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The Navy is funding upgrades at Naval Station Mayport now but has canceled funding necessary to permanently base carriers—that leaves the entire fleet vulnerable due to concentration at Norfolk
THE HILL 6-27-2012 (“Navy move to Mayport still unaffordable, says Greenert,” http://thehill.com/blogs/defcon-hill/navy/235165-navy-move-to-mayport-still-unaffordable-says-greenert)
The Navy still cannot afford to move portions of its fleet down to its Mayport, Fla., facility, despite the service's continued investment into its shipyards headquartered there. 

At issue is a proposed plan to move one of the Navy's aircraft carriers from the service's main shipyard in Norfolk,Va., down to the Mayport facility. Service officials announced it would be moving a Marine Corps Amphibious Ready Group down to Florida on June 16.

The first of those three ships in the group, the USS New York, will head down to Mayport by 2013. The USS Iwo Jima and USS Fort McHenry will follow in 2014, according to a service statement. 

But due to increasing pressure on the Navy's bottom line, service officials have yet to pull the trigger on the carrier move, Chief of Naval Operations Adm. Jonathan Greenert said on Wednesday. 

"We're upgrading the pier in Mayport. It will be able to take a carrier visit and be able to do some maintenance there," Greenert told reporters at the Pentagon. "[But] right now we just don't have the fiscal resources to conduct a carrier move." 

The Florida and Virginia congressional delegations have been battling over the proposed carrier move on Capitol Hill since the Navy began considering the shift. 

Rep. Ander Crenshaw (R-Fla.) hailed the Marine Corps deployment to Mayport as a boon for the state's floundering shipbuilding industry. 

However, the Florida Republican said he would continue to push for a carrier deployment to Mayport, in spite of the Navy's fiscal woes. 

“My fight continues for all parts of the Mayport equation, including the future homeporting of a nuclear aircraft carrier,” he said in a statement released shortly after the Navy announced its plans for the Marine Corps Ready Group. 

Proponents of the carrier move argue that having the ships deployed to different points along the Eastern seaboard would make them less susceptible to a Pearl Harbor-type attack. 

Currently, all Navy carriers deployed on the East Coast are stationed in Norfolk.

The advantage is naval power.
Carrier reductions are coming now—maintaining the fleet is key to US power

Thompson 09, Chief Operating Officer at the Lexington Institute, PhD in government from Georgetown, (Loren, March 10th, “Navy Will Offer Up Carrier & Air Wing in Quadrennial Review”, http://lexingtoninstitute.org/1383.shtml)

Of course, today's carriers make World War Two carriers look like toys. With nuclear propulsion, supersonic fighters, and over four acres of deck space, they are the biggest warships in history. But at any given time some are being repaired, some are being replenished, some are in training and some are in transit; if the fleet is cut to ten then maybe half a dozen will be available for quick action on any given day. Congress didn't think that was enough, so it mandated in law that at least eleven carriers must be maintained in the force. But with big bills coming from the Obama Administration and other items like healthcare costs pressuring Navy budgets, the service has repeatedly sought relief from that requirement. This year's quadrennial review is the likely venue for another such bid. The issue is coming to a head now because the pace of new carrier commissionings is not keeping up with the rate of retirements. Kitty Hawk, the last carrier in the fleet powered by fossil fuels, was removed from the force last summer after nearly 50 years of service. The Navy plans to decommission the nuclear-powered Enterprise in November of 2012, leaving the fleet with only the ten flattops of the Nimitz class for three years, until the next-generation Ford class of carriers debuts in September of 2015. Going to ten isn't supposed to happen under present law, but since the service hasn't made budgetary provisions for maintaining the Enterprise and its crew until the Ford class arrives, it looks like ten carriers will be the total number in the fleet. In the current budget environment, once the Navy gets used to having ten carriers, that's probably where it will stay. Navy insiders think the service will decide to forego the refueling of the Lincoln, which is scheduled for 2012. And when the decision to stay at ten is formalized, the service can also move to eliminate one of its carrier wings. That step would cut the Navy's projected shortfall in strike aircraft by half. So billions of dollars are saved by skipping the refueling, cutting the purchase of aircraft, and eliminating the need to sustain 6,000 personnel associated with ship operations and air-wing support. There's only one problem with all this. It reduces the nation's capacity to project power from the sea at the same time access to foreign bases is becoming doubtful. And why is such a move necessary? Because the Obama Administration has decided to stick with Bush-era plans to grow the size of ground forces by 92,000 personnel, and the Navy must pay part of the bill for that. Yet the administration is getting ready to depart Iraq, which was the main reason for increasing the size of ground forces in the first place. There are precious few other places where the warfighting scenarios for the next QDR suggest a big ground force will be needed. Most of the scenarios envision reliance on air power for the big fights of the future -- the kind of air power delivered by carriers. So cutting carriers to build a bigger ground force doesn't make much sense.
Terrorist attack at Norfolk is highly likely—even attacks against other infrastructure in Virginia will have ripple effects

VFC 2009 (Virginia State Police Virginia Fusion Center, “2009 VIRGINIA TERRORISM THREAT ASSESSMENT COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE VIRGINIA FUSION CENTER MARCH 2009,” http://rawstory.com/images/other/vafusioncenterterrorassessment.pdf)
State government facilities include those owned or leased by all levels of government and can be located domestically and overseas. Many of these facilities such as courthouses, education facilities, libraries, and archives are open to the public and provide important government services. Other facilities contain highly sensitive information, materials, processes, and equipment such as military installations, embassies, and research facilities and are not open to the public. These facilities, varied in function, size, and location, are differentiated from other CIKR sectors because they are uniquely governmental. The abundance of government facilities and military related infrastructure in Virginia coupled with their symbolic nature and past attacks on such infrastructure in the U.S. suggests this sector remains especially vulnerable to exploitation by terrorist and extremist groups.

Potential Trend(s) Impacting Sector

Due to the desire of most international and many domestic groups to target the U.S. government, trends of significance include terrorism tradecraft techniques of surveillance, elicitation, and security probes. The trend of illicit entry into the U.S. also affects this sector, as many individuals will enter government facilities to obtain necessary documentation. Local, state, and federal government facilities are highly interconnected, both physically and through cyber networks. Efforts to identify, understand, and analyze interdependencies and dependencies are challenging because of the diversity and complexity of these facilities or components. Interdependencies vary widely and each has its own characteristics, whether physical, cyber, or geographic in nature.

Virginia facilities may be impacted by the closure of Guantanamo Bay; a recent report by the House Armed Services Committee has recommended government sites in Quantico and Norfolk as possible transfer locations for current Guantanamo detainees. According to early February 2009 reporting, a task force has 30 days to recommend where to put the 245 remaining detainees.451

Potential Threat Group(s)

Local, state, and federal government facilities represent attractive targets for a wide variety of groups. While international groups are most likely to target the military and federal sector assets as symbols of the West, domestic movements including anarchists, black separatists, white nationalists, and homegrown extremists have conducted activities targeting facilities at various levels of government.

Domestic Incidents

On a national level, numerous reports of surveillance and security probes against military installations continue. These reports include incidents of elicitation as well as security breaches involving the use of fraudulent military and law enforcement credentials. Although the vast majority of these incidents have not been definitely linked to terrorism, the continued reporting of preoperationaltype surveillance merits increased vigilance.452

Virginia

The Virginia Fusion Center has not received a significant number of unresolved reports pertaining to general government facilities. Much more reporting has been received regarding suspicious activity around military bases. It is unclear at this time if this disparity reflects actual rates of occurrence or if this is due to the increased security awareness inherent in military force protection. Examples of suspicious activity pertaining to Virginia include:

• Suspicious attempts to purchase military uniforms near Yorktown453

• Persistent attempts to bypass security controls by a group of subjects at Fort Story454

• Suspicious photography of the entrance gate to the Naval Weapons Laboratory at Dahlgren455

The Virginia Fusion Center does not currently possess active threat information against any of these facilities, nor is there any evidence of patterns in the timing, location, or individuals involved in these incidents.

Intelligence Gaps

1. Have suspicious employment inquiries been received at Virginia’s government or DIB facilities?

2. Have any possible surveillance activities of any building or assets associated with government or DIB assets occurred?

3. Have suspicious inquiries about security measures been received?

4. How frequently are unauthorized attempts to access government or DIB facilities in Virginia discovered?

5. Have there been any threats against government or DIB staff or officials?

6. Have any concerns regarding potential misconduct by current or recently separated employees been received?

Projections

The Government Buildings and Military Installations sector is expected to remain an important and potentially vulnerable sector at risk for surveillance, infiltration, or attacks by groups with nefarious intentions. It is anticipated the VFC will continue to receive reporting of potential surveillance or probing of government and military facilities.

Interest as a Target: Remain High - Due to the symbolic nature and the potential operational disruption, facilities within this sector may be desirable, if not necessarily feasible targets for many international and domestic groups.

Number of Virginia-based assets: Remain Constant – Current economic conditions make expansion unlikely, but industries that support government and military functions will not likely face the same contraction of other sectors. Interdependencies: Significant - These sectors are heavily reliant on energy, IT, and telecommunications, as well as each major transportation mode. The interruption of government or CIKR could quickly cascade and have significant impact on other sectors, especially those that are highly regulated. As shown in the Terrorism Screening Center’s 2007 Virginia Terrorist Screening Database Encounters Report, a number of potentially “watch-listed” subjects either applied for government and military positions or were involved in suspicious incidents near such facilities. Although these instances have not been linked to specific plots, these instances underscore the potential for infiltration or pre-incident activity.

Hamas is a unique threat to Norfolk

VFC 2009 (Virginia State Police Virginia Fusion Center, “2009 VIRGINIA TERRORISM THREAT ASSESSMENT COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF STATE POLICE VIRGINIA FUSION CENTER MARCH 2009,” http://rawstory.com/images/other/vafusioncenterterrorassessment.pdf)
HAMAS was created in 1987 by leaders of the Palestinian wing of the Muslim Brotherhood. Widely recognized as a terrorist organization, HAMAS has governed the Gaza portion of the Palestinian Territories since July 2007 and utilizes political power and social programs as well as violent terrorist tactics to pursue the goal of establishing an Islamic Palestinian state in place of Israel.25 HAMAS, also known as the Islamic Resistance Movement, has also been involved in increasingly sophisticated methods of targeting children with their propaganda efforts.26

Domestic Activities

HAMAS has the largest U.S. presence of any Palestinian group, and maintains a complex fundraising, propaganda, and recruitment infrastructure.27 According to 2008 Terrorism Screening Center ground encounter data, HAMAS was one of the three most frequently encountered groups in Virginia.28 In 2007, the TSC reported 189 total Virginia encounters with subjects tied to HAMAS in Virginia.29 Current estimates suggest that numerous members, supporters, and sympathizers may reside in and near Virginia; these estimates appear to gain credibility from reports that several thousand protestors from the National Capitol area demonstrated in Washington, D.C. as a result of the most recent Gaza conflict.30

While no potential threats have been identified from HAMAS against targets in the U.S., members residing in Virginia have participated in fundraising and political activities to support the group. Subjects identified as defendants in the Holy Land Foundation trial have been tied to Arlington and Fairfax Counties.31 Additional subjects with ties to HAMAS have been identified in Norfolk, Newport News, Chesterfield County, and Falls Church.h
High risk of radiological accidents and terrorism against Naval forces at Norfolk

NIRS 2008 (Nuclear Information and Resource Service, “The Yucca Mountain Dump Plan Would Launch Up to 334 Barges of Deadly High-Level Radioactive Waste Onto the James River,” Date is Date Last Mod, Jan 21,  http://www.nirs.org/factsheets/vabargefactsheet92804.pdf)

As part of its plan to transport high-level radioactive waste to Western Shoshone Indian land at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) proposes up to 334 barge shipments carrying giant high-level radioactive waste containers on the James River from the Surry nuclear power plant in Gravel Neck, Virginia to the Port of Norfolk. (See the second page of this fact sheet for a map of the proposed route). The James River, of course, is the lifeblood of numerous communities, including Newport News and Virginia Beach.

Accidents happen. But what if high-level radioactive waste is involved? Each barge sized container would hold the long-lasting radiological equivalent of 200 Hiroshima-sized bombs. But U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) design criteria for atomic waste transport containers are woefully inadequate. Rather than full-scale physical safety testing, scale model tests and computer simulations are all that is required.

The underwater immersion design criteria are meant to “test” (on paper, at least) the integrity of a slightly damaged container submerged under 3 feet of water for 8 hours. An undamaged cask is “tested” (on computers, at least) for a 1 hour submersion under 656 feet of water.

But if a cask were accidentally immersed under water, or sunk by terrorists, is it reasonable for NRC to assume that the cask would only be slightly damaged, or not damaged at all? Given that barge casks could weigh well over 100 tons (even up to 140 tons), how can NRC assume that they could be recovered from underwater within 1 hour, or even within 8 hours? Special cranes capable of lifting such heavy loads would have to be located, brought in, and set up. Given the James River’s historic significance, as well as the U.S. Navy installations and tourist destinations around Norfolk, the potential for terrorist attack on these barge shipments is increased.
Terrorism, natural disasters, foreign attack, and accidents all threaten US naval power—creation of a second carrier port is key to prevent this and increase readiness
O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
A Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on Mayport homeporting alternatives was released in November 2008. The FEIS examined 12 alternatives for homeporting additional surface ships at Mayport. Four of the 12 alternatives involved homeporting a CVN; another four involved making Mayport capable of homeporting a CVN, but not immediately homeporting a CVN there; and the remaining four did not involve making Mayport capable of homeporting a CVN. Ten of the 12 alternatives also involved transferring additional ships other than a CVN— various combinations of cruisers, destroyers, frigates, large-deck amphibious assault ships (LHDs), and other amphibious ships (LPDs and LSDs)—to Mayport. The FEIS also assessed a 13th alternative of homeporting no additional ships at Mayport. Homeporting a single additional ship—a CVN—was Alternative 4.

The FEIS identified Alternative 4 as the Navy’s preferred alternative. The FEIS, like the January 2009 ROD, stated that a key reason for the Navy’s desire to transfer a CVN to Mayport is to hedge against the risk of a catastrophic event that could damage the Navy’s CVN homeporting facilities in the Hampton Roads area of Virginia. The FEIS stated: Based on a thorough review of the alternatives, the Department of the Navy has determined Alternative 4 to be its Preferred Alternative. Alternative 4 involves homeporting one CVN, dredging, infrastructure and wharf improvements, and construction of CVN nuclear propulsion plant maintenance facilities. Factors that influenced selection of Alternative 4 as the Preferred Alternative included impact analysis in the EIS, estimated costs of implementation, including military construction and other operation and sustainment costs, and strategic dispersal considerations. Homeporting a CVN at NAVSTA Mayport would enhance distribution of CVN homeport locations to reduce risks to fleet resources in the event of natural disaster, manmade calamity, or attack by foreign nations or terrorists. This includes risks to aircraft carriers, industrial support facilities, and the people that operate and maintain those crucial assets.

The aircraft carriers of the United States Navy are vital strategic assets that serve our national interests in both peace and war. The President calls upon them for their unique ability to provide both deterrence and combat support in times of crisis. Of the 11 aircraft carriers currently in service, five are assigned to the Atlantic Fleet. Utilizing the capacity at NAVSTA Mayport to homeport a CVN disperses critical Atlantic Fleet assets to reduce risks, thereby enhancing operational readiness. Operational readiness is fundamental to the Navy’s mission and obligation to the Commander in Chief.24
Basing at Mayport independently increases deployment speed, fleet redundancy, and operational flexibility
G.A.O. 2010 (DEFENSE INFRASTRUCTURE Opportunities Exist to Improve the Navy’s Basing Decision Process and DOD Oversight, May, http://www.gao.gov/assets/310/304353.pdf)
According to Navy officials, the Department of the Navy made its recent decision to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Naval Station Mayport using its strategic laydown and strategic dispersal processes and its environmental planning guidance documents. In addition, the Navy stated in its record of decision that the most critical considerations in making the decision were the environmental impacts, recurring and nonrecurring costs associated with changes in surface ship homeporting options, and strategic dispersal considerations. However, according to its record of decision, the need to develop a hedge against the potentially crippling results of a catastrophic event was ultimately the determining factor in the Navy’s decision to establish a second nuclear-powered aircraft carrier homeport on the East Coast of the United States at Mayport.

The Navy has historically had multiple aircraft carrier homeports on each coast. Currently, the Navy has three nuclear-powered aircraft carrier homeports on the West Coast—Bremerton and Everett, Washington, and San Diego, California—and one East Coast carrier homeport in the Hampton Roads area, which includes Norfolk and Newport News, Virginia.7 According to Navy officials,8 the Navy used elements of its strategic laydown process existing at the time the Mayport decision was in the process of being made to apportion the fleet to the Pacific (West) Coast, to the Atlantic (East) Coast based on its force structure analysis. According to officials, the process relies on several documents, including conventional campaign plans; homeland defense requirements; the Cooperative Strategy for the 21st Century Seapower, Navy 2030 Ashore Vision; the 2001 and 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review, and the Global Maritime Posture. Based on these strategic laydown analyses, the Navy developed a baseline for the total Navy force structure to try to optimize the sourcing of forces based on the speed of response, the maritime strategy, and the Quadrennial Defense Review direction.

Using the output from the strategic laydown process, Navy officials said that they performed its strategic dispersal process, which allowed the Navy to further assess and determine the distribution of the fleet by homeport based on strategic requirements and the ability to balance operational, fiscal, and infrastructure factors. Based on its analysis, the Navy decided to establish a second East Coast homeport for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. Navy officials said that the Navy worked on the assumption that it would not establish a new carrier homeport but upgrade an existing carrier homeport to support nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. Navy officials said that Naval Station Mayport was the best option because it was an existing conventional carrier homeport with underutilized facilities since the USS John F. Kennedy was retired in 2007.

According to Navy officials, the Navy used its strategic dispersal process to evaluate key operational factors, such as response time to combatant commands, transit times to deployment areas and training, geographic location of air wings, historic aircraft carrier loading, physical pier capacity, transit times for pier side to open ocean, antiterrorism and force protection, and mitigation of natural and man-made risks for both the Hampton Roads area and Naval Station Mayport. For example, the Navy believes the following constitute risk factors associated with the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier consolidation in Hampton Roads: (1) singular homeport, maintenance, and support location; (2) all of the Atlantic Fleet nuclear-powered aircraft carrier trained crews, associated community support infrastructure, and nuclear carrier support facilities within a 15 nautical mile radius; (3) single 32 nautical mile access channel with two major choke points (bridges); (4) approximately 3-hour transit time from carrier piers to open ocean; and (5) the planned significant increase in commercial shipping volume because of the planned Craney Island upgrades. Furthermore, the Navy used the U.S. Coast Guard’s Port Threat Assessments for the Coast Guard Sectors of Hampton Roads and Mayport, which determined that the overall threat level for Hampton Roads is moderate, while the overall threat level for Mayport is low. According to the threat assessments, a moderate threat level indicates a potential threat exists against the port and that one or more groups have either the intention or capability to employ large casualty-production attacks or cause denial of commercial, military, and passenger vessel access to the port, while a low threat level indicates that little or no information exists on one or more groups with a capability or intention to damage the port.

Navy officials also identified the following benefits associated with homeporting a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Naval Station Mayport:

• the shortest access to the Atlantic Ocean of any current Navy homeport,
• additional dispersed controlled industrial facility and nuclear maintenance capabilities,

• physical separation of East Coast nuclear-powered aircraft carriers,

• physical separation between piers and shipping lanes,

• smaller commercial shipping traffic volume, and
• strategic and operational flexibility.

Mayport basing enhances surge capacity
NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)
The purpose of the proposed action is to ensure effective support of fleet operational requirements

through efficient use of waterfront and shore side facilities at NAVSTA Mayport.

The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) called for the Department of Defense (DoD) to be capable of swiftly defeating aggression in overlapping conflicts worldwide. This required the Navy to modify its operational philosophy and to ensure it was capable of providing more warfighting assets, more quickly, to multiple locations. In Navy terms, this is called surge capability – or the ability to send trained naval battle forces in addition to those currently deployed. The Navy adopted the Fleet Response Plan (FRP) institutionalizing an enhanced naval surge capability.

Under the guidance of USFF, the fleet training cycle has been adjusted with refined maintenance, modernization, manning, and training processes to enable the fleet to consistently sustain a level of at least six surge capable carrier strike groups available within 30 days, and one additional strike group able to deploy within 90 days of an emergency order. Achieving this higher level of surge capability is a difficult task requiring Navy ships and Sailors to maintain an appropriate level of training (or readiness) for longer periods of time, while continuing to achieve ship maintenance and Sailor quality of life standards.

The Navy has developed plans for ashore infrastructure to ensure appropriate support of the FRP and the Navy’s required operational battle force. While budgetary decisions drive the trend to consolidate or reduce the number of Navy bases overall, retaining bases in dispersed locations nationwide and worldwide supports the FRP and the operational battle force. Required capabilities at Navy bases are driven by strategic/geographic location and fleet operational readiness.

USFF has finite berthing capacity for surface ships in the turning basin at NAVSTA Mayport. NAVSTA Mayport also has established shore support capacity for ship maintenance and repair, as well as military personnel support facilities, not being fully utilized. The Navy will begin in 2010 to decommission frigates currently homeported at NAVSTA Mayport. The Navy needs to utilize the available facilities at NAVSTA Mayport, both pierside and shoreside, in an effective and efficient manner, thereby minimizing new construction. The CNO has directed USFF to review and assess a broad range of options for homeporting additional surface ships at NAVSTA Mayport. Consideration of NAVSTA Mayport as a homeport for any of the classes of ships being discussed in the FEIS is based on the following:

• Use of NAVSTA Mayport helps preserve distribution of homeport locations and ports to reduce the risks to fleet resources in the event of natural disaster, manmade calamity, or attack by foreign nations or terrorists;
• Full use of NAVSTA Mayport preserves the capabilities of the Jacksonville Fleet Concentration

Area, which supports U.S. based naval surge capability; and

• Utilization of NAVSTA Mayport helps optimize fleet access to naval training ranges and operating areas by retaining ship homeport locations within six hours transit time of local operating areas.
Surge capacity is key to Naval power

GLOBAL SECURITY 2011 (“Fleet Response Plan,” May 7, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ops/frp.htm)
The Fleet Response Plan, adopted in 2003, calls for six of the Navy's 12 aircraft carriers to be available for deployment within 30 days and another two to be available in 90 days. Typically, the Navy will have two carriers based in the United States deployed overseas, in addition to one carrier permanently stationed in Japan.
The requirement to be able to swiftly defeat aggression in overlapping conflicts called for in the 2001 QDR has necessitated a focus on developing new surge capabilities to complement and capitalize on our current competency in providing immediately employable forward-deployed naval forces. The recently created Fleet Response Plan (FRP) will significantly increase the rate at which we can augment deployed forces as contingencies require. Under the regular rotation approach, the training, manning, maintenance, and readiness funding practices of the Inter-Deployment Readiness Cycle (IDRC) were optimized to meet the requirements of Global Naval Forward Presence Policy. While a modest number of forward deployed units were at peak readiness, the majority of ships and associated units were not deployed and thus at a point in their IDRC that made it difficult and expensive to swiftly "surge" to a crisis, conflict or for Homeland Defense.
The FRP features a change in readiness posture that institutionalizes an enhanced surge capability for the Navy. Under the guidance of Commander Fleet Forces Command (CFFC), a revised IDRC is being developed that meets the demand for a more responsive force. With refined maintenance, modernization, manning and training processes, as well as fully-funded readiness accounts, the Fleet can consistently sustain a level of at least 6 surge-capable carrier strike groups, with two additional strike groups able to deploy within approximately 90 days of an emergency order. In parallel with this, the Naval Reserve Force is embarked on a fully integrated active-reserve transformation to a more flexible unit structure. Part of this transformation is focused on providing a rapid surge capability of skilled aviators who have trained with active-duty units to reinforce them and rapidly boost their ability to generate combat sorties.
The enhanced and expanded readiness availability delivered by the Fleet Response Plan provides the President with unprecedented responsiveness. Instead of predictable, lock-step, 6-month deployments to pre-determined regions in support of the Global Naval Forward Presence Policy, the Flexible Deployment Concept allows units that have attained high readiness to embark on deployments of varied duration in support of specific national priorities such as Homeland Defense, multi-national exercises, security cooperation events, deterrent operations, or prosecution of the Global War on Terrorism. often in multi-Carrier Strike Group formations. These deployments provide "presence with a purpose" and can also occur in less predictable patterns, thereby forcing potential adversaries to adjust to our operational timelines. The sustained readiness created via the Fleet Response Plan will enable the Flexible Deployment Concept.
Flexible Deployment Concept implementation will occur under the emerging Joint Presence Policy. Naval implementation of these new presence requirements will be carefully monitored to ensure that schedules and OPTEMPO standards are adhered to so that our unprecedented force levels will not result in uncertainties for our sailors or allies.
The military build-up for and waging of Operation Iraqi Freedom dramatically impacted the IDTC and the deployment schedules of the Navy's aircraft carriers as six carriers were sent to the Persian Gulf and another carrier was sent to fill the vacuum left by the Kitty Hawk's deployment to the Persian Gulf. In some instances carriers were surged earlier than expected and in other cases carriers experienced an extended deployment, most notably the USS Abraham Lincoln, who deployed in July 2002 and did not return to the US until May 2003.
Prior to OIF the Navy began to experiment with an altered IDTC that reduced the time that a carrier would spend in the yard and accelerated the ships training cycle. The USS Carl Vinson returned from a deployment on January 23, 2002 and after spending roughly 4 months in the yard began sea trials and its IDTC in September. The Vinson had completed its COMPTUEX by late November, its JTFEX in January and was deployed on February 6, 2003.

