system is so great that:

This method would deny these premium airlift
assets to any other unit deployment or logis-
tical support requirement for the duration of
the deployment.[28:59]

This is a kind way of saying that this method of deployment
is nnt the preferred course of action. The study suggests that
23
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other means would provide closing times adequate to the task and
would 1improve the chances of getting complete units to their
destinations. A mixed approach would also improve the likelihond

that these aircraft would be available for other missions durine
the deployment.

The Congleosivuall; Maodatcd Mobility  Stuady, referved o
carlier, and all the other contemporary works that examine the
status of this nation’s strategic mobility, generally speak wel!
of the wvalue of airlift. They alsio caution in the end tha* "hy
far the must expensive form of mobility is airlift.” Twenty-£io-
million ton miles per day of outsized austere airfield capability
would cost in a rangze of 33.7 to 417 ©biilion in 1072
dollars.”(31:20] This is in coatrast to a "very fast msealift
chip with 100,000 ton capacity which would cost $6.6 to $23.6
billion and has a crossing time of three days to Eurcpe.”{31:20]
The cost ranges are caused by the different types of options thar
are available within each form of transport.

These values must be weighed in all of their applications.
While the airlift option is initially the most expensive, it

might be more economical in the long run:

The timely arrival of forces may preclude the
ned to deploy many more forces later to forae
entry and recover lost territory and may
prevent or limit damage to the territory and
population we wish ta defend.[31:17]
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The assumptions for this (CMMS) study were all reasonablie and
are those that are normally used in these works. Unfoartunately,
their classification prevents +them from being used here. The
scenarios used are also frequently seen in much of our planning

in that they extend to the most planned for theaters, Europe and
Southwest Asia, with variations on the form of the enemy causing

the difference in each case.

As seen through +the eyes of the Comnmander of the United

States Transportation Command, General Duane Cassidy, the
resplution of the airlift goal is the C-17. "The C-17.7
according to General Cassidy, "remains the cornerstone of ouor
plan to attain the 66 MTM/D.’[30:15] The C-17 has ooz

capabilities +that not only answer strategic lift needs of the
services, but also pravide theater—level c¢ommanders tactical
mobility heretofore unavailable to them. For alt ite,
technological potential, the C-17 only partially aunswers
our constrained airlift requirement for a price of 375 billion
dollars in 1986 money.[10:211

This aircraft will round out the TRANSCOM airlifi program by
carrying one-third of the 66 NTM/D gnal.[38:76]1 Througa the noee
of airlift within the next ten years, we can get some of oar
forces to a number of thcatcrs very quickly and may prevent tae
need for larger numbers of forces to be inserted later at a

greater cost  in life and degree of difficulty. This combination




of speed and flexibility may be enough, but the facts indicate

that we bhave already spent, and will continue %o spend, an
inordinate amount of money on a five percent sniution to our
mobility requirement. Further, this most expensive aption will

pravide us with less than full capability for our least demanding
scenario. It 1is also questionable that this form of mobiiity

provides us wita any utility for Lhe movemell of operaticnal
sized forces unsupparted by prepositioned equipment.

This type of sclution also draws one to a conclusien bhat
perhaps we are npot interested in an operational solution to our
mobility shortfall. Rapid means of deployment, aiccraft, are
usually reserved for those forces that do not need great vaolume.
of sustainment and are not intended to remain in their theater
for long periods. Such forces also will lack most forms of
battlefield mobility which poses questions of their utility
beyond a short skirmish. [t is outside the scaope of thic woerk
to assess our force aix, but I use it as a testimony to our
continued presumption of a short war.

One option to augment the advances in airlift capadility i«
the controversial surface cffects fast cealift ship. This vessel
aas some very impressive performance characteristios. It ic
capable of 95 Yknots, cosmpared to 30 for those fast-1ift shios
(GL-7? currently con hand. It can carry 000 tons over a range of

e

3500 nautical miles. It  is also able to gain accorss to a far
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greater number of parts than other fast sealift because of its
ability to raise and lower itself in the water.(17:92-941

Finally, it can be procured for about the same cost as two

C-17's.[17:961 The drawback to this vossel is its questicnable
reliability in rough seas. Current estimates are that it cannol
operate in the North Atlantic for more than 285 percent of the

year. That is not very impressive on the surface; but olher

regions of the world, where seas are normally calmer and whaere we

kave a smaller prepositoning investment, wmay benefit from a

i

vessel of this type.

