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AFF WRONG

Their entire aff is wrong—Norfolk is secure and there’s no need to disperse

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS

The Navy has made no compelling argument to justify its proposal to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Naval Station Mayport. There is little or no evidence that the Navy’s preferred homeporting alternative is supported by either strategic necessity or economic logic. Given the unavoidable adverse impact that today’s economic crisis will have on defense programs, the Navy would be irresponsible to incur costs (already projected to exceed $600 million) for a poorly justified project to duplicate existing nuclear-support facilities that the service itself describes as an “insurance policy.” The Navy’s flawed and incomplete analysis does not demonstrate a strategic necessity or the economic logic for homeporting a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Mayport. Of note:  There is no indication the Navy conducted a formal, comparative threat/survivability intelligence assessment to validate its claim that dispersing a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to Mayport will reduce risk or increase operational readiness. The Navy has provided no documentation of a cohesive, focused assessment of current and projected military threats for its homeporting proposal that included estimated levels of risk, potential vulnerabilities, and the implications for survivability, consequence management, and physical security programs;  The Coast Guard currently assesses the port-security risk for the Hampton Roads region and the port of Jacksonville/Mayport to be the same. The Navy did not request the U.S. Coast Guard to provide an independent assessment of maritime security risk in Hampton Roads, Virginia., or Mayport, Florida. The U.S. Coast Guard has statutory responsibilities for assessing maritime security risk in major U.S. seaports.  The concept of strategic dispersal was challenged by critics even at the height of the Cold War. In 1986, for example, the GAO reported that the Navy’s decision to disperse the fleet as part of its strategic homeporting plan was not based on a formal threat analysis, deeming the conventional threat to U.S. ports as relatively low.  The Navy fails to acknowledge the more than $111-million investment federal agencies have made to improve port security in Hampton Roads to mitigate significantly the risk of a terrorist attack.  The Navy’s proposal is fiscally irresponsible. The Navy estimated that it had $4.6 billion in unfunded budget priorities for fiscal year 2009. The Navy does not account for the impact the project’s approximately $600 million to $1 billion cost would have on the Navy’s inadequately funded accounts for shipbuilding and aircraft procurement, shore readiness, and military construction. The proposal also runs counter to the Navy’s “Shore Investment Strategy” which calls for consolidating the Navy’s shore footprint to save money and improve physical security.  The Navy did not acknowledge that aircraft carriers homeported in Norfolk are supported by multiple military and civilian airfields, including an outlying airfield necessary to support carrier-qualification training requirements for the Atlantic Fleet carrier air wings. In 2006, the citizens of Jacksonville had the chance to reopen the Naval Air Station Cecil Field for military use, but they voted not to do so.  The Navy issued its Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for homeporting alternatives in Mayport prior to the receipt of other agencies’ statutory biological assessments. The Navy also sought to fast-track the environmental review process so that it could issue its Record of Decision in early January. Virginia Governor Timothy M. Kaine described the Navy’s FEIS as “legally insufficient and technically flawed.”  Naval Station Norfolk is home to one of the largest regional concentrations of naval and military installations in the world, but the Navy did not apparently assess the impact that relocating a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to Naval Station Mayport would have on assigned crew members and their families. Any assessment of the impact of a permanent change of station should include all relevant training, career progression, sea-shore rotation, permanent change of station, and quality-of-life factors.  There is no evidence the Navy evaluated the comparative advantages for the private sector’s ship-repair industrial base in Jacksonville resulting from an alternative homeporting arrangement encompassing a larger number of surfacecombatant warships. It is my strong belief that no funds should be made available for the relocation of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier to Naval Station Mayport unless the Navy fully justifies such a move in a comprehensive report to the appropriate congressional defense committees.
The Navy’s analysis was flawed and informal- hold their evidence to a high standard

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Issue 1: There is no indication the Navy conducted a formal intelligence-based threat/survivability analysis that specifically addressed force dispersal. Absent a more rigorous and documented threat/survivability assessment, it is impossible to validate the Navy’s alleged claim that dispersing a single CVN to Mayport will reduce risk and increase operational readiness. There is an emotional appeal to the concept of reducing security risk through fleet dispersal. In today’s budget-constrained environment, however, a formal threat analysis is essential to allow the Department of Defense and Congress to make informed decisions regarding the relative level of military risk (low, medium, high) and if the security benefits that will be supposedly be achieved through a proposed course of action are worth the costs. A classified version of the Navy’s November 18 briefing did not address this issue. Subsequently, then-Senator John Warner and Senator Jim Webb asked the Navy to provide the classified “threat assessment” for NAVSTA Norfolk and NAVSTA Mayport that guided the Navy’s selection of its preferred homeporting alternative. The Navy’s classified briefing took place December 8, 2008. Unclassified highlights of the briefing are summarized as follows: o It was less a formal, integrated comparative threat assessment reflecting current intelligence estimates, threats, consequences, vulnerabilities, and mitigating factors than it was a “file-drawer” compilation of past classified security assessments prepared largely by the Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) for installations in the region (Naval Air Station Oceana, Craney Island, Northrop Grumman Newport News) that were said to be applicable to southern Virginia in general. Similar past NCIS security assessments for installations in the Jacksonville/Mayport region also were provided for comparison. o There was no stand-alone security assessment for NAVSTA Norfolk included in the briefing—potential security risks identified for other installations were extrapolated to the Hampton Roads region. o There was no indication during the December 8 briefing that the Office of Naval Intelligence conducted an independent threat/survivability study to guide the Navy’s homeporting proposal. The National Maritime Intelligence Center, staffed jointly by the Navy, the Coast Guard, and the Marine Corps, provides a world-class maritime intelligence capability dedicated to the nation’s defense. It is superbly qualified to conduct a more rigorous threat assessment. o After a discussion of approximately 15 to 20 minutes, then-Senator Warner told the Navy’s briefing officers, “If you have the law, argue the law. If you have the facts, argue the facts. You don’t have the facts.” Pressed to make a clearer threat-based distinction between Norfolk and Mayport, the Navy’s senior briefing officer acknowledged, “The risk of a catastrophic event in Hampton Roads is small, but the CNO [chief of naval operations] wants an insurance policy in the event one occurs.” o By this, the officer explained that having nuclear-capable repair facilities in Mayport for a CVN would be a “strategic hedge” in the event of a catastrophic event in Hampton Roads. He cited the need for an alternate East Coast Controlled Industrial Facility capable of supporting a CVN. “It’s not about Norfolk versus Mayport,” the flag officer said, “It’s about having all assets in one place.” o The Navy’s senior briefing officer would not agree that the Navy’s rationale for CVN strategic dispersal on the East Coast represents a “worst case, least likely” scenario in terms of military risk. Then-Senator Warner, however, emphasized that the future terrorist threats are far more likely to center on Washington, D.C., than Norfolk. “We’re more vulnerable here,” Senator Warner said. “You have more security in Norfolk.” The Navy briefing officers did not disagree. 

NORFOLK BETTER

Norfolk is better- coupled with an Air base

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Issue 8: Aircraft carriers homeported in Norfolk are collocated with their operational aircraft squadrons, associated staffs, and assigned battle group ships. They are supported by multiple military and civilian airfields, including an outlying airfield necessary to support carrier-qualification training requirements for the Atlantic Fleet carrier air wings. o Naval Air Station Cecil Field was the largest military installation in the Jacksonville, Florida., region when it was closed in 1999 following the recommendations of two Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commissions. In 2006, the citizens of Jacksonville were afforded an opportunity to reopen the airfield for military use as the result of BRAC 2005, but they voted not to do so. o By contrast, the Commonwealth of Virginia and local communities in the Hampton Roads region have consistently supported operations at Naval Air Station Oceana—the Navy’s East Coast Master Jet Base. In recent years, for example, the Commonwealth and municipalities in Virginia Beach have spent approximately $45 million to purchase land to reduce civilian encroachment at the airfield.

NO DISASTER

Terrorists won’t target Norfolk

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Issue 2: There is no question that the risk of a terrorist attack somewhere in the world involving a weapon of mass destruction (WMD) will increase in the future. What the Navy has failed to assess for military installations like NAVSTA Norfolk or NAVSTA Mayport are: (1) the threat level now and implications for the future; (2) potential vulnerabilities; and (3) implications for survivability, consequence management, and physical security programs. o The U.S. Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction, Proliferation, and Terrorism reported in December 2008, “The Commission believes that unless the world community acts decisively and with great urgency, it is more likely than not that a weapon of mass destruction will be used in a terrorist attack somewhere in the world by the end of 2013.” 6 o The Commission believes that terrorists are more likely to be able to obtain and use a biological weapon than a nuclear weapon. It called for the U.S. government to take more aggressive action to limit proliferation of such weapons to reduce the likelihood of a bio-terror attack. o From a military-threat perspective, however, it is necessary to assess the likelihood that a terrorist WMD would be directed against a U.S. military installation vs. a more vulnerable civilian target. The unclassified version of the National Intelligence Estimate released in 2007 states: “We assess that al-Qa’ida’s homeland plotting is likely to continue to focus on prominent political, economic, and infrastructure targets with the goal of producing mass casualties, visually dramatic destruction, significant economic aftershocks, and/or fear among the U.S. population.” 

Norfolk and Mayport are equally at risk to natural and human disaster

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Issue 4: The Coast Guard currently assesses the port security risk for the Hampton Roads region and the Jacksonville/Mayport, Fla. area to be the same. o The Coast Guard supports the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) in the administration of the DHS Port Security Grant Program (PSGP). The PSGP prioritizes security risk and allocates grant funds to port areas, which are rank ordered in four groups. o Group One represents the highest risk ports and Group Four the lowest. The Hampton Roads region is a Group Two port, which generally equates with medium risk. The Coast Guard confirmed in December 2008 that Jacksonville/Mayport also is ranked as a Group Two port.

No risk of an attack at Norfolk- too much has been done for it post- 9/11

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Issue 5: The Navy’s military-risk assessment for NAVSTA Norfolk ignores how U.S. Coast Guard and Department of Homeland Security investments in port security and Navy physical security enhancements since 9/11 have significantly mitigated risk in Hampton Roads. Since September 11, 2008, the

se agencies have invested more than $111 million in the Hampton Roads region to strengthen port security and reduce the risk of a successful terrorist attack. U.S. Coast Guard: The U.S. Coast Guard has invested millions of dollars in improving port security in Hampton Roads since 9/11—to include the stand-up of a Joint Harbor Operations Center (manned jointly by the Coast Guard and the Navy). A summary of Coast Guard investments is provided at Appendix 3.  The Joint Harbor Operations Center (JHOC) in Hampton Roads is a combined Coast Guard/Navy watch floor. The JHOC, also called a Sector Command Center - Joint (SCC-J), is involved with all 11 Coast Guard mission areas with the addition of an AntiTerrorism/Force Protection cell staffed by the Navy. The SCC-J is enhanced with the communication systems necessary to coordinate and conduct military High Value Unit escorts. Hampton Roads is also enhanced with radars and cameras to monitor escorts and security zones around critical infrastructure.  These capabilities, combined with special navigation regulations in the area, enhance awareness of all port activities and improve security in the lower Chesapeake Bay. This situational awareness and interagency cooperation increases the opportunity to detect and respond to threats in the maritime environment. 8 Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Between 2002 and 2008, the DHS Port Security Grant Program (PSGP) also provided $30.4 million to the Hampton Roads port region. In the early years of the PSGP, the grant applications were focused largely on enhancing physical security and surveillance (e.g., gates, fences, cameras, etc.) at individual facilities. In recent years, the grant applications have become much more inclusive and robust:  Group I and II Ports have been developing Port Wide Risk Management plans and are in the process of implementing five year investment plans to “buy down” the risk.  Examples of the types of allocations of PSGP funding for the Hampton Roads region between 2002 and 2008 include such enhancements as a grant of $846,000 in 2007 to local police departments for maritime domain awareness equipment and security patrol boats. Also in 2007, the Virginia Department of Emergence Management received $1.8 million to develop Port Area Wide Risk Management/Mitigation and Business Continuity Plans. o U.S. Navy: The U.S. Navy has made significant investments since 9/11 to improve physical security at NAVSTA Norfolk and other installations in the Hampton Roads region. These port security improvements reduce military risk and potential vulnerabilities. For example, a Waterfront Security Operations Center was established at NAVSTA Norfolk to integrate, coordinate, and control the security initiatives and response of all waterfront naval assets. Installations also are in the process of receiving the Electronic Harbor Security System—a combination of surface and subsurface threat detection and response capabilities at an approximate cost of $700,000. A host of other initiatives have been achieved at area installations, including the provision of Harbor Security Boat assets to patrol the waterfront and serve as a first response layer for waterfront threats. Physical security improvements also have been made. 9 A summary of Navy port security improvements, provided in response to a request for information, is provided at Appendix 4.  Acting in cooperation with the Coast Guard, the Navy has instituted procedures to reduce the risk of a terrorist attack to so called “High Value Units.” All high-value ships are provided an armed escort by either the Coast Guard or the Navy during their transit to or from NAVSTA Norfolk and other installations in the Hampton Roads area.  According to the Navy, the escort by armed surface craft provides a highly visible security force to detect, deter and respond to a terrorist attack thus enhancing the overall port security in Hampton Roads. The Navy also provides armed escorts of submarines when Coast Guard assets are not available from the Naval Submarine Support Center located at NAVSTA Norfolk.  The Navy also acknowledges the role that the Coast Guard’s prototype Port and Coastal Surveillance System’s wide network of sensors play in improving port security. The system, which includes radars, visual cameras, infrared cameras and other sensors, provides Coast Guard Sector Hampton Roads the ability to monitor overall port activity and provides targeted surveillance at critical junctures and key infrastructure across the port.  The Navy stated the Coast Guard-Navy Joint Harbor Operations Center’s advanced systems, staffing and interagency capabilities not only provide real-time situational, maritime domain awareness throughout the port, but also allow for the integration of public and private maritime risk mitigation strategies, ultimately enhancing port safety and security and mission effectiveness, efficiency and execution. 