In March 2003, the Chief of Naval Operations released his "Culture of Readiness" message to the Navy that directed Commander, Fleet Forces Command to develop IDTC processes and milestones that would improve the speed of response for the full combat power of the Navy. The CFFC convened a working group composed of fleet and TYCOM representatives and developed a fleet response concept that would make the necessary changes to attain the increased readiness and responsiveness.
In May 2003, the Navy issued a message to major commands describing the Fleet Response Plan which would dramatically alter the IDTC and the way in which the Navy leadership viewed deployments. The FRP would shift the focus away from rotational deployments and presence to being capable of surging substantial forces, ideally 6 surge ready carrier strike groups and 2 carrier strike groups that would follow shortly thereafter.
In addition, under FRP, eight out of 10 of the Navy's submarines are able to respond to emergent fleet requirements at any time.
To meet this objective the Navy intends to extend the interval between maintenance periods and modify training and manpower processes. The Navy also adopted a mindset of "R+plus" (R=return) rather than "D-minus" (D=Deploy). The idea being that working up for a scheduled deployment was not as important as being available as quickly as possible from the end of the last deployment.
Instead of the rather vague "surge status" or "deployed status" the Navy created emergency surge status, surge ready status, and routine deployable.
    Emergency surge assets are those that would be employed in cases of urgent need. Attaining emergency surge status occurs upon completion of the Basic phase of the IDTC. "Emergency Surge" status should be attained with three to four months of the completion of its maintenance period.

    Surge ready status are those assets that can deploy upon completion of the intermediate phase of the IDTC. Ships should attain Surge Ready status within six months of the completion of its maintenance period.

    Routine deployable is equivalant to completion of the current IDTC. 
The goal of the current new concept would be to move assets through the IDTC as quickly as possible and conducting refesher training to insure readiness.
The FRP was instituted by July 1, 2003 and the 6+2 surge goals were completed by December 1, 2003.
Maintaining the Fleet Readiness Plan (FRP) construct of six aircraft carriers available within 30 days plus two additional carriers available within 90 days is a difficult task. Maintenance requirements on carriers alone make satisfying the FRP a challenging scheduling problem. By increasing the average cycle time for a Carrier Strike Group (CSG) to 27 months, the FRP requirements can be met continuously, after an initial maintenance adjustment period of 62 months.
During the summer of 2004 the Navy surged some aircraft carriers from their homeports . to generate as many as seven of 12 carriers on station . for Coalition operations. The ability to push that kind of military capability to the four corners of the world is quite remarkable and recent. Several years ago, the Navy could deploy only two. Through this series of deployments, surge operations and exercises, the Navy will demonstrate and exercise a new approach to operations and maintenance.
Even if carrier reliance is bad, we won’t change it—it’s only a question of effectiveness

REUTERS 5-6-10 (“Navy to Gates: Yes, we need 11 aircraft carriers,” http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/05/07/us-navy-usa-carriers-idUSTRE6460AN20100507)

"The Navy remains firmly committed to maintaining a force of 11 carriers for the next three decades," Sean Stackley, the service's warship buyer, told the Senate Armed Services Seapower subcommittee on Thursday. The 11-carrier force structure is based on "world-wide presence requirements, surge availability, training and exercise, and maintenance" needs, he said in an opening statement.
Naval reliance is also inevitable
WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
In the future, the demand for the Navy will continue to be part of an activist US foreign policy. There is no end in sight for coalition leadership, counter-terrorism on a global scale, or the use of U.S. forces to demonstrate commitment and resolve in areas of interest. The importance of access secured by continuous Department of Defense and Department of State efforts with partners will support this global presence. U.S. interests in securing the global commons (sea, air, space, cyber) will remain in place, and the U.S. will remain the guarantor of security for democratic nations through its near monopoly on high-end military power and defensive systems. Continued demand for active peacetime engagement by the U.S. military will be met by maritime diplomacy to support administration priorities and to support security cooperation activities by COCOMs.
No one can fill in for US naval power

WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
Second, no other country (or combination of countries) will create the forces required for a navy with global influence. America’s European allies, and its Asian allies as well, have created navies that are capable of sustained regional operations, or routine “cruising” by small squadrons of surface ships that show the flag, conduct engagement and exercises, and demonstrate national interest in economic ties with the visited nations and regions. These navies can also conduct short-term surges for uses of force against low end threats or act as supporters to USN-led naval operations; however persistent out-of-area operations (even by a low number of assets) would quickly deplete their resources and political support at home.
Effective carrier forces are key to diplomatic and military power—presence alone defuses conflicts before they start even when the US has no allied support
EAGLAN 2008 (Mackenzie Eaglen is Senior Policy Analyst for National Security at The Heritage Foundation, “Aircraft Carriers Are Crucial,” July 31, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/07/30/AR2008073003078.html)
For any U.S. president, the aircraft carrier embodies the ultimate crisis management tool. Continuously deployed throughout the globe, carrier-strike groups give our military unparalleled freedom of action to respond to a range of combat and non-combat missions. The recent George Washington incident only further emphasizes the significance of maintaining a robust carrier fleet, one large enough to meet all contingencies and "surge" in crises, no matter what may happen. Carriers can move large contingents of forces and their support to distant theaters, respond rapidly to changing tactical situations, support several missions simultaneously, and, perhaps most importantly, guarantee access to any region in the world. In a time when America's political relationships with other countries can shift almost overnight, aircraft carriers can reduce America's reliance on others -- often including suspect regimes -- for basing rights. A carrier's air wing can typically support 125 sorties a day at a distance up to 750 nautical miles. They also operate as a hub in the strike group's command, control, communications and intelligence network, playing an increasingly larger role in controlling the battlespace at sea. Whether in a direct or support role, carriers have taken part in almost every major military operation the U.S. has undertaken since the Second World War. They also serve as first-rate diplomatic tools to either heighten or ease political pressure. When tensions with North Korea or Iran increase, a carrier, or sometimes two, is sent to patrol off their coast. And when an election takes place in a nascent democracy or country central to U.S. interests, a strike group typically is sailing offshore. In March, when Taiwan held important presidential elections that will chart the future of that country's relationship with China, both the Kitty Hawk and Nimitz trolled nearby to ensure a smooth transition of events and deliver a psychological message of U.S. interest.
Forward-deployed carriers are key to US deterrence—solves terrorism, regional war, WMD attacks, and terrorism

PIENO 1993 (John, retired Navy captain, commanded the carrier Forrestal, “Why We Need 12 Aircraft Carriers,” New York Times, Sept 6, http://www.nytimes.com/1993/09/06/opinion/l-why-we-need-12-aircraft-carriers-511193.html)

Your view is contrary to that of the majority of knowledgeable people who have thought about how to protect America's national security interests in the years ahead. Civilian analysts, professors, members of Congress, think tanks and even the Clinton Administration have concluded that forward presence and mobility are essential elements of a post-cold war national security strategy. When the United States military presence is declining around the world and overseas bases are being closed, the Navy and its aircraft carriers are more important than ever. Every President since World War II has found it necessary to ask, "Where are the carriers, and how fast can we get them there?" President Clinton, in his first six months, has had to deploy aircraft carriers to Somalia, Iraq and the Balkans. The carrier's flexibility and awesome military power make it an effective Presidential tool in managing crises. The presence of a carrier can often stabilize a crisis and prevent hostilities or limit their spread. We saw the value of aircraft carriers in the Persian Gulf war. They were on the scene within 48 hours of the invasion of Kuwait by Saddam Hussein, and many believe that the presence of the carriers prevented him from invading Saudi Arabia and its oilfields. The carriers and their aircraft were also an important part of the military campaign that freed Kuwait and defeated the Iraqi army. While the number of aircraft carriers may be subject to discussion and debate, it is important to remember that even with 12 aircraft carriers, the United States cannot maintain a full-time carrier presence in the most important regions of the world -- the Mediterranean, the Western Pacific, the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean. If the United States were to reduce its carrier force to 10 or fewer carriers there would be gaps of as long as four months in carrier presence in these regions. Further, our sailors and airmen are already stretched beyond breaking point with long deployments to meet crises around the world. To reduce the number of carriers further would be foolish. The so-called new world order is one of uncertainty and danger. Proliferation of nuclear and chemical weapons, along with Scud missiles, provides more countries and even terrorist groups with the capability to threaten United States security. We need a strong Navy and a strong carrier force to meet the unknown dangers of the years ahead. In my 25 years of naval service, I served in virtually every trouble spot of the world aboard aircraft carriers. They send a powerful signal to friend and foe alike.
Terrorism causes nuclear war

CORSI, 2005.Jerome, PhD in political science from Harvard. excerpt from Atomic Iran, http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.html.

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another.
Reduction in carrier presence would tip the balance away from US naval dominance and cause war in the Middle East

WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
Is there a logical “tipping point” that can be numerically assigned? Is a 285 ship-Navy the tipping point, or is it at 250, or 230? At what number, does the Navy reach a point where it is no longer able to project combat credibility with constant forward presence? Is the Navy able to deter and reassure at 230 ships? It depends. We have defined a “global navy.” We have assessed what it is asked to do by the political leadership and what it will be asked to do in an evolving world of rising powers, rogue nations, and threats from non-state actors. We conclude that there is not a specific number at which the navy ceases to be “the global navy.” It depends on how one defines the threat environment, the demand signal, and the objectives of naval forces within the foreign policy. The Navy can remain the global maritime power with either the 2 hub or 1+ hubWESTPAC option. Both preserve a global presence for the Navy and allow it to be a force for reassuring allies, deterring the major maritime challenger, and working within joint and combined environments to address the security threats in the two top priority areas of global politics for the foreseeable future. The Shaping and Surge options sacrifice either presence or combat credibility to an extent that threatens the Navy’s ability to maintain its status. They could be chosen only within the context of major changes in U.S. foreign policies; an acceptance of a much diminished role for the United States as a leader willing to act only in concert with other nations in protecting the global system from low-end threats, or a neoisolationist America willing to go it alone on high-end threats and letting other issues resolve themselves at the local and regional levels. If the Navy refuses to choose an option, it faces the prospect of a long, slow glide into the Shrinking Status Quo. This would be a navy 20 percent smaller than the one we have now, with the same balance of forces. It will fall through the capacity and capability necessary for either a 2-hub or 1+ hub navy to be constantly present overseas or to be dominant up and down the escalation ladder, without making the strategic choices to be either a shaping or surge force. Our most relevant example of a navy that faced this choice in the past was the Royal Navy in the early part of the 20th Century. It had maintained a policy of meeting two challengers and carrying out what we would call maritime security operations throughout the empire since the end of the Napoleonic Wars in 1815. It was the undisputed “global navy,” but it faced rising powers in Germany and the United States, domestic spending pressures, and new alignments on the continent in Europe. The British Government (with the Royal Navy as an active participant in the decision process) chose to re-orient its foreign and security policies to meet the German threat, leave the Western Atlantic and Eastern Pacific to the United States, and assume what we would call a 1+ hub strategy. It was able to meet the threat of Germany, contribute to the Triple Entente with France and Russia, forge a treaty with Japan that lasted through World War I, and meet all of its empire maritime policing needs. It was not these decisions that drained the treasury, but four years of war in Europe and its toll on the British Army and nation. Without an empire to police, might the United States be able to carry out the 2-hub strategy? It does not have the luxury of the British who faced only one potential threat. It faces a current fight (Islamic terror, Afghanistan, Iranian adventurism) in CENTCOM and a potential future fight requiring deterrence and reassurance to meet a traditional rising national challenger. Both situations require a combat-credible, visible presence by naval forces for prompt denial, escalation and de-escalation dominance, deterrence by denial (missile defense), and assured access. On the other hand, the maritime security operations in other areas of the world can be addressed in large part by local and regional efforts, with the U.S. playing a supporting role. The inherent flexibility of naval people and platforms and assets has been proven again and again. The ability of high-end assets to flex for a number of missions along the spectrum of operations has been a staple of deployments by carrier strike groups and their escorts and their air assets. What has not been proven is the ability of a global navy to use forces that are not dominant or not present overseas to deter challengers, deny regional aggressors, or reassure partners. When you are no longer present in one or two areas of vital national interest with dominant maritime forces, you are at the “tipping point.”
Middle East war goes global and nuclear
PRIMAKOV 2009 [September, Yevgeny, President of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of the Russian Federation; Member of the Russian Academy of Sciences; member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs. This article is based on the scientific report for which the author was awarded the Lomonosov Gold Medal of the Russian Academy of Sciences in 2008, “The Middle East Problem

in the Context of International Relations”] 

The Middle East conflict is unparalleled in terms of its potential for spreading globally. During the Cold War, amid which the Arab-Israeli conflict evolved, the two opposing superpowers directly supported the conflicting parties: the Soviet Union supported Arab countries, while the United States supported Israel. On the one hand, the bipolar world order which existed at that time objectively played in favor of the escalation of the Middle East conflict into a global confrontation. On the other hand, the Soviet Union and the United States were not interested in such developments and they managed to keep the situation under control. The behavior of both superpowers in the course of all the wars in the Middle East proves that. In 1956, during the Anglo-French-Israeli military invasion of Egypt (which followed Cairo’s decision to nationalize the Suez Canal Company) the United States – contrary to the widespread belief in various countries, including Russia – not only refrained from supporting its allies but insistently pressed – along with the Soviet Union – for the cessation of the armed action. Washington feared that the tripartite aggression would undermine the positions of the West in the Arab world and would result in a direct clash with the Soviet Union. Fears that hostilities in the Middle East might acquire a global dimension could materialize also during the Six-Day War of 1967. On its eve, Moscow and Washington urged each other to cool down their “clients.” When the war began, both superpowers assured each other that they did not intend to get involved in the crisis militarily and that that they would make efforts at the United Nations to negotiate terms for a ceasefire. On July 5, the Chairman of the Soviet Government, Alexei Kosygin, who was authorized by the Politburo to conduct negotiations on behalf of the Soviet leadership, for the first time ever used a hot line for this purpose. After the USS Liberty was attacked by Israeli forces, which later claimed the attack was a case of mistaken identity, U.S. President Lyndon Johnson immediately notified Kosygin that the movement of the U.S. Navy in the Mediterranean Sea was only intended to help the crew of the attacked ship and to investigate the incident. The situation repeated itself during the hostilities of October 1973. Russian publications of those years argued that it was the Soviet Union that prevented U.S. military involvement in those events. In contrast, many U.S. authors claimed that a U.S. reaction thwarted Soviet plans to send troops to the Middle East. Neither statement is true. The atmosphere was really quite tense. Sentiments both in Washington and Moscow were in favor of interference, yet both capitals were far from taking real action. When U.S. troops were put on high alert, Henry Kissinger assured Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin that this was done largely for domestic considerations and should not be seen by Moscow as a hostile act. In a private conversation with Dobrynin, President Richard Nixon said the same, adding that he might have overreacted but that this had been done amidst a hostile campaign against him over Watergate. Meanwhile, Kosygin and Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko at a Politburo meeting in Moscow strongly rejected a proposal by Defense Minister Marshal Andrei Grechko to “demonstrate” Soviet military presence in Egypt in response to Israel’s refusal to comply with a UN Security Council resolution. Soviet leader Leonid Brezhnev took the side of Kosygin and Gromyko, saying that he was against any Soviet involvement in the conflict.  The above suggests an unequivocal conclusion that control by the superpowers in the bipolar world did not allow the Middle East conflict to escalate into a global confrontation. After the end of the Cold War, some scholars and political observers concluded that a real threat of the Arab-Israeli conflict going beyond regional frameworks ceased to exist. However, in the 21st century this conclusion no longer conforms to the reality. The U.S. military operation in Iraq has changed the balance of forces in the Middle East. The disappearance of the Iraqi counterbalance has brought Iran to the fore as a regional power claiming a direct role in various Middle East processes. I do not belong to those who believe that the Iranian leadership has already made a political decision to create nuclear weapons of its own. Yet Tehran seems to have set itself the goal of achieving a technological level that would let it make such a decision (the “Japanese model”) under unfavorable circumstances. Israel already possesses nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. In such circumstances, the absence of a Middle East settlement opens a dangerous prospect of a nuclear collision in the region, which would have catastrophic consequences for the whole world. The transition to a multipolar world has objectively strengthened the role of states and organizations that are directly involved in regional conflicts, which increases the latter’s danger and reduces the possibility of controlling them. This refers, above all, to the Middle East conflict. The coming of Barack Obama to the presidency has allayed fears that the United States could deliver a preventive strike against Iran (under George W. Bush, it was one of the most discussed topics in the United States). However, fears have increased that such a strike can be launched Yevgeny Primakov 1 3 2 RUSSIA IN GLOBAL AFFAIRS VOL. 7 • No. 3 • JULY – SEPTEMBER• 2009 by Israel, which would have unpredictable consequences for the region and beyond. It seems that President Obama’s position does not completely rule out such a possibility.
Carriers are key to disaster response
EAGLAN 2008 (Mackenzie Eaglen is Senior Policy Analyst for National Security at The Heritage Foundation, “Aircraft Carriers Are Crucial,” July 31, Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/07/30/AR2008073003078.html)
And at a time when policymakers expect to spend less on defense and where the services' lists of unfunded requirements continues to mount, we'll likely call on the aircraft carrier to perform an expanded array of duties, ranging from humanitarian relief to counterinsurgency support and temporary basing for Special Operations Forces. As the Navy assumes responsibility for humanitarian missions in places such as Africa and South America, it will rely on aircraft carriers to provide immediate relief following natural disasters. During Operation Unified Assistance, following the December 2004 tsunami and during relief efforts following Hurricane Katrina, for instance, they placed a central role.
Unmitigated disasters cause extinction

SID-AHMED 2005  (Mohamed, Al-Ahram Online, Jan 6-12, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2005/724/op3.htm)
The human species has never been exposed to a natural upheaval of this magnitude within living memory. What happened in South Asia is the ecological equivalent of 9/11. Ecological problems like global warming and climatic disturbances in general threaten to make our natural habitat unfit for human life. The extinction of the species has become a very real possibility, whether by our own hand or as a result of natural disasters of a much greater magnitude than the Indian Ocean earthquake and the killer waves it spawned. Human civilisation has developed in the hope that Man will be able to reach welfare and prosperity on earth for everybody. But now things seem to be moving in the opposite direction, exposing planet Earth to the end of its role as a nurturing place for human life. Today, human conflicts have become less of a threat than the confrontation between [Humanity] Man and Nature. At least they are less likely to bring about the end of the human species. The reactions of Nature as a result of its exposure to the onslaughts of human societies have become more important in determining the fate of the human species than any harm it can inflict on itself. Until recently, the threat Nature represented was perceived as likely to arise only in the long run, related for instance to how global warming would affect life on our planet. Such a threat could take decades, even centuries, to reach a critical level. This perception has changed following the devastating earthquake and tsunamis that hit the coastal regions of South Asia and, less violently, of East Africa, on 26 December. This cataclysmic event has underscored the vulnerability of our world before the wrath of Nature and shaken the sanguine belief that the end of the world is a long way away. Gone are the days when we could comfort ourselves with the notion that the extinction of the human race will not occur before a long-term future that will only materialise after millions of years and not affect us directly in any way. We are now forced to live with the possibility of an imminent demise of humankind.
Disaster response is also an independent link to leadership—solves opposition
PORTH 2008 (Jacquelyn S, Staff Writer for America.gov, http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2008/June/20080627150217sjhtrop0.657818.html, AD: 6/25/10) 

They also expose local populations to U.S. naval forces, cultivating a familiarity and receptivity that Cossa said “could come in handy in the event of future crises while building up a reservoir of goodwill.” For the other partnering nations, they promote better communications and more fluid operations among participating naval personnel. Cossa said humanitarian missions like the Mercy's are “win-win in every sense of the word: They promote confidence and build trust.” Offering this kind of assistance leaves a lasting impression of American values and ideals, he said. “It underscores what is best about America.” “This is the essence of American soft power,” Cossa said. “It enhances the image not only of the U.S. Navy and the military, but of America in general.”
US naval power guarantees hegemony, prevents attacks on the US mainland, and deters potential rivals from even attempting to change the status quo
FRIEDMAN 2007 (George, PhD, Chief Executive Officer and founder of STRATFOR, “The Limitations and Necessity of Naval Power,” April 10, http://www.stratfor.com/limitations_and_necessity_naval_power)