[NSIGHTS ARD CONCLUSIONS

The United States plans to fight its future wars in an

overseas theater. Only omne of our unified commands has an aren
of responsibility for the continental United States, even though

the defense of our homeland is our first stated nationad

£ Armex]

priority. Therefore, we fully accept the need for our
forces to be prepared to deploy to any of a number of conflict
likely regions of the world.

There are a number of things necessary to fulfiil thio

requirement: sound  strat ; well understood doctrine; foroees;
i Y

configured to the potential missions; and to the point of thic

i




effort, the capability to move our forces to a designated
theater. Movement itself must be fast, in sufficient numbers to
be effective, and capable of sustaining deployed forces to remain
there to or beyond conclusion. It is a given that the prepara-
tion for war 1is an expensive undertaking. In this pursuit we
have taken great leaps forward in how we expect to fight and wnat
we expect to fight with 1in a number of potential cases. We
continue to revise our doctrine to reflect our national deosires.
Our equipment has and 1is continuing to be modernized, and our
force structure mix receives constant review and adjustmoenti.
What bhas received scant attention beyond the review and analiycis
forum is aour ability to project our forces. For a number of
reasons, we fall into a quagmire when we discuss the issue of
strategic mobility. First, there is no national transportation

policy 1in this country that clearly addresses military neads in

either peace or war.

National Transportation policy of the United
States states that we will rely on the private
sector to meet the national requirements for
transpaortation and the gaovernment will inter-
cede only when the private sector can’t meet
these needs. For this reason we don't have the
nationalized railroads, airlines or steamship

lines like most of the countriess of the world.
[19:4]

This isn't a boost for nationalizing the nation's transportation

industry, but the nation must remedy the lack of clear dircction
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for the industry and, more specifically, the result of that
condition on our strategic mobility. No competent situdy of
sealift or airlift disputes the fact that there is a shaortage of
mobility assets. The precise volume of this shortfall remains in
question, partially because the assumptions are always

different. To provide some perspective of the overall magnitude
of the sealift shortfall, the Commisssion on Merchant Maripe and

Defense concluded that for a global conventional war:

The current equipment sealift capability is
slightly less than 800,000 short tons, or only

35 percent of the global war requirements.

United States ammunition and resupply
capability is about 35 million short tomns,
only about 61 percent of the global war
requirement.[32:45]

The Commission further stated that allied help wauld raise

these totals to the point that amminition resupply will amxoecd
ouzr early requirements. It also cautioned, however, that th-::
estimate was Dbased on a best case analysis without any friction.
This condition is not expected to improve over time. The numanr
cf US flagged cargo ships is projected to decline by 68 neronn:
by the year 2000, again leaving us in a deficit posture.(5:47!
This prnjection was also done in very favorable terms.

Conversely, airlift is showing signs of progress in all of
its programs,. The Air Force currently believes that it will meet

the FY 8892 Defense Guidance and have 51.4 MTM/D capability by
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FY 62.030:151 This keeps them on schedule toward the 66 MTM/D

i

goal by the year 2000. While this is a positive trend, it is

U

still far short of our needs. There are also other difficulties
with airlift in that we are counting on this mode of
transportation to move our light forces worldwide and "large
formations with little mobility are the antithesis of Airland
Battle doctrine.’10:121 To be effective, strategic mobility is

not a single dimension enterprise, it must wuse all of its
components to be successful. Airlift will get us there quickly,
but it is "fast sealift that generates strategic mobility more
quickly and efficiently for operational sized units than does
airlift.”[10:23]

The United States has several options available to remedy the
lift shartfall. One is to continue as we are and allow our
strategic fleets to diminish. However, a very simple fix would
be to negotiate with our allies to use their lift assets in other
theaters. For example, an American response tao a c<risis in
Southwest Asia could well be in our European allies’ interests.
The cost of using some of their ships and airplanes, for waich we
currently pay a fee, may be an inexpensive way for them to
contribute.