No need to disperse

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Issue 6: The Navy’s current argument for CVN dispersal on the East Coast evokes a similar scheme used during the 1980s when then-Secretary of the Navy John Lehman developed a “Strategic Homeporting Plan” for a 600-ship Navy. Although the Navy contended that the dispersal of ships to more U.S. homeports would improve U.S. defense posture and the survivability of the fleet, this strategic underpinning was challenged by the General Accounting Office (GAO, today’s Government Accountability Office). Regardless, the Navy’s Strategic Homeporting Plan did not propose duplicating Norfolk’s nuclear-repair capabilities for a CVN in Mayport. o The Navy’s “Strategic Homeporting” plan reflected concerns in the 1980s that the existing homeporting structure was not optimum from a strategic and military standpoint for a planned 600-ship Navy. The Navy based its plan on five principles: (1) force dispersal; (2) battlegroup integrity; (3) industrial base utilization; (4) geographic considerations; and (5) logistics suitability. o In 1986, the GAO reported that the Navy’s decision to disperse the fleet was not based on a formal threat/survivability analysis. “Some Navy officials advised us that the conventional threat to U.S. ports is relatively low,” said one GAO official. 10  The GAO later reported (GAO-NSIAD-86-146) that the Navy overstated the strategic imperative for dispersal. It found that the Naval Intelligence Command and a National Intelligence Estimate did not provide evidence of a demonstrable Soviet threat against U.S. homeports to justify the scale of investment. The Navy’s military construction estimates for the plan totaled $799 million. This funding, a figure widely judged to be significantly underestimated at the time, was capped by Congress.  In 1990, the Congressional Research Service observed, “ … It can be argued that the justification of avoiding a Pearl Harbor-like attack is now weaker than it was in the mid-1980s because the possibility of a war with the Soviet Union and its allies is now considered remote.” 11  By the end of 1991, any potential threat from the Soviet Union to justify strategic dispersal of the fleet evaporated with that country’s dissolution and the end of the Cold War. Secretary of the Navy John Lehman’s goal of a 600-ship Navy fell victim to defense budget cuts five years before. o More often than not, Norfolk’s homeported aircraft carriers are geographically dispersed at sea through frequent operational deployments and work-ups. According to information provided by the Navy, the Naval Station’s four carriers were in port simultaneously only 43 days in Fiscal Year 2008. In Fiscal Year 2007, that number was 18 days. o The questions GAO raised more than 20 years ago regarding the strategic rationale for dispersing the fleet to multiple homeports are equally relevant today for assessing the Navy’s CVN homeporting proposal for Mayport. The Navy has yet to provide a compelling strategic rationale for its East Coast CVN homeporting proposal that is supported with a focused threat/survivability analysis. The strategic dispersal concept may possibly have been a viable concept during the Cold War, but times have changed since the fall of the Soviet Union. The strategic dispersal argument is not applicable today if the military risk that would warrant dispersal is not judged to be high.
AIRPOWER KEY

Airpower is a prerequisite to effective naval power
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

Because of the rather large differences in the size of the physical environment and the proximity of the continental landmass, there is a considerable difference between obtaining sea control on the open ocean and in the littorals. Obtaining sea control in the littorals is highly dependent on the ability to obtain air superiority. Because of the ever-increasing range, endurance, and speed of modern aircraft, ever-larger ocean areas are becoming the areas of employment for both naval forces and land-based aircraft. Today, no part of the littoral is beyond the reach of land-based attack aircraft. Land- or carrier-based aircraft play an extraordinary role in obtaining sea control in the littorals. Without air superiority, sea control simply cannot be obtained. Depending on capabilities, naval forces can take part in the struggle for air superiority. Yet they are not the main means of accomplishing that objective, especially in the sea areas within effective range of land-based aircraft. If one side at sea possesses air superiority, it can be very difficult for the other side to use some aspects of sea control for its own purposes. Air superiority over a given ocean area can compensate for those aspects of sea control that naval forces failed to obtain. Nevertheless, for all its value, air superiority cannot replace control of the surface and subsurface. 16
NAVAL DECILNE INEVITABLE

The Navy is already overstretched—attempting to stay everywhere will cause collapse

GOURÉ 2005 (Dr. Daniel Gouré is vice president of the Lexington Institute, a defense-policy “think tank.” Prior to joining Lexington, he was the deputy director of the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, in Washington, D.C., “The Tyranny of Forward Presence,” Naval Power in the Twenty-first Century A Naval War College Review Reader)
The reality is that numbers matter. The U.S. Navy is critically short of ships; it does not have enough to maintain a full-time, combat-credible naval presence in regions of interest to the U.S. and provide the necessary surge capability for crisis or war. As a result of recent events like Kosovo, for which the western Pacific was stripped of its aircraft carrier, public and congressional attention has been focused on the inadequacy of the Navy’s inventory of carriers. Further, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have published a study concluding that the nation requires sixty-eight attack submarines instead of the fifty that have been allowed. A recent surface combatant study concludes that the Navy requires up to 139 multimission warships in order to satisfy the full range of requirements and carry out day-to-day operations; instead, the Navy has been allowed only 116. At least a quarter of its surface combatants are aging frigates and older destroyers that lack offensive and defensive capabilities essential to a twenty-first-century navy. Speaking of the lack of surface combatants, one senior naval officer has been quoted as saying, “We know we are broken.We are running our ships into the ground, our missions are expanding and our force structure is being driven down to 116 surface ships.We have to address it before we hit the precipice.”26 Unfortunately, without significantly higher defense budgets, there is no possibility that the Navy will be able to acquire the ships and submarines it needs to maintain its current forward presence posture. It is already evident that U.S. defense spending is well short of what will be required to maintain the existing force structure. The United States must be willing to spend on average 4 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) to support fully the force recommended by the Quadrennial Defense Review over the next twenty years, fiscal years (FY) 2001–20. In fact, however, based on the current FY 2002 budget submission to Congress, defense spending will fall from 2.9 percent of GDP in FY 2000 to 2.4 percent in FY 2010, and to 2 percent in 2020.27
ALT CAUSE—DEMOCRACY

US alliance politics are causing a global backlash now—we’ll be kicked out of naval bases worldwide

COOLEY AND NEXON 2011 (Alexander, Assoc Prof Poli Sci at Barnard College and member of Colombia University’s Institute for War and Peace Studies; Daniel, Assoc Prof School of Foreign Service and Department of Government at Georgetown, “Bahrain’s Base Politics: The Arab Spring and America’s Military Bases,” Foreign Affairs, April 5, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/67700/alexander-cooley-and-daniel-h-nexon/bahrains-base-politics?page=show#)
The use of force and foreign troops against peaceful demonstrators in a country with a major U.S. military presence necessarily implicates Washington. Even though U.S. officials maintain that they were informed of Riyadh's decision to intervene but not consulted about it, such a nuanced distinction will do little to remove the perception of U.S. complicity in the crackdown. Rumors now circulate that the United States green-lighted Saudi intervention in return for Riyadh's support for a no-fly zone in Libya. And the question of whether Bahraini security forces used U.S. military hardware and equipment against protesters remains open, as Washington and Manama have launched investigations into the conduct of the security services. These developments have raised concerns that regime change in Bahrain will lead to the eviction of U.S. forces. The United States' relative silence gives further credibility to the idea that Washington sees a trade-off between political stability and democratic reform, and that it opposes the latter for fear of jeopardizing U.S. security interests. But the "base politics" of Bahrain are part of a broader pattern. In Kyrgyzstan last year, accusations that the United States had been too accommodating toward President Kurmanbek Bakiyev, who was forced out of office that April, put the fate of the critical U.S. military's Manas Air Base in jeopardy. In Uzbekistan, human rights groups now accuse U.S. officials of dampening their criticism of the government in order to safeguard U.S. supply routes through the country to Afghanistan. Djibouti, host to the largest U.S. military base in Africa, may prove the next flash point in the Middle East; its president, Ismail Omar Guelleh, recently arrested major opposition leaders and cancelled a U.S. election-monitoring mission. In the Persian Gulf, Oman, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, and Kuwait all host U.S. military installations, although none has faced mass protests along the lines of those that emerged in Bahrain. The global landscape is changing in ways that threaten to undermine U.S. basing agreements in many parts of the world. One shift is that people are more aware than ever before of the activities of U.S. bases in their countries. In 1986, a U.S. State Department memo described U.S.-Bahraini military relations as "warm, quiet and based on a long history of mutual trust and understanding." But today, satellite television, blogs, and social media have made it harder to keep the U.S. basing footprint quiet. From Ecuador to Japan to Kyrgyzstan, U.S. military bases have quickly become sources of contention when opposition leaders and activists politicize the U.S. presence. In the wake of the crackdown in Bahrain, Shia-backed regional groups, such as the Hezbollah Brigades in Iraq, have called for retaliation against U.S. troops and military installations. Moreover, U.S. policymakers have found it harder to compartmentalize the terms of bilateral basing agreements. In theory, when negotiating bilateral agreements, the United States has the upper hand: it can tailor terms to the specific needs of a relationship, and its partners lack information about the "going rate" of what the United States is willing to bear in terms of monetary assistance, security guarantees, and concessions to host-nation sovereignty. In practice, however, this information now flows not only to elites in different host countries but also to activists, political opponents, and interest groups. This change means the United States will find itself making greater concessions and exposing itself more to charges of hypocrisy when it behaves inconsistently. Further complicating base politics are transnational political movements, which can overwhelm the traditional U.S. policy of promoting incremental political reform in authoritarian partners. A few years ago, the so-called color revolutions diffused across Eurasia. Although the revolutions resulted in pro-U.S. regimes in Ukraine and Georgia, by throwing a light on the authoritarian practices of Washington's allies in Central Asia, they also politicized U.S. basing arrangements in the region. Following Western criticism of the Uzbek government's crackdown on demonstrators in May 2005, Uzbek President Islam Karimov became concerned that the United States was plotting another regional regime change. In July 2005, the government of Uzbekistan evicted the U.S. military from its facility at Karshi-Khanabad, a disturbance that continues to complicate U.S. basing arrangements in Central Asia. When political movements like these arise, as they now have in the Arab world, the United States cannot count on being able to distance its bases simultaneously from unpopular host government policies and elite fears across host countries that Washington is ready to throw its autocratic friends under the bus.
We can’t relocate the fleet—Bahrain is the only option

GUNDUN AND ISODOR 2011 (James and Dwight, political scientists and counterinsurgency analysts at Octopus Mountain, “Winds of Change Rocking Bahrain’s Fifth Fleet,” The Trench, July 22, http://hadalzone.blogspot.com/2011/07/winds-of-change-rocking-bahrains-fifth.html)
No one can deny this fact. Many Bahrainis happen to view their government’s close relationship with Washington as part of their problem. But with the State Department official stepping too far out on a limb - “the United States continues to support all of the ongoing efforts that are necessary to promote reconciliation among Bahrainis and to advance necessary reforms” - the U.S. Navy’s bluster quickly dissipates. No plans exist to move the Fifth Fleet for the moment, only because no feasible options lie on the Persian Gulf’s horizon. One thing is certain: the Naval Support Activity Bahrain affords the most advantageous placement of the U.S. Navy’s forward presence, specifically against Iran. The Navy also maintains full control over NSA Bahrain, a Guantánamo Bay that Bahrain and Saudi Arabia’s governments actually welcome. No alternative of its kind exists; moving is a political and logistics nightmare because NSA Bahrain is the Fifth Fleet’s ideal base. Yet King Hamad’s regime has grown too shaky for the Pentagon to ignore entirely, reverberating a forceful denial in the opposite direction. Two sites under consideration in the media - Qatar and the UAE - share pros and cons. Both states have experienced negligible unrest during the Arab Spring due to a combination of factors, including lower unemployment and poverty, and maintain extensive trade relations with America (a point of leverage for both sides). Each state also hosts U.S. personnel and logistics that could link up to their ports. Situated west of Doha, Al Udeid Air Base quarters the U.S. Air Forces Central Command (ACC) and several strike groups. Jebel Ali, the Middle East’s largest port, already refuels numerous U.S. Naval craft and has erected facilities to accommodate a supercarrier. Neither port, however, is equipped for the Fifth Fleet’s total capacity, estimated between 30-40 ships and 16,000-30,000 personnel. Naval Forces Central Command lists its staff at 28,000.
BIODIVERSITY TURN
Plan threatens the Florida Manitee and the American right whale

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 

Issue 2: The Navy’s proposal to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Mayport would increase the amount of military and commercial traffic in and around the Naval Station and require the collection and disposal of 5.2 million cubic yards of dredged material. o Owing to the greater draft of a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, increased dredging will result in thousands of additional vessel trips to and from dredge disposal areas. o The Navy’s proposed action presents potential risks to species and habitat protected under the Endangered Species Act, particularly the North American right whale and the Florida manatee, and their respective habitats. Both species are particularly susceptible to ship-strikes, which could increase should the Navy homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier at Mayport. 

EIS lacked the East Coast Range Complex Biological Evaluation- means it threatens the right whale

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 

Issue 3: The Navy intends to make its East Coast CVN homeporting decision without the benefit of the conclusions from the East Coast Range Complex Biological Evaluation, which is not expected to be completed until April 2009. The Navy narrowly defined the scope for its homeporting EIS for Mayport in terms of dredging and construction— notwithstanding the clear linkage with resulting aircraft carrier operations should a CVN be permanently stationed there. o As stated in its EIS, one of the Navy’s three factors behind its consideration of NAVSTA Mayport as a homeport for additional ships is the use of the facility to help optimize fleet access to naval training ranges and operating areas by retaining ship homeport locations within six hours transit time of local operating areas. 21 Clearly, there is an inextricable linkage between the Navy’s desire to homeport a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Mayport with resulting training activities and other ship operations. o Unavoidably, such increased operational activity and ship transits pose potential risks to endangered species, including the right whale. Senator Webb and then-Senator John Warner encouraged the NMFS to complete a single, more comprehensive Biological Assessment that addresses the Navy’s acknowledged CVN training and operational activities—and not be bound by the Navy’s purposefully narrow approach in defining its EIS. The Endangered Species Act handbook provides the authority for NMFS to make its own determination about the proper scope of its assessment. It cannot be forced by the Navy to accept an overly narrow scope. 