This raises a more fundamental question: What is the value of naval power in a world in which naval battles are not fought? To frame the question more clearly, let us begin by noting that the United States has maintained global maritime hegemony since the end of World War II. Except for the failed Soviet attempt to partially challenge the United States, the most important geopolitical fact since World War II was that the world’s oceans were effectively under the control of the U.S. Navy. Prior to World War II, there were multiple contenders for maritime power, such as Britain, Japan and most major powers. No one power, not even Britain, had global maritime hegemony. The United States now does. The question is whether this hegemony has any real value at this time — a question made relevant by the issue of whether to blockade Iran. The United States controls the blue water. To be a little more precise, the U.S. Navy can assert direct and overwhelming control over any portion of the blue water it wishes, and it can do so in multiple places. It cannot directly control all of the oceans at the same time. However, the total available naval force that can be deployed by non-U.S. powers (friendly and other) is so limited that they lack the ability, even taken together, to assert control anywhere should the United States challenge their presence. This is an unprecedented situation historically. The current situation is, of course, invaluable to the United States. It means that a seaborne invasion of the United States by any power is completely impractical. Given the geopolitical condition of the United States, the homeland is secure from conventional military attack but vulnerable to terrorist strikes and nuclear attacks. At the same time, the United States is in a position to project forces at will to any part of the globe. Such power projection might not be wise at times, but even failure does not lead to reciprocation. For instance, no matter how badly U.S. forces fare in Iraq, the Iraqis will not invade the United States if the Americans are defeated there. This is not a trivial fact. Control of the seas means that military or political failure in Eurasia will not result in a direct conventional threat to the United States. Nor does such failure necessarily preclude future U.S. intervention in that region. It also means that no other state can choose to invade the United States. Control of the seas allows the United States to intervene where it wants, survive the consequences of failure and be immune to occupation itself. It was the most important geopolitical consequence of World War II, and one that still defines the world. The issue for the United States is not whether it should abandon control of the seas — that would be irrational in the extreme. Rather, the question is whether it has to exert itself at all in order to retain that control. Other powers either have abandoned attempts to challenge the United States, have fallen short of challenging the United States or have confined their efforts to building navies for extremely limited uses, or for uses aligned with the United States. No one has a shipbuilding program under way that could challenge the United States for several generations. One argument, then, is that the United States should cut its naval forces radically — since they have, in effect, done their job. Mothballing a good portion of the fleet would free up resources for other military requirements without threatening U.S. ability to control the sea-lanes. Should other powers attempt to build fleets to challenge the United States, the lead time involved in naval construction is such that the United States would have plenty of opportunities for re-commissioning ships or building new generations of vessels to thwart the potential challenge. The counterargument normally given is that the U.S. Navy provides a critical service in what is called littoral warfare. In other words, while the Navy might not be needed immediately to control sea-lanes, it carries out critical functions in securing access to those lanes and projecting rapid power into countries where the United States might want to intervene. Thus, U.S. aircraft carriers can bring tactical airpower to bear relatively quickly in any intervention. Moreover, the Navy’s amphibious capabilities — particularly those of deploying and supplying the U.S. Marines — make for a rapid deployment force that, when coupled with Naval airpower, can secure hostile areas of interest for the United States. That argument is persuasive, but it poses this problem: The Navy provides a powerful option for war initiation by the United States, but it cannot by itself sustain the war. In any sustained conflict, the Army must be brought in to occupy territory — or, as in Iraq, the Marines must be diverted from the amphibious specialty to serve essentially as Army units. Naval air by itself is a powerful opening move, but greater infusions of airpower are needed for a longer conflict. Naval transport might well be critically important in the opening stages, but commercial transport sustains the operation. If one accepts this argument, the case for a Navy of the current size and shape is not proven. How many carrier battle groups are needed and, given the threat to the carriers, is an entire battle group needed to protect them? If we consider the Iraq war in isolation, for example, it is apparent that the Navy served a function in the defeat of Iraq’s conventional forces. It is not clear, however, that the Navy has served an important role in the attempt to occupy and pacify Iraq. And, as we have seen in the case of Iran, a blockade is such a complex politico-military matter that the option not to blockade tends to emerge as the obvious choice. The Risk Not Taken The argument for slashing the Navy can be tempting. But consider the counterargument. First, and most important, we must consider the crises the United States has not experienced. The presence of the U.S. Navy has shaped the ambitions of primary and secondary powers. The threshold for challenging the Navy has been so high that few have even initiated serious challenges. Those that might be trying to do so, like the Chinese, understand that it requires a substantial diversion of resources. Therefore, the mere existence of U.S. naval power has been effective in averting crises that likely would have occurred otherwise. Reducing the power of the U.S. Navy, or fine-tuning it, would not only open the door to challenges but also eliminate a useful, if not essential, element in U.S. strategy — the ability to bring relatively rapid force to bear. There are times when the Navy’s use is tactical, and times when it is strategic. At this moment in U.S. history, the role of naval power is highly strategic. The domination of the world’s oceans represents the foundation stone of U.S. grand strategy. It allows the United States to take risks while minimizing consequences. It facilitates risk-taking. Above all, it eliminates the threat of sustained conventional attack against the homeland. U.S. grand strategy has worked so well that this risk appears to be a phantom. The dispersal of U.S. forces around the world attests to what naval power can achieve. It is illusory to believe that this situation cannot be reversed, but it is ultimately a generational threat. Just as U.S. maritime hegemony is measured in generations, the threat to that hegemony will emerge over generations. The apparent lack of utility of naval forces in secondary campaigns, like Iraq, masks the fundamentally indispensable role the Navy plays in U.S. national security.
Naval power is critical to overall US capabilities—this allows us to deter and defeat any challenger and contain every impact 

ENGLAND, JONES, AND CLARK 2011 (Gordon England is a former secretary of the Navy. General James Jones is a former commandant of the Marine Corps. Admiral Vern Clark is a former chief of naval operations; “The Necessity of U.S. Naval Power,” July 11, http://gcaptain.com/necessity-u-s-naval-power?27784)
The future security environment underscores two broad security trends. First, international political realities and the internationally agreed-to sovereign rights of nations will increasingly limit the sustained involvement of American permanent land-based, heavy forces to the more extreme crises. This will make offshore options for deterrence and power projection ever more paramount in support of our national interests. Second, the naval dimensions of American power will re-emerge as the primary means for assuring our allies and partners, ensuring prosperity in times of peace, and countering anti-access, area-denial efforts in times of crisis. We do not believe these trends will require the dismantling of land-based forces, as these forces will remain essential reservoirs of power. As the United States has learned time and again, once a crisis becomes a conflict, it is impossible to predict with certainty its depth, duration and cost. That said, the U.S. has been shrinking its overseas land-based installations, so the ability to project power globally will make the forward presence of naval forces an even more essential dimension of American influence. What we do believe is that uniquely responsive Navy-Marine Corps capabilities provide the basis on which our most vital overseas interests are safeguarded. Forward presence and engagement is what allows the U.S. to maintain awareness, to deter aggression, and to quickly respond to threats as they arise. Though we clearly must be prepared for the high-end threats, such preparation should be made in balance with the means necessary to avoid escalation to the high end in the first place. The versatility of maritime forces provides a truly unmatched advantage. The sea remains a vast space that provides nearly unlimited freedom of maneuver. Command of the sea allows for the presence of our naval forces, supported from a network of shore facilities, to be adjusted and scaled with little external restraint. It permits reliance on proven capabilities such as prepositioned ships. Maritime capabilities encourage and enable cooperation with other nations to solve common sea-based problems such as piracy, illegal trafficking, proliferation of W.M.D., and a host of other ills, which if unchecked can harm our friends and interests abroad, and our own citizenry at home. The flexibility and responsiveness of naval forces provide our country with a general strategic deterrent in a potentially violent and unstable world. Most importantly, our naval forces project and sustain power at sea and ashore at the time, place, duration, and intensity of our choosing. Given these enduring qualities, tough choices must clearly be made, especially in light of expected tight defense budgets. The administration and the Congress need to balance the resources allocated to missions such as strategic deterrence, ballistic missile defense, and cyber warfare with the more traditional ones of sea control and power projection. The maritime capability and capacity vital to the flexible projection of U.S. power and influence around the globe must surely be preserved, especially in light of available technology. Capabilities such as the Joint Strike Fighter will provide strategic deterrence, in addition to tactical long-range strike, especially when operating from forward-deployed naval vessels. Postured to respond quickly, the Navy-Marine Corps team integrates sea, air, and land power into adaptive force packages spanning the entire spectrum of operations, from everyday cooperative security activities to unwelcome — but not impossible — wars between major powers. This is exactly what we will need to meet the challenges of the future.
There’s no alternative to American power—US decline exacerbates every impact and cause nuclear war

FERGUSON 2004 (Niall, Prof of History at NYU, Foreign Policy, July/August)

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—so friction between the world's disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.

The impact is global nuclear war

KHALILZAD 1995 (Zalmay, RAND analyst and now U.S. ambassador to Iraq, The Washington Quarterly)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Plan: the United States federal government should increase its investment in transportation infrastructure necessary to sustain a home port for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Naval Station Mayport.
The plan is key to carrier basing at Mayport
FCN 6-14-2011 (House Passes Bill Including Mayport Carrier Money, http://www.firstcoastnews.com/news/article/207690/0/House-Passes-Bill-Including-Mayport-Carrier-Money)
A lot of work must take place before a carrier can again call Mayport home.  the carriers newer than the USS John F. Kennedy are larger and require more channel depth, meaning Mayport must be dredged, and the nuclear fuel requires a significant upgrade to the wharf at Mayport.

Funds for both projects have been included in congressional bills since 2010, according to Crenshaw, totalling over $77 million.

HR 2055, which passed the House 411-5, includes nearly $15 million for transportation infrastructure improvements at Mayport and "funding, as, necessary," for future projects such as the maintenance wharf and controlled industrial facility.

If everything is fast-tracked, the earliest Mayport could see a carrier is estimated to be 2016, though it could be as late as 2019.
Local industry is strong enough to support carrier basing

GAO 2011 (Government Accountability Office, “Subject: Defense Infrastructure: Ability of Ship Maintenance Industrial Base to Support a Nuclear Aircraft Carrier at Naval Station Mayport,” March 29, http://www.gao.gov/assets/100/97346.pdf)
Private ship repair firms in northeast Florida will likely be able to support the maintenance requirements of a nuclear aircraft carrier if one is homeported at Naval Station Mayport in 2019 as the Navy plans. Of the 20 surface ships currently homeported at Mayport, the Navy plans to decommission 12 guided-missile frigates between 2011 and 2015. According to the Navy, the total depot maintenance workload at Mayport has averaged 225,000 work days per year over the last several years. The Navy estimates that the decommissioning of the frigates will reduce this average workload by about 135,200 work days after all of the frigates have been decommissioned in 2015—a potential decrease of 60 percent if no other work is allocated to Mayport. According to private ship repair firm representatives, this decrease in workload will likely result in the loss of some jobs for ship repair firms in northeast Florida, but the Navy expects the private ship repair firms to be able to support a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in 2019 for five key reasons. • The Navy has implemented mitigation measures to offset the decreased workload, such as transferring the maintenance of three barges from Norfolk Naval Shipyard to Mayport. These measures will likely not fully offset the decreased workload, but the Navy has stated it is continuing to explore other mitigation options, such as the homeporting of some littoral combat ships.11 Additionally, the Navy expects the proposed homeporting of a nuclear aircraft carrier at Mayport in 2019 to further increase the workload at Mayport by an average of 28,800 work days per year.

• The northeast Florida area is home to three master ship repair firms certified by the Navy to have the capabilities and capacities to support the maintenance requirements of U.S. Navy surface ships, including aircraft carriers. Each of these firms has significant production and administrative facilities either on or near Naval Station Mayport, and officials from these firms told us they will maintain their presence in northeast Florida. Additionally, these private ship repair officials told us they have options by which they can adjust to fluctuations in workload. For example, two of the firms have ship repair personnel at other Navy homeports that could be used to supplement the firms’ workforces at Mayport during workload increases or used to transfer personnel during workload decreases. Similarly, there is a large transient, temporary ship repair workforce that can be used to supplement each of the ship repair firm’s full-time workforce as needed. Because of these options, private ship repair firm officials told us that although they are concerned over the projected decrease in workload, workload fluctuations are common in the ship repair industry and their firms would be able to withstand any lulls in workload at Mayport and that it would not impact their ability to support a nuclear carrier beginning in 2019.

• The tasks required of the private ship repair firms to support a nuclear carrier are the same as those performed on conventional carriers in the past and the other types of ships currently homeported at Mayport.

• Private ship repair firms in northeast Florida have previously demonstrated the ability to support carrier maintenance. In fact, the largest aircraft carrier availability ever performed outside of a public shipyard was completed on the USS John F. Kennedy in Mayport in 2003.

• Finally, according to the Navy, the contracting strategy used with the private ship repair firms provides the firms with early visibility into the Navy’s maintenance planning, thus allowing the firms to appropriately size their workforces in anticipation of future workload.

INHERENCY
The Navy has shelved plans to upgrade Mayport

O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
The Navy’s proposed FY2013 budget defers the Navy’s plan to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier (CVN) at Mayport, FL. The Navy’s proposed FY2013 budget and the FY2013FY2017 Future Years Defense Plan (FYDP) contain no funding for Military Construction (MilCon) projects required to homeport a CVN at Mayport. The Navy states: “Although the FY 2013 budget does not contain a construction project supporting the homeporting of a CVN in Mayport, FL, the Department [of the Navy] is committed to the requirement and policy to strategically disperse CVNs on each coast. This is a deferral at this time due to fiscal constraints.”
Funding for carrier support was cut

STARS AND STRIPES 6-18-2012 (Amphibious group to move to Florida beginning in 2013; carrier plan remains shelved, http://www.stripes.com/news/navy/amphibious-group-to-move-to-florida-beginning-in-2013-carrier-plan-remains-shelved-1.180624)
An amphibious ready group will move its homeport from Virginia to North Florida beginning in late 2013, a move that comes months after funding for an aircraft carrier move to Florida was stricken from the defense bill, following opposition from Virginia lawmakers.

READINESS LOW

The Navy is NOT ready to go in the status quo- structural problems

Ewing 11 - editor of DoDBuzz; former, Pentagon correspondent for POLITICO (Philip, “Surface Navy: ‘We’re not good to go,’” July 12th, 2011, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/07/12/surface-navy-were-not-good-to-go/)#SPS 

A pair of top Navy officials admitted Tuesday that its endemic readiness problems are basically unresolved — and may keep getting worse — before the service’s plans to fix its surface fleet finally take effect. Vice Adm. Bill Burke, the Navy’s top maintenance officer; and Vice Adm. Kevin McCoy, head of Naval Sea Systems Command, told a House Armed Services Committee panel that it took so many years, and so many interconnected decisions, to put the surface Navy in its current state that it would take a lot of time and effort to get it right again. “We have a good plan,” McCoy told committee chairman Rep. Randy Forbes, a Virginia Republican, “We’re not good to go right now.” In fact, he said some negative indicators “may turn a little harsher.” Over the past five years and beyond, Navy inspections have found that a growing number of the Navy’s surface warships aren’t ready to fight: The ships are in bad physical shape, carry broken equipment, insufficient spare parts, and can’t even rely upon their advanced weapons and sensors. But despite years of embarrassing reports in the press and harangues from Congress and top DoD officials, the fleet has been slow to recover, given the wide range of causes for its woes. In the late 1990s and early 2000s, when the “running government like a business” craze swept the Pentagon, top leaders rewarded commanders who could get the job done for less money, which then sparked a flurry of inter-related decisions that had the net effect of reducing the readiness of the surface Navy: The Navy fielded smaller crews, making fewer hands available for regular maintenance; it cut human-led, hands-on instruction, preferring to teach sailors their jobs using “computer-based instruction,” which meant they weren’t qualified to do their jobs at sea. And simple budget cuts meant ships didn’t get the regular maintenance or spare parts they needed. On top of all this, Navy commanders blame an increase in operational tempo, which meant more demands on their smaller, poorly maintained fleet, which meant less time and money to do the full-scale repairs ships need to keep them in service for their design lives. Crews realized all these problems at the operational level, but it has taken years to get the top brass to acknowledge the failures of initiatives such as “top 6 roll-down,” “lean manning,” and the “fleet response plan.” According to Tuesday’s hearing, all those problems are more or less still in effect, although Burke and McCoy told Forbes they acknowledge what’s wrong and they know what they have to do to fix it. The surface Navy is doing the inconvenient, expensive maintenance it has long put off, McCoy said, because it now accepts the need to keep ships around for their full lives — something the Navy traditionally has not done. McCoy gave the example of the cruiser USS Chosin, now in dry-dock in Hawaii: Initially the repair bill for that ship was estimated at $35 million, McCoy said, but when engineers did their deep inspections and discovered the state of its tanks, pipes and other equipment, they realized they would have to spend $70 million to get the ship into the best shape they could. This is why McCoy and Burke warned the Navy could continue to have bad results on its inspections, as long-hidden problems finally come into view. McCoy and Burke said that about 70 percent of the Navy’s hoped-for fleet of 313 ships is in service today, but the service can only get to that goal if all its destroyers and cruisers, for example, actually serve for their full 40 or 35 years. But Congress has heard Navy leaders give this explanation many times before, Forbes said. He pointed to statistics that showed an ever-growing number of Navy warships were being found unready each year — from 12 percent in 2009 to 24 percent last year, and 22 percent already this year. What is the Navy’s target for that number? Forbes asked. McCoy and Burke said the service is in the process of formulating one, but it’s a complicated situation. Forbes complained that defense witnesses always come before Congress with a plan for how they’ll get better, but they seldom appear to be able to act on it; as when DoD was unable to even conduct the basic audits of itself that officials promised they would. McCoy and Burke repeated that the Navy is “stretched” by the number of forces it must provide to combatant commanders, who Burke said want more carriers, aircraft and submarines than the Navy can deploy in answer. Burke, a submariner, said that combatant commanders want between 16 and 18 nuclear attack submarines at any one time, but the Navy only has enough to deploy 10. He and McCoy said the Navy wasn’t forcing commanders to miss missions, but that the rate of operations today was affecting the surface fleet’s ability to do maintenance and could hurt the service lives of its ships. Overall, the admirals warned, today’s operational tempo is “unsustainable.” But Forbes alluded to a classified report from the combatant commanders that he suggested found the Navy was forcing them to miss missions, although he said he and the witnesses couldn’t talk about it in open session. Forbes also blasted the Navy’s decision to under-fund its depot maintenance for ships and aircraft, a calculated risk by service officials to defer work in order to afford other priorities. Forbes hinted at a high “cannibalization” rate in the surface force, alluding to the practice in which crews’ swap their ships’ equipment when inspectors are due so they aren’t dinged for non-functional gear. Although surface sailors quietly talk about this practice among themselves, it’s very seldom broached publicly, and the Navy brass denies it happens.
Budget cuts are reducing readiness now

ROUGHEAD 10- Admiral, Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) (Gary, "STATEMENT OF ADMIRAL GARY ROUGHEAD, CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, BEFORE THE HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTE ON FY 2012 DEPARTMENT OF NAVY POSTURE," 1 MARCH 2011, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/people/cno/Roughead/Testimony/CNO%20Roughead_Testimony_030111.pdf) #SPS

Regrettably, the continuing resolution (CR) for FY 2011 prevents us from applying the increased FY 2011 O&M funding to improve our readiness, and it negatively impacts our ability to procure our future Navy and support our Sailors, Navy civilians, and their families. It has forced us to take mitigation measures that include: reducing operations, limiting numerous contracts for base operating support, slowing civilian hiring, reducing Permanent Change of Station notifications for our Sailors from about six months lead time to less than two months, not initiating the Small Business Innovative Research program, and delaying procurement contracts for new capabilities and existing production lines. Starting this month, we will cancel or scale back ship maintenance availabilities in Norfolk, Mayport, and San Diego, and cancel more than a dozen MILCON projects in several states. If the CR lasts all year, we will have no choice but to make permanent these mitigations and others, significantly reducing our operations, maintenance, and training. We will be forced to further reduce facilities sustainment, cancel training events and additional surface ship availabilities, and defer maintenance on our aircraft, which would result in almost a one-year backlog in aviation maintenance. The impact of these actions will jeopardize the efforts we made in recent years to restore Fleet readiness. Without relief, we will procure only one Virginia class submarine and break the multiyear contract. Agreements made with our surface combatant builders, as a result of the DDG 1000 / DDG 51 swap, precludes us from awarding any DDG 51s in FY 2011 unless both ships are appropriated. In addition, without relief, we will delay the new start Mobile Landing Platform; we will constrain aircraft carrier construction and refueling, negatively impacting operational availability, increasing costs, and delaying CVN 79 delivery by up to one year; and we will limit aviation and weapons procurement to FY 2010 quantities, impacting E-2D and Standard Missile production. A full-year continuing resolution will also defer essential research and development in unmanned aerial systems and significantly delay the design of our replacement strategic deterrent submarine and the recapitalization of our nuclear operator training infrastructure. It will eliminate our ability to source out-of-cycle overseas contingency operations demands for increased Fleet presence and activated Navy Reserve Sailors. Operating under a continuing resolution for a full year at the FY 2010 level would have negative effects on our Fleet, on the ship and aviation industrial base, and on the many workers who support naval facilities. Your support in addressing this critical current and long term readiness issue is appreciated greatly.
CARRIERS VULNERABLE

Aircraft carriers are not invulnerable- and they are important

Patch 10 –Retired Navy Commander (John, “Fortress At Sea? Carrier Vulnerability Myth,” January 2010, Volume 136/1/1,283, http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2010-01/fortress-sea-carrier-invulnerability-myth)#SPS
America's nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, especially in today's irregular, asymmetric warfare climate, could be little more than slow-moving targets. The recently renewed debate over aircraft carrier requirements has focused mainly on the factors of cost and utility. These issues notwithstanding, analysts often overlook or understate the carriers' inherent vulnerabilities. Regardless of the number of carriers national leadership decides to maintain, because they remain the U.S. Navy's preeminent capital ship and a symbol of American global power and prestige, they are a potential key target for both unconventional and conventional adversaries. Carrier proponents, however, universally seem to accept on faith alone the premise that a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier (CVN) is essentially invulnerable. Yet an intelligent adversary could potentially exploit carrier weaknesses. The sudden, unexpected loss of a CVN, especially by unanticipated asymmetric means, would shock both the military establishment and the American psyche-perhaps being a military equivalent to the Twin Towers' collapse on 9/11. The truth is, a deployed aircraft carrier is more vulnerable to mission kill than is commonly believed, and the Department of Defense should consider efforts to prevent or mitigate such an exigency. The carrier debate is alive and well. The current effort surrounding the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)and the near-term decommissioning of the nearly 50-year-old USS Enterprise (CVN-65) are raising the volume of the argument, specifically on the number of carrier strike groups (CSGs) needed to meet national and combatant commander demands. Recurring congressional statutes also dictate minimum carrier fleet size, often despite differing advice from Navy secretaries and military leaders. 1 The carrier's value in the post-9/11 era amidst a global security paradigm defined by the often ambiguous characteristics of irregular, asymmetric, or hybrid warfare-remains an unanswered question. While combat-proven in conventional conflicts and for certain aspects of irregular warfare, future roles and structure of the carrier force remain murky. Assessments of aircraft carrier vulnerability are not new. The Soviets debated building a significant carrier fleet in the 1960s but determined that large carriers had no place in the nuclear age, partly because of their vulnerability to missiles with nuclear warheads. 2 While later choosing to build larger carriers, Moscow always retained the view that carriers remained vulnerable. While the American carrier debate has continued since 1945, it has focused largely on missions, cost, and force structure-not vulnerability. The U.S. view of carrier invulnerability is a perilous assumption. If 9/11 taught Washington anything, it clearly demonstrated that fortress America was vulnerable in ways its citizens and defenders never imagined. Terrorists selected targets with maximum psychological impact, employing a relatively sophisticated asymmetric method, seemingly incorporating many of the basic principles of war and operational art: simplicity, synergy, simultaneity and depth, surprise, tempo and timing, security, etc. The basic operational plan also reflected an awareness of the efficacy of the classic indirect approach-a key aspect of asymmetric warfare. They also exploited a basic vulnerability of open, democratic political systems-a benign operating environment. If a handful of Saudis could plan and carry out effective attacks halfway around the world in a foreign land, why then could other adversaries not accomplish the same in local waters familiar to them? 