A more difficuit option, because it requires many political
and budgetary decisions, is to reduce the number of C-17's under

procurement. For the cost of 12 C-17's we could have a second
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group of eight &8I 7-type ships that would provide us with a
second division worth of equipment for any theater.[10:22] The
C-5 also offers financial savings and increased cargo capacity.
Granted it does not have the intrathecater and airficld
performance capabilities, the C-17 will, but would save 363
million per aircraft.[10:22] [ am not proposing elimination of
the C-17 program. There is most definitely a place for it in

strategic and theater mobility. Reducing C-17 procurement does,

however, offer options to improve our deployment capability and
achicve cost savings in the process. In assessing thece options,
there are oome drawbacks. [ can see no military disadvantage to

another set of SL 7's. The cost for delivery is most effective,
but these vessels do have a high operating cast which wmakes thern
commercjally of no value. The C-5 for C-17 option would reduce
the theater commanders’ flexibility for intratheater mission:s,
but at the same time would provide bhim some potential [or
critically needed equipment from the CONUS support base.

Between  the Spanish-American Var and WWI, we had little to boe
proud of in getting our forces and their sustainment where it wa,
needed  and on time. WVWII was a slightly better beginning becar e
we realized it was only a matter of time before our backing o
the British would have to involve our forces. Historicatly, the

United Statess has relied upon its industrial base to provide all

of the tools of war after mobilization begins. World —itnationn
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will not allow us the luxury of taking a year or amore to gain a
war t ime production capacity Just to provide the weans of
transporting combat forces to a taheater or war not of our
choosing. There 1is no guarantee that the next war will taxe

place according to our plans. We have accepted our position of
world leadership with all of itss demands, but with 1ittloe
apparent desire to live up to those demands in every recpect, and

little hope of meeting our deployment plans.




GLOSSARY
Breakbulk Ship: A vessel designed to carry oraeakbulk carn
capable of loading and wunloading ‘that argo  with it Gwn
equipment, without resorting to shore zide ecargo bond ine
equipment.
Container Ship: . vessel designed to carry standard modo:isr . MR
containers, enabling efficient loading, unloading, iryed

transportation of the cargo to and from the vessel. [uh @i
are defined as either "Self-sustaining” (able to load and wun’: o
containers using their own cargo handling gear), or "Von . !°
sustaining” (dependent on shore—side or other off-boara
handling equipment).

EUSC (Effective US Controlled) Fleet: Those werchant voroe s
owned by US citizens or corporations, but reogistered undor "flamrs
of convenience” (usually defined as those of the Bahamas, Panama,
Liberia, and Honduras) whase ship registration laws de  not
interfere with the activities of foreign-owned shins. The term
is used to enmphasize that, although the EUSC fleet iz not US
flag, it is considered to be effectively under Jnited Flates
control by virtue of ownership and could be requisiticncd by tie
United States Government in time of war or national emergency.

Also referred to under the acronym USEC (US Effective-
Controlled).

LASH Quighter Aboard Ship): A specific type of goneral carco
vessel intended to transport barges loaded with cargo.  The
barges of about 400 tons capacity, are floated to and from ithe
ship  and loaded or unloaded by a heavy-lift, traveling crane at

the oship’s stern; the crane positions; the barges aboard the hin,
HLATL TLETF Can be  Stacked tn mulviple levels Mo LAYH n
have now been converted to handle containerized cargo as well,
NDRF Mativpa! Defense Reserve  Fleet): A fleet af inactive
merchant  vessels maintained by the Maritime Administration as
three layup sites: James River, Virginia; Beaumant, Tewxas; and
Suisun Bay, California. NDRF =hips  are  considered Yo Ywa

reactivateable in 60 or more days and are intended to be waed ac
attrition replacements or in econumic support service.

Ready Reserve Furce (RRF)>: A navy-funded, ¥aritime
Administration—managed program to wmaintair inactive wonrchant

ships  in  a state of readiness that would permit their activation
within five, ton, or twenty days after notification.

Roll-on/Roll-off (Ro-Rod) Ships: Genrcral cargn dosigned to ailow
trucks or  other wvehicles to drive on wnd off with (or ac caron
Via ranp syatems.




SL7: A specific class designation for a goroup of eisht
container ships built during the 1970s

capable of 33-knot maximum speeds. All were later purchased ny
the VNavy for Military Sealift Command service and converted a=
velhicle aand container carriers for rapid-deplcyment <upport of
Army forces. As naval ships, they have been given huil nusper:
in the T-AKR series. Also described as Fast Sealitt Shins (FIED,
they are normally maintained in Reduced Operating Statusn (ROES).

for commercial service and
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