Right Whale is an Umbrella species- protects biodiversity

CEC No Date – (Commission for Environmental Cooperation, North America, http://www.cec.org/soe/files/en/SOE_SpeciesCommon_en.pdf)

Umbrella species are those whose effective conservation will result in the protection of many other species that share the same habitat. For highly migratory animals such as the leatherback turtle, hawksbill turtle, loggerhead turtle, right whale, gray whale, pink-footed shearwater, short-tailed albatross and whooping crane, protection of umbrella species means protecting a whole suite of linked habitats—and the myriad organisms they support.

Florida Manatee is a keystone species

Bonde 12 -  employed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as part of the Sirenia Project. He continues to work for the Sirenia Project, now under the U.S. Geological Survey, where he has been studying manatee biology for more than 31 years. (Robert Knudsen, “Population genetics and conservation of the Florida manatee: Past, present, and future,” 2012, http://udini.proquest.com/view/population-genetics-and-goid:304666393/)#SPS 

 25 implemented at the turn of the 19 th century. Following the implementation of the ESA in the United States in 1967, manatees have been afforded protections that have undoubtedly allowed growth in the population. Protections analogous to the ESA were recommended by the United Nation’s International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) for manatee populations throughout their range. Hunting during the last couple of centuries significantly reduced the size of the Florida manatee population. However protection measures, coupled with the advent of artificial warm water sites used as cold weather refugia, the accidental introduction of exotic vegetation used as a food source by manatees, and abundant natural vegetation, enabled the population to rebound (Hartman 1974; O’Shea 1988). The historic genetic diversity of the population is unknown, but anthropogenic deaths caused a severe decline in manatee numbers during the last century and affected their distribution. Protected by state and local laws in Florida as far back as 1893, manatees were recognized early on as a keystone species, bringing not only their plight to the forefront of the community consciousness, but extending that protection on to many other types of wildlife and habitats. This appreciation of natural, wild areas and diverse speciation was expressed via additional legislation through the decades that followed (O’Shea 1988; O’Shea et al. 2001). Public awareness of the environment during the times of Archie Carr’s treatise “The Sea Turtle: So Excellent a Fishe” was growing, along with public interest in wildlife (Carr 1986). Most significantly, the advent of power plants allowed the manatee population to better survive winters and increase in the southeastern United States from the mid-1900’s to present (Laist & Reynolds 2005). Long-term field observations, aided by photo-identification and radio-tracking technology, have provided invaluable data on the life history of the Florida manatee. 

Plan would kill wildlife

BURMEISTER 08 – Staff Writer for the Florida Times Union (CAREN, “Report looks at impact of nuclear carrier,” April 5, 2008 http://jacksonville.com/tu-online/stories/040508/nes_264826604.shtml)#SPS

Here are some other findings in the Navy's draft environmental report: - Dredging the Mayport entrance channel and navigation channel to a depth of 50 feet would create 5.7 million cubic yards of sediment material. Testing shows the material meets federal standards for ocean disposal and may be suitable for "beneficial" uses such as beach renourishment, which would reduce the volume of material to be disposed of. - The most intense level of work would involve about 30 acres of development for the nuclear propulsion plant maintenance facilities, parking and transportation facilities. The nuclear propulsion plant would require electrical, steam, compressed air, water and storm water upgrades. - The base's daily population would increase by 12 percent and 2,873 vehicle trips per day. That could impact Mayport Road north of its split with Florida A1A. However, because traffic in the area improved after the Wonderwood Connector opened in 2005, it's not expected to harm the road's level of service. - The change would bring 1,594 people to Mayport Naval Station, which would mean about 1,107 school-age children. Because that could result in overcrowding, the Navy would help Duval County build new schools. - Dredging activities, at least in the short-term during construction, could harm sea turtles, the northern right whale, humpback whale, Florida manatee and other marine mammals. - There would be minor air pollution increases associated with the propulsion plant boilers. - Construction plans would not harm the area's historical resources, such as the St. Johns Lighthouse, which is listed on the National Register of Historical Places, and the Old Mayport Cemetery, which is beneath Broad Street and is eligible for listing. - The proposal is not projected to harm the area's commercial and recreational fishing. In 2005, Mayport accounted for 4.7 million pounds of commercial fishing catches worth about $8.1 million. In 2006, 33,518 recreational fishing vessels were registered in Duval County.

AMPHIBIOUS TRADEOFF
Mayfolk homebasing trades off with shore facility modernization and amphibious ships which solve the case
Webb, 09 Jim Webb, US Senator from Virginia, a member of the Senate Committee on Armed Services and a former secretary of the Navy.  Letter to Deputy Secretary of Defense William Lynn. July 11, 2009  http://webb.senate.gov/newsroom/pressreleases/2009-06-11-02.cfm Accessed 7/20/12 BJM
I was struck by the growing level of risk that Admiral Roughead identifies in several Navy warfighting and shore readiness areas. In his prepared statement, a copy of which I have enclosed for your information, he states:   ·    The Navy is “stretched in our ability to meet additional operational demands.” ·    The risk in the areas of warfighting, personnel, and force structure is “moderate today trending toward significant in the future.” ·    “Future shore readiness … is at risk.” ·    The continued decrease in the number of strike-fighter tactical aircraft “will affect the capacity and effectiveness of our air wings.” (One estimate places this shortfall at 125 aircraft by 2015. Other estimates range as high as 220 aircraft in successive years.)   I do not recall a starker assessment of the operational risks facing the Navy since then-CNO Admiral Thomas Hayward testified in 1979 that the Navy possessed a one-and-a-half-ocean Navy for a three-ocean requirement.   The Navy has justified relocating an aircraft carrier to Mayport as “a hedge against a catastrophic event in Hampton Roads.” Contrary to Admiral Roughead’s assessment of the real risk facing the Navy at sea and ashore, however, the Navy has described the risk of a future catastrophic event in Hampton Roads as “small.” Moreover, the Navy has stated, “No clear, credible threat distinguishes one homeport from the other.” In short, a risk-based resource allocation methodology will document that the Navy’s homeporting proposal for Mayport, Florida, is not a sound investment.   Regarding shore readiness, Admiral Roughead testified, “… Maintenance and recapitalization requirements have grown, and the cost of ownership for our shore infrastructure has increased. At current investment levels, our future shore readiness, particularly recapitalization of our facilities infrastructure, is at risk.”    The Navy documented the full dimension of this growing problem to my staff earlier this year. In January, the Navy acknowledged it has a $28 billion backlog in shore facility restoration and modernization—documented projects to repair or modernize taxiways, high-explosive magazines, hangar roofs, piers, waterfront-support buildings, galleys, and other facilities.   In particular, the growing funding backlog for necessary sustainment, restoration, and modernization projects at the Navy’s four naval shipyards is cause for alarm in light of their work on nuclear-powered ships. Last November, the Navy said the backlog was $791 million. Last month, I was informed that the shortfall had grown to $1.3 billion, broken out as follows:   Puget Sound Naval Shipyard: $327.2 million Norfolk Naval Shipyard: $450.6 million Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard: $312.6 million Portsmouth Naval Shipyard: $206.4 million  At the same time that the Navy is not properly maintaining its existing shipyard infrastructure, workers from these yards are periodically rotated to Guam and Diego Garcia to conduct depot-level maintenance on forward-deployed ships. In Guam, this entails a high level of work on homeported nuclear-powered attack submarines and a submarine tender. In Diego Garcia, shipyard fly-away teams perform similar work on nuclear-powered guided-missile submarines. Adequate shore facilities do not exist at either location. Unavoidably, the workers’ efficiency in performing complex repairs and maintenance is degraded.   These worrisome trends—a failure to sustain past investments in shore infrastructure or to address emergent requirements—should be reversed before the Navy builds redundant nuclear-support infrastructure in Mayport that will only be fully manned when a carrier is in port. Rather than investing in expensive new facilities in Norfolk, which is contrary to the Navy’s Shore Investment Strategy’s goal of consolidating its shore footprint, the Navy should first remedy its current shore-installation backlog.   There are more fiscally responsible and strategically sound options to sustain Naval Station Mayport as a viable Navy homeport on the East Coast. The assignment of new construction surface combatants or in-service amphibious force ships better suited to the operational requirements of the commander, U.S. Southern Command is a preferable and more affordable approach.   Alternatively, funding could be applied for the construction of an additional Wasp-class amphibious assault ship (LHD). The required funding is estimated by industry to be $2.7 billion in constant-year 2010 dollars. This assumes repeating the LHD-8 design with funding for hull, mechanical, and electrical systems only.   The Navy could fund roughly a third of the construction cost for a ninth LHD with the funding that will likely be required (up to $1 billion) for its carrier homeporting scheme in Mayport. This option has other attractive advantages. Namely, it will:   ·    Help address today’s shortfall in providing sufficient amphibious lift for the Marine Corps’ two Marine Expeditionary Brigades. Admiral Roughead and General Conway, the commandant of the Marine Corps, agree that 38 amphibious warfare ships are needed for this mission. We will have 31 (not including two command ships) when LHD-8 is commissioned later this year; ·    Provide a more operationally relevant platform for the U.S. Southern. Command’s area of geographic responsibility in the Central American region; ·    Be homeported closer to Morehead City, North Carolina, for embarkation of Marine units; and ·    Provide more opportunities for maintenance work to local ship-repair companies in Jacksonville than a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier.

Modernization of amphibious capabilities is key to naval power and overall hegemony