Various threats to aircraft carriers

Patch 10 –Retired Navy Commander (John, “Fortress At Sea? Carrier Vulnerability Myth,” January 2010, Volume 136/1/1,283, http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2010-01/fortress-sea-carrier-invulnerability-myth)#SPS
The typical carrier capabilities that lead to presumptions of impregnability include: speed, armor, compartmentalization, size, defenses (air wing, own-ship, escorts, etc.), blue-water sanctuary (range from shore and from adversary/targets), and technological superiority of U.S. weapon systems. Not often discussed, though, is how a smart enemy might exploit technology or subterfuge to obviate some traditional carrier strengths. Some potential examples include: Mass media, satellite communication, and the Internet can provide location and disposition of U.S. carriers when they are near shipping lanes or coastal waters; carrier presence is obvious well before the silhouette appears on the horizon. Carriers not supporting a conflict requiring continuous air wing operations will not be operating at higher speeds, especially at night. Fast, low profile, open-ocean craft are widely available. Armored hangar bay doors are useless when open, typical to lower conditions of readiness. Carrier crew size and diversity would likely allow unfettered access to clandestine infiltrators of almost any ethnicity. While nuclear power provides virtually unlimited steaming, carriers remain dependent on forward staging areas and supply ships for food, aviation fuel, and stores. The insatiable appetite for information afloat is satisfied by way of precious, uninterrupted bandwidth flowing through multiple nodes with varying vulnerabilities. Emerging technologies and new classes of advanced conventional weapons are also making the carriers' ostensible invulnerability more suspect. Most experts see recent advances in foreign antiship cruise missiles (ASCM), offensive information operations capabilities, stealthy diesel and nuclear-powered submarines, deep water rising mines, and antiship ballistic missiles (ASBM) as direct threats to carrier strike groups proximate to the littorals (i.e., when supporting air operations inland). While contemporary conflicts demonstrate no such apparent threats to carriers, they also involve state adversaries without advanced conventional naval weapons. Hezbollah's effective use of a C802 ASCM against an Israeli warship in 2006, however, illustrates that state order of battle calculations alone cannot provide a total picture of enemy capabilities. Although most Navy leaders avow carrier invulnerability, then-Pacific Fleet Commander Admiral Timothy Keating admitted that the ability to defend against such advanced threats is uncertain. 3 While it is beyond the scope of this article to cite specifics, a quick scan of any recent DOD global threat assessment reveals a plethora of emerging weapon systems of concern. 4 A corollary to the expanding advanced conventional weapons threat could change the fundamental calculus of the carrier's value. Simply put, increasing adversary offensive threats to carriers require concomitant carrier and strike group defenses to mitigate them. For instance, if the security environment changes such that carriers are threatened with new, better weapons, but in much the same way they were during the Cold War, the brunt of the carrier air wing will again be needed for strike group defense. The resultant reduction in offensive carrier strike capability-not to mention the significant shift in aircraft/weapons mix and predeployment air wing and ship defensive training-may diminish the carriers' primary role of power projection. Similarly, increased defensive tasking to strike group escorts would limit their support for the myriad regional non-combat missions espoused in the current maritime strategy. Indeed, the reliable provision of air power from an unchallenged carrier witnessed during Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom may well not be the future norm. Conventional threats notwithstanding, carriers are also vulnerable to unconventional or asymmetric threats. 5 These potentially include terrorism, sabotage, infiltration, denial and subterfuge (information operations [IO], including cyber and psychological operations), interdiction, and homeport or logistics hub attacks, among others. While many admirals discount such threats outright, again, one need only recall the shock and confusion following the 9/11 attacks. One reason these threats make military leaders uncomfortable is that they are vague and indiscriminate. Another is that few weapons in the Carrier Strike Group arsenal can directly address them. Indeed, the strike group's inherent capabilities are usually irrelevant against asymmetric threats. Finally, since an unconventional adversary may seek any of these means-and perhaps yet unknown methods-to achieve a mission kill (i.e., not necessarily a catastrophic kill), leaders often swear off as impractical the vouchsafing of every potential carrier vulnerability. Just as operational art demands a rigorous assessment of adversary center of gravity and critical vulnerabilities, one cannot assume away the enemy's ability to do the same. The 2006 Israeli experience in Lebanon is a recent example of a hybrid conflict, wherein an unconventional enemy knew its opponent well, exploited technology to defeat its armor, directed a sophisticated IO campaign to manage perceptions, and threatened the homeland with incessant rocket and missile barrages. Gone are the days when the most serious unconventional threats were ignorant, lightly armed fanatics conducting improvised attacks on hardened targets. As such, it is a relatively simple task with readily available information to evaluate the carrier as a system, with critical elements of varying dependency, many of which could degrade mission capability if assailed. Admittedly, adversaries require global reach and significant capability to threaten some elements over the longer-term, but a creative opponent could still seriously limit a carrier's effectiveness, at least temporarily. Any neophyte can generate a basic list of forward-deployed military unit vulnerability: communications, logistics/lines of communication, crew readiness/morale, mobility, etc. Because the CSG cannot protect everything, the aggressor has the advantage in target selection and surprise. Carrier proponents typically fail to mention such vulnerabilities. Instead they promote the carriers' inherent ability to operate unfettered off an enemy coast-a virtual fortress at sea. In fairness to the carrier admirals, when threat assessments on the future operating environment present only shadowy non-state actors with undefined or unpredictable capabilities, it is easy to see how some would prefer to focus on the black and white conventional threats. Listing a few hypothetical examples might help demonstrate potential asymmetric carrier threats: A carrier operating with only a single escort on an OEF no-fly day, far separated from other strike group warships, is approached by a small team of highly trained, well-armed saboteurs in a low-profile, fast boat at night in international waters. They gain access via a lowered elevator when the ship is in low readiness conditions for a quick surprise attack with satchel charges in the hangar and flight decks to destroy most carrier air wing aircraft before the ship musters a response. An adversary state about to seize several small islands in the Persian Gulf directs a small team of special forces to commandeer a large container ship, which veers into the path of a CVN exiting the southern Suez Canal in a restricted waterway. The resultant collision and carrier grounding causes enough damage to limit the carrier to ten knots, preventing most fixed-wing flight operations indefinitely. An extremist group targeted by carrier air wing operations identifies the less protected fleet auxiliaries providing carrier strike group logistics in a forward theater and targets them simultaneously with waterborne improvised explosive devices. Critical fuel, food, and stores shortages severely limit air wing operations for a period of weeks. Instilling paranoia is not the intent of these examples; it is only to present the art of the possible. So what can naval leaders do to lessen the likelihood of asymmetric attacks focused on carrier mission kills? First, they must admit that such attacks are possible. Then, undertake a comprehensive assessment of carrier vulnerabilities, with most likely and most dangerous scenarios addressed first for prevention and mitigation plans. Next, naval war game and doctrine developers should make a commitment to present warfighters and defense leaders at war games and red team exercises with situations where conventional, unconventional/asymmetric, and/or hybrid threats marginalize or threaten CSGs.
CARRIERS KEY

Carriers are key to US naval power

Horowitz 2011 (Michael C. is an associate professor of political science at the University of Pennsylvania, The Diffusion of Military Power: Causes and Consequences for International Politics, Google Books) BW

As THE PREDOMINANT FORM of naval power, aircraft carriers are one of the clearest symbols of military strength on earth. Short of the atomic bomb, nothing signifies the power of a great nation like the possession of a fleet of aircraft carriers, able to control the oceans and project power across great distances. It was the transition from battleship to carrier warfare that helped shepherd in the era of U.S. naval supremacy, and the complexities involved in adopting the innovation have ensured U.S. naval superiority ever since. The United States currently an overwhelming advantage in naval power fueled in large part by its dominance in carrier warfare. While the United States presently operates eleven fleet carriers, no other country operates more than one fleet carrier—and only one other country, Great Britain, operates more than one carrier of any kind. Only the U.S. Navy the Royal Navy, and the World War II era Imperial Japanese Navy have ever adopted the core organizational practices associated with carrier strike operations, the core of carrier warfare. This is curious given the natural desire of states to protect their own security by building up their military forces with the best available technologies and practices. If the effective operation of aircraft carriers is a critical element of naval power, why haven’t more countries adopted the innovation? 
FORWARD PRESENCE KEY
Forward naval presence is critical—the alternative is collapse of US credibility and decline of US naval power

WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
4. What risks are involved in creating this force? The surge navy gives up forward presence and puts at risk the ability to promptly deny a potential aggressor any gains. The risk is to the visible presence for deterrence of foes and reassurance of allies. It risking losing influence with those allies as a coalition leader, and it risks losing influence with potential partners at the low end for maritime security operations. If the maxim is “No presence = no influence,” the navy risks losing its capability for leading the world in maritime security operations against local and regional threats that might grow into more serious disruptions of the global commons at a later time. The navy would maintain its readiness budget for the potential “future fight,” at the expense of the “current fight.” This means that the navy would risk its relevance to ongoing operations, much the same way that the Air Force lost its relevance to current operations in the pursuit of the “future force.” Internally, there is a serious risk to a culture that has been based for generations on regular deployments around the world, on personnel accustomed to operations at many levels on a routine basis anywhere in the world, with the influence, power, and prestige that go along with it. A navy that stays at home and prepares for the future is a navy that America last saw in the isolationist days between the world wars. Domestically, the surge navy risks funding for a significant capacity of combat-credible forces. If forces are not “used” for long stretches of time, they could become prey to budget cutting as their relevance is further questioned in each budget cycle.
NAVAL POWER IMPACTS

US naval power is at a tipping point now—it’s key to all aspects of US leadership, preventing great power war, regional instability, human trafficking, drugs, weapons, and responding to natural disasters
GALDORSI et al 2010 (Captain George Galdorsi, USN Ret., Antonio Siorda, Scott Truver, “‘Tipping’ the Future Fleet,” Proceedings Magazine, October, http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2010-10/tipping-future-fleet)
A global Navy is a key component of U.S. national––kinetic and, increasingly, non-kinetic––power. 2 This begs the question: 15 and more years from now, what should (or will) the Navy look like? We know today’s Fleet and can readily project, assuming straight-line trends during the next several years (a questionable assumption at best), what tomorrow’s Fleet is likely to comprise. After all, most of the ships expected to be in the water in 2025 are already in the active force or under construction in 2010. The sharper focus should be on the strategic construct of the future Navy: what should the Fleet look like and why? As the late political scientist Samuel Huntington once explained, if a “military service does not possess such a [strategic] concept, it becomes purpose-less, it wallows about amid a variety of conflicting and confusing goals, and ultimately it suffers both physical and moral degeneration.” 3
Navies in the 21st century have two fundamental roles. 4 The first entails handling regional disorder and “messiness.” And dealing with it is of paramount importance—from piracy off the Horn of Africa, to drug, arms, and human trafficking around the globe. This would show the clear implications of the “two-way linkages between good order at sea and good order on land and the simple fact that, without it, the human ability to fully exploit the potential value of the sea will be severely constrained.” 5 The second focuses on more traditional maritime power projection.
Even as navies respond to or anticipate expanding maritime security and constabulary tasks, the requirements to project regionally concentrated combat-credible maritime power to (1) limit regional conflict with deployed, decisive maritime power; (2) deter major-power war; and (3) win our nation’s wars also continue to increase. 6 Every once in a while, in addition to humanitarian assistance and disaster response, the Navy will be directed to kill people and destroy things. The cost to accommodate both of these trends comes at a time when the Navy and the nation are cash-strapped, with skyrocketing deficits and defense budgets driving political and economic pressures to contain and cut spending. 7 The irony is palpable: as the importance of the Navy (and Marine Corps and Coast Guard) continues to rise, the capability and capacity for it to continue to be everything to everyone, everywhere, are being called into question. 8
US naval power is critical to deter adversaries and make alliance commitments credible

WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
A global navy is influential. It exerts coalition leadership in peacetime and in war. It provides a framework for allied operations. It is a visible force for reassuring allies and partners that the government at home is committed to them and that it has resolved to place its military forces in harm’s way in support of those allies. It is a force flexible enough to provide that influence at any point in the range of operations, from a show of force to deter a regional threat to the imposition of a blockade, or the use of naval power to project force and dominate an adversary. It is influential because it can deter and reassure [3]. Maritime forces are uniquely qualified as hybrid forces. They are trained, equipped, and deployed as multi-mission platforms, capable of high-end war fighting performance. They know that when they deploy they are not likely to engage in major combat operations, but they are trained and equipped to that level. This means they can flex to that level, control escalation to that level, and be a ready force to deter potential aggression to that level. In reality, they will likely perform a range of lower-end operations and shows of force or maritime security operations and engagement activities that can be performed by the same assets. In addition, they are manned and led by personnel who have a wealth of experience and “training by doing” for these lower-end missions. The Navy performs these missions routinely, to reassure allies, engage new partners, and serve as tangible expressions of American interests and ongoing relationships in creating maritime security on a global level. Maritime forces have advantages over land and air forces in these areas because of their inherent flexibility, their visibility without heavy footprints on land, their self-sustainability, and their routine interactions with other maritime forces. (Being at sea and interacting with other nations in port visits, merchant interactions, and diplomacy is what navies have been doing for centuries.) This capacity is important because of the global commitments of the government. A global navy is a tool of a global power interested in political stability and economic activity across the globe. Its political and economic commitments are expressed in treaties and partnerships with other governments on several continents, and the navy is a visible sign of the government’s willingness to maintain a global presence.
Naval power key to solve terrorism, war, trade, and human trafficking

Vego 2008 (Dr. Milan N. is Professor of Operations in the Joint Military Operations Department at the Naval War College, “On Naval Power” http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/jfq-50/JFQ-50.pdf) BW
Operations in Peacetime

Operations in time of peace encompass routine activities, homeland security, protection of the country’s economic interests at sea, enforcement of maritime treaties, and humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. In general, routine duties include maritime border laws/customs enforcement, hydrographic surveys, oceanographic research, salvage, search and rescue, ordnance disposal, and marine pollution control. For the most part, these tasks are the responsibility of the coast guard, with naval forces employed in a supporting role. The threats to homeland security from across the sea are increasing in both intensity and sophistication. Specifically, these threats include ballistic missiles, maritime terrorism, illicit fishing, cross-border illegal immigration, criminal activity in ports/ harbors and at critical installations/facilities ashore, piracy, and trafficking in narcotics, humans, and weapons.

The threat of ballistic missiles against ports/airfields and coastal installations/facilities can be countered by creating seabased ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems, as the U.S. Navy is doing. BMD systems detect and destroy enemy aircraft and missiles by physically and electronically attacking bases, launch sites, and associated command and control systems. As part of homeland security, they are intended to provide defense against ballistic missiles in the terminal phase of their flight. 3

Maritime terrorism has emerged as a formidable threat to both civilian and naval vessels. Large commercial ships are easy targets for determined terrorists, and the value of these vessels and cargoes makes them attractive to both regional terrorist groups and international organizations that desire to disrupt the economic lifelines of the industrial world. Compounding the threat is the use of commercial vessels by criminals who are often allied with terrorists. There is also a possibility that weapons of mass destruction (WMD) could be used as terrorist weapons.

Protection of ports encompasses a series of related actions and measures regarding safety of incoming ships and their cargo during transit on the high seas, through the 200-nautical-mile (nm) EEZ, in the territorial sea (usually the 12-nm zone offshore), and in ports and their approaches. Hence, in a physical sense, three zones of maritime security exist: the international zone (foreign countries, high seas), the border/coastal zone (territorial sea plus EEZ), and the domestic zone (territorial sea plus ports and their approaches). International law fully applies in the international zone, while the country’s jurisdiction is exercised over all vessels, facilities, and port security in the domestic and border/coastal zones.

Coast guards are largely responsible for protection of their countries’ EEZs. This broad task includes monitoring and surveillance of the fisheries, maritime safety, marine pollution reporting, and protection of marine mineral deposits and gas/oil deposits and installations. The navies are primarily responsible for protecting friendly commercial shipping outside of the EEZ. A state or territory ruled or controlled by a radical regime and situated close to maritime trade chokepoints might attempt to harass shipping, requiring the response of naval forces. Protection of shipping requires coordinated employment of surface, air, and subsurface forces, as well as a suitable command organization both ashore and afloat. In general, protection of shipping should envisage preemptive or retaliatory strikes or raids against selected targets at sea or ashore. A major operation in protection of shipping would require the execution of a variety of tasks to protect merchant vessels from unlawful attack in international waters. This broad task can be accomplished through, among other things, the escort of merchant ships (sometimes of individual ships, for a specific purpose), coastal sea control, harbor defense, and mine countermeasure ships.

Blue water navies such as the U.S. Navy are sometimes involved in disputes with riparian states regarding the rights of innocent passage through international straits, or in contesting these states’ excessive claims regarding the extent of territorial waters. This requires the use of naval forces to ensure freedom of navigation and overflight. Normally, a riparian state may exercise jurisdiction and control within its territorial seas; international law, however, establishes the right of innocent passage of ships of other nations through a state’s territorial waters. Passage is considered innocent as long as it is not prejudicial to the peace, good order, or security of the coastal nation. In addition, freedom of navigation through international airspace for aircraft is a well-established principle of international law. Threats to aircraft through extension of airspace control zones beyond international norms, whether by nations or groups, can be expected to result in use of force acceptable under international law to rectify the situation.

Navies are currently extensively employed in enforcing international treaties that prohibit illicit trafficking in weapons and humans. Smuggling and trafficking in humans have increased worldwide in recent years. The problem is exacerbated by the ever increasing involvement of criminal gangs in such trade. Among other things, the smuggling of migrants by organized crime groups disrupts the established immigration policies of destination countries. It also involves human rights abuses; such trafficking is slavery in all but name. If a ship is engaged in this activity, it loses its right of innocent passage. In December 2000, the United Nations (UN) convention against organized crime was also related to the protocol to prevent, suppress, and punish trafficking in persons, especially women and children. This protocol generally justifies interdiction of commercial vessels on countertrafficking grounds. It also encourages informationsharing, interdiction training, and the development of tighter legislative authority to interdict and enforce documentary requirements on shipping.

4 Piracy has posed a threat to all nations for as long as people have sailed the oceans. The international community has branded piracy as hostile to the human race and treats it as one of the few crimes over which universal jurisdiction applies. Piracy is punishable by all nations wherever the perpetrators are found and without regard to where the offense occurred. It remains a serious threat to international commerce and safety and is on the increase in many parts of the world, but particularly in the waters of Southeast Asia and Africa. In Southeast Asia, commercial ships are especially vulnerable to piracy due to narrow waterways and countless small islands.

Navies are often involved in nonmilitary actions, such as providing humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, and engaging in goodwill activities. The first broad task includes such actions as emergency medical assistance, large-scale evacuation of civilian populations, noncombatant evacuation, and refugee assistance. Emergency medical assistance often includes transporting civilians in need of medical help from or to relatively remote locations.
Operations Short of War

In one definition, operations short of war are described as the use or threatened use of military capabilities in combination with other sources of national power across the spectrum of conflict. These operations include the threats of use or actual use of military forces in support of foreign policy and military (and/or theater) strategy, peace operations, and security cooperation.

The principal methods of combat employment of naval forces in operations short of war are major and minor tactical actions. Major naval operations are planned and conducted only in exceptional circumstances. One’s naval forces are largely employed as part of the sea and/or air exclusion zone and maritime intercept operations (MIOs). Exclusion zones can be established in the air, at sea, or on land to prevent the transit of oil or other cargo and weapons. An exclusion zone is usually imposed by the United Nations or some other international body, but it may also be established by individual countries. Exclusion zones can be authorized by UN Security Council resolution and offer a means of simplifying sea control through the promulgation of an intention to maintain sea denial to cover a specific area. In diplomatic terms, they are a way of enhancing coercive action by declaring a resolve to use combat if necessary. To be credible, they must be enforceable, and the rights and security of third parties need to be ensured. Maritime intercept operations are usually conducted as part of the enforcement of sanctions by an international body such as the UN or some regional body. The political objective is usually to compel a country or group of countries to conform to the demands of the initiating body. They include coercive measures aimed to interdict the movement of designated items into or out of a nation or a specific sea area. MIOs can also be applied by a major naval power or group of powers to prevent maritime terrorism or illicit trafficking in narcotics, humans, and weapons. Normally, these operations require the employment of both surface and air forces. 5 For example, UN-mandated MIOs were conducted against Iraq by the U.S. Navy and its coalition partners between August 1990 and March 1993.

Naval forces can be employed in support of foreign policy, military (theater) strategy, and peace operations. Navies are an ideal tool for providing support of foreign policy. Their main advantages are flexibility, mobility, and political symbolism. Naval forces have diverse capabilities that can be quickly tailored to the situation at hand. They are also largely self-sufficient and do not require extensive land support. Naval forces can be employed in support of the country’s diplomatic initiatives in peacetime and time of crisis, or for naval diplomacy— actions aimed to create a favorable general and military image abroad, establish one’s rights in areas of interest, reassure allies and other friendly countries, influence the behavior of other governments, threaten seaborne interdiction, and, finally, threaten the use of lethal force. Deployment of naval forces during times of tension or crisis to back up diplomacy and thereby pose an unstated but clear threat is an example of naval diplomacy, which can also help in coalition-building.

Navies are generally much more effective than armies or air forces in terms of their international acceptability and capacity to make the desired impact. They can be used symbolically to send a message to a specific government. When a stronger message is required, naval diplomacy can take the form of employment of carefully tailored forces with a credible offensive capability, signaling that a much more capable force will follow, or it can give encouragement to a friendly country by providing reinforcement. The threat of the use of limited offensive action or coercion might be designed to deter a possible aggressor or to compel him to comply with a diplomatic demarche or resolution.

Naval forces can be used in conflict prevention, coercive diplomacy, and peace operations. Conflict prevention includes diverse military activities conducted either unilaterally or collectively under Chapter VI of the UN Charter and aimed at either preventing escalation of disputes into armed conflict or facilitating resolution of armed violence. These actions range from diplomatic initiatives to preventive deployment of naval forces. The main purpose of the forward presence of U.S. naval forces in the western Pacific, Arabian Sea, Persian (Arabian) Gulf, and Mediterranean is to prevent the outbreak of large-scale hostilities that might affect the national interests of the United States and its allies or friends. Naval forces deployed in forward areas should be of sufficient size and combat power to defeat opposing forces quickly and decisively. 

Under the UN Charter, conflict prevention should be conducted with strict impartiality because all sides in a dispute have to agree to involve other countries as mediators. Naval forces can be deployed in the proximity of a country where hostilities threaten to break out. Aircraft carrier groups and amphibious task forces in particular have a greater chance of success in disputes among nation-states than in ethnic conflict or civil war. To be effective, such a deployment should be accompanied by a clear willingness on the part of the international community to use overwhelming force if necessary. Otherwise, the preventive deployment of naval forces, regardless of size and capability, will rarely produce the desired effect.
Navy keeps every scenario for conflict in check

NLUS 12 (Navy League of the United States, “Maritime Primacy & Economic Prosperity,” 2012 http://www.navyleague.org/files/legislative_affairs/maritime_policy20122013.pdf)#SPS
Global engagement is critical to the U.S. economy, world trade and the protection of democratic freedoms that so many take for granted. The guarantors of these vital elements are hulls in the water, embarked forward amphibious forces and aircraft overhead. The Navy League of the United States’ Maritime Policy for 2012-13 provides recommendations for strategy, policy and the allocation of national resources in support of our sea services and essential to the successful execution of their core missions. We live in a time of complex challenges — terrorism, political and economic turmoil, extremism, conflicts over environmental resources, manmade and natural disasters — and potential flash points exist around the globe. It is the persistent forward presence and engagement of maritime forces that keep these flash points in check, prevent conflict and crisis escalation, and allow the smooth flow of goods in a global economy. The United States has fought multiple wars and sacrificed much to ensure un-challenged access to sea lanes and secure the global commerce upon which the U.S. economy depends. The “persistent naval presence” provided by our forward-deployed Navy and Marine Corps ships, aircraft, Sailors and Marines is the guarantor of that hard-won maritime security and the critical deterrent against those who might seek to undermine that security. Maintaining naval forces that can sustain our national commitment to global maritime security and dissuade transnational aggression in the future must be a national imperative.