Howard and Groen, 11 Captain Samuel C. Howard, US Navy, Cololnel Michael S. Groen, US Marine Corps “Amphibious, Now More than Ever,” Proceedings Magazine – November 2011, http://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2011-11/amphibious-now-more-ever Accessed 7/27/12 BJM
Even though the threat symmetry may have changed, the Navy-Marine Corps team still needs the capability to insert ground troops from the sea. Ten years ago, the 9/11 terrorist attacks brought a new range of threats into sharp focus and made it clear the United States was in a new era. Since shortly after that sorrowful day, we have raised a generation of Marines and sailors whose military experience has been shaped by sustained combat operations. For most of the past decade, counterterrorism, maritime interdiction operations, precision strike, and extended counterinsurgency operations ashore have been our focus. Yet in the background has been a steadily increasing demand for amphibious capabilities. Many forget that introducing the first conventional forces on the ground in Afghanistan was a blow landed from the sea by our amphibious team. Since then, the nation has called on our amphibious capabilities 84 times to respond to crises across the range of military operations. 1 Masked by our present priorities, many of those operations have gone unnoticed, even by some in the naval services. Many also still fail to discern the difference between amphibious “operations” and amphibious “assault” and so fail to see that amphibious operations are more strategically relevant now than they have ever been. The core of our naval relevance to the nation is our ability to exercise sea control to achieve effects ashore. But our littoral power-projection capabilities are put at risk as much by inattention as by underinvestment. Fiscal realities may constrain our means to resolve all of our investment risks, but it would be unforgivable for us to lose sight of our responsibility to hone this edge where opportunity exists. Our flexible, responsive amphibious forces are very much in demand and are key to realizing unfettered access to the maritime commons. Amphibious capability is at the heart of what defines and distinguishes the naval services, and it is one of the asymmetric advantages our Navy-Marine Corps team offers to the joint and combined fight. Global insecurity is here to stay, as is American interest in reducing it. As a maritime nation, our position as a guarantor of freedom of the maritime commons will remain a linchpin to our own prosperity and that of our partners. Economic pressures will no doubt test our resolve to maintain a worldwide naval presence afloat and, by extension, our ability to project power from the sea. We are in the infancy of a largely uncharted security environment. Our current mission in Afghanistan is not yet complete, and we can only vaguely see the outlines of the future. Unfortunately, the only discernible currents seem to be pronounced sources of instability. Although we have not yet seen the rise of a peer competitor, the perceived decline of the uni-polar hegemon is marked by the reemergence of regional balance-of-power politics. The rise of the developing world puts even more demand on key resources, most of which must be transported through the littorals. Advanced anti-access systems challenge our presumptions of dominance, even when addressing regional instability. As Hezbollah demonstrated in Lebanon in 2006, even non-state aggressors can gain access to modern antiair and antisurface capabilities. Our forward-basing posture continues to decrease, as even close friends are reluctant to consider large foreign-military footprints ashore. All of these currents flow through the littorals and the global commons that surround them. The strategic relevance of the force that can master both is compelling. The naval services have clear implementation guidance for our role in the nation’s security strategy. There is no ambiguity in the words of either the new Chief of Naval Operations or the Commandant of the Marine Corps. Both have issued clear guidance about our role as warfighting organizations and both have reiterated the special partnership between the Navy and Marine Corps. 2 A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower (CS-21), to which the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard are signatories, lists six core capabilities we will employ in execution of our maritime strategy: • Forward Presence • Deterrence • Sea Control • Power Projection • Maritime Security • Humanitarian Assistance/Disaster Response (HA/DR) 3 The Naval Operations Concept 2010 ( NOC ) describes the when, where, and how of implementing that strategy. 4 Amphibious capabilities are central to that implementation. Our blue-green team combines our material capabilities—and smart, innovative personnel—into amphibious ship/Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) force packages that provide operational reach from deep blue water to nearly as far inland as we choose. In fact, a careful reading of the NOC reveals that amphibious forces are the only ones specifically cited as contributing to all six core capabilities. 5 Our senior leadership has told us to work together, our strategy describes the things we need to do, and our operating concept gives us implementation direction. It is high time we started doing it. The Marines cannot do it without the Navy. The Navy cannot do it without the Marines. The nation cannot do without it. Our Navy is unsurpassed in blue-water sea control, but even the NOC acknowledges our limited ability to control the entirety of the global oceans. 6 We have geographic combatant commanders (GCCs) who tell us which parts of the maritime domain are relevant to the challenges they face, and these are in the littorals. It’s where most of the world’s population lives and the location of 17 of the world’s 20 largest cities. 7 While global trade crosses oceans, the sea routes most threatened are those that pass through the littorals. Creating effects in the littorals has long been the hallmark of our maritime success as a nation, but thinking about the littorals can be uncomfortable. Naval warriors quickly recognize the risks and dangers that the littorals present. Commercial traffic, pirates, choke points, and threat anti-access systems all inhibit free maneuver at desirable standoff distance, and all are to be found in the littorals. For some, even the word “amphibious” causes discomfort. It has been said, “A ship in port is safe, but that’s not what ships are built for.” 8 This is turned on its head in the littorals. Ships are indeed safer well out to sea, but the security environment that makes our naval capabilities relevant is to be found where we can have an impact on the course of human activity ashore—and not just by fires coming unseen from over the horizon. We cannot seek sea-room when the enemy to be confronted is in the littorals. If emerging threat technology challenges our dominance in a littoral toe-to-toe shootout, then we have to build our operational concepts to avoid fighting on terms dictated by the enemy. Credible naval amphibious capability, which only the Navy and Marine Corps can deploy on demand, must remain a priority as we determine our optimal naval and military force structure. If they think about it at all, most people would consider full access to the global commons as a “free good.” Certainly, those of us in the naval services know that it is not free, that it comes at a price paid in treasure and (if necessary) blood. Very capable, integrated naval forces are the price we pay for overseas access, something provided to the international community through cooperation with like-minded nations. As contributors across all six core naval capabilities, our investment in amphibious capabilities is quite reasonable for what the nation gets in return. Only about 10 percent of our ships are dedicated to the amphibious mission. A much smaller fraction of the afloat maintenance budget is dedicated to their upkeep. The cost of the Marine Corps (including its aircraft) is less than 8 percent of the Department of Defense budget. This small slice buys capability that spans multiple domains—maritime, land, cyber, and air. Naval amphibious capabilities, like all others in our inventory, are acquired and maintained to fight and win wars. Unlike many others, they also have the innate flexibility and capacity to be effective in humanitarian or peacetime engagement roles. While some might argue that naval warfighting capabilities are not fiscally efficient for these roles, the calculus changes when those same ships, aircraft, and Marines that deter conflict or deliver aid in the littoral can be employed eliminating terrorists, defending innocents, or rolling back aggression in a different setting. Today, amphibious capability is most typically deployed as an Amphibious Ready Group with an embarked Marine Expeditionary Unit, or ARG/MEU. Smaller force packages of a single ship with a special-purpose MAGTF or another task-organized Marine detachment embarked have filled various commitments in the U.S. Africa Command and U.S. Southern Command areas of responsibility. The number of amphibious operations of all types has grown significantly since 1990, to an average of over 9.1 per year. 9 The GCCs’ collective demand for ARG/MEUs and independent amphibious ships has increased by nearly 30 percent since Fiscal Year 2008 and is expected to be even greater next year. 10 Our ability to satisfy that demand has declined precipitously. Acknowledging that GCCs can register their requirements without fiscal constraint, the sum of their requests still far exceeds our ship capacity. That demand is a reflection of the value of amphibious capabilities, not only in warfighting, but also in preventing disruptions to the global system—a fundamental tenet of CS-21 . In the past year alone, amphibious forces have been active contributors to the mission in Afghanistan, conducted anti-piracy operations off the Horn of Africa, responded to the Japanese earthquake/tsunami, supported the NATO mission in Libya, and stood by to defend American citizens and interests during the uprisings in Bahrain. Concurrently, they provided more conventional deterrence value—a reminder to both state and non-state aggressors that the United States has the ability to put a sustainable, combined-arms team—boots on the ground in common parlance—wherever it chooses. Cumulatively, this host of strategic engagement and deterrence explain the broad base of steady-state demand for amphibious capabilities. The GCCs well understand the deterrent effect and range of options amphibious capabilities provide. For all their relevance and inherent value, our amphibious capabilities still fall short of what they might become. Looming austerity should move the Navy and Marine Corps to work closer than ever to arrive at “whole-of-Navy Department” solutions and investments. Significant limitations on financial investments are sure to come, but improving our amphibious capabilities is about far more than the shipbuilding plan. Our shortfalls are driven largely by a deficit in institutional intellectual focus on a set of capabilities that define our core relevance as a department. “We are out of money, it’s time to think.” 11 We need to turn the cacophony of talk into a symphony of action. A dialogue about the nation’s littoral power-projection capabilities might include: Recognizing the security demands of the emerging environment. Neither the battles of Midway nor Tarawa is a suitable operational construct for our future capability development. If amphibious ships are targets, then so too are our even larger ones. If anti-access technologies threaten our sea-dominance at ever-expanding ranges, then we should learn to work without the presumption of dominance. National security or the lives of innocents may force us to operate well within threat envelopes. If naval tactics in the littoral power-projection arena require focused choreography of movement, we cannot afford to lunge around like a bunch of dancing bears. Recognizing that littoral power projection is an all-of-naval-force mission. While we have treated carriers, surface, sub-surface, amphibious, and MAGTF resources as stove-piped capabilities (each with their own portion of the maritime domain), their close integration will be indispensible in achieving our national objectives in a regional anti-access environment. Every functional pillar of the Navy will be enlisted in this fight. In a challenging littoral, the nation’s power-projection force must be able to deliver a series of coordinated blows (from precision fires to amphibious raids) from the sea. Taking on more fully the challenges posed by joint-force maritime-component command (JFMCC) responsibilities. The maritime domain includes the littorals, which in turn have a landward element. Thus, the functional component construct may require the maritime component commander to “own” battle space ashore without deference to a separate land-component commander. Amphibious operations are some of the most complex in the panoply of military options, and we need to refine naval command-and-control methodologies for amphibious capabilities larger than the MEU/ARG. The Expeditionary Strike Group concept showed initial promise in this area but has “failed to launch.” Ad hoc command-and-control relationships will serve as a debilitating obstacle if we are responding to crisis. Forming a naval amphibious warfare center of excellence. There have been fits and starts toward this end, but a true center of excellence will need to be a focused institution to which both the Navy and Marine Corps are willing to send their best personnel and demand the best output. Existing commands such as the Expeditionary Warfare Training Groups may serve as the near-term nuclei for an enduring reservoir of advocacy for the study of our littoral power-projection capabilities. Leveraging the newly established Naval Board to make real progress guided by our senior naval service leaders. The relationship between the Navy and Marine Corps depends on a high level of communication and collaboration. Their contribution to joint-force victory in our nation’s wars should be one of bringing more to the fight than the sum of their parts. Difficult organizational relationships should not simply be hashed and rehashed at the lower staff level. Treating our amphibious ships like the warships they are, rather than mere transports. We must ensure amphibious ships are included in our investments in communications, intelligence, precision navigation, and shipboard self-defense systems. Antiship cruise missile and fast inshore attack craft defense in the littoral is a true knife fight; self-defense systems for amphibious shipping should be a clear priority. As our amphibious fleet will be required to draw the closest to unfriendly coastlines and lethal enemies, precision navigation for amphibious shipping and support boats is a must. Compatibility between amphibious ships and MAGTF command and control must be seamless. Ceasing internecine warfare. Competition for resources is sometimes more fierce inside the family than among families. Programmatic competition might be a fact of life inside the Beltway, but it cannot stand in the way of gaining real traction on a true Navy-Marine Corps partnership on the waterfront. Backing our words with training. This requires fully embracing truly “naval” amphibious capability as a primary warfare competency, not a specialty. This will demand training and education from the flag- and general-officer level to our junior non-commissioned leaders. It might include advanced JFMCC training, or an advanced littoral-operations course. Developing a long-term commitment of exercises and experimentation to help work through issues of operational excellence. The series of Rim of the Pacific, Bold Alligator, Dawn Blitz, and other Fleet exercises should test our ability to integrate capabilities. Amphibious capabilities have never been more comprehensively relevant than they are today. Although other nations are eagerly seeking it, we currently have no peer in this warfare capability. This asymmetric advantage for the nation—useful across a range of military operations—is particularly relevant to the security environment. The options it offers commanders are vital given today’s threats and uncertainties. The challenge of amphibious operations in the modern littorals, however, demands the integration of all pillars of naval capability. In a resource-constrained investment climate, what we lack in dollars must be compensated for by a windfall of ideas. It is time we turn to.
AIRCRAFT TRADEOFF

Funding Mayport is an opportunity cost to the navy’s strike fighter program- turns the case

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 

Issue 1: The Navy is substantially under-investing in its shipbuilding and aircraft procurement accounts. Expensive investments in duplicative nuclear-support infrastructure in Mayport are opportunity costs the Navy cannot afford in the face of the compelling requirement to reset, modernize, and recapitalize its ships and aircraft. o Attaining the goal of a 313-ship Navy is already in doubt owing to a combination of factors, including an underfunded Navy shipbuilding plan, unrealistic cost estimates, a steady growth in the cost of shipbuilding programs, and mission-requirements creep. o The Navy’s long-range shipbuilding plan for 313 ships should be considered a floor—the minimum number of ships necessary for the Navy and Marine Corps team to meet its global commitments. Recapitalizing today’s deployable battle force of 283 ships is encountering new affordability problems. o For example, the costs of the commodities needed to build ships skyrocketed between 2001 and 2007—including a 109 percent increase in the price for carbon steel, a 360 percent increase for copper, and a 535 percent increase for nickel. Such unprecedented cost increases are beyond the ability of the Navy to control, Seapower magazine reported recently. “No one has been able to model this,” the deputy assistant secretary of the Navy for Ship Programs (Research, Development, and Acquisition) said. 19 o The Navy also faces a significant shortfall in the number of strike-fighter tactical aircraft needed for its 10 carrier air wings. The Navy’s own estimate is that it will be more than 125 strike-fighters short by 2014 due to the retirement of F/A-18 Hornet aircraft before the F-35C Joint Strike Fighter is operational. A more responsible operational alternative for spending the estimated $600 million the Navy projects for homeporting a nuclear-powered aircraft carrier in Mayport is to use this funding to address the Navy's strike-fighter shortfall.  The typical air wing aboard a U.S. Navy aircraft carrier includes four F/A-18 squadrons totaling roughly 44 aircraft. If the current tactical aircraft shortfall is not reversed, there is a real concern that a major portion of the Navy’s aircraft carrier fleet will be rendered hollow.  Of the Navy’s 10 carrier air wings, one—Carrier Air Wing 17, home-based at Naval Air Station Oceana, Virginia—has only one of its required four squadrons of F/A-18 Hornets assigned owing to the Navy’s current tactical aircraft shortfall. When CVW-17 deploys to sea on an aircraft carrier, it must “crossdeck” (i.e., borrow) F/A-18 aircraft from other squadrons on the East or West Coasts. Unavoidably, this cross decking of squadron aircraft, pilots, and support personnel poses adverse consequences to their operational and personnel tempo.  Should the Department of Defense approve multi-year contracting for the F/A-18 Hornet strike-fighter, approximately 12 modern aircraft could be procured for the $600 million the Navy plans to spend in Mayport—a sufficient number of aircraft for one additional squadron.

Plan mandates a trade-off

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 

Good stewardship of taxpayer dollars demands that the Navy should fund its shortfalls in shore-readiness requirements rather than expand its footprint ashore with duplicative facilities. There is no economic logic to the Navy’s proposal for Mayport. o Before creating excess infrastructure and nuclear-warship capacity in Mayport, the Navy should complete a large number of critical unfunded, backlogged military construction and modernization projects. o Owing to the chronic underfunding of modernization at its four public naval shipyards, the Navy confirmed a $791 million backlog in sustainment, restoration, and modernization projects at its four naval shipyards during Fiscal Year 2008: Pearl Harbor Naval Shipyard: $183 million  Puget Sound Naval Shipyard: $208 million  Portsmouth Naval Shipyard: $176 million  Norfolk Naval Shipyard: $224 million o Within the last several years, NAVSTA Norfolk has undergone approximately $400 million in facility upgrades to allow it to better support nuclear powered aircraft carriers. This investment included a $155 million project to demolish and rebuild Pier 11 for the station’s assigned aircraft carriers. Before duplicating Norfolk’s existing capital intensive facilities in Mayport, the Navy should make the fiscally sound decision to optimize past investments at Norfolk and preserve scarce resources to address the near crisis in budget shortfalls for its people, shipbuilding program, aircraft procurement, and installations. o As noted previously, the Navy’s proposal for Mayport also runs counter to its current Shore Investment Strategy, which calls for consolidating the Navy’s shore footprint to save money and improve physical security. New military instruction construction costs in Mayport can only be funded at the expense of existing military construction and modernization projects.

Carrier programs and Joint Fighters will trade-off

Scarborough 12 -The Washington Times (Rowan, “New Navy budgets may sink plans for aircraft carriers- Fight is on to save flattop fleet,” January 15, 2012, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jan/15/new-navy-budgets-may-sink-plans-for-carriers/?page=all)#SPS

On the surface, the Navy’s cherished fleet of 11 active aircraft carriers seems safe from President Obama’s budget slashers. Conventional wisdom says the requirement to cut $488 billion from the Pentagon within 10 years will not necessitate banishing a single carrier because the president’s military strategy focuses on two carrier-dependent regions: Asia, where China is building a robust navy, and the Persian Gulf, where Iran threatens to block international oil shipping. As Defense Secretary Leon E. Panetta prepares to introduce the strategy’s first budget next month, the Navy has been in a furious fight behind the scenes to protect only 10 carriers, sources familiar with the issue told The Washington Times. The sources say that, while the fiscal 2013 budget may well continue 11 carriers, the Navy will be down to 10 or even nine carriers within in the next five years. A carrier typically transports about 80 aircraft and leads a battle group comprising 7,500 sailors, a guided-missile cruiser, two guided-missile destroyers, an attack submarine and a supply ship. Eliminating one carrier battle group would save billions of dollars. In addition, the Navy complements its carriers with amphibious-ready groups of warships, helicopters, fighter jets and Marines for sea-land operations. Some of those groups also might be scrapped. A scenario discussed inside the Navy: Reduce the carrier fleet by retiring the flattops short of their 50-year life spans, and continue to build more advanced carriers at the Newport News, Va., shipyard at seven-year intervals instead of launching one every five years. Reducing one carrier would set off a fight in Congress, which under law has required the Navy to maintain 11 active flattops. A source familiar with the discussions said the Obama administration would not want to take up that fight until after November’s presidential election, given the importance of Virginia and its 13 electoral votes. In general, the Navy has three carriers at sea, three returning from six-month deployments, three preparing to be deployed and two in some type of overhaul. For example, the USS Ronald Reagan, commissioned less than 10 years ago, is going into dry dock this month for a year of extensive repairs. Under Mr. Panetta, the Pentagon has clamped down on the release of any details about the budget — following the model of predecessor Robert M. Gates, who forced senior officials to sign nondisclosure forms. But sources say a $488 billion in mandated savings will come from two principal sources: cutting the Army and Marine Corps ground forces by more than 100,000 troops combined and reducing the purchase and delaying the procurement of big weapons systems, such as the F-35 fighter. Cutting back to 10 carriers would save the Pentagon additional billions of dollars. A carrier’s payroll for a crew of officers and sailors, not counting its air wing, is about $225 million annually. “I think the United States will continue to operate at least 10 carriers over the next five years,” said Loren Thompson, who heads the Lexington Institute defense think tank. “But over the long run, it’s likely the cost and operating concept will gradually shift the Navy away from carriers.” In fact, the Navy will soon undergo a 10-carrier trial. When the USS Enterprise is retired in November, 10 carriers will be active until the USS Gerald R. Ford becomes operational in 2015. Congress granted the Navy a waiver for the 33-month breach of the law. “They’re going down to 10 for programming reasons,” Mr. Thompson said. “It is supposed to be temporary, but I think during the period the Enterprise is gone and the Ford class has not arrived, the Navy may grow accustomed to operating with only 10 carriers.” Mr. Thompson said carriers face three basic challenges. “First of all, they have become extremely expensive to build and operate,” he said. “Secondly, some countries, such as China, are developing the capacity to target and disable them from long distances. “And, thirdly, the advent of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter and unmanned aircraft will make it easier to accomplish air missions from other sea-based platforms.” Mr. Obama’s strategy echoes that of his first defense chief, Mr. Gates. At the U.S. Military Academy in February, Mr. Gates said: “Any future defense secretary who advises the president to again send a big American land army into Asia or into the Middle East or Africa should ‘have his head examined,’ as Gen. [Douglas] MacArthur so delicately put it.” Indeed, the strategy announced this month downplays the chances of a big land war, saying that active forces will be shaped to fight a limited ground conflict of a short duration. The Gates imprint may well show itself when it comes to carriers. “Do we really need 11 carrier strike groups for another 30 years when no other country has more than one?” Mr. Gates asked during a 2010 speech to the Navy League, a naval support association. “In my view, Gates was right the first time,” said Winslow Wheeler, an analyst at the Center for Defense Information, a military reform group. “We have too many for show-the-flag exercises and strikes against incompetents like Iraq. “If ever we encounter a competent military with an air force, a navy with ultrasilent diesel electric submarines — and both with superfast, superlow anti-ship missiles — I suspect carriers will quickly be extinct if they go into unsafe waters. At $13 billion-plus each, more are an unwise investment for the future.” Advocates of aircraft carriers note that the White House often asks in crisis, “Where are the carriers?” “China is going great guns to develop a maritime superiority,” said Jon Ault, a retired Navy pilot who served on eight carrier deployments. “Imagine 20, 30, 40 years from now, when the U.S. is down to its last two or three battle groups. A fatigued 40-, 50-year-old carrier gasping for breath and a nuke shipbuilding industry that no longer exists. Works for China, perhaps not so well for us.” 
F-35s have been saved for now, but are on the chopping block

Scarborough 7/10 -The Washington Times (Rowan, “Navy admiral hints at jettisoning F-35 fighter- Questions value of stealth technology,” July 10, 2012, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/jul/10/navy-admiral-hints-at-jettisoning-f-35-fighter/?page=all)#SPS 
The chief of naval operations has penned an opinion column that has military analysts buzzing over whether it signals the Navy may be the first military branch to jettison the costly F-35 stealth fighter jet. Adm. Jonathan W. Greenert’s column in the current issue of Proceedings magazine questions the value of radar-evading technology, or stealth, in flying to a target and bombing it in a world of rapidly improving radars. At the same time, the Navy’s top officer champions the future of unmanned planes and standoff weapons such as ship-fired cruise missiles. Adm. Greenert also mentions the ongoing budget-cutting environment in Washington. The Navy has planned to buy about 480 of the aircraft-carrier version of the F-35, even as the stealth fighter jet’s costs have skyrocketed and theNavy prepares to shrink its fleet of ships for lack of money. To military analysts, all of Adm. Greenert’s points add up to a conclusion that the Navy is having second thoughts about pouring billions of dollars into the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter. Not true, says the admiral’s spokesman. “Those reports are wrong,” NavyLt. Nate Curtis said. “The CNO [chief of naval operations] has stated he is committed to the Joint Strike Fighter. “The CNO was not talking about a commitment to the Joint Strike Fighter. That isn’t the issue. He was talking about stealth in the future and looking at the return on investment. That’s what he talks about in that article,” Lt. Curtis said. That has not stopped analysts from conjecturing about the Pentagon’s most expensive acquisition program in an era of mounting federal debt. “Adm. Greenert’s controversial — and, potentially, hugely consequential — article raises several interesting points, among which is the contention that advances in sensing capabilities and electronic and cyberwarfare will increasingly degrade America’s stealth arsenal,” wrote Mackenzie Eaglen, an analyst at the American Enterprise Institute. “This is not news. What is news, however, is the head of the Navy signaling a tepid commitment to the military’s largest acquisition program.” In his column, Adm. Greenert does not mention the fighter by name, but he does note the limits of stealth technology. And the Navy is buying only one stealth aircraft — the F-35. “We appear to be reaching the limits of how much a platform’s inherent stealth can affordably get it close enough to survey or attack adversaries,” Adm. Greenert says in a magazine that serves as a sounding board for active and retired officers. “And our fiscal situation will continue to require difficult trade-offs, requiring us to look for new ways to control costs while remaining relevant.” The admiral, a former submarine commander now in the first year of a four-year term, writes of advances in radars and computers that can detect even the best stealth planes as they near a target. “The Navy has been sending signals for a long time,” said Winslow Wheeler, an analyst at the Center for Defense Information, a budget reform group. “The most recent Greenert comments in Proceedings shows that longstanding information, available for decades, about the vulnerability of stealth to long-wavelength radars is beginning to sink in as the realizations of the gigantic dollar, tactical and reliability costs escalate.” Designed as a multipurpose fighter to replace the Air Force’s F-16 Falcons and the Navy’s F-18 Hornets, the F-35 now carries a price tag of $395.7 billion for 2,443 planes. It has suffered technical failures and huge cost overruns, prompting Sen. John McCain, Arizona Republican, in December to call it “both a scandal and a tragedy.” The Government Accountability Office reported in June that total acquisition costs in the past five years ballooned 42 percent, to $395 billion. Full-rate production now is not scheduled to begin until 2019, a six-year delay. In the most recent Pentagon budget review, in which $487 billion was cut from the 10-year spending plan, Defense Secretary Leon E. Panetta opted to stretch out procurement but not terminate the program. The services know, however, that another wave of budget cuts is looming — about $500 billion if Congress cannot agree on a deficit-reduction plan by January. In that case, analysts say, several procurement budget lines will be in jeopardy, including the F-35. The GAO criticized the Pentagon for its big bet on “concurrency” — that is, developing and producing the plane at the same time. The Pentagon is buying 365 F-35s before developmental flight tests are completed. Said the GAO: “Development of critical-mission systems providing core combat capabilities remains behind schedule and risky. To date, only 4 percent of the mission systems required for full capability have been verified. Deficiencies with the helmet-mounted display, integral to mission systems functionality and concepts of operation, are most problematic.”

CARRIERS BAD

Requirements of carrier defense absorb Naval resources and allow other states to catch up

Gady 1-21-2011 (Franz-Stefan is a defense analyst at the EastWest Institute, “Aircraft Carriers and Chinese Missiles: Time to Rethink the U.S. Naval Doctrine” http://www.ewi.info/aircraft-carriers-and-chinese-missiles-time-rethink-us-naval-doctrine) BW

The symbol of American power, the aircraft carrier, is at risk; at least that's what some recent reports suggest. In a current article in Defense News, U.S. Vice Admiral Jack Dorsett, Deputy Chief of Naval Operations for Information Dominance, states:

The technology that the Chinese have developed and are employing in their DF-21 D missile system has increased their probability of being able to employ a salvo of missiles to be able to hit a maneuvering target.

Dorsett consented that the U.S. Navy underestimated the capacity of the Chinese military to develop a land-based anti-ship ballistic missile that could penetrate the layered defense of an aircraft carrier group. The sinking of a single carrier will cost the lives of thousands of young Americans, not to mention the symbolism of such a disaster amidst talks of American decline and cuts in defense spending.

For students of warfare, this development is nothing new. The Chinese military eventually developed countermeasures to deter the most formidable threat (i.e., the aircraft carrier) in a future crisis over Taiwan. It is a classic example of a cost imposing strategy--a strategy in which the adversary is incentivized to spend substantially more money and resources on defense than the attacker spends on offense.

It works like this. The Chinese military essentially is exploiting the strict adherence of the United States to a naval doctrine based on the carrier by indirectly imposing costs, i.e., costs that the United States Navy is imposing on itself to retain supremacy. Whether a missile like the DF-21 D can penetrate carrier defenses (over which there is some controversy) misses a key point: The mere presence of anti-ship missiles imposes a heavy cost on U.S. Navy offensive capabilities as well as on its budget.

Aircraft carriers will be in service at least until 2050 and constitute the main U.S. instrument with which to project global power. In a sense, its defense is tantamount to defending U.S. global hegemony. They are as much of a political symbol of U.S. dominance as they are an actual means used to project American power around the world. Scrapping the carrier fleet is therefore out of the question.

Hence, the U.S. Navy is forced to deploy an enormous defensive perimeter built around the carrier. Today, each aircraft carrier group fields 24-long range fighter interceptors supported by four early warning radar aircraft, four jamming aircraft, four tanker aircraft, between two and four Ticonderoga (CG-47) or Arleigh Burke (DDG-51) destroyers, cruisers, a SSN-688 class submarine as an underwater escort, and 16 planes scanning the area for enemy submarine threats to counter anti-ship missiles. Out of 90 aircrafts, only 34 remain for actual offensive capabilities--not a very cost efficient way of doing business.

With the ongoing advancement of missile technology, it will become increasingly more expensive and difficult to destroy any missiles before they are launched. For example, the cost of modernizing 84 Aegis cruisers and destroyers to counter missiles such as the DF-21 D will be about $10 billion according to Congressional testimonies. China and Russia are developing jointly an improved missile system with an increased range of 200 km, making it impossible to destroy the missile before it is launched in both the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Taiwan (the two main hotspots for a future naval confrontation involving carriers) because of the inability of current U.S. defense systems to react in time.

In the future, defending a carrier group will lead to an increase in marginal costs in terms of launching air strikes, a decrease of operational mobility due to over-cautious protection, and a diversion of resources from offensive to defensive capabilities. China and Iran certainly anticipate rapid countermeasures and currently are trying to diversify their weapons portfolio. Even if the United States succeeds in countering the DF-21 D, however, its adversaries already will have succeeded in imposing tremendous extra costs on the United States Navy and scored a victory of sorts.

How can the United States Navy reduce extra costs? One idea would be that a reduction in size of the aircraft carrier battle groups as well as outsourcing certain duties (i.e., air strikes) to submarines and cruise missiles would reduce the exposure of carriers. For example, the capacity of 34 combat aircrafts available for sorties in an aircraft carrier strike force certainly could be matched by an Ohio class Trident nuclear submarine and its 154 cruise missiles. A doctrinal shift away from the aircraft carrier also would potentially discourage U.S. competitors to continue working on single carrier counter measures such as anti-ship missiles and split their resources to build adequate cruise missile defenses, for example.

The institutional focus and infrastructural outlays devoted to maintaining the elaborate Great Wall protecting America's carrier fleet is ultimately an ill-fated extension of an encrusted Maginot Line. The United States as the dominant power must apply various strategies and weapons systems to retain its global standing whereas China as the ostensibly weaker player only has to channel its resources towards very specific objectives, deterring U.S. naval forces in East Asia. What these different strategies imply for the overall strategic situations remains to be seen. However one thing is certain: for the U.S. to continue defending the aircraft carrier is not only detrimental in terms of monetary and other resources but will also allow other nations to catch up faster with U.S. military might.
CARRIERS NOT KEY

Carriers aren’t key—submarines provide surge capacity and control conflict

UNDERSEA WARFARE 2004 (Official Magazine of US Submarine Services, “Surge Protectors Submarines Prove Vital to the Navy's Fleet Response Plan,” Fall, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/cno/n87/usw/issue_24/surge.htm)

The basic goal of FRP is to keep the Navy ready to surge adequate forces at a moment’s notice, without regard to fixed deployment times and intervals. This approach increases readiness and adds significant flexibility to the employment of Navy assets any time, anywhere. Under the FRP, the Navy can provide six Carrier Strike Groups (CSGs) in less than 30 days to support contingency operations around the globe, with two more CSGs ready in three months to reinforce or relieve the initial respondors, to continue presence operations in other parts of the world, or to support military action in another crisis.

This concept was tested in Summer Pulse ’04, the Navy’s first exercise using the FRP. Beginning in June and continuing through August, Summer Pulse ’04 exercised the full range of skills involved in deploying and employing CSGs simultaneously around the world. Summer Pulse ‘04 incorporated already-scheduled deployments, surge operations, joint and international exercises, and other forms of advanced at-sea training.