Navy is best for power projection and solves a laundry list

NLUS 12 (Navy League of the United States, “Maritime Primacy & Economic Prosperity,” 2012 http://www.navyleague.org/files/legislative_affairs/maritime_policy20122013.pdf)#SPS

We live in a rapidly changing world with a host of threats and opportunities. Terrorism, economic turmoil and resource conflicts raise concerns about our future, while new security and economic partners offer the chance for greater American prosperity. Operating forward and ready to respond maritime forces give the United States an essential offshore option to deter conflict, influence events abroad and advance our interests in an era of uncertainty. During the past year, U.S. maritime forces have been called to respond to disasters, intervene in civil wars, combat pirates and deploy with and support ground troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. The sustained presence of the U.S. Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard in the South China Sea, Arabian Gulf, Indian Ocean and Northeast Asia strengthens our alliances, ensures access to sea lanes and promotes engagement with friends and competitors alike. The combined influence of our nation’s diplomacy and the presence of these forward-deployed maritime forces help prevent heightened tensions from escalating into conflict. The call to protect Libyan civilians was answered by Marine Corps Harriers onboard an amphibious ship that was the first on station to enforce the “no-fly zone.” Off the east coast of Africa, U.S. maritime forces continue to deter piracy and provide humanitarian support to those suffering in the region. Maritime forces usually are the first to respond because they are forward, they are ready and they are versatile.
NAVY SOLVES ECON

Navy key to economy 
NLUS 12 (Navy League of the United States, “Maritime Primacy & Economic Prosperity,” 2012 http://www.navyleague.org/files/legislative_affairs/maritime_policy20122013.pdf)#SPS

 In the future, there will be continued demand for maritime forces and the services they provide to our country, especially as our ground forces draw down in the Middle East. Our forward presence will build on and strengthen our partnerships and alliances where sea lanes, resources and vital U.S. interests intersect. In these regions, the maritime services are essential to protecting the freedom of the seas. The sea lanes and supporting shore infrastructure carry more than 94 percent of world trade and are the heart of our modern global economy. The maritime services also are critical to U.S. prosperity by contributing to our economy at home. The ships and equipment needed to operate forward around the globe are built in shipyards, aircraft factories, electronics plants and other industrial activities spread across all 50 states. Naval shipbuilding alone averages $15 billion per year, while procurement of military maritime equipment in general is well over $50 billion annually. More than 23,000 contractors and 7 million employees provide the capabilities our forces employ every day. Their earnings, in turn, are reinvested in our economy through taxes and domestic spending. Overall, each $100 spent on defense yields $125 of economic activity. Our security and prosperity depend on maritime forces and their ability to deter aggression and fight when necessary, sustain freedom of the seas and rapidly respond to crises. We also depend on them as part of the engine that keeps our hightech manufacturing economy going.
U.S. Navy command of the commons prevents maritime anarchy- A weakened fleet will collapse the global trading system 

Kurth 07, Professor of Political Science at Swarthmore College; Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, (James, “The New Maritime Strategy: Confronting Peer Competitors, Rogue States, and Transnational Insurgents”, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5104/kurth.newmaritimestrategy.pdf)

A maritime strategy based upon the concepts of command of the commons and denial would fit the contemporary era of globalization and particularly the now-existing global (no longer merely international) structure, which is defined by (1) the unipolarity of the United States, which however faces the rising power of China; (2) a number of rogue states, including Iran and North Korea; and (3) transnational terrorist and insurgent networks, including the serious and growing maritime insurgent threat. These concepts would also be robust candidates to become the central concepts for a national, grand strategy, if the political leadership of the United States should once again develop one. The Maritime Strategy and the National Strategy During the era of the Cold War and the earlier 1980s Maritime Strategy, maritime forces were central, even essential to the national, grand strategy which was composed of containment, nuclear deterrence, and conventional deterrence. Today, during the era of globalization and a new maritime strategy, maritime forces are similarly central, even essential to the contain ment, nuclear deterrence, and conventional deterrence of China and probably Iran and North Korea as well. However, maritime forces would be more than central and essential to a national, grand strategy composed of command of the commons (and especially of the sea), denial to our adversaries, and denial of their capability for denial (denial 2 ). In this national strategy, they would be unique, i.e., they would perform central and essential tasks which could not be performed by the Army or the Air Force. Without adequate U.S. maritime forces, there will not be any U.S. command of the commons. Indeed, there will not be any command of the commons by anyone; instead, there will be a common anarchy. There has not been anarchy on the oceans since the eighteenth century. During the period of the past two centuries, first the British Empire and then the United States exercised command of the oceans, and much of what we think is natural and expectable about human life on the oceans is actually a manufactured product of that particular era of command. Whatever their disputes with the United States about a variety of other issues, all of the world’s nations who benefit from the free flow of international commerce, and from globalization more generally, have a substantial and common interest in the prevention of anarchy on the oceans and therefore an interest in having someone exercise command of the ocean commons. For now and for far into the future, the United States is the only plausible candidate to do the job.
GULF POWER LINK (5TH FLEET)

Atlantic carrier forces and surge capacity are key to maintaining Fifth Fleet presence in the Gulf

CUSNC 2012 (Commander United States Naval Forces Central Command Fifth Fleet, “Our History,” Date is Date Accessed, July 17, http://www.cusnc.navy.mil/command/history.html)
In 1995, U.S. FIFTH Fleet and U.S. Naval Forces Central Command (NAVCENT) were recommissioned to command the afloat units that rotationally deploy or surge from the United States plus a few smaller ships that are based in the Gulf for longer periods. Ships rotationally deploy to the U.S. FIFTH Fleet from the Pacific and Atlantic Fleets.
GULF POWER IMPACTS

Despite opposition to US power there’s no alternative—long-term withdrawal is inevitable, but no one else can guarantee Middle Eastern security in the short-term

FREEMAN 2011 (Chas, Ambassador Freeman is a retired U.S. Foreign Service officer and president emeritus of the Middle East Policy Council, “The Arab Reawakening: Strategic Implications,” Middle East Policy, Summer, Lexis)
These changes are occurring as the United States withdraws from Iraq, leaving behind a ruined country under heavy Iranian influence. Iraq is incapable, at least for now, of resuming its historic role as part of an Arab coalition to check Persian aspirations for hegemony in West Asia. If one accepts the need to counter Iran as a given, this makes a continuing American military presence in the Persian Gulf essential to guarantee regional balance. But recent events have cost the United Slates the little credibility in the Arab world it had retained, following its introduction of a bloody anarchy to Iraq, its transformation of a punitive raid against al-Qaeda and its Taliban hosts into an attempt at foreign pacification of Afghanistan, its close association with hateful Israeli policies toward Israel's neighbors, and its recent abandonment of its decades-long attempt to halt the Jewish holy war for Palestinian Arab land. Washington's tardy, ambivalent and ineffectual official approval of regime change in Tunisia and Egypt has done little to persuade those on the Arab street of American sincerity in supporting their demands for democracy. They will not easily forget decades of U.S. embrace of dictatorial regimes. Meanwhile, belated American demands that longstanding prot?g?s of the United States take leave of power has convinced the region's rulers that Washington is undefendable - neither faithful to those it befriends nor reliable as their protector. As a result, Arabs, Turks and even Israelis are no longer convinced - if they ever were - of the wisdom, trustworthiness and reliability of the United States and its policies. Even the belated American acceptance of GCC and Arab League demands for a "no-fly zone" in Libya has perversely backfired. The air attacks on Libya have done more to reinforce the U.S. reputation for heartless brutality to Muslim civilians than to convince Arabs that America is on their side. Past confidence in American guarantees of West Asia's peace, well-being, energy exports and strategic transport routes has taken some hard knocks over the years. But there is no apparent alternative to the United States as the guarantor of these public goods. The world cannot afford instability in this region. But, it would be enormously destabilizing if either popular antipathy to America in the Gulf Arab states or the fiscal crisis in the United States were to result in a significant reduction in the U.S. presence and perceived level of commitment in the Gulf. Unless Iraq stepped forward once again to balance Iran, an American drawdown would present the Gulf Arabs with a choice between accommodating Tehran or building some sort of innovative coalition to balance and contain it. I don't think anyone can now count on Iraq not to side with, rather than against. Iran. I also doubt that there is much prospect for an end to the millennial rivalry between Persians and Arabs. There is no distant great power other than the United States able to project forces into the Persian Gulf region. It is unlikely that there will be another power with such capabilities for decades, if ever. Despite the glib salesmanship of its multiple defense ministers. Europe lacks the coherence or conviction to substitute for America. Russia's ability to respond to Arab requests for support is limited by its unresolved relationship with Europe and its fixation on its own problems. India is developing the capability to play an important politico-military role in this region, but it is both far from ready to do so and greatly distracted by its strategic rivalries with China and Pakistan. In the long run, countries like China and others to the east oflndia may have to share the burden of protecting their own, as well as global, interests in West Asia. But I do not see much possibility that they will soon muster either the will or the capabilities to do so. So. in the absence of the United States, any coalition to secure this region would have to draw on the strength of mid-level powers nearer by. This suggests a combination of Turkey. Egypt and Pakistan with that of the GCC. But such a coalition would be expensive, difficult and time-consuming to concoct. It would have too many moving parts to substitute reliably for the United States. Pakistan could be particularly useful in providing an extended nuclear deterrent against Iran as well as Israel, if either task becomes necessary. But Pakistan will always have its eye more on India. Kashmir and Afghanistan than on the Gulf. Depending on the course of events in occupied Palestine. Egypt's current cold peace with Israel may well give way to something more like a cold war, riveting the attention of Egyptians on their own immediate defense needs. And Turkey, at least for now. seems more inclined to accommodate Iran than to join others in countering it. In practice, therefore, much as they may doubt the reliability of the United States, West Asians have no realistic possibility of separating themselves from a measure of dependence on America. In this context, it is ironic that the dreadful fiscal condition of the United States will probably not permit it to sustain military capabilities in this region at anything like recent levels. The American imperative of budgetary retrenchment and the Gulf Arab effort to reduce dependence on the United States to the greatest extent possible will thus reinforce each other. In the decade to come, the states of this region will seek reassurance in new security partnerships. East and South Asian countries with an interest in this region's energy resources must expect to have to begin sharing the burden of supporting their interests here much sooner than they now realize. All in all, it seems very likely that Arab countries will achieve - indeed, they will be unable to avoid - the greater self-reliance and autonomy in managing their affairs to which the current revolutions aspire. This region plays a central role in the global economy. Having decided to seize control of their own destiny, Arabs must now determine it themselves. They will. What they decide and what they do will make a difference to all the world, including the great companies those of you in this room lead. Revolutionary change has already come to some Arab countries. Evolutionary change is underway in the countries of the Arabian Peninsula. Change of any kind entails unpredictability, which is another word for an unexpected series of problems for the unprepared and opportunities for the alert. As they meet the challenges of change, the Arabs will not abandon their ties to the United States or Europe. They will, however, seek to supplement and offset them with expanded relationships with East and South Asia. This is no less true in the corporate arena than in foreign policy.
US naval power in the Gulf maintains the world economy, energy security, alliance commitments and deters and defeats proliferation and terrorism

WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
Fourth, the stability of WESTPAC and the area around the Arabian Gulf will continue to be cornerstones of global stability and of vital interest to the security of the United States. Economic activity in WESTPAC (trade statistics, shipping, largest ports, economic growth, export-oriented economies, need for job creation, dependence on resource flows) now accounts for most of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP). The United States remains the guarantor of regional stability for its allies (Japan, South Korea, and Australia) and is engaged in developing relationships with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries eager to balance a growing Chinese power. On the other side of the Straits of Malacca, the U.S. and India are engaged in greater cooperation and coordination on economic, political, and military aspects of the relationship. In the Arabian Gulf AOR, the U.S. interests will remain paramount for years. It is still the source of global oil and natural gas resources and reserves for America, its allies, and its adversaries. It is at the geographic center for radical Islamic terrorists and state sponsors who aim to attack the U.S. and its allies. It is the potential ground for WMD proliferation if Iran continues its nuclear program and Arab regional actors reply. In this environment, U.S. allies will continue to demand visible and credible signs of U.S. commitment to regional stability. In both areas, there will likely be an increasing ballistic missile threat, which will best be addressed by robust naval BMD assets.
KEY TO CARRIERS
All American carriers on the East Coast are concentrated at Norfolk in the status quo—that makes the fleet vulnerable to disasters, accidents, and terrorism

GAO 2011 (Government Accountability Office, “Subject: Defense Infrastructure: Ability of Ship Maintenance Industrial Base to Support a Nuclear Aircraft Carrier at Naval Station Mayport,” March 29, http://www.gao.gov/assets/100/97346.pdf)
Since established as a naval base in December 1942, Naval Station Mayport, Florida, as grown to become the third largest naval fleet concentration area in the United States and the second largest on the East Coast. During this time, the base has served as the home port for multiple types of Navy surface ships—reaching a peak of over 30 ships including two conventional carriers in 1987. The most recent conventionally powered carrier to be homeported there—the USS John F. Kennedy—was decommissioned in 2007. Prior to the USS John F. Kennedy’s retirement, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review called for the Navy to provide more warfighting assets more quickly to multiple locations, and, to meet this requirement, the Navy made a preliminary decision to homeport additional surface ships at Mayport. The Navy subsequently prepared an environmental impact statement to evaluate a broad range of strategic home port and dispersal options for Atlantic Fleet surface ships in Mayport and on January 14, 2009, issued its decision to pursue an option that would include the first-time homeporting of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Mayport. The Navy’s decision was reviewed as part of the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, which in its report supported the Navy’s decision to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Mayport, indicating that homeporting an East Coast carrier in Mayport would contribute to mitigating the risk of a terrorist attack, accident, or natural disaster occurring in Norfolk, Virginia, where currently all of the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers on the East Coast are homeported. 2
The plan is key to maintain carrier power
O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
Then-Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) Admiral Gary Roughead summarized the Navy’s rationale for its desire to homeport a CVN at Mayport in early 2010 testimony to Congress on the Navy’s proposed FY2011 budget:

Hampton Roads [Virginia] is the only nuclear carrier capable port on the East Coast. A catastrophic event in the Hampton Roads Area affecting port facilities, shipping channels, supporting maintenance or training infrastructure, or the surrounding community has the potential to severely limit East Coast Carrier operations, even if the ships themselves are not affected. Consistent with today’s dispersal of West Coast aircraft carriers between California and Washington State, the QDR direction to make Naval Station Mayport a nuclear carriercapable homeport addresses the Navy’s requirement for a capable facility to maintain aircraft carriers in the event that a natural or manmade disaster makes the Hampton Roads area inaccessible. While there is an upfront cost to upgrade Naval Station Mayport to support our nuclear aircraft carriers, Mayport has been a carrier homeport since 1952 and is the most cost-effective means to achieve strategic dispersal on the East Coast. The national security benefits of this additional homeport far outweigh those costs.19

The January 2009 ROD document states:

The DON decision to utilize the capacity at NAVSTA Mayport to homeport a CVN is the culmination of a two and a half year process involving environmental analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), identification of the recurring and nonrecurring costs associated with homeporting surface ships at NAVSTA Mayport, and an assessment of strategic concerns....

The decision reached by the DON, as further explained later in this Record of Decision, is based upon the DON’s environmental, operational, and strategic expertise and represents the best military judgment of the DON’s leadership. The need to develop a hedge against the potentially crippling results of a catastrophic event was ultimately the determining factor in this decision-making process. The consolidation of CVN capabilities in the Hampton Roads area on the East Coast presents a unique set of risks. CVNs assigned to the West Coast are spread among three homeports. Maintenance and repair infrastructure exists at three locations as well. As a result, there are strategic options available to Pacific Fleet CVNs should a catastrophic event occur. By contrast, NAVSTA Norfolk is homeport to all five of the CVNs assigned to the Atlantic Fleet and the Hampton Roads area is the only East Coast location where CVN maintenance and repair infrastructure exists. It is the only location in the U.S. capable of CVN construction and refueling. The Hampton Roads area also houses all Atlantic Fleet CVN trained crews and associated community support infrastructure. There are no strategic options available outside the Hampton Roads area for Atlantic Fleet CVNs should a catastrophic event occur.20
The plan is key to maintain carriers
O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” This section is a reprinting of a 2009 Navy Record of Decision, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
The most critical considerations in the DON’s decision-making process were the environmental impacts associated with the action, recurring and nonrecurring costs associated with changes in surface ship homeporting options, and strategic dispersal considerations. The need to develop a hedge against the potentially crippling results of a catastrophic event was ultimately the determining factor in this decision-making process. The consolidation of CVN capabilities in the Hampton Roads area on the East Coast presents a unique set of risks. CVNs assigned to the West Coast are spread among three homeports. Maintenance and repair infrastructure exists at three locations as well. As a result, there are strategic options available to Pacific Fleet CVNs if a catastrophic event occurred. By contrast, NAVSTA Norfolk is homeport to all five of the CVNs assigned to the Atlantic Fleet and the Hampton Roads area is the only East Coast location where CVN maintenance and repair infrastructure exists. It is the only location in the U.S. capable of CVN construction and refueling. The Hampton Roads area also houses all Atlantic Fleet CVN trained crews and associated community support infrastructure. There are no strategic options available outside the Hampton Roads area for Atlantic Fleet CVNs if a catastrophic event occurred.
1AC/RISK

O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” This section is a reprinting of a 2009 Navy Record of Decision, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
The most significant strategic advantage offered by development of an additional East Coast CVN homeport is a hedge against a catastrophic event that may impact NAVSTA Norfolk, the only existing CVN homeport for Atlantic Fleet CVNs. It is difficult to quantify the likelihood of a catastrophic event, whether natural or man-made. Nonetheless, there is a need to plan and prepare for any such event. That planning and preparation must address CVN maintenance and repair infrastructure as well as operational considerations. The fact that quantifying the likelihood of a catastrophic event is so difficult underscores the need to ensure that our planning and preparation efforts do not underestimate or overlook the longterm effects of such event. Hurricane Katrina is a clear and recent example. The level of devastation in New Orleans in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina was so extensive and so pervasive that more than three years after Katrina hit, the New Orleans industrial infrastructure, work force, and community support functions have not fully recovered. The potential impact of similar man-made or natural catastrophic events in the Hampton Roads area requires the DON to plan and prepare. A failure to do so presents an unacceptable risk. The aircraft carriers of the United States DON are vital strategic assets that serve our national interests in both peace and war. The President calls upon them for their unique ability to provide both deterrence and combat support in times of crisis. Of the 11 aircraft carriers currently in service, five are assigned to the Atlantic Fleet. NAVSTA Norfolk is homeport to all five of the CVNs assigned to the Atlantic Fleet and the Hampton Roads area is the only East Coast location where CVN maintenance and repair infrastructure exists. It is the only location in the U.S. capable of CVN construction and refueling. The Hampton Roads area also houses all Atlantic Fleet CVN trained crews and associated community support infrastructure. A second CVN homeport on the East Coast will provide additional CVN maintenance infrastructure, thereby providing added strategic value and allowing the DON to extract the added operational value of two CVN homeports in meeting its national defense obligations.

Homeporting a CVN at NAVSTA Mayport would provide strategic options in case of a catastrophic event in the Hampton Roads area, and enhance distribution of CVN assets, thereby reducing the risks to aircraft carriers and associated maintenance and repair infrastructure supporting those crucial assets....

CONCLUSION: The decision to create the capacity to homeport a CVN at NAVSTA Mayport represents the best military judgment of the DON’s leadership regarding strategic considerations. In reaching that decision, the DON considered the environmental impacts analyzed in the EIS, comments from regulatory agencies as well as those received from members of the public, mitigation measures that would lessen the extent and severity of environmental impacts, recurring and nonrecurring costs, and the strategic implications of developing a second CVN homeport on the East Coast to support Atlantic Fleet operational, training and maintenance needs.

There will be no significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the CVN homeporting. That conclusion is based on the data collected and analyzed in the EIS, on interagency consultations, and on the mitigation measures developed as part of that consultation process.

The cost of developing a CVN homeport at NAVSTA Mayport was balanced against the strategic need to create a hedge against a catastrophic event in the Hampton Roads area. The cost of developing a CVN homeport at NAVSTA Mayport is more than offset by the added security for CVN assets and enhanced operational effectiveness provided by the ability to operate out of two homeports.

Ultimately, the need to develop a hedge against the potentially crippling results of a catastrophic event was the driver behind the decision to homeport a CVN at NAVSTA Mayport. Developing a second CVN homeport on the East Coast not only reduces potential risk to CVN assets through dispersal of those critical assets, it provides some maintenance and repair infrastructure and ensures access to that infrastructure by CVNs deployed at the time a catastrophic event in Hampton Roads occurred. Mayport allows DON to obtain the advantages of fleet dispersal and survivability without impacting operational availability. On the West Coast DON has accepted reduced operational availability in the interest of dispersal. By homeporting CVNs in the Northwestern U.S., DON loses operational availability during the additional transit time required to reach operational and training areas. By establishing a second CVN homeport on the East Coast, DON can gain the dispersal advantage without the increased transit time. The proximity to training areas and transit time to operating areas is about equal from Norfolk and Mayport. West Coast CVN homeports and maintenance facilities are not viable options in planning for Atlantic Fleet CVN assets in the event a catastrophic event occurs in the Hampton Roads area. The nuclear powered aircraft carriers are too large to transit the Panama Canal, requiring a 12,700 nautical mile voyage around South America to reach the closest CVN homeport on the West Coast at [65]San Diego.

Neither the DON, nor the nation, nor its citizens can wait for a catastrophic event to occur before recognizing the potential impacts of such an event and appropriately planning and preparing for continuity of operations. This lesson was learned all too well in the aftermath of recent catastrophic events such as Hurricane Katrina. The DON looked at the possible crippling effects - immediate and long-term - of a catastrophic event in the Hampton Roads area and recognized its responsibility to develop a hedge against such an event. That hedge is homeporting a CVN at NAVSTA Mayport and developing the requisite operational, training, maintenance and support facilities.

Homeporting one CVN at NAVSTA Mayport best serves the interests of the DON and the nation, and can be accomplished in a manner that keeps environmental impacts at a less than significant level.66
FLORIDA ECON

Massive local economic stimulus from the plan- even just the immediate effects

O'Rourke 12 - Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” June 14, 2012, The Congressional Research Service)#SPS 
Local Economic Value of Homeporting a CVN Serving as the home port for a CVN can generate substantial economic activity in the home port area. This activity includes, among other things, the ship’s crew of more than 3,000 sailors spending its pay at local businesses, the Navy purchasing supplies for the ship from local businesses, and Navy expenditures for performing maintenance on the ship while it is in the home port. Various estimates have been reported of the value of homeporting a CVN to the economy of the home port area. The FEIS estimates that transferring a CVN at Mayport would result in 2,900 more jobs, $220 million more in direct payroll, $208 million more in disposable income, and $10 million more in local tax contributions for the Mayport area. 27 An August 2007 press report stated that “some reports put the [earlier] loss of the [aircraft carrier] George Washington at $450 million in payroll and 8,200 military and civilian jobs in Norfolk.” 28 A November 2008 press report from a Norfolk newspaper stated that “The regional chamber of commerce estimates a carrier creates 11,000 jobs and $650 million in annual economic activity.” 29 Another November 2008 press report states that “Jacksonville mayor John Peyton said the new carrier would bring about 3,190 military jobs and pump about $500 million a year into the north Florida economy in salaries and spending.” 30 Another November 2008 press report states that “Virginians calculate that the economic activity related to one carrier can reach $1 billion a year.” 31 The Navy estimated that the initial $426 million in military construction work at Mayport would generate a total of $671 million in initial economic activity. 32 

Delay hurts Florida’s economy

Conte and Clinton 12 - Jacksonville Business Journal staff (Christian & Michael, “Nuclear carrier delay costs Mayport near half-billion-dollar economic impact” Jacksonville Business Journal, Friday, February 24, 2012, http://www.bizjournals.com/jacksonville/news/2012/02/13/nuclear-carrier-delay-costs-mayport.html)#SPS 
The delay to bringing a nuclear aircraft carrier to Mayport could prove to have a deep economic impact to the Mayport area. The carrier will add about 3,250 Navy personnel with a direct impact of $260 million. While the cost of basing a nuclear carrier at Mayport is estimated at about $500 million, the total annual economic impact is estimated to be $400 million with the creation of about 4,600 jobs, according to the Navy’s 2008 environmental impact statement. But businesses dependent on Naval Station Mayport still face a grueling time in the years before a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier arrives to deliver a much anticipated economic boost. It’s feared that the base will lose more than half of its ships, which will mean the loss of roughly $40 million worth of annual repair contracts and about 2,400 sailors by late 2016, said Ed Froehlich, executive director of the Jacksonville Area Ship Repair Association. This delay could intensify that impact on a region that has yet to recover from the loss of more than 3,000 Navy personnel through the decommissioning of the USS John F. Kennedy in 2007. More than 23,000 sailors called the base home when supercarriers USS Forrestal and USS Saratoga and 27 ships were stationed in Mayport, said Froehlich, the base’s commanding officer from 1984 to 1987. When the Forrestal left for Pensacola and the Saratoga was decommissioned in the early 1990s, the base kept busy with about 40 ships and the Kennedy, also a supercarrier, saidJohn Haley, vice president of business recruitment for JaxUSA Partnership.

WHAT THE INFRASTRUCTURE IS
The plan does port dredging, road improvements, and port facility upgrades
O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” This section is a reprinting of a 2009 Navy Record of Decision, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
SUMMARY: The Department of the Navy (DON), after carefully weighing the strategic, operational, and environmental consequences of the proposed action, announces its decision to homeport one nuclear-powered aircraft carrier (CVN) at Naval Station (NAVSTA) Mayport. Today’s decision does not relocate a specific CVN to NAVSTA Mayport. It does initiate a multiyear process for developing operational, maintenance, and support facilities at NAVSTA Mayport to support homeporting of one CVN. This multiyear process includes implementing projects for dredging and dredged material disposal, construction of CVN nuclear propulsion plant maintenance facilities, wharf improvements, transportation improvements, and construction of a parking structure to replace existing parking that would be displaced by development of the CVN nuclear propulsion plant maintenance facilities. The projects necessary to create the capacity to support CVN homeporting could be completed as early as 2014.64 No CVN homeport change will occur before operational, maintenance, and support facility projects are completed. Selection of the CVN to be homeported at NAVSTA Mayport would not occur until approximately one year prior to the ship’s transfer to NAVSTA Mayport. Selection of a specific CVN for homeporting at NAVSTA Mayport will be based upon then current operational needs, strategic considerations, and maintenance cycles.
POLITICS LINK TURNS

The plan has overwhelming Congressional support and there’s no link—Crenshaw will push

FCN 6-14-2011 (House Passes Bill Including Mayport Carrier Money, http://www.firstcoastnews.com/news/article/207690/0/House-Passes-Bill-Including-Mayport-Carrier-Money)
A bill further funding the Navy's planned move of a nuclear aircraft carrier from Virginia to Mayport overwhelmingly passed the House of Representatives today.

Rep. Ander Crenshaw (R-Fla.) announced the passage of HR 2055 -- the Fiscal Year 2012 Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Appropriations bill, which contains infrastructure and planning and design funds for nuclearization projects at Naval Station Mayport.