According to former VADM Kirk H. Donald, Commander Naval Submarine Forces, submarines provided a significant portion of the credible combat force that mustered during Summer Pulse ‘04, and they demonstrated the Submarine Force’s ability to surge combat power across the globe quickly for operations in multiple theaters with other U.S., allied, and coalition forces. “Surge deployments in support of the Fleet Response Plan and Summer Pulse ‘04 are historical demonstrations of the Navy’s ability to provide combat power to meet any challenge efficiently,” Donald said. “Every submariner and all those who support submarine operations are contributing to the Navy’s combat force.”

In today’s operations, submarines are providing unique – and often critical – capabilities. “The ongoing global war on terrorism has required rethinking how naval forces, including submarines, prepare to deploy and are sustained during a protracted war,” VADM Donald explained. “The role of the submarine force continues to expand,” he continued. “We provide a unique capability to surge when and where we are needed, arrive on station early, observe the enemy covertly as long as necessary, deploy special operations forces, unmanned underwater vehicles and unmanned sensors, and conduct strike operations with unmatched speed,

responsiveness, accuracy, and lethality.”

While supporting Summer Pulse ’04, submarines also maintained their role in real world operations in several Areas of Responsibility. According to RADM Paul F. Sullivan, Commander Submarine Force, Pacific Fleet, submarines are key to implementing the FRP and remain essential to our ability to respond to contingencies and fight the Global War on Terrorism. “Submarines are a major contributor to both peacetime and wartime operations. Arguably, Commander Pacific Fleet’s primary focus is on anti-submarine warfare, which is potentially a major concern in almost any real-world scenario. Pacific Fleet attack submarines are involved on a daily basis in operations that set the stage for any future conflict, and are likely to have a significant impact on the outcome of any contingencies based on that preparation,” said RADM Sullivan.

“At any given time, roughly eight out of 10 of the Navy’s submarines are able to respond to emergent fleet requirements. The increased surge readiness has already been exploited several times this year to fulfill vital Seventh Fleet operational commitments, including the surge deployments of USS Columbia (SSN-771), USS Salt Lake City (SSN-716), and USS Honolulu (SSN-718) – twice in Honolulu’s case,” RADM Sullivan added.

Sullivan noted that many of the 17 nuclear-powered attack submarines home-ported in Pearl Harbor have proven instrumental to surge deployments. “The Pacific Submarine Force has fully implemented the FRP. The attack-submarine cycle is slightly different from the aircraft-carrier cycle because of different maintenance requirements, but it satisfies all of the FRP readiness goals. Our Inter-Deployment Training Cycle (IDTC) instruction has recently been revised as a Fleet Readiness Training Program (FRTP) instruction that fully implements the FRP,” said Sullivan.
FIFTH FLEET LINK

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.

FIFTH FLEET BAD

The Fifth Fleet is bad—encourages allied aggression, limits US flexibility, and drains resources

JONES 2011 (Toby C. Jones is assistant professor of history at Rutgers University. He is author of Desert Kingdom: How Oil and Water Forged Modern Saudi Arabia and an editor at Middle East Report, “Time to Disband the Bahrain-Based U.S. Fifth Fleet,” The Atlantic, June 10, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/06/time-to-disband-the-bahrain-based-us-fifth-fleet/240243/2/)
It is widely believed that the Fifth Fleet has served American interests well. There may have been a time when this was true. Today it is not. There are a number of reasons why the Fifth Fleet may well have become a political liability, irrelevant, or possibly even both. The cost of maintaining a large military presence in the Gulf drains American resources and limits the United States' flexibility in dealing with regional crises. Most importantly, its presence enables regional allies to act recklessly. Saudi Arabia would almost certainly not have sent its troops into neighboring Bahrain - a sovereign country - if the Saudi and Bahraini leaderships did not assume they were protected by their patrons in the U.S. military. It's time for the Fifth Fleet to go. It is not enough that the fleet and its massive base be moved. Rather, it should be eliminated, its personnel and material incorporated into other existing fleets. The United States has effectively been able to monitor the Gulf without having a direct military presence the region in the past. There is no shortage of American military and even naval facilities outside the Gulf that are capable of providing a quick military response if necessary. After all, we survived just fine before the Fifth Fleet was recreated in 1995. With the Iraq war winding down, it is time to draw down the overall U.S. presence in the region. The Fifth Fleet would be a good place to start.
The Fifth Fleet undermines democracy and keeps oil prices high

JONES 2011 (Toby C. Jones is assistant professor of history at Rutgers University. He is author of Desert Kingdom: How Oil and Water Forged Modern Saudi Arabia and an editor at Middle East Report, “Time to Disband the Bahrain-Based U.S. Fifth Fleet,” The Atlantic, June 10, http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/06/time-to-disband-the-bahrain-based-us-fifth-fleet/240243/2/)
Saudi Arabia and Bahrain have long sought the comfort of American security guarantees. The Arab Gulf states have never possessed the military ability to protect themselves from regional threats and so depend on the U.S. Their domestic security interests have been served as well. As absolute monarchies with small social bases of support, they face the permanent prospect of domestic challenges to their power. They have built powerful domestic security apparatuses, which still receive American weapons sales and training. Bahrain and Saudi Arabia appear to be taking their relationship with the U.S. for granted, assuming that American dependence on oil allows them to operate from a position of strength. By failing to criticize Saudi Arabia's regional counterrevolutionary efforts or Bahrain's brutality, the Obama administration seems to be currently unwilling to risk upsetting that relationship. The effect is that U.S. has not only been paralyzed by its inability to speak truth to Saudi and Bahraini excess, but has enabled their dangerous behavior as well. The Arab Spring should make clear that the old autocratic political order is neither stable nor secure. The oil rich monarchies have so far weathered the regional upheaval, but they too are vulnerable. And they know it. Their shared sense of anxiety, urgency, and vulnerability is at the heart of Saudi and Bahraini responses to events at home and abroad. Aside from enabling brutal behavior, the logic behind our heavy military presence in the Gulf may be outdated. Ever since President Jimmy Carter outlined a strategic doctrine that stated the U.S. would "use any means necessary, including military force" to protect its "vital interests" in the Persian Gulf, the United States has seen its military commitments to the region intensify. Since the mid-1980s, the U.S. has in a sense been engaged in one long war in the Gulf. It helped intensify the Iran-Iraq war of the 1980s, led Desert Storm in 1990 and 1991, imposed no-fly zones over Iraq in the 1990s, and invaded Iraq in 2003, all to some extent on the basis of the Carter Doctrine. If security and stability are measured by the absence of conflict, the American military approach to the Gulf has not been much of a success. But the Gulf, after all, is a tough neighborhood, and the U.S. has maintained the oil access it's sought. Had the world not intervened in 1990, Saddam Hussein could well have used his captured of Kuwaiti oil fields for political leverage against his many enemies. Iran could try the same using its own vast energy resources. But these anxieties are based on a fundamental miscalculation -- that oil is in tight supply and that its distribution or flow must be protected. These fears are rooted in the oil crises of the 1970s, when Arab oil embargoes and the Iranian revolution shook the world economy and helped tip the U.S. into recession. The reality is that, today, there is not too little oil. There is too much oil. There has been ever since the 1970s crises led oil producers to develop new energy resources in deep-water wells, oil sands, shale, and heavy crude, all of which have drastically expanded the global energy supply. But oil producers, following the example of oil companies in the 20th century, have been committed, especially recently, to manufacturing scarcity. They do so in order to drive up prices and revenues, a significant share of which they redistribute at home in an effort to buy the favor and the quiescence of their subjects. This is especially true in Saudi Arabia and Bahrain. Since the late 1960s, oil states have viewed the provision of cradle-to-grave social services as a basic part of their ruling contract. But as they've expanded services and wealth, they have eliminated opportunities for political participation. It is an expensive arrangement, one that depends on sufficient revenues. As a result, the regimes are dependent on their prize for survival. For all the geostrategic considerations that surround protecting oil, the bottom line is that energy producers have to sell their product. They cannot drink it. Given this, and given that fears of instability drive prices up even further, it is not necessary for outside powers like the U.S. to protect them. In the long run, protecting the oil producers has only entrenched a system in which "friendly" oil powers limit production and, rather than serve global markets, work against them. It is unfavorable but predictable, an arrangement that Washington has accepted for decades. Although successive presidents have come under pressure to end American dependency on Middle Eastern oil, since the early 1970s, billions of petrodollars have recycled through the U.S. economy. The cost of this arrangement is increasingly high. Just as we have acknowledged that the status quo must end in Egypt, Libya, and Yemen, it may be time to match up American values to interests in the Persian Gulf. And that means and engaging with the people of the region, rather than the tyrants who terrorize them. The Fifth Fleet serves only to empower -- and increase our reliance on -- the latter.
Fifth Fleet presence in the Gulf is bad—incites Iran and causes terrorist attacks on US ships
GRESH 2010 (Geoffrey Gresh is a graduate student at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy,. Tufts University and former Rotary Ambassadorial Scholar to Turkey, “Traversing the Persian Gauntlet: U.S. Naval Projection and the Strait of Hormuz,” The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, January, http://vlex.com/vid/traversing-gauntlet-naval-strait-hormuz-229098899)
The United States relies on a large naval presence, including multiple aircraft carrier groups, to protect the Persian Gulf and ensure that Iran does not disrupt the sea lanes of communication (SLOC) through the Strait of Hormuz. The U.S. Navy's Fifth Fleet, based in Manama, Bahrain, is one of many naval forces in the Gulf, along a sizeable and growing Arab naval presence. It is largely responsible for the maritime security of U.S. and foreign shipments, as well as other regional security concerns, including combating piracy. But in an age of asymmetric warfare and global satellite communications, maintaining a big navy is no longer necessary. The speed and scope of warfare has increased as time and space have collapsed, thus affecting traditional naval strategy and tactics. As some scholars argue, the speed of warfare necessitates a reduction in the visible size of navies because this will free up money to support the technological networks needed to counter today's threats. Large battleships are too expensive to maintain-a Nimitz class aircraft carrier costs approximately $5 billion to construct. It used to be that the size of the fleet was the standard for measuring power; today it is not.3 Currently, the navy possesses 287 combatant, logistics, and support vessels, plus 3,700 aircraft and 341,000 active-duty personnel.4 Some U.S. Navy (USN) resources are being used to help fight the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan even though they are primarily land-based wars. As the U.S. military begins its withdrawal from Iraq and increases its reliance on unmanned aerial vehicles and counter-insurgency/terrorism strategies in Afghanistan, a continued robust U.S. naval presence that includes multiple Carrier Strike Groups is not necessary to protect U.S. national security interests in the Gulf. The United States has long employed a strategy of maintaining large, expensive aircraft carriers and force protection vessels. However, state-on-state oceanic warfare on the high seas has not occurred since World War II. Today, the largest threats facing the Strait of Hormuz come from non-state armed groups like al-Qaeda and states like Iran. Although Iran has threatened numerous times to shut down the straits, it has never backed up its threats with anything other than small-scale action like deploying armed speedboats to harass large naval vessels. A lightened USN presence would ultimately lower tension on the high seas between the United States and Iran, since large U.S. naval vessels would travel less frequently through the Strait of Hormuz. Instead of maintaining a strong naval presence of its own, the United States should continue to support local governments in their efforts to increase the size of their own navies. Both Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates (UAE), for example, have navies that will soon surpass Iran's in size and capabilities. As a regional coordinator of maritime security, the USN could act as a ready reserve to prevent crises from arising or, should they arise, to resolve them decisively. The USN should not continue to expose itself to routine operational risks since most of the United States' Arab allies are capable of patrolling the Persian Gulf with minimal U.S. operational support. As currently positioned, the Fifth Fleet is an easy target for America's adversaries because it sails large vessels and aircraft carriers through a narrow waterway in a region where terrorist groups and Iran are highly motivated to end America's military presence. Though distant from land-based threats, most of these vessels are vulnerable to attack, notably from swarms of armed speedboats on suicide missions. As demonstrated in the 2000 bombing of the USS Cole in Yemen and the 2008 harassment by five Iranian speedboats of three U.S. naval vessels traversing the Strait of Hormuz, these asymmetrical tactics are designed to inflict casualties and damage on the carrier group or instill fear.5
Turns the case

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)

1. The best known is an emerging Homeland Defense mission in the event of a maritime attack of a 9/11 nature. This would re-orient the Navy’s mission to coastal protection with the Coast Guard and lead to new spending on homeland security and less on overseas operations. Another possibility is the breakdown of maritime security on an unprecedented level.
Withdrawal from Bahrain would reduce the incentive for enemy attacks, maintain Gulf security and deterrence, and allow more effective resource allocation to maintain US hard power

GRESH 2010 (Geoffrey Gresh is a graduate student at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy,. Tufts University and former Rotary Ambassadorial Scholar to Turkey, “Traversing the Persian Gauntlet: U.S. Naval Projection and the Strait of Hormuz,” The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, January, http://vlex.com/vid/traversing-gauntlet-naval-strait-hormuz-229098899)
However, the United States is able to guarantee the same amount of security and stability in the Gulf with a much smaller force, provided the Arab Gulf states also contribute capable forces. A smaller force structure will mean that fewer USN personnel and assets are at risk in the Persian Gulf. Even with scaled-back operations in Bahrain, the U.S. military could still deter Iran with its significant army, marines, and air force presence in countries like Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and the UAE. Scrambling a fighter jet from Qatar or the UAE to Iran, for example, only takes several minutes. Moreover, the United States will continue to assist Gulf countries in maintaining land-based missile defense systems and other coastal defenses in case [*52] of an Iranian or terrorist attack. 55 The reduced USN presence would also offer fewer opportunities for unnecessary escalation of tensions between the United States and Iran on the high seas if Iran were to send another swarm of armed patrol boats to harass the USN, as it did in 2008. Promoting more naval cooperation would help the United States refocus its attention on terrorism, weapons proliferation, drug trafficking, and pirates on the high seas. Drawing down U.S. naval forces in the Gulf would not threaten U.S. strategic interests. Neither Iran nor al-Qaeda is likely to block shipping through the Strait. Such an effort by Iran would be self-defeating, as closing the straits would cripple its own economy. As for al-Qaeda, it lacks the capacity to close down the Strait for a prolonged period of time. Most importantly, decreasing the U.S. naval presence in the region could significantly improve U.S. regional diplomatic efforts by reducing its visible footprint. It would also free up overextended U.S. forces to confront more pressing situations at home and abroad.
TERRORISM TURN
US force presence incites terrorism—naval withdrawal solves

de CASTRO 2002 (Samuel Fletcher, MA Candidate at the Naval Postgraduate School, “Naval Coalition Building With The GCC States,” December, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA459812)
Since the end of WWI, the Persian Gulf Region’s resources have brought it to the forefront of U.S. foreign policy. The end of the Second World War marked a turning point in the Middle East; the devastating effects of the war on the British economy led to the United States steadily increasing its involvement in the region. This coupled with a myriad of approaches by the United States. to implement policy in the region has led to a military build up and presence that culminated with the presence of over 500,000 troops during the Gulf War in 1991.1 Since then, a continued military presence coupled with the effects of the Arab-Israeli conflict has led to a growing disenchantment of American policy in the region.2 At no other time in history has Arab public disapproval of the United States been as strong.3 The attacks against the Khobar towers, the USS COLE and the World Trade Center in February of 1993 marked a progressive campaign mounted against the United States, which culminated in the attacks on the Pentagon and the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001.4 Today the United States and the United States Navy face unprecedented challenges in advancing American policy objectives in the region. As suggested by public opinion polls the Arab public scrutinizes every action taken by the United States through the lens of betrayal, mistrust, and conspiracy. The thesis suggests that American Naval involvement with the navies of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) states will enhance American policy execution in the Persian Gulf Region. These military to military relationships will help build trust, improve the readiness of the GCC navies enabling them to perform missions to enhance stability in the region. This, in turn will reduce the need for U.S. presence in the gulf, and help promote a positive view of the United States by helping to promote security without threatening the sovereignty of any of these states. By engaging in Naval coalition building, following the principles of transformation, the United States can achieve its security goals in the region, while at the same time reducing U.S. presence on the ground. The improved situational awareness provided by the integration of military capabilities and improved interoperability between U.S. and coalition forces in the transformation process will enable the United States to return to an “over the horizon”5 approach to maintaining security in the region. In returning the United States security posture in the region to an over the horizon approach, the task of protecting the forces that remain there will be much easier. In the current environment of mistrust and dissent to U.S. policy in the region, the United States. will face some resistance to the implementation of U.S. policy. This resistance stems from the American relationship with Israel as well as the desire of the ruling regimes to stay in power.
Tech and alliances allow the US to reduce its military presence in the Gulf—that solves terrorism

de CASTRO 2002 (Samuel Fletcher, MA Candidate at the Naval Postgraduate School, “Naval Coalition Building With The GCC States,” December, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA459812)
The policies designed over the years to contain the Soviet Union worked to establish American primacy in the region,68 which has never been a formally declared national goal of the United States. However, the current Bush administration’s National Security Strategy supports American primacy by directing the U.S. military to maintain superiority, and by stating the United States will lead coalitions to advance U.S. goals.69 The current security posture in the region is composed of four parts: ensuring access to host nation facilities for ongoing operations and contingencies through bilateral agreements; pre-positioning of military equipment; building host nation self defense capabilities through foreign military sales, training and joint exercises and providing a continuously deployed forward U.S. military presence in the region.70 These parts stem from the constantly evolving set of policies initiated during the Truman a administration. These policies promoted American policy in the region, but they also contributed to the backlash against the United States in the form of the attacks against the World trade Center in 1993, the Khobar Towers, the attack on the USS COLE (DDG 67), and culminated in the attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Center on 11 September 2001. There must be a change in this posture, which will continue to promote the interests of the United States while reducing the threat to the United States resulting from the hatred invoked by U.S. policy in the region.71 The building of naval coalitions in the region in the context of the defense department’s transformation enabled by a revolution in military affairs will promote the security posture in place while enabling the United States to reduce its physical presence on Arab soil. Through improvements in technology, the United States can pursue its national security agenda by working with the GCC navies and not relying on the internal workings of any of these states.
Naval withdrawal solves public opposition to the US

de CASTRO 2002 (Samuel Fletcher, MA Candidate at the Naval Postgraduate School, “Naval Coalition Building With The GCC States,” December, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA459812)
The above polling data seem to indicate the Arab public would not support naval coalition building with the U.S. However, since coalition building could lead to a decreased U.S. presence in the region, it could be publicized in a favorable manner. In addition, while public opinion does matter to these regimes, the rentier nature of their governmental structures gives them the freedom to interact with the U.S. in this manner without consent from their populations. Finally, an over the horizon posture, enabled by the integration of Arab naval assets into a common operational picture coordinated via a web based command and control network, could positively affect Arab public opinion by decreasing the amount of U.S. forces in the region.
IRAN DISAD

Iran is deterred now but the 5th Fleet is rapidly expanding—U.S. forces will be in closer contact to Iran and risk of miscalc is high

WIRED 3-16-2012 (Gunboats, Super-Torpedoes, Sea-Bots: U.S. Navy Launches Huge Iran Surge, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2012/03/navy-persian-gulf/)
Sending more aircraft carriers to the waters near Iran, it turns out, was just the start. Yes, the U.S. currently has more seapower aimed at Iran in the Persian Gulf than in the fleets of most countries on Earth, Iran included. But that was just the Navy cracking its knuckles. In the next few months, the Navy will double its minesweeper craft stationed in Bahrain, near Iran, from four to eight. Those ships will be crucial if Iran takes the drastic step of mining the Strait of Hormuz, one of the global energy supply’s most crucial waterways. Four more MH-53 “Sea Stallion” helicopters, another minesweeping tool, are also getting ready for Bahrain, to give the U.S. Fifth Fleet early warning for any strait mining. Then the Navy will prepare to get closer to Iranian shores. Much closer. It’s got five close-action patrol boats in the Gulf right now. Once the Coast Guard returns three that the Navy loaned out, the Navy will have five other patrol craft in the United States. All those boats are getting retrofitted. With Gatling guns. And missiles. Sure, the guns aboard the two aircraft carriers currently near Iran are the seapower equivalent of high-powered, long-range rifles. “But maybe what you need is like a sawed-off shotgun,” capable of doing massive damage from a closer distance, said Adm. Jonathan Greenert, the Navy’s senior officer. All 10 of those patrol boats, Greenert told reporters at a Friday breakfast in Washington, will get strapped with the Mk-38 Gatling Gun and should make it to the Gulf next year. (Though, alas, they won’t have the Gatling/laser gun mashup BAE Systems is working on.) They’ll also get close-range missiles that can hit Iranian shores from four miles away — the same kinds Navy SEALs use. Consider it Teddy Roosevelt’s gunboat diplomacy for the 21st century. Over plates of greasy eggs and bacon, Greenert outlined a plan to give the U.S. what is almost certainly the biggest stick the Navy has ever had in the Gulf. The idea, which he didn’t make explicit, is to convince Iran to think long and hard before ever messing with either the U.S.’s Arab allies across the Gulf or disrupting a narrow transit point through which a fifth of the world’s energy supplies flow. Add up the aircraft carriers, the Gatling-packing patrol craft, the Orions, the Sea Stallions and the minesweepers, and Greenert still isn’t finished with the surge. Then come the new, advanced torpedoes that can compensate for the “turpidity [and] particulate” drags of the Gulf waters. And the drone subs — or, as Greenert put it, “some underwater unmanned neutralization autonomous units” to help hunt mines. And every Navy ship that sails through the strait will come equipped with new, modular “infrared and electro-optical” visibility systems that clarify the foggy Gulf even at night. Extra spare parts and contractor crews will sustain the surge. And if all that wasn’t enough, Greenert disclosed that he and Defense Secretary Leon Panetta will soon ask themselves if the Navy needs to rotate more aircraft carriers to the Gulf. That decision, so important that it’s Panetta’s to make, will come “in the next few months.” “I looked in every domain, undersea, surface and air,” Greenert said, “to make sure that we’re doing our best for the guys that are over there.” Even with the prospect of an Israeli bombing campaign lingering overhead, the Navy has already proven it can get Iran to back off its bellicose rhetoric. Tehran hasn’t attacked the U.S. carriers, and it hasn’t mined the strait. Yet. Greenert suggested that Iran’s naval forces are too sensible to actually challenge the vastly superior American force nearby. The regular Iranian navy is “professional, courteous [and] good mariners,” he said. Even the radical Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps isn’t “ramping up” in the Gulf and keeping its activities “normal.” Perhaps true. And once the Navy’s surge forces all get into the Persian Gulf, the Iranian sea forces might not have any choice, if they want to continue existing. But if Iran’s pattern of miscalculation continues, then the larger Navy force nearby might be a provocation — and will have to end a fight quickly if it breaks out.

US naval presence encourages Iranian maritime provocations

WASHINGTON TIMES 2008 (“The Iranian Challenge,” Jan 14,  http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/jan/14/the-iranian-challenge/?page=all)
Iran, of course, has a reason to provoke coalition warships. The image of tiny speedboats challenging the mightiest Navy in the world has great propaganda value. It is possible that factions in Iran might attempt to provoke hostilities by getting Americans to shoot first in order to rally support in the Arab and Muslim worlds against the United States. The question is how far authorities in Tehran will go in playing this game of chicken at sea.

Incident at sea would cause US-Iran war

IGNATIUS 2007 (David, The writer co-hosts, with Newsweek's Fareed Zakaria, PostGlobal, an online discussion of international issues athttp://newsweek.washingtonpost.com/postglobal, “Calming the Waters in the Gulf,” Washington Post, April 6, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/04/05/AR2007040501789.html)
U.S. naval commanders with the Fifth Fleet in Bahrain have been interested for many months in the possibility of a "naval hotline." They know how quickly an incident in the Gulf could trigger an inadvertent escalation that could push the United States and Iran toward war. U.S. admirals are said to favor some system that would allow them to talk directly with the Iranian navy and, more important, with the elite Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps naval forces that seized the British sailors. The current system for avoiding confrontations is informal and haphazard. The U.S. Navy, in effect, draws imaginary lines in the Gulf and stays within those boundaries. By repeating the same patterns over and over, it signals to the Iranians that it doesn't have hostile intent. But one unplanned action -- a loose torpedo that strikes an American warship -- and the two nations could be on the verge of war.

POLITICS LINK

The plan is controversial in Congress

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 desire to homeport a CVN at Mayport is an issue of strong interest to certain

Members of Congress from Florida and Virginia. Certain Members of Congress from Florida

have expressed support for the Navy’s desire to homeport a CVN at Mayport, arguing (as have

DOD and the Navy) that the benefits in terms of mitigating risks to the Navy’s Atlantic Fleet

CVNs are worth the costs associated with moving a CVN to Mayport. Certain Members of

Congress from Virginia have expressed skepticism regarding, or opposition to, the Navy’s desire

to homeport a CVN at Mayport, arguing that the benefits in terms of mitigating risks to the

Navy’s Atlantic Fleet CVNs are questionable or uncertain, and that the funding needed to

implement the proposal could achieve greater benefits if it were spent on other Navy priorities.

Florida Delegation has close to no influence in Congress- specifically on the aircraft carrier

WALLACE 09- NYT REGIONAL MEDIA GROUP (JEREMY, “Despite Large Population Florida Lacks Clout in Congress,” September 6, 2009 http://www.theledger.com/article/20090905/news/909055043?Title=Florida-Lacks-Clout-in-Congress)#SPS