The Naval station has not been homeport to an aircraft carrier since the 2007 decommissioning of the USS John F. Kennedy, which was a conventionally powered carrier.  The remaining 10 carriers in the U.S. fleet are all nuclear, and all five of the carriers on the East Coast are homeported in Virginia.

Crenshaw and Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.) have led the charge to get one carrier moved to Mayport, citing national security as the primary reason.

Virginia has fought back, despite Mayport having the support of the Navy on the matter, so each legislative step is a victory for northeast Florida.

"Mayport nuclearization funds move forward today with a strong boost from the full U.S. House of Representatives," said Crenshaw, a member of the House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee. "Next stop is the United States Senate where I fully expect the Armed Services Committee and Appropriations Committee to agree with top defense and military personnel and approve the funds."

A lot of work must take place before a carrier can again call Mayport home.  the carriers newer than the USS John F. Kennedy are larger and require more channel depth, meaning Mayport must be dredged, and the nuclear fuel requires a significant upgrade to the wharf at Mayport.

Funds for both projects have been included in congressional bills since 2010, according to Crenshaw, totalling over $77 million.

HR 2055, which passed the House 411-5, includes nearly $15 million for transportation infrastructure improvements at Mayport and "funding, as, necessary," for future projects such as the maintenance wharf and controlled industrial facility.
Rubio, Nelson and Crenshaw support the plan

Vergakis  11 – Staff writer for The Associated Press (Brock, “Fla. lawmakers want carrier move expedited,” Tuesday Apr 5, 2011, http://www.navytimes.com/news/2011/04/ap-navy-mayport-carrier-move-040511/?sms_ss=blogger&at_xt=4d9be0e5379584b0%2C0)#SPS 
NORFOLK, Va. — Florida lawmakers want the Navy to move an aircraft carrier from Virginia to Florida three years earlier than planned, citing a federal report that says it would cost less to do so than the Navy’s original estimate. Sens. Marco Rubio and Bill Nelson and Rep. Ander Crenshaw wrote Navy Secretary Ray Mabus on Monday asking him to move a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier from Norfolk to Mayport, Fla., in fiscal year 2016. They honed in on a March Government Accountability Office report that said upgrading Naval Station Mayport to make it capable of serving as a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier’s home port could cost less than half of what the Navy estimated it would. The GAO pegged the price tag at between $258.7 million and $356 million, while the Navy estimated it would cost more than $537 million. The Navy wants to move a carrier from Virginia because Norfolk is currently the only home port for all five East Coast-based aircraft carriers. Defense officials said that’s a national security concern, citing threats of manmade calamity, terrorism and natural disasters. The West Coast has five carriers based in three locations in California and Washington. The Navy previously had the aircraft carrier John F. Kennedy based in Mayport, which is near Jacksonville, but it was decommissioned in 2007. Virginia leaders are concerned about a possible move because the Hampton Roads region stands to lose 6,000 jobs, half of those sailors aboard a carrier, and $425 million in annual revenue if a carrier permanently sails to Mayport. Virginia lawmakers also contend the move is fiscally irresponsible and unnecessary from a national security standpoint. But Florida lawmakers have frequently cited the Pearl Harbor attack as a reason to spread out carriers. Navy spokesman Lt. Paul Macapagal said Tuesday the service remains committed to using Naval Station Mayport as a second nuclear carrier homeport. In their letter, the Florida lawmakers say speeding up a carrier’s move to Florida would reduce national security risks by three years, “a substantial improvement over the current plan.” “The evidence in favor of completing the move is overwhelming, and as we move past discussions on the merits of the move and on to the practical execution, we are excited to see the Navy’s plans to completion,” the lawmakers wrote. “This substantial savings should allow the Navy to complete the necessary infrastructure upgrades sooner, rather than later.” Macapagal said Mabus’ office received the letter, but could not comment on it. “As a matter of practice we are not discussing correspondence between the Secretary of the Navy and congressional members,” he said.

Rubio is key to the agenda

CAPUTO 12 – Staff writer at THE MIAMI HERALD (MARC, “Sen. Marco Rubio's foreign policy work is earning respect in Congress,” 06.04.12, http://www.miamiherald.com/2012/06/04/v-fullstory/2831823/sen-marco-rubios-foreign-policy.html#storylink=cpy)#SPS

Marco Rubio had just stepped off the plane from his first visit to Cuba, the homeland of his forebears, a land at the heart of his political identity. Did he at least bring back a souvenir? “No,” he said Tuesday evening. No sand? No water? No rocks? “No,” he smiled. For Rubio, who traveled to Guantanamo Bay Naval Base as a member of the Senate’s Select Committee on Intelligence, the trip was all business. And that’s pretty typical for the Republican freshmen senator, according to colleagues like Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Chairman John Kerry and Rubio’s fellow foreign-policy hawk Sen. Joe Lieberman. “Marco’s not a show horse,” Lieberman said. “He’s a workhorse.” One day he’ll be giving a speech at the Brookings Institution in Washington or the Council on Foreign Relations in New York on Thursday. Next, he’ll be lugging Henry Kissinger’s “Diplomacy” tome to a Munich conference, stopping along the way in Madrid to chat with Spain’s prime minister in Spanish as his unilingual Anglo colleagues twiddle their thumbs. He also has travelled to Afghanistan, Pakistan, Malta, Libya, Haiti and Colombia. The nation’s political chattering class focuses most heavily on Rubio as a vice-presidential shortlister, but his Senate colleagues can’t help but talk about him becoming a key foreign-policy player as a member of the intelligence and foreign-relations committees. Lieberman and Kerry are Senate experts both in foreign policy and running in a presidential election. Kerry was the Democrats’ presidential nominee in 2004; Lieberman the Democrats’ vice-presidential candidate in 2000 before becoming an independent. Both say Rubio is able to handle the rigors of the national campaign trail and the Senate at the same time. “I’ve been impressed by his thinking — doing the homework necessary to earn the credibility with respect to your approach to things. I think that’s constructive,” Kerry said. “A lot of the colleagues around here, obviously, are interested in substance and interested in people who do the work and are not impressed by people who are prone to play the political end of something and hold a press conference and not do the work,” Kerry said. “They want to see someone buckle down and learn the ropes. And I think he’s clearly been doing that in a very positive way.” Rubio, though, still adheres to the party line. His praise of President Obama is sparse — even amid seeming foreign-policy triumphs like the overthrow and death of Libyan dictator Moammar Gadhafi in October. At the time, Rubio and other Republicans gave Obama relatively little credit. “Let’s give credit where credit is due: it’s the French and the British that led on this fight,” Rubio, echoing the Republican Party line, said at the time in a video clip mocked by The Daily Show’s John Stewart, who essentially accused Rubio and others of being neither gracious nor statesman like. Asked Stewart: “What the f--- is wrong with you people? Are you that small?” When asked about the lampooning on the popular liberal comedy show, Rubio said he stood by his criticisms, which were aimed more at Obama for not acting more quickly and decisively. “The fact the U.S. didn’t take a leading role long enough meant the conflict went longer, cost more lives, destroyed more infrastructure and ultimately has created a set of problems now,” Rubio said. “I doubt the Daily Show is the place for those kinds of nuances.” Rubio’s foreign policy isn’t subtle. It’s hawkish, neoconservative and revolves around the belief that America is a force for good that shouldn’t be ashamed to achieve peace through firepower superiority or checkbook diplomacy. He prefers to talk about how the United States spread democracy and rebuilt Japan and South Korea after World War II. He spends little time talking about the failures. And he wants America to stay in Afghanistan until it’s more stable — an expensive proposition that, after a decade of U.S. involvement, may be as elusive as ever. He also supports the Cuba embargo, which has failed to topple the Castro family’s dictatorial de facto monarchy that has survived the terms of 11 U.S. presidents. Later this month, Rubio will release his much-anticipated autobiography, An American Son, which is to detail his family’s emigration and exile from Cuba in 1956. The book will undoubtedly be more sentimental than his trip to Guantanamo, after which he batted down speculation about burnishing his foreign-policy cred for political purposes. Many members of Congress have returned from Guantanamo clutching souvenir tri-folded flags that flew at the base, or ballcaps that say Guantanamo. Rubio didn’t. Rubio said that, while foreign heads of state and politicians, bash the United States publicly, their tone changes in private. “They’re begging for U.S. influence and leadership,” he said. “They’re not threatened by us. They’re not scared of us. They’re not worried about the United States being involved because we have a track record.” That feeling was reinforced “by driving through the streets of Tripoli and seeing pro-American graffiti on the walls. Of having people come up to me on the streets and thank the United States – thank you America for what you did – by the enthusiastic greeting we received in the hospital that we visited or people we met people in the square.” Rubio travelled there in September, before Gadhafi was killed, with senators John McCain and Lieberman, who also accompanied Rubio in February to Munich and Spain, where they met Prime Minister Mariano Rajoy Brey. “When it got to Marco he began engaging in conversation with the prime minister in Spanish,” Lieberman said. “I was impressed.” Months later, in April, Lieberman introduced Rubio in his foreign-policy coming-out speech at the liberal-leaning Brookings Institution — a perfect forum for the freshman senator to stoke speculation about a vice-presidential bid, while showcasing his foreign policy chops and his bipartisan bonafides. Though Rubio at one point misplaced the last page of his speech — an accident mocked by liberal commentators — Lieberman said he was blown away by Rubio’s ability to opine thoughtfully on affairs from Haiti to Iran to Afghanistan “This wasn’t someone just reading a speech,” he said. “He knew the subject matter.” Lieberman said he sees Rubio rapidly becoming part of a new “deep bench” of foreign policy experts in the Republican caucus, especially after it lost Indiana Sen. Dick Lugar, who was just ousted in a primary tea-party rout. Lieberman said Rubio is “unique.” But, in some ways, Rubio’s retracing the steps of Hillary Clinton, who arrived to the Senate a rookie but as a rock-star politician. She’s now the ultimate foreign-policy official: secretary of state. Like Clinton, Rubio blended into the Senate for the first few months in office, shied away from the spotlight and immersed himself in his work. Just after the Brookings speech, Rubio joined with Democratic Sen. Bob Casey of Pennsylvania to author a resolution condemning the atrocities in Syria. Rubio, Lieberman said, helped overcome Republican objections. Case said in a written statement that he was happy with the “bipartisan effort” against Syria and Iran. “While we disagree on many issues,” Casey, a fellow foreign relations committee member, said, “he has welcomed the opportunity to work together in a bipartisan way on these critical national security issues.” As evidenced by the written statement, Casey was far more hesitant to discuss his Republican colleague in an interview. Other Democratic senators weren’t willing to comment at all about the man who could be the number two on the opposition ticket. Still, Rubio has a strong working relationship with fellow Florida Sen. and intelligence committee member Bill Nelson, who faces a tough reelection. And Kerry and Lieberman said Rubio seems ready to be on this year’s ballot as well. "If you’re up to it, I don’t think there’s pressure,” Kerry said. “I think he’s handling it well. I don’t see any sign that it’s pressure.”
Crenshaw pushes the plan 

Derby 11 – Staff Writer for the Sunshine State News (KEVIN, “Ander Crenshaw Gets Mayport Carrier Funding Back on Track,” May 26, 2011, http://www.sunshinestatenews.com/story/ander-crenshaw-gets-mayport-carrier-funding-back-track)#SPS

From his perch on both the U.S. House Defense Appropriations subcommittee and the House Appropriations Committee, Florida Republican U.S. Rep. Ander Crenshaw struck back this week against efforts to prevent a nuclear aircraft carrier from being stationed at Mayport on the First Coast. On Tuesday, with Crenshaw’s support, the full House Appropriations Committee backed the fiscal year 2012 Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Appropriations Bill which contains almost $15 million for infrastructure improvements to ready Mayport as a nuclear aircraft carrier base. Earlier in the month, the House Armed Services Committee voted to gut funding that was allocated for improvements Mayport needs in order to house a carrier. U.S. Rep. Randy Forbes, the Virginia Republican who chairs the House Armed Services Readiness Subcommittee and who is looking to ensure Norfolk would be the only naval base on the East Coast with a nuclear carrier, crowed that slashing $30 million in funding from Mayport would help the Old Dominion. Crenshaw fired back on Tuesday, noting that Pentagon officials maintained America needed two ports for nuclear carriers on the Atlantic seaboard. While Mayport has traditionally housed aircraft carriers, there have not been any stationed there since 2007, when the USS John F. Kennedy was decommissioned. Noting that Congress has already allocated more than $77 million in improvements to help ensure Mayport will be ready for a nuclear carrier, Crenshaw’s office noted that the bill will “fund as necessary the planning and design of future home-porting projects such as the maintenance wharf and controlled industrial facility” even though the appropriation is half of what was lost earlier in the month. “Mayport wins today as it always has before,” said Crenshaw. “Military and defense personnel at the highest levels say the East Coast needs two nuclear aircraft carrier home ports – one of them in Jacksonville. I’m proud to have cast a vote in support of national security and will fight on until the day a carrier sails in to home port on the First Coast.”Crenshaw expressed confidence that the U.S. Senate would follow the recommendations made by both the White House and the Navy, and join the House Appropriations Committee in continuing to fund projects necessary to house a nuclear carrier at Mayport. The Military Construction and Veterans Affairs Appropriations Bill also sent more than $32 million to Naval Air Station Jacksonville for a training facility and hanger improvements for the new P-8A aircraft from Boeing which the Navy is using to replace the P-3 Orions to track and combat submarines from the air. The bill also contains almost $4.5 million for an unmanned aerial system for maritime surveillance to be based at the air station. 

Crenshaw loves the plan

Causey 12 – Staff writer for the Florida-Times Union (Adam, “Florida Rep. Ander Crenshaw: Obama's defense budget will slow Mayport nuclear-ship readiness,” Feb. 13, 2012, http://m.jacksonville.com/opinion/blog/403455/adam-kealoha-causey/2012-02-13/florida-rep-ander-crenshaw-obamas-defense-budget)#SPS

President Barack Obama's just-released 2013 defense budget proposal is just 1 percent smaller than this year's spending plan, and it's already drawing fire from a Jacksonville congressman. Rep. Ander Crenshaw, a Republican and member of the House Defense Appropriations Subcommittee , says the Democratic president's new pitch will slow Mayport Naval Station's effort to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. The Navy previously said the local base would be nuclear-ready by 2019. "This makes no sense. We are already three years into making Mayport nuclear capable," Crenshaw said in an emailed statement. "Further delay will only drive costs higher. The Pentagon is making a short-sighted fiscal decision that is not in the best interest of national security." Obama presented Congress today with his overall budget, which totals $3.8 trillion. The Department of Defense's portion is about $525 billion. Navy head Adm. Jonathan Greenert said in October that his branch of the military is re-evaluating all priorities pending across-the-board cuts in spending. But Greenert said there is still strategic value in dispersing the five East Coast nuclear carriers, currently based in Norfolk, Va. More from Crenshaw: “The good news is I’ve been assured by the Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) that the Navy remains committed to a strategic dispersal of assets and to homeporting a nuclear aircraft carrier at Naval Station Mayport. The bad news is the move will be delayed due to budget constraints. “More positive news are Navy plans to send additional ships to Mayport as early as this fall. Included are a big-deck amphibious ship and two support ships. That means 2,000 sailors and their families will call Mayport home. “Navy plans also call for two additional destroyers, three additional patrol crafts, and eight littoral combat ships (LCS) at Mayport. The LCS move marks the beginning of the First Coast as the primary East Coast LCS homeport. And, the 2013 budget calls for $12 million for wharf upgrades to accommodate a big-deck amphibious ship and a carrier. “The philosophy that guides my decision making when it comes to our defense assets is clear: Congress must have an unwavering commitment to national security. Short-sighted budget decisions should not turn back a decade’s worth of work rebuilding our nation’s military. “Northeast Florida military bases are an anchor to our national security. The calendar for homeporting a nuclear carrier may have shifted, but the scope of the First Coast’s role in our national security mission has not. “Our community has lived through almost ten years of carrier promises, and while the new ships announced today are a welcome addition, my fight is for all parts of the Mayport equation, including the ships needed in the basin today and the carrier of tomorrow.”

Crenshaw is key to the Agenda

Friedland 01 - Times-Union staff write (Bruce, “Crenshaw plays a new game,” April 6, 2001, http://jacksonville.com/tu-online/stories/040601/met_5844798.html)#SPS

Winning praise Crenshaw has a presence, but he doesn't intimidate. His peers on Capitol Hill find him affable, friendly and just plain good-natured. "He's an immediate star," said Rep. Adam Putnam, R-Fla., another freshman lawmaker. "He has an uncanny knack for bringing people together and working quietly to move an agenda. He's a great guy." Ric Keller, R-Fla. another newcomer, said that "Ander Crenshaw has proven to be a bright, articulate and humorous colleague." The freshman class of Republican lawmakers elected Crenshaw their representative to the leadership. This not only gives him a chance to convey the newcomers' concerns to House Speaker Dennis Hastert, R-Ill., but also exposes Crenshaw to the concerns, personalities and idiosyncrasies of those running the chamber. Keller, an attorney without a background in political office, said Crenshaw has given him valuable tips on how to go about learning his job as a legislator. There's something paradoxical about this. After all, Crenshaw is just a freshman himself. And that means years of hard work, years of proving your value to your colleagues in addition to representing your district's interests. So far, Crenshaw is unperturbed as he readies himself for the long haul. A timeless lesson picked up from his days playing college basketball comes to mind: "If you are better prepared than the other guy, you'll probably prevail," he said.

Several influential members of congress support the plan
Isakson et al. 09- Letter signed by 6 members of the United States Congress, quals. contained in card (Johnny, “Strategic Dispersal is a Priority,” Jan. 19, 2009, The Navy Times, http://votesmart.org/public-statement/403642/strategic-dispersal-is-a-priority)#SPS

Strategic dispersal has been key to the tactical positioning of our naval assets for over 150 years. We are pleased that the Navy is proceeding with the overdue decision to disperse our Atlantic carrier fleet - the quintessential symbol of American power. No matter what lens you use to view potential national security threats on the horizon, our Navy is going to continue to play a critical role. Strategic dispersal helps the Navy meet the challenges that lie ahead. Our nation must recognize the myriad threats that confront us daily, and position our assets accordingly. The ability to be prepared to meet threats whenever and wherever they emerge, with enough flexibility to ready and dispatch naval assets without hesitation is paramount. U.S. Naval leadership is on the cusp of advancing that objective by designating Naval Station Mayport as a homeport and maintenance facility for a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. This decision is necessary to prudently protect our Navy's ability to project force from the East Coast and service the carrier fleet in the event of a catastrophe at another nuclear capable homeport or aboard a ship closest to Mayport. We support the fleet dispersal decision whole-heartedly because it is in the best interests of our national security. Sixty-seven years ago, more than 2,400 brave men and women in uniform were tragically killed and another 1,200 were wounded in the Japanese attack at Pearl Harbor. Over 21 Pacific Fleet ships were destroyed along with 75 percent of their aircraft. Following the attacks, a presidential commission found the admiral in charge had been guilty of "dereliction of duty" and "errors of judgment." He was demoted and soon retired from service. Pearl Harbor taught the U.S. an important lesson: Assets and resources should not be concentrated in one place. Updating Mayport, the home to conventional aircraft carriers for more than 50 years, to nuclear status is an important element of strategic dispersal. The Pacific fleet currently has three nuclear carrier homeports and maintenance facilities; the Atlantic Fleet has only one. Last year, all five of the East Coast's nuclear aircraft carriers were in port simultaneously for 35 days. Two or more carriers were in port or undergoing routine maintenance in the sole East Coast facility 81 percent of the time. If, Heaven forbid, tragedy should strike or the single East Coast facility was inoperative for any length of time, the impact on the Atlantic Fleet's ability to meet our national security needs would be harmed immensely. For these reasons we applaud the Navy's decision to upgrade Mayport as soon as possible. The Navy's top leaders understand and have testified numerous times before Congress that locating a second nuclear homeport and maintenance facility on the East Coast is vital to our overall national security strategy. We look forward to working with the new president and Congress to help the Navy meet this important objective. Sens. Mel Martinez (R-FL), Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Saxby Chambliss (R-GA) are members of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Sen. Johnny Isakson (R-GA) is a member of the Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee and Reps. Ander Crenshaw (R-FL) and Jack Kingston (R-GA) are members of the House Appropriations Committee. 

DISADS NOT UNIQUE

DAs are non-unique- The Navy has already announced plans

GAO 11 – Government Accountability Office (“Defense Infrastructure: Ability of Ship Maintenance Industrial Base to Support a Nuclear Aircraft Carrier at Naval Station Mayport,” March 29th 2011, http://www.gao.gov/assets/100/97346.pdf)#SPS 
Since established as a naval base in December 1942, Naval Station Mayport, Florida, 1 as grown to become the third largest naval fleet concentration area in the United States and the second largest on the East Coast. During this time, the base has served as the home port for multiple types of Navy surface ships—reaching a peak of over 30 ships including two conventional carriers in 1987. The most recent conventionally powered carrier to be homeported there—the USS John F. Kennedy—was decommissioned in 2007. Prior to the USS John F. Kennedy’s retirement, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review called for the Navy to provide more warfighting assets more quickly to multiple locations, and, to meet this requirement, the Navy made a preliminary decision to homeport additional surface ships at Mayport. The Navy subsequently prepared an environmental impact statement to evaluate a broad range of strategic home port and dispersal options for Atlantic Fleet surface ships in Mayport and on January 14, 2009, issued its decision to pursue an option that would include the first-time homeporting of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Mayport. The Navy’s decision was reviewed as part of the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, which in its report supported the Navy’s decision to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Mayport, indicating that homeporting an East Coast carrier in Mayport would contribute to mitigating the risk of a terrorist attack, accident, or natural disaster occurring in Norfolk, Virginia, where currently all of the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers on the East Coast are homeported. 2
Status quo takes out your DA’s but not the plan- The Navy is committed but has no funding

ADC 12 – Association of Defense Communities (“No Funds Requested to Ready Mayport for Aircraft Carrier,” FEBRUARY 14, 2012, http://www.defensecommunities.org/headlines/no-funds-requested-to-ready-mayport-for-aircraft-carrier/#)#SPS 
The Defense Department did not include construction funding in its fiscal 2013 budget request to prepare Naval Station Mayport, Fla., to accommodate a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier now homeported at Naval Station Norfolk, Va., but elected officials from both communities still hailed the decision. Virginia lawmakers, who met with DOD officials last week, said the decision means the Navy is abandoning its plan to move the carrier, reported the Daily Press. “By canceling plans for a redundant aircraft carrier homeport at Mayport, the Navy has made a responsible choice in their management of taxpayer dollars,” Rep. Rob Wittman (R-Va.) said in a joint statement issued with fellow Virginia Reps. Randy Forbes (R) and Scott Rigell (R). Florida Rep. Ander Crenshaw (R) said, however, that Navy officials told him they still plan to move the aircraft carrier to Mayport, just not in time to meet the 2019 deadline. “The good news is I’ve been assured by the Chief of Naval Operations that the Navy remains committed to a strategic dispersal of assets and to homeporting a nuclear aircraft carrier at Naval Station Mayport,” Crenshaw said in a written statement. 

A2: ENVIRONMENTAL DAMAGE

The plan doesn’t cause environmental damage

O’ROURKE 6-14-2012 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” This section is a reprinting of a 2009 Navy Record of Decision, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/R40248.pdf)
Environmental impacts: Environmental impacts were identified through studies and data collection efforts. The information culled from the studies and collected data was assessed and conclusions were drawn regarding the significance of environmental impacts. These conclusions, along with the underlying studies and data, were the subject of discussions and consultations with federal/state regulators over the course of the EIS process. This interagency process led to identification of mitigation measures, where appropriate, to address environmental impacts. Based on these consultations with regulators and their subject matter experts, the DON has committed to implementation of specific mitigation measures as outlined earlier in this Record of Decision. There are no environmental impacts associated with homeporting a CVN at NAVSTA Mayport that cannot be appropriately addressed or mitigated, including impacts to endangered species such as the NARW, Florida Manatee, and sea turtles.
Naval activity at Norfolk is worse
Russell 01- co-chair, Ship Strike Committee consultant to National Marine Fisheries Service* and maritime advisor to the International Fund for Animal Welfare (Bruce, “Recommended Measures to Reduce Ship Strikes of North Atlantic Right Whales,” 23 August 2001, http://www.nero.noaa.gov/shipstrike/subinfo/finalreport.pdf)#SPS 
The U.S. Navy should conduct a Section 7 consultation on naval operations (air and sea) for areas under the jurisdiction of NMFS Northeast Region. DoD's Atlantic fleet maritime operations pose potential adverse impact on right whales and humpback whales off the mid-Atlantic coast. Recent ship-strike data compiled from a variety of sources including the New England Aquarium, the marine mammal stranding networks, and the Smithsonian Institution's Marine Mammal Events Program (MMEP), identify as many as12 nine fatal humpback whale ship-strikes and five fatal right whale ship-strikes in the Virginia Capes area in recent years. The case records substantiate the requirements for immediate fleet-wide remedial actions, and consultation with the National Marine Fisheries Service. Recent studies have identified the Virginia Capes area as a winter feeding ground for juvenile humpback whales, an endangered species. The responsibilities of the Northeast Implementation Team include humpback whales. There is a belief among a range of participants that the Navy's policy not to conduct generic consultations, rather to approach "these matters on a case-by-case basis" does not work, nor is it consistent with the intent of the ESA. In spite of written assurances by DoD leadership on behalf of the Navy that the Navy would assess Naval operations and institute "appropriate remedial actions," there is no obvious record of an assessment of impacts of Naval operations in the Norfolk / Hampton Roads area and certainly no record of resulting remedial actions. The Navy should issue specific operating procedures for vessel operations in the Norfolk / Hampton Roads area similar to those issued for operations off the Southeast U.S. Naval operations represent 5% of the total traffic moving in and out of the Chesapeake Bay. The U.S. Military Sealift Command operates 28 vessels in the Atlantic area. This represents a significant volume of traffic.
Dredging has already been done

O'Rourke 12 - Specialist in Naval Affairs (Ronald, “Navy Nuclear Aircraft Carrier (CVN) Homeporting at Mayport: Background and Issues for Congress,” June 14, 2012, The Congressional Research Service)#SPS 
The FY2010 budget provided $46.3 million in MilCon funding for channel dredging at Mayport to support the ability of a CVN to enter Mayport on a temporary basis. The conference report (H.Rept. 111-288 of October 7, 2009) on the FY2010 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 2647/P.L. 111-84 of October 28, 2009) stated: The conference agreement includes authorization for $46.3 million for channel and turning basin dredging at Naval Station (NS) Mayport, Florida. The Navy requested this project in order to allow a nuclear aircraft carrier to enter Naval Station Mayport on a temporary basis with an embarked air wing, full stores, and under any tidal conditions. The conferees authorize funding for this project based on the Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations’ assurances that the dredging is needed for current operational considerations to permit the use of Mayport as a transient dock and is “required irrespective of the final decision on aircraft carrier homeporting at Mayport.” The conferees emphasize that the inclusion of an authorization for dredging at NS Mayport is not an indication of conferee support for the establishment of an additional homeport for nuclear aircraft carriers on the east coast, or intended to influence the ongoing Quadrennial Defense Review, which may include a recommendation on the establishment of a second east coast homeport for nuclear aircraft carriers. Furthermore, the conferees note that this funding is provided solely to permit use of Mayport as a transient port, and that any potential designation of Mayport as a nuclear carrier homeport will require future authorizations from the Committees on Armed Services of the Senate and the House of Representatives. (Page 870)

The plan results in less annual transit at Mayport—solves environmental damage

NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)
Under all alternatives, there would be a decrease in annual Navy vessel transit activities for NAVSTA Mayport homeported ships (see ES.4.8), thereby reducing the long-term potential for NAVSTA Mayport homeported vessels to strike threatened and endangered species during these transits (primarily a concern with whales). Navy vessel transit activities are addressed in the Navy’s 1997 Regional Biological Opinion (BO) with NMFS for Navy Activities off the Southeastern United States along the Atlantic Coast and the Navy is currently in consultation with NMFS for Navy vessel transit activities, to include all those associated with ships homeported at NAVSTA Mayport under the East Coast Navy Tactical Training Theater Assessment Planning Program consultation.

No environmental impact from the plan—even if some species are effected, they won’t be hurt

NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)
The focus of these ESA consultations is the dredge project as no threatened or endangered species would be affected by facility construction (proposed under all alternatives except for Alternatives 2, 3, and 9). With implementation of the expected conditions of the USFWS Letter of Concurrence and terms and conditions of the NMFS BO, the Navy and USACE have determined implementation of the dredge project included in all Group 2 and 3 alternatives would have no effect on nesting listed sea turtles, may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect North Atlantic right whales, humpback whales, or Florida manatee and would not destroy or adversely modify North Atlantic right whale or Florida manatee designated critical habitat. The Navy has found that with implementation of protective measures, the use of a mechanical and/or cutterhead dredge may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect listed sea turtles; the use of a hopper dredge may adversely affect listed sea turtles; and bed-leveling activities in association with dredging operations may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect sea turtles.

Potential impacts to marine mammals resulting from dredge activities associated with all Group 2 and 3 alternatives would be the same as those for special status species. The same protective measures (e.g., North Atlantic right whale Early Warning System and a 24-hr/day lookout who has completed NMFSapproved marine mammal awareness training; use extreme caution and proceed at safe speed to avoid collision) would minimize impacts on all marine mammals. Although dolphins are sensitive to noise in some of the frequencies that would be generated from dredge activities, they are highly mobile and would only be anticipated in the vicinity of dredge operations for short periods of time. No injury or mortality of any marine mammal species is reasonably foreseeable and no adverse effects on the annual rates of recruitment or survival of any of the species and stocks assessed are expected. Under all Group 3 alternatives, in-water construction activities associated with the installation of the Type III heavy weather moorings at Wharf F would require approximately one hour of pile driving that could result in additional impacts to marine mammals. However, mitigation is proposed to include use of a vibratory hammer for pile driving if at all practicable and ceasing operations when a marine mammal is observed within 50 ft of the proposed pile driving operations and until the animal leaves the area (this is an extension of this element of USACE’s Special Manatee Protection Conditions to all marine mammals). Therefore, there would be no injury or mortality of any marine mammal species and no adverse affects on annual rates of recruitment or survival of any of the species and stocks assessed.

A2: AIRCRAFT TRADEOFF

Non-Unique and no impact- despite numerous failures, the F-35s program is too big to fail

Cubillos 12 -  an award-winning journalist, has spent the past 19 years in the news business as a reporter or editor (Isaac, “F-35 mission failure; but too big to fail,” February 1, 2012, http://lanterloon.com/f-35-mission-failure-but-too-big-to-fail/)
A story broke late last week, first on a CNN blog then overseas, but has not generally been seen here in the U.S. Apparently Lockheed Martin forgot to design the tailhook on the Navy’s version of the F-35 correctly, and the aircraft cannot land on aircraft carriers. The tailhook, it appears is too short to catch the arresting wires on the deck of the ship. The plane was undergoing testing at Naval Air Station Lakehurst and failed to catch the arresting wire all eight times. A Department of Defense report said the “F-35C CV JSF is attached improperly to the aircraft. The distance from the hook to the main landing gear is so short that it is unlikely the aircraft will catch the landing wires on a ship’s deck.” The report went on to say that this appeared to be a “basic design flaw” on Lockheed Martin’s part requiring a “major restructuring design of the plane.” An industry expert who is a graduate Flight Test Engineer of the U.S. Naval Test Pilot School, Peter Goon, stated that, “Given the limited amount of suitable structure at the back end of the JSF variants, due primarily to the commonality that was being sought between the three variant designs and the fact that the STOVL F-35B JSF is the baseline design, there was always going to be high risk associated with meeting the carrier suitability requirements.” “High risk associated with meeting the carrier suitability requirements?” That means the taxpayers have paid of a piece of high-tech junk for the Navy. As they say in the Navy, “the mission isn’t over until you have successfully landed back on the deck.” The cost of all three variants of the F-35 for the Navy, Air Force and Marines will be more than $1 trillion. That does not include the cost of the aircraft carrier, support ships, land bases and fuel. It no longer is a cost effective weapon system, nor one that can complete the mission. The Air Force version, the F-35A, also is having some problems, and the Marine Corps’ F-35B was until recently grounded over flight issues. The Pentagon report, first released by Bloomberg News found: Worse than predicted buffeting of the aircraft in high speed and maneuvering modes with the most stringent testing in combat-like situations yet to be done. The result is already seen and predicted further accelerated wear and tear on the aircraft, cracks in the structural frame. The high tech helmet-mounted-display that is supposed to allow the pilot to be aware of potential threats and attack targets at night or in bad weather performs badly and its night vision capability is far less than existing systems used by pilots in existing aircraft. The buffeting of the aircraft in flight makes the helmet-mounted-display problems worse. The integrated power package that provides backup electrical power, controls much of the aircraft’s avionics and the primary oxygen supply and cockpit pressurization has proven horribly unreliable. The report concluded that highly sophisticated design and modeling technology failed in predicting and preventing problems with the design, production and performance of the aircraft and its critical combat systems. But the Pentagon is keeping this problem-plagued aircraft in its budget because as some insiders have said, “it’s too big to fail.” It too big to fail because Lockheed Martin has already sold the fighter to many of our allies and it’s those billions of dollars that will keep the company afloat during this extended recession. It was a political decision, not a military one.

Non-Unique and no impact- American is committed now, but the program is useless

RT 12-  (“F-35 failure forces countries to reconsider contracts,” 15 March, 2012, http://rt.com/usa/news/f-35-countries-program-us-677/)#SPS 

American military top-brass met with foreign officials overseas this week after growing problems with the US Air Force’s F-35 program has caused a handful of nations to consider terminating their contracts with the States to purchase warplanes. Ongoing incidents onboard the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter jets have caused the US Air Force to suspend the program themselves several times as of late, and with other countries lined up to purchase the planes at roughly $200 million a pop, malfunctions, delays and growing costs are raising more than just a few eyebrows. From Sydney, Australia on Thursday, US Air Force Major General John F. Thompson, deputy Joint Strike Force Program executive officer, told reporters that the military vowed to see no further delays in the F-35 program that has so far been marred with mishaps. General Thompson reassured representatives from Britain, Australia, Turkey, Canada, Denmark, Norway, Italy and the Netherlands this week that, despite consistent concerns, he was confident that the program would see no further flukes. That decision came after Canada announced that it was considering the cancelation of an order of 65 warplanes; Japan, who intended on ordering a few dozen themselves, said they were also considering pulling out. "We have been given the adequate time needed to execute the program,” explained General Thompson. "There was plenty of lively discussion on affordability and production. What we pledged today was to maintain a very open line of communication." Despite investing $382 billion in its F-35 program, the US has continued to encounter setbacks along the way. Last year the Air Force suspended operation of its fleet of 20 Joint Strike Fighters after they experienced malfunctions, and that was already the third time the program was put on hold. With the Pentagon publicizing last month that the US was going to postpone its own plans for a fleet of 179 F-35s citing budget concerns, now other countries are considering the same. On top of technical and mechanical problems, countries considering purchasing the planes cite growing costs as a big issue. The US decided to momentarily move aside its plans for nearly 200 planes saying it would save the Defense Department over $15 billion, but now that decision is proving disastrous for others. Lockheed Martin, the manufacturer of the aircraft, said that the postponement will only put a higher price tag on the cost of the plane, which isn’t good for potential purchasers. Even still, US officials say that future roadblocks will be rare from here on out. "I am absolutely confident that we will get where we want to go," added Thompson, reports Reuters. "But from a procurement standpoint, it's up to each partner to decide what they want to procure and how much they want to procure to address their capability gaps." Both Britain and Australia have confirmed that they will wait until a later date before formally signing off on the acquisition of the fleets they had in mind. In the end, however, the US says the still expect to sell more than 700 of the jets overseas within the next decade. 

The program is useless but will never be cut- 

HADDICK 11- Managing Editor of Small Wars Journal. He writes the “This Week at War” column for Foreign Policy. (ROBERT, MAY 27, 2011, “This Week at War: The Jet That Ate the Pentagon,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/05/27/this_week_at_war_the_jet_that_ate_the_pentagon)#SPS
The Government Accountability Office reported that although Pentagon management of the program is improving, developers have only completely verified 4 percent of the F-35's capabilities. The program received another blow this week when the Senate Armed Services Committee learned that the Pentagon will likely have to spend $1 trillion over the next 50 years to operate and maintain the fleet of F-35s. Evidently reeling from sticker shock, Sen. John McCain demanded that "we at least begin considering alternatives." But is it too late to prevent the F-35 program from devouring the Pentagon's future procurement budgets? Air Force officials themselves may now doubt the wisdom of the size of the commitment to the F-35. According to a recent Aviation Week story, Air Force Undersecretary Erin Conaton placed new emphasis on the importance of the Air Force's next-generation long-range bomber. With procurement funds sure to be tight in the decade ahead, Conaton hinted that the Air Force may have to raid the F-35's future budgets in order to help pay for the new bomber. The rapidly changing strategic situation in Asia and the western Pacific should compel policymakers to reexamine the size of the commitment to the F-35. Yet another critical report on the F-35 from the Pentagon's acquisition office dated Dec. 31, 2010, revealed that the Air Force version of the attack jet would have a combat mission radius of 584 miles, just short of the original stated requirement of 590 miles, and significantly less than a recent expectation by program officials that the jet would be able to strike targets 690 miles away without midair refueling. A combat radius of 584 miles leaves planners with few options when contemplating operations over the vast distances in the Asia-Pacific region. As I discussed in a recent column, China's growing inventories of ballistic and cruise missiles are already capable, according to the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, of striking the U.S. Air Force's main bases in the region. These missiles are also putting the Navy's aircraft carriers increasingly at risk, which could compel the Navy to move the vessels out of the F-35's strike range. The solution is combat aircraft with much longer ranges, which would operate from distant bases less vulnerable to missile attack. This would explain Conaton's increased emphasis on the new long-range bomber and the Navy's interest in a long-range combat drone that would launch from its aircraft carriers and some of its amphibious ships. There are still significant roles for the F-35 and many of its leading-edge stealth and electronic capabilities. The F-35 can defend against enemy aircraft, can collect and distribute intelligence from over a battlefield, and can attack heavily defended targets within its range. In any case, the program is "too big to fail," or at least "too big to kill," and it is far too late in the day to now consider alternatives. But it seems increasingly likely that the Air Force and Navy will eventually truncate their planned purchases and redirect those savings into new long-range platforms. Doing so would cause the unit cost of the F-35 to spike even higher which would likely lead many foreign partners to drop out. But that regrettable consequence may be necessary if the Air Force and Navy are to have the money to buy capabilities that will actually be useful in the vast stretches of the Pacific

A2: PRC CARRIER

The construction of the Chinese carrier is good for the US – trades off with other capabilities
Horowitz 2011 (Michael C. is an associate professor of political science at the University of Pennsylvania, The Diffusion of Military Power: Causes and Consequences for International Politics, Google Books) BW

Given the continuing relevance of carrier warfare in the twenty-first century, this chapter demonstrates why understanding the spread of military power is an especially useful endeavor, not just for international relations theory, but for policy analysts interested in the future of global power. For example, while many U.S. security analysts have worried for years about the possibility of a Chinese push to develop an operational aircraft carrier, if such a move occurs, the high financial and organizational requirements associated with this effort might frustrate Chinese plans and actually enhance U.S. superiority in the short— to medium-term. The financial challenge of building air craft carriers and the organizational one of operating them arc sufficiently high that credible investments by the Chinese Navy2 might force them to divert funds from their current naval investment program, which focuses on antiship missiles and submarines, the result could weaken the Chinese Navy’s antiaccess strategy against the U.S. Navy in the Taiwan Strait in the short— to medium-term, while the organizational barriers to adoption might prove so large that it undercuts the Chinese Navy’s overall modernization program in the long run. Alternatively, successful mastery of carrier warfare by the Chinese Navy, while it might take fifteen years, would represent the first serious challenge to U.S. naval supremacy since the early days of World War II. That a challenge has not happened before, even during the height of the cold war, has much to do with the unique challenges involved in adopting carrier warfare.
AT: EIS CP
Already an EIS done on the plan

GAO 3-28-2011 (Government Accountability Office, “Defense Infrastructure: Ability of Ship Maintenance Industrial Base to Support a Nuclear Aircraft Carrier at Naval Station Mayport” http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d11388r.pdf) BW

Since established as a naval base in December 1942, Naval Station Mayport, Florida, as grown to become the third largest naval fleet concentration area in the United States and the second largest on the East Coast. During this time, the base has served as the home port for multiple types of Navy surface ships—reaching a peak of over 30 ships including two conventional carriers in 1987. The most recent conventionally powered carrier to be homeported there—the USS John F. Kennedy—was decommissioned in 2007. Prior to the USS John F. Kennedy’s retirement, the Department of Defense’s (DOD) 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review called for the Navy to provide more warfighting assets more quickly to multiple locations, and, to meet this requirement, the Navy made a preliminary decision to homeport additional surface ships at Mayport. The Navy subsequently prepared an environmental impact statement to evaluate a broad range of strategic home port and dispersal options for Atlantic Fleet surface ships in Mayport and on January 14, 2009, issued its decision to pursue an option that would include the first-time homeporting of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Mayport. The Navy’s decision was reviewed as part of the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review, which in its report supported the Navy’s decision to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Mayport, indicating that homeporting an East Coast carrier in Mayport would contribute to mitigating the risk of a terrorist attack, accident, or natural disaster occurring in Norfolk, Virginia, where currently all of the nuclear-powered aircraft carriers on the East Coast are homeported. 2
A2: RADIOLOGICAL ACCIDENT

No risk of radiological accident

NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)
The NNPP’s conservative design practices and stringent operating procedures have resulted in the demonstrated safety record of Naval nuclear propulsion plants. As of July 2007, U.S. Naval reactors have accumulated over 5900 reactor-years of operation and have steamed over 137 million miles and there has never been a reactor accident, nor any release of radioactivity that has had an adverse effect on human health or the quality of the environment. The following sections provide a detailed discussion of the NNPP. For further information on this subject, see DOE/DOD 2006, Duncan 1990, and Hewlett and Duncan 1974.

No radiation releases—Naval nuclear power is extremely safe

NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)
The history of safe operation of the Navy’s nuclear-powered ships and their support facilities is a matter of public record. This record shows a long and extensive history of the NNPP’s activities having no adverse effect on the environment. Detailed environmental monitoring results published yearly provide a comprehensive description of environmental performance for all NNPP facilities. Report NT-07-1 (NNPP 2007a) discusses the performance for all the ships, bases, and shipyards. This record confirms that the procedures used by the Navy to control radioactivity from U.S. Naval nuclear-powered ships and their support facilities are effective in protecting the environment and the health and safety of Sailors, workers and the general public.

NNPP reactor designs have received independent evaluations from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and the Advisory Commission on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS). These reviews were conducted as a means to provide confirmation and added assurance that nuclear propulsion plant design, operation, and maintenance pose no undue risk to public health and safety.

In addition, in 1991 the GAO completed a thorough 14-month review of DOE sites under the cognizance of the NNPP (GAO 1991). This review included full access to classified documents. The GAO investigators also made visits to the DOE laboratory and prototype sites supporting the NNPP, which operate to the same stringent standards imposed on Naval facilities and activities; and spent time on a nuclear-powered warship. The GAO review concentrated on environmental, health, and safety matters, including reactor safety. In congressional testimony on April 25 1991, the GAO stated in part:

In the past, we have testified many times before this committee regarding problems in the Department of Energy (DOE). It is a pleasure to be here today to discuss a positive program in DOE. In summary, Mr. Chairman, we have reviewed the environmental, health, and safety practices at the Naval Reactors laboratories and sites and have found no significant deficiencies.

The USEPA has conducted independent environmental monitoring in U.S. harbors during the past several decades. The results of these extensive, detailed surveys have been consistent with Navy results. These surveys have confirmed that U.S. Naval nuclear-powered ships and support facilities have had no significant effect on the environment (USEPA 1998b, USEPA 1999d, USEPA 2001a, USEPA 2001b, USEPA 2003b, USEPA 2004, USEPA 2005a, USEPA 2005b).

The safety record of U.S. Naval nuclear propulsion plants aboard nuclear-powered warships is well known; there has never been a reactor accident in over 50 years since the first Naval reactor began operation, a record comprising over 5,900 reactor-years of experience. The NNPP currently operates 81 nuclear-powered warships (as of June 2007), one research vessel, two moored training ships, and two land-based prototypes powered by 102 Naval nuclear reactors. Since 1955, U.S. Naval nuclear-powered warships have steamed over 137 million miles. These ships have visited more than 150 ports in over 50 foreign countries and dependencies. There has never been any release of radioactivity that has had an adverse effect on the public or the environment.

U.S. nuclear-powered warships and their reactors are designed to exacting and rigorous standards. They are designed to survive wartime attack, include redundant systems and auxiliary means of propulsion, and are operated by highly trained crews using rigorously applied procedures. All of these features enhance reactor safety just as they contribute to the ability of the ship to survive attack in time of war. Critical to safety are the officers and Sailors who operate the Naval nuclear propulsion plants aboard nuclear-powered warships. Since the 1950s, over 115,000 officers and enlisted technicians have been trained in the NNPP. The officer selection process accepts only applicants who have high standing at colleges and universities. All personnel receive 1 to 2 years of training in theoretical knowledge and practical experience on operating reactors that are like the reactors used on ships. Even after completing this training, before manning a nuclear propulsion plant watch station, the personnel must requalify on the ship to which they are assigned. In addition to the extensive training and qualification program, multiple layers of supervision and inspection are employed to ensure a high state of readiness and compliance with safety standards. When a ship’s reactor is in operation at sea, there are both enlisted technicians and officers on duty, with an average total of 40 years of experience in Naval nuclear propulsion.

No impact even if an accident occurs—Naval reactors are too small to cause widespread damage

NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)
In addition to the many safety considerations referred to above, several other factors enhance Naval reactor safety. Naval reactors are smaller and lower in power rating than typical commercial plants. Because naval reactors must fit aboard a warship, they are smaller and have a much lower power rating than commercial reactors. Also, since reactor power is directly linked to propulsion requirements, naval reactors typically operate at low power when the warship is in port, naval reactors are normally operated at very low power or shut down entirely. Their smaller size and the fact that they normally operate at low power or are shut down when in port mean that, in the highly unlikely event of a problem with the reactor, less than one percent (<1%) of the radioactivity contained in a typical commercial power reactor could be released from a naval reactor plant. The plant is designed to withstand a wide variety of casualty conditions without damage to the reactor core or release of significant amounts of radioactivity. Naval reactors are mobile and move through a source of unlimited seawater that can be used for emergency cooling and shielding if ever needed. In the event of a nuclear reactor accident, the ship can be rigged and towed away from populated areas, which, of course, is not the case for a fixed, land-based reactor. There are numerous ways to move a CVN including the use of its other reactor plant and the use of tugs or other tow craft. Sufficient time exists to support safe movement in the highly unlikely event of such an occurrence. Notwithstanding the remote possibility of occurrence, the potential range of postulated nuclear accidents has been analyzed and is discussed in Appendix I (classified).
A2: ENVIRONMENTAL RACISM

No link—there’s no environmental effect from the plan and it wouldn’t hurt any specific group

NAVFAC 2008 (Naval Facilities Engineering Command, NAVFAC Southeast, “Final EIS for the proposed homeporting of additional surface ships at Naval Station Mayport, FL Vol I: Final Environmental Impact Statement,” November, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ada491893)

As discussed in the preceding sections, the impacts on human health or the environment resulting from normal operations associated with support facility operations for CVNs would be small. For example, it is unlikely that a single additional fatal cancer would occur as a result of these activities. Since the potential impacts due to normal operations or accident conditions present no significant risk and do not constitute a credible adverse impact on the surrounding population, no adverse effects would be expected for any particular segment of the population, minorities and low-income groups included. The conclusion that there would be no disproportionately high and adverse impacts on human health or the environment is not affected by the prevailing winds or direction of surface and subsurface water flow. This is true for normal operations because the effects of routine operations are so small. It is also true for accident conditions because the consequences of any accident would depend on the conditions at the time it occurred and the wind directions do not display any strongly dominant directions. Similarly, the conclusion is not affected by concerns related to subsistence consumption of fish and game since the sites are not located in areas that serve as a major source of food for any specific group.

To place the impacts on environmental justice in perspective, the risk would be less than one additional fatality per year for the entire population from CVN support operations. Even if all of the additional impacts were assumed to occur solely among minorities and low income populations, no additional latent cancer fatalities are expected to occur in the population from carrier support operations. Thus, the cancer risk would not constitute disproportionately high and adverse impacts on human health or the environment.

A2: HURTS NORFOLK

Not unique—amphibious ship reassignments

VIRGINIAN-PILOT 6-21-2012 (“Study: Moving Navy ships will take a financial toll,” http://hamptonroads.com/2012/06/study-moving-navy-ships-will-take-financial-toll)
Three Navy ships leaving Hampton Roads for Mayport Naval Station in Florida will take with them paychecks, repair work and spending power that add up to 5,220 jobs and $590 million of the region's annual gross product, according to the Hampton Roads Planning District Commission.

Secretary of the Navy Ray Mabus announced Friday that the ships, which were due to relocate to Mayport in 2015, will be going south much sooner. The New York, an amphibious transport dock ship, will leave in 2013. The following year, the amphibious assault ship Iwo Jima and the Fort McHenry, a dock landing ship, will depart.

About 1,800 of the jobs are held by sailors aboard the ships, according to the commission. The others will come from ship maintenance work and the trickle-down effect of less money being spent on goods and services by the crews, the Navy and the military contractors.

While the estimated loss is less than 1 percent of the region's $83 billion gross product, commission officials say the ship departures are significant.

A2: SEA BASING

We won’t do sea basing and it would fail if we did

ABC NEWS 2003 (“A Game of Chicken with Aircraft Carriers?” August 10, http://abcnews.go.com/International/story?id=79428&page=2)
Military planners have long considered using mobile platforms — fixed constructs that look like oil rigs, placed in international waters — to take the place of aircraft carriers. The advent of long-range bombers, which can launch from bases in the United States or one of its allies and strike anywhere in the world also raises questions over the need for more carriers. Paul Bracken, a Yale professor who has studied management aspects of the military, said the idea of mobile platforms has "comes up every once in awhile," but has attracted very little attention. Birkler said that's because deploying the mobile platforms would take months. "Plus there are concerns about this technology. We have not built these structures before and, I suspect, there will be lots of technical surprises," he said. The aircraft carrier also has a special role that few other manners of projecting power can beat, Bracken said. "Washington likes the signaling effect of putting aircraft carriers forward because you don't have to pull the trigger," he said.
A2: IRAN DA

The Fifth Fleet is key to deter Iranian aggression, prevent WMD terrorism, and sustain the war effort in Iraq and Afghanistan

KATZMAN 2011 (Kenneth, Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs, “Bahrain: Reform, Security, and U.S. Policy,” Congressional Research Service, July 11, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/95-1013.pdf)

Unrest in Bahrain directly affects U.S. national security interests; the Administration response has thus been more restrained than the response to some of the other regional uprisings in 2011. Bahrain, in exchange for a tacit U.S. security guarantee, has provided key support for U.S. interests by hosting U.S. naval headquarters for the Gulf for over 60 years and by providing facilities and small numbers of personnel for U.S. war efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan. Because of the instability in Bahrain, there is concern that U.S. use of the naval headquarters facilities might become untenable. This facility has been pivotal to U.S. strategy to deter any Iranian aggression as well as to interdict the movement of terrorists and weapons-related technology on Gulf waterways. The United States has designated Bahrain as a “major non-NATO ally,” and it provides small amounts of security assistance to Bahrain. On other regional issues such as the Arab-Israeli dispute, Bahrain has tended to defer to Saudi Arabia or other powers to take the lead in formulating proposals or representing the position of the Persian Gulf states, collectively.
A2: FLEET SIZE WILL DECLINE

Fleet size doesn’t matter—ability to project power is key to naval power

WHITENECK 2010 (Daniel Whiteneck • Michael Price • Neil Jenkins •Peter Swartz, CNA Analysis & Solutions, “The Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake?” March, http://www.public.navy.mil/usff/documents/navy_at_tipping_point.pdf)
The size of the Navy has ranged from fewer than 300 ships to more than 1,000 ships,1 but the forward presence and combat credibility parts of the Navy’s strategy for global preeminence have never changed To be forward is to be ready, and to be combat credible is to be dominant and able to control escalation and de-escalation at any level of confrontation. The global reach and ambitions of the Navy also have never changed; to be absent is to forgo influence.
A2: NAVAL POWER NOT KEY

Naval power is key—it has unique capabilities over airpower and sustains air operations

CHAO 2010 (Brian C. Chao graduated cum laude in 2009 from Dartmouth College, receiving a Bachelor of Arts degree in Government with High Honors as well as the Rockefeller Prize for the best thesis in international relations. Brian is currently a Chinese Government Scholar at Tsinghua University in Beijing, China, “Of Navies and power trans itions : the unite d st ates , naval power, and the rise of China,” Journal of Politics and Society)
Air power has not made naval force obsolete. It may be quick, but it is temporary. Aircraft cannot stay in the air for months at a time; they must return to base to be refueled. Refueling in flight requires sending up a certain number of aircraft just to ensure that those already in the air stay in the air; it is not an economical process. Furthermore, while technology has allowed one airplane to connect a fuel hose to another and recharge that machine, no technology exists by which one pilot in a fighter plane can be relieved in mid-air by another pilot in the same machine. Thus, man and machine constrain the permanence and efficacy of air warfare, which raises a third issue in the form of basing requirements. Air power requires bases from which to project, but air force bases are immobile, requiring great geographic distribution for expedient global air support. The navy’s aircraft carriers mitigate this disadvantage by providing mobile air bases around the world; thus, global air power has actually made global naval power more, not less, impor-tant. Aircraft and airmen cannot stay in the air continuously with enough firepower to be effective without exacting great costs. What an air force calls “virtual presence” is, in reality, actual absence (China, Taiwan, and Mongolia Team [China Team] 2009). The navy does not face the problems of the air force. Its vessels, especially those that are nuclear-powered, can remain at sea for extended periods of time. Blue-water navies, by definition, are self-reliant for both provisions and defense and do not require land support. Since blue-water navies are not tied to their shore support facilities, naval forces are free to sail to more places for longer periods of time in a more efficient way than air forces. This self-reliance ensures that the navy is not tethered to land as the air force is. Naval vessels also avoid the manning problem of aircraft. Ships and submarines are manned by crews in the hundreds and thousands, so just as the machine can operate for extended periods of time, so its large crew can operate for extended periods of time as well.

A2: MILITARY T
Public just means concerning people

Free Dictionary.Com No Date (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/public)

1. Of, concerning, or affecting the community or the people:: the public good.
T-Millitay limits out all affs- during a time of war, the SOD can control all transportation
10 USC § 2644 – ( 10 USC § 2644 - CONTROL OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS IN TIME OF WAR, http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/10/2644)#SPS

In time of war, the President, through the Secretary of Defense, may take possession and assume control of all or part of any system of transportation to transport troops, war material, and equipment, or for other purposes related to the emergency. So far as necessary, he may use the system to the exclusion of other traffic.
Military education is good
HANSON 2007 (Victor Davis Hanson, Professor of Classics at CSU Fullerton, “Why Study War?” City Journal, Summer)
It’s no surprise that civilian Americans tend to lack a basic understanding of military matters. Even when I was a graduate student, 30-some years ago, military history—understood broadly as the investigation of why one side wins and another loses a war, and encompassing reflections on magisterial or foolish generalship, technological stagnation or breakthrough, and the roles of discipline, bravery, national will, and culture in determining a conflict’s outcome and its consequences—had already become unfashionable on campus. Today, universities are even less receptive to the subject. This state of affairs is profoundly troubling, for democratic citizenship requires knowledge of war—and now, in the age of weapons of mass annihilation, more than ever. I came to the study of warfare in an odd way, at the age of 24. Without ever taking a class in military history, I naively began writing about war for a Stanford classics dissertation that explored the effects of agricultural devastation in ancient Greece, especially the Spartan ravaging of the Athenian countryside during the Peloponnesian War. The topic fascinated me. Was the strategy effective? Why assume that ancient armies with primitive tools could easily burn or cut trees, vines, and grain on thousands of acres of enemy farms, when on my family farm in Selma, California, it took me almost an hour to fell a mature fruit tree with a sharp modern ax? Yet even if the invaders couldn’t starve civilian populations, was the destruction still harmful psychologically? Did it goad proud agrarians to come out and fight? And what did the practice tell us about the values of the Greeks—and of the generals who persisted in an operation that seemingly brought no tangible results? I posed these questions to my prospective thesis advisor, adding all sorts of further justifications. The topic was central to understanding the Peloponnesian War, I noted. The research would be interdisciplinary—a big plus in the modern university—drawing not just on ancient military histories but also on archaeology, classical drama, epigraphy, and poetry. I could bring a personal dimension to the research, too, having grown up around veterans of both world wars who talked constantly about battle. And from my experience on the farm, I wanted to add practical details about growing trees and vines in a Mediterranean climate. Yet my advisor was skeptical. Agrarian wars, indeed wars of any kind, weren’t popular in classics Ph.D. programs, even though farming and fighting were the ancient Greeks’ two most common pursuits, the sources of anecdote, allusion, and metaphor in almost every Greek philosophical, historical, and literary text. Few classicists seemed to care any more that most notable Greek writers, thinkers, and statesmen—from Aeschylus to Pericles to Xenophon—had served in the phalanx or on a trireme at sea. Dozens of nineteenth-century dissertations and monographs on ancient warfare—on the organization of the Spartan army, the birth of Greek tactics, the strategic thinking of Greek generals, and much more—went largely unread. Nor was the discipline of military history, once central to a liberal education, in vogue on campuses in the seventies. It was as if the university had forgotten that history itself had begun with Herodotus and Thucydides as the story of armed conflicts. What lay behind this academic lack of interest? The most obvious explanation: this was the immediate post-Vietnam era. The public perception in the Carter years was that America had lost a war that for moral and practical reasons it should never have fought—a catastrophe, for many in the universities, that it must never repeat. The necessary corrective wasn’t to learn how such wars started, went forward, and were lost. Better to ignore anything that had to do with such odious business in the first place. The nuclear pessimism of the cold war, which followed the horror of two world wars, also dampened academic interest. The postwar obscenity of Mutually Assured Destruction had lent an apocalyptic veneer to contemporary war: as President Kennedy warned, “Mankind must put an end to war, or war will put an end to mankind.” Conflict had become something so destructive, in this view, that it no longer had any relation to the battles of the past. It seemed absurd to worry about a new tank or a novel doctrine of counterinsurgency when the press of a button, unleashing nuclear Armageddon, would render all military thinking superfluous. Further, the sixties had ushered in a utopian view of society antithetical to serious thinking about war. Government, the military, business, religion, and the family had conspired, the new Rousseauians believed, to warp the naturally peace-loving individual. Conformity and coercion smothered our innately pacifist selves. To assert that wars broke out because bad men, in fear or in pride, sought material advantage or status, or because good men had done too little to stop them, was now seen as antithetical to an enlightened understanding of human nature. “What difference does it make,” in the words of the much-quoted Mahatma Gandhi, “to the dead, the orphans, and the homeless whether the mad destruction is wrought under the name of totalitarianism or the holy name of liberty and democracy?” The academic neglect of war is even more acute today. Military history as a discipline has atrophied, with very few professorships, journal articles, or degree programs. In 2004, Edward Coffman, a retired military history professor who taught at the University of Wisconsin, reviewed the faculties of the top 25 history departments, as ranked by U.S. News and World Report. He found that of over 1,000 professors, only 21 identified war as a specialty. When war does show up on university syllabi, it’s often about the race, class, and gender of combatants and wartime civilians. So a class on the Civil War will focus on the Underground Railroad and Reconstruction, not on Chancellorsville and Gettysburg. One on World War II might emphasize Japanese internment, Rosie the Riveter, and the horror of Hiroshima, not Guadalcanal and Midway. A survey of the Vietnam War will devote lots of time to the inequities of the draft, media coverage, and the antiwar movement at home, and scant the air and artillery barrages at Khe Sanh. Those who want to study war in the traditional way face intense academic suspicion, as Margaret Atwood’s poem “The Loneliness of the Military Historian” suggests: Confess: it’s my profession that alarms you. This is why few people ask me to dinner, though Lord knows I don’t go out of my way to be scary. Historians of war must derive perverse pleasure, their critics suspect, from reading about carnage and suffering. Why not figure out instead how to outlaw war forever, as if it were not a tragic, nearly inevitable aspect of human existence? Hence the recent surge of “peace studies” (see “The Peace Racket”). The university’s aversion to the study of war certainly doesn’t reflect public lack of interest in the subject. Students love old-fashioned war classes on those rare occasions when they’re offered, usually as courses that professors sneak in when the choice of what to teach is left up to them. I taught a number of such classes at California State University, Stanford, and elsewhere. They’d invariably wind up overenrolled, with hordes of students lingering after office hours to offer opinions on the battles of Marathon and Lepanto. Popular culture, too, displays extraordinary enthusiasm for all things military. There’s a new Military History Channel, and Hollywood churns out a steady supply of blockbuster war movies, from Saving Private Ryan to 300. The post–Ken Burns explosion of interest in the Civil War continues. Historical reenactment societies stage history’s great battles, from the Roman legions’ to the Wehrmacht’s. Barnes and Noble and Borders bookstores boast well-stocked military history sections, with scores of new titles every month. A plethora of websites obsess over strategy and tactics. Hit video games grow ever more realistic in their reconstructions of battles. The public may feel drawn to military history because it wants to learn about honor and sacrifice, or because of interest in technology—the muzzle velocity of a Tiger Tank’s 88mm cannon, for instance—or because of a pathological need to experience violence, if only vicariously. The importance—and challenge—of the academic study of war is to elevate that popular enthusiasm into a more capacious and serious understanding, one that seeks answers to such questions as: Why do wars break out? How do they end? Why do the winners win and the losers lose? How best to avoid wars or contain their worst effects? A wartime public illiterate about the conflicts of the past can easily find itself paralyzed in the acrimony of the present. Without standards of historical comparison, it will prove ill equipped to make informed judgments. Neither our politicians nor most of our citizens seem to recall the incompetence and terrible decisions that, in December 1777, December 1941, and November 1950, led to massive American casualties and, for a time, public despair. So it’s no surprise that today so many seem to think that the violence in Iraq is unprecedented in our history. Roughly 3,000 combat dead in Iraq in some four years of fighting is, of course, a terrible thing. And it has provoked national outrage to the point of considering withdrawal and defeat, as we still bicker over up-armored Humvees and proper troop levels. But a previous generation considered Okinawa a stunning American victory, and prepared to follow it with an invasion of the Japanese mainland itself—despite losing, in a little over two months, four times as many Americans as we have lost in Iraq, casualties of faulty intelligence, poor generalship, and suicidal head-on assaults against fortified positions. It’s not that military history offers cookie-cutter comparisons with the past. Germany’s World War I victory over Russia in under three years and her failure to take France in four apparently misled Hitler into thinking that he could overrun the Soviets in three or four weeks—after all, he had brought down historically tougher France in just six. Similarly, the conquest of the Taliban in eight weeks in 2001, followed by the establishment of constitutional government within a year in Kabul, did not mean that the similarly easy removal of Saddam Hussein in three weeks in 2003 would ensure a working Iraqi democracy within six months. The differences between the countries—cultural, political, geographical, and economic—were too great. Instead, knowledge of past wars establishes wide parameters of what to expect from new ones. Themes, emotions, and rhetoric remain constant over the centuries, and thus generally predictable. Athens’s disastrous expedition in 415 BC against Sicily, the largest democracy in the Greek world, may not prefigure our war in Iraq. But the story of the Sicilian calamity does instruct us on how consensual societies can clamor for war—yet soon become disheartened and predicate their support on the perceived pulse of the battlefield. Military history teaches us, contrary to popular belief these days, that wars aren’t necessarily the most costly of human calamities. The first Gulf War took few lives in getting Saddam out of Kuwait; doing nothing in Rwanda allowed savage gangs and militias to murder hundreds of thousands with impunity. Hitler, Mao, Pol Pot, and Stalin killed far more off the battlefield than on it. The 1918 Spanish flu epidemic brought down more people than World War I did. And more Americans—over 3.2 million—lost their lives driving over the last 90 years than died in combat in this nation’s 231-year history. Perhaps what bothers us about wars, though, isn’t just their horrific lethality but also that people choose to wage them—which makes them seem avoidable, unlike a flu virus or a car wreck, and their tolls unduly grievous. Yet military history also reminds us that war sometimes has an eerie utility: as British strategist Basil H. Liddell Hart put it, “War is always a matter of doing evil in the hope that good may come of it.” Wars—or threats of wars—put an end to chattel slavery, Nazism, fascism, Japanese militarism, and Soviet Communism. Military history is as often the story of appeasement as of warmongering. The destructive military careers of Alexander the Great, Caesar, Napoleon, and Hitler would all have ended early had any of their numerous enemies united when the odds favored them. Western air power stopped Slobodan Milošević’s reign of terror at little cost to NATO forces—but only after a near-decade of inaction and dialogue had made possible the slaughter of tens of thousands. Affluent Western societies have often proved reluctant to use force to prevent greater future violence. “War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things,” observed the British philosopher John Stuart Mill. “The decayed and degraded state of moral and patriotic feeling which thinks that nothing is worth war is much worse.” Indeed, by ignoring history, the modern age is free to interpret war as a failure of communication, of diplomacy, of talking—as if aggressors don’t know exactly what they’re doing. Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, frustrated by the Bush administration’s intransigence in the War on Terror, flew to Syria, hoping to persuade President Assad to stop funding terror in the Middle East. She assumed that Assad’s belligerence resulted from our aloofness and arrogance rather than from his dictatorship’s interest in destroying democracy in Lebanon and Iraq, before such contagious freedom might in fact destroy him. For a therapeutically inclined generation raised on Oprah and Dr. Phil—and not on the letters of William Tecumseh Sherman and William Shirer’s Berlin Diary—problems between states, like those in our personal lives, should be argued about by equally civilized and peaceful rivals, and so solved without resorting to violence. Yet it’s hard to find many wars that result from miscommunication. Far more often they break out because of malevolent intent and the absence of deterrence. Margaret Atwood also wrote in her poem: “Wars happen because the ones who start them / think they can win.” Hitler did; so did Mussolini and Tojo—and their assumptions were logical, given the relative disarmament of the Western democracies at the time. Bin Laden attacked on September 11 not because there was a dearth of American diplomats willing to dialogue with him in the Hindu Kush. Instead, he recognized that a series of Islamic terrorist assaults against U.S. interests over two decades had met with no meaningful reprisals, and concluded that decadent Westerners would never fight, whatever the provocation—or that, if we did, we would withdraw as we had from Mogadishu. In the twenty-first century, it’s easier than ever to succumb to technological determinism, the idea that science, new weaponry, and globalization have altered the very rules of war. But military history teaches us that our ability to strike a single individual from 30,000 feet up with a GPS bomb or a jihadist’s efforts to have his propaganda beamed to millions in real time do not necessarily transform the conditions that determine who wins and who loses wars. True, instant communications may compress decision making, and generals must be skilled at news conferences that can now influence the views of millions worldwide. Yet these are really just new wrinkles on the old face of war. The improvised explosive device versus the up-armored Humvee is simply an updated take on the catapult versus the stone wall or the harquebus versus the mailed knight. The long history of war suggests no static primacy of the defensive or the offensive, or of one sort of weapon over the other, but just temporary advantages gained by particular strategies and technologies that go unanswered for a time by less adept adversaries. So it’s highly doubtful, the study of war tells us, that a new weapon will emerge from the Pentagon or anywhere else that will change the very nature of armed conflict—unless some sort of genetic engineering so alters man’s brain chemistry that he begins to act in unprecedented ways. We fought the 1991 Gulf War with dazzling, computer-enhanced weaponry. But lost in the technological pizzazz was the basic wisdom that we need to fight wars with political objectives in mind and that, to conclude them decisively, we must defeat and even humiliate our enemies, so that they agree to abandon their prewar behavior. For some reason, no American general or diplomat seemed to understand that crucial point 16 years ago, with the result that, on the cessation of hostilities, Saddam Hussein’s supposedly defeated generals used their gunships to butcher Kurds and Shiites while Americans looked on. And because we never achieved the war’s proper aim—ensuring that Iraq would not use its petro-wealth to destroy the peace of the region—we have had to fight a second war of no-fly zones, and then a third war to remove Saddam, and now a fourth war, of counterinsurgency, to protect the fledgling Iraqi democracy. Military history reminds us of important anomalies and paradoxes. When Sparta invaded Attica in the first spring of the Peloponnesian war, Thucydides recounts, it expected the Athenians to surrender after a few short seasons of ravaging. They didn’t—but a plague that broke out unexpectedly did more damage than thousands of Spartan ravagers did. Twenty-seven years later, a maritime Athens lost the war at sea to Sparta, an insular land power that started the conflict with scarcely a navy. The 2003 removal of Saddam refuted doom-and-gloom critics who predicted thousands of deaths and millions of refugees, just as the subsequent messy four-year reconstruction hasn’t evolved as anticipated into a quiet, stable democracy—to say the least. The size of armies doesn’t guarantee battlefield success: the victors at Salamis, Issos, Mexico City, and Lepanto were all outnumbered. War’s most savage moments—the Allied summer offensive of 1918, the Russian siege of Berlin in the spring of 1945, the Battle of the Bulge, Hiroshima—often unfold right before hostilities cease. And democratic leaders during war—think of Winston Churchill, Harry Truman, and Richard Nixon—often leave office either disgraced or unpopular. It would be reassuring to think that the righteousness of a cause, or the bravery of an army, or the nobility of a sacrifice ensures public support for war. But military history shows that far more often the perception of winning is what matters. Citizens turn abruptly on any leaders deemed culpable for losing. “Public sentiment is everything,” wrote Abraham Lincoln. “With public sentiment nothing can fail. Without it nothing can succeed. He who molds opinion is greater than he who enacts laws.” Lincoln knew that lesson well. Gettysburg and Vicksburg were brilliant Union victories that by summer 1863 had restored Lincoln’s previously shaky credibility. But a year later, after the Wilderness, Spotsylvania, Petersburg, and Cold Harbor battles—Cold Harbor claimed 7,000 Union lives in 20 minutes—the public reviled him. Neither Lincoln nor his policies had changed, but the Confederate ability to kill large numbers of Union soldiers had. Ultimately, public opinion follows the ups and downs—including the perception of the ups and downs—of the battlefield, since victory excites the most ardent pacifist and defeat silences the most zealous zealot. After the defeat of France, the losses to Bomber Command, the U-boat rampage, and the fall of Greece, Singapore, and Dunkirk, Churchill took the blame for a war as seemingly lost as, a little later, it seemed won by the brilliant prime minister after victories in North Africa, Sicily, and Normandy. When the successful military action against Saddam Hussein ended in April 2003, over 70 percent of the American people backed it, with politicians and pundits alike elbowing each other aside to take credit for their prescient support. Four years of insurgency later, Americans oppose a now-orphaned war by the same margin. General George S. Patton may have been uncouth, but he wasn’t wrong when he bellowed, “Americans love a winner and will not tolerate a loser.” The American public turned on the Iraq War not because of Cindy Sheehan or Michael Moore but because it felt that the battlefield news had turned uniformly bad and that the price in American lives and treasure for ensuring Iraqi reform was too dear. Finally, military history has the moral purpose of educating us about past sacrifices that have secured our present freedom and security. If we know nothing of Shiloh, Belleau Wood, Tarawa, and Chosun, the crosses in our military cemeteries are just pleasant white stones on lush green lawns. They no longer serve as reminders that thousands endured pain and hardship for our right to listen to what we wish on our iPods and to shop at Wal-Mart in safety—or that they expected future generations, links in this great chain of obligation, to do the same for those not yet born. The United States was born through war, reunited by war, and saved from destruction by war. No future generation, however comfortable and affluent, should escape that terrible knowledge. What, then, can we do to restore the study of war to its proper place in the life of the American mind? The challenge isn’t just to reform the graduate schools or the professoriate, though that would help. On a deeper level, we need to reexamine the larger forces that have devalued the very idea of military history—of war itself. We must abandon the naive faith that with enough money, education, or good intentions we can change the nature of mankind so that conflict, as if by fiat, becomes a thing of the past. In the end, the study of war reminds us that we will never be gods. We will always just be men, it tells us. Some men will always prefer war to peace; and other men, we who have learned from the past, have a moral obligation to stop them.