When Congress reconvenes Tuesday to consider overhauling the nation's health care system, few states will have more at stake than Florida. And few will have less of a voice. Despite boasting the nation's fourth-largest population, Florida is suffering a national power failure. While its population has nearly doubled since 1980, Florida's influence in Congress is at a low ebb, ranking beside states such as Nebraska, Idaho and Wyoming. In the House of Representatives, where constant turnover has depleted the state's seniority, not one of the 25-member Florida delegations is in a major leadership position or chairs a single committee from which legislation such as health care reform is being constructed. In the Senate, the picture is even bleaker. After Mel Martinez became the first Florida senator in 100 years to voluntarily quit in the middle of his first term, the state is shorthanded with just one elected member. To replace Martinez, Gov. Charlie Crist chose George LeMieux, who has never served in elected office and will enter the 100-member Senate as the least influential. Overall, Florida ranks 47th out of 50 states, according to a Herald-Tribune analysis combining seniority in the House and Senate with influence rankings assembled by the nonpartisan Capitol Hill newspaper Roll Call. That lack of clout affects not only the state's say on broad legislation such as health care and climate change, but also narrower issues of direct economic benefit to the state. For example, the state's weak representation in the House Armed Services Committee has jeopardized a Pentagon-recommended plan to bring an aircraft carrier base to Jacksonville, a development that would pump more than $600 million into the state's economy. "We've sent a lot of people to Washington over the years who have not had much national influence, but it would be hard to think of a time in history where we had less than we do now," said Darryl Paulson, who taught Florida political history at the University of South Florida for 30 years. Florida's advocates for health care and climate change say they are frustrated by the state's lack of influence. Florida has the highest percentage of Medicare recipients, the nation's current government-run health care system, yet the state has no major players in the health care debate such as Rep. Henry Waxman, D-Calif., or Sen. Max Baucus, D-Montana. Florida Sen. Bill Nelson, who sits on Baucus' Senate Finance Committee, a gate-keeper for health reform legislation, has infuriated activists for failing to say where he stands on proposed legislation. Instead, in what critics say is often symptomatic of the state's delegation, Nelson has focused more on state issues such as the growing population of pythons in the Everglades and contaminated drywall imported from China. "He's a key person on this and I personally keep wondering: Why are you doing all this on mold and drywall while people have health problems and no insurance?" said Stephanie Porta, a Florida organizer for health care reform. Nelson counters that as a moderate Democrat, he will have a key vote in the health care debate and that he will use it to make sure Florida's interests are protected. But critics say Nelson's posture reflects how Florida's top members react to changes in Washington rather than set the agenda. The state is in a similar position with climate change legislation. Florida has the longest ocean coastline among the 48 contiguous state and stands to see the most damage if climate change results in rising sea levels. Yet Florida has no legislator driving legislation such as U.S. Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass., or Sen. Barbara Boxer, D-Calif. Still another example of Florida's lack of clout is the federal stimulus. Florida has among the highest unemployment rates and foreclosure rates, yet only one of Florida's members of Congress had much influence in drafting the economic stimulus bills. It shows in the final product. Florida received just $505 per person, which ranks last among the 50 states, all U.S. territories combined and Washington, D.C., according to a recent analysis by the Palm Beach Post. Historically, Florida's influence in Congress has never been exceptional. Florida is alone among the top 10 most populous states to never have a House Speaker, Senate president or a majority or minority leader in either the House or the Senate. Only one person from Florida since Florida became a state in 1845 has ever chaired one of the big three committees in the House: Ways and Means, Appropriations or Energy and Commerce. Yet, despite its population growth, it could be argued that the state has less influence today than it did in the 1980s, when Rep. Claude Pepper was the undisputed leader of elderly issues and Sen. Lawton Chiles chaired the Senate Budget Committee. Today, several members of Florida's delegation, including Rep. Vern Buchanan, R-Longboat Key, rank in the bottom 10 percent in power, according to the Roll Call rankings. To be sure, Florida has members who are poised to become key national players and are accumulating power, notably Rep. Debbie Wasserman Schultz, D-Weston, who is in just her fifth year in Congress. But for now, those members remain largely on the edges of the power structure because they lack the seniority and leadership positions. What caused power failure? Florida's inability to gain strength in Congress is largely because of the state's failure to abide by well-known U.S. House Speaker Sam Rayburn's recipe for congressional clout: "Pick 'em right, elect 'em young and keep 'em there." "Florida hasn't built seniority, particularly among its Democrats," said Thomas E. Mann, a congressional scholar. Florida's House delegation has been in Congress on average just five two-year terms, and its lone elected senator has completed just one term. By comparison, House delegations from Michigan, Wisconsin and Massachusetts average about nine terms or more in the House and have Senate delegations that on average have been in the Senate for more than three six-year terms. Florida simply has had too much turnover to build the seniority typically required to get on the top committees and have major influence. Most of the real work in Congress is done in the 45 committees, where chairmen have near-total control over the agenda. The lack of seniority exists for three reasons: The first might best be described as wanderlust. Like the state's transient population, Florida's political leaders are known as much for moving on as they are for moving up. Since 2000, 15 Florida members of Congress have voluntarily give up their positions - including three U.S. senators. "There's something about Florida where being a member of Congress just isn't good enough," said Larry Sabato, a University of Virginia political science professor. Already this year, Rep. Kendrick Meek, the only Democrat from Florida on the powerful Ways and Means Committee, and Rep. Adam Putnam, who is the only member from Florida ever elected into any House leadership team, have both announced they are giving up their accumulated clout to run for another office. Putnam is leaving Congress altogether to run for state agricultural commissioner. An even bigger factor in Florida's high turnover is that the state's rapid population growth has weakened the power of incumbency. While incumbents nationally enjoy high re-election rates, in Florida incumbents are challenged by a constant influx of new voters. Since 2000, Florida has added 2.5 million new voters. That's more voters added in eight years than 34 other states have in total on their voting roles. "It's the changing nature of Florida," Putnam said. "We have a lot of people coming and going." The growing population leads to significant redistricting changes every 10 years that can make incumbents unfamiliar in their own districts. In 2006, despite 26 years in the House and a chance to be the senior Republican on the House Ways and Means Committee, U.S. Rep. E. Clay Shaw, R-Fort Lauderdale, lost his re-election. Shaw is among five incumbents ousted in the past three years. Scandal has also been a factor in the state's congressional turnover. In the 16th District, which includes Charlotte County, Republican Mark Foley was driven out by allegations he sexually exploited male interns. Foley's successor, Tim Mahoney, a Democrat, lasted just one term before he was voted out for having an affair with a woman employed by his campaign. Finally, Florida may have suffered as much as anything by placing its bets on the wrong partisan horse. Through redistricting, Florida's Republican-dominated Legislature has created Republican districts. Florida has 15 Republicans in the House to just 10 Democrats, despite the fact there are more registered Democrats than Republicans in Florida. The state has five Republicans who have been in the House at least 15 years. That paid off when Republicans ruled Washington, but with Democrats now in control the state has far less influence because only two Democrats have more than 15 years of service in Congress. Five of the 10 Democrats are within their first three terms in the House. "It shows how Florida invested heavily in the Republican Party at the expense of Democrats," Mann said. Florida has three Republicans who would be in running for chairmanships if the GOP were in power: Rep. Bill Young on Appropriations, Rep. John Mica, R-Winter Park, on Transportation and and Ileana Ros-Lehtinen on Foreign Affairs. Being in the minority is a serious detriment in Washington, where it can take 10 more years in Congress to equal the effectiveness of a majority party member, said Alan E. Wiseman, an Ohio State University political science professor. One way around the turnover problem is for a state to elect charismatic figures who transcend their junior status in the way Barack Obama and Hillary Clinton did. Florida has at least two members with such potential - Wasserman Schultz and Putnam. Both have been in Congress less than 10 years and each have climbed the ranks way ahead of their time. Wasserman Schultz was given a subcommittee chairmanship on the Appropriations committee despite her junior status and Putnam was chosen as the Republican Conference Chair - the third highest ranking in the House GOP.

Virginian delegation hates the plan- they have massive clout

WALLACE 09- NYT REGIONAL MEDIA GROUP (JEREMY, “Despite Large Population Florida Lacks Clout in Congress,” September 6, 2009 http://www.theledger.com/article/20090905/news/909055043?Title=Florida-Lacks-Clout-in-Congress)#SPS
A little publicized House committee hearing in mid-June offered a microcosm of Florida's lack of congressional influence. A week earlier, two Virginia congressmen had cut $46.3 million from the 2010 defense budget that was meant to dredge a Jacksonville-area port to allow the Navy to station an aircraft carrier. By doing so, the Virginia leaders would keep Norfolk as the only port on the East Coast capable of docking an aircraft carrier, and along with it the $600 million a year such a base generates to the economy. Rep. Tom Rooney, R-Tequesta, thought he could get the funding restored, even though he is the only Florida representative on the Armed Services Committee and a first-termer, as well. Rooney pointed out to his colleagues that the U.S. Navy had requested a second location for its aircraft carrier fleet, and had preliminarily agreed it should be in Jacksonville. "The United States Navy has an alternative docking location for every ship in the Navy except aircraft carriers stationed on the East Coast of the United States," Rooney said, calmly reading from his notes when Armed Services chairman Ike Skelton, D-Missouri, called on him. "This project isn't about Florida versus Virginia." Rooney warned that if anything were to impede the port at Norfolk, the U.S. would be without access to any aircraft carriers on the East Coast. That means the Navy would have to send its West Coast aircraft carriers, too deep to get through the Panama Canal, around South America to get to the Atlantic Ocean. He lost the vote. Virginia's clout on the Armed Services Committee prevailed. With three higher ranking members on the committee, including one Democrat, Virginia was able to defeat Rooney's amendment, 40 to 21. Now, Rooney said the state's hopes and the U.S. Navy's request rest in the Senate, where Florida's Sen. Nelson holds more seniority on the Armed Services Committee over Virginia's two senators.
Plan will be a fight- pits Florida and Virginia against each other

Pershing 12- Staff Writer for The Washington Post (Ben, “Virginia wins key battle over Florida in fight over aircraft carrier,” 02/13/2012, http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/virginia-politics/post/virginia-wins-key-battle-over-florida-in-fight-over-aircraft-carrier/2012/02/13/gIQAvhalBR_blog.html)#SPS

Virginia won a key round over Florida Monday in the two states’ years-long battle over an aircraft carrier, but the fight isn’t quite over yet. President Obama’s budget submission for fiscal 2013 does not request any money to implement the Navy’s plan to move a carrier from Norfolk to Mayport, Fla., indefinitely delaying the transfer beyond the previous target date of 2019. The two states have been squabbling on Capitol Hill over the move since it was first proposed in 2008. Now, looming cuts in the defense budget appear to be working in Virginia’s favor on this issue, as the state’s lawmakers have seized on the $500 million-plus cost of the proposal. Monday’s news prompted jubilation among Virginia officials and frustration in Florida, though each state chose to interpret the development differently. Virginia Gov. Robert McDonnell (R) issued a statement praising the Navy for its decision to “call off plans” for the move. Former governor George Allen (R), now running for Senate, said in a release the Navy had “canceled” the project. And a statement from Virginia GOP Reps. Randy Forbes, Scott Rigell and Rob Wittman used both “canceled” and “call off.” Sen. James Webb (D), who has led Virginia’s effort in his chamber, was more circumspect, saying he “commended the Navy’s decision to indefinitely suspend” the planned move. And Floridians are taking a glass-half-full approach. “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,” said Rep. Ander Crenshaw (R). “The bad news is the move will be delayed due to budget constraints.” Obama’s budget submission does provide funding for other ships to come to Mayport, softening the blow to the area of the delayed carrier move. Florida officials have argued that putting the entire East Coast nuclear carrier fleet in one location — Norfolk — was insecure, because the ships would be vulnerable to attacks and natural disasters. Virginia has called those concerns overstated, and emphasized that the Pentagon simply can’t spare the money.

PERSONNEL C/P
Crew rotation plank allows for more effective power projection and saves billions of dollars

Bensahel et al. 2012 (Dr. Nora Bensahel is Adjunct Associate Professor in the Security Studies Program at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University and the Deputy Director of Studies and a Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Lieutenant General David W. Barno [USA (Ret.)] is a Senior Advisor and Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Matthew Irvine is a Research Associate at the Center for a New American Security, Travis Sharp is the Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, May, “Sustainable Pre-eminence” Reforming the U.S. Military at a Time of Strategic Change http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_SustainablePreeminence_BarnoBensahelIrvineSharp_0.pdf) BW

Personnel

The Navy should adopt a broader set of crew rotation policies for cruisers, destroyers and amphibious ships to enable these ships to remain forward-deployed longer. Today, most Navy ships operate with a single crew. The exceptions are ballistic missile submarines (SSBNs), minesweepers and the new LCS. Single-crewed ships often must travel long distances between their home ports and operating areas, and they must remain in port for months between deployments so ships can be maintained and the crew can be rested and refitted. This reduces the time ships can spend forwarddeployed to critical regions around the world. In contrast, crew rotation, sometimes called “sea swap,” uses two separate crews and swaps them out while the ship remains forward-deployed. The embarking crew typically flies out and assumes control of the ship while in a foreign port, and the disembarking crew flies back. While not deployed, crews at home can use simulators and training ships to preserve their skills. Previous Navy experiments with sea swap achieved mixed results because there were reports that ship maintenance and crew morale suffered. However, Navy leaders want to revisit this concept and find more effective ways to implement it. 152

Any crew rotation policies should ensure that ships receive adequate in-port maintenance to compensate for their increased use and to prolong their service lives. Crew rotation will help the Navy project more power with its smaller fleet. According to defense analyst Michael O’Hanlon, crew rotation could improve deployment efficiency by up to 40 percent per ship and save $100 billion during the next 10 years. 153 It also would enable the Navy to maintain current levels of forward presence with about 60 surface combatants instead of the 94 it is currently pursuing, 154 although we do not believe the service should cut its fleet that deeply. The additional capacity could then be used to increase the U.S. naval presence in the Asia-Pacific, the littorals of the greater Middle East or an unexpected contingency elsewhere in the world.
EIS C/P
Should do another EIS

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 
A seventh issue that Congress may consider is the adequacy of the FEIS that the Navy prepared to assess the potential environmental impacts of locating a nuclear carrier at Mayport. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires all federal agencies to prepare environmental impact statements for major actions that would significantly affect the environment. The scope of these statements are broader than the environment per se, as agencies are required to examine not only the potential impacts on the natural environment but also the socioeconomic impacts of a proposed action. Some observers have questioned whether the Navy thoroughly assessed these sets of impacts when it selected Mayport for the location of a CVN. 56
The Navy’s EIS was insufficient

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
 The Navy issued its Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for homeporting alternatives in Mayport prior to the receipt of other agencies’ statutory biological assessments. The Navy also sought to fast-track the environmental review process so that it could issue its Record of Decision in early January. Virginia Governor Timothy M. Kaine described the Navy’s FEIS as “legally insufficient and technically flawed.”

Navy fast-tracked the EIS before- makes it insufficient because it ignored Section 7

Petersen 9- Military Legislative Assistant Office of Senator Jim Webb (Gordon I., “The U.S. Navy’s Proposed Homeporting of Additional Surface Ships at Naval Station Mayport, Florida A Critical Assessment,” Office of Senator Jim Webb January 2009 http://webb.senate.gov/issuesandlegislation/upload/CriticalAssessmentMayportHomeporting.pdf)#SPS 
Senator Jim Webb and then-Senator John Warner expressed serious concerns with numerous aspects of the Navy’s Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) in a December 2008 meeting with officials from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service. “The Navy’s documented haste to issue a record of decision must not be allowed to interfere with your agencies’ requirements to complete the Section 7 consultation process with due diligence,” they said.  Issue 1: The Navy issued its FEIS prior to completion of the Biological Opinions, which is inconsistent with the Endangered Species Act Handbook. The Navy also sought to fast track the environmental review process so that it could issue its Record of Decision in early January 2009. o At the time the FEIS is issued, “section 7” consultation should be completed. Absent these agencies’ assessments, it is questionable if the Navy adequately assessed the impacts of its actions on protected species in the FEIS. o The Navy attempted to fast-track each agencies’ comment period by requesting their inputs be submitted by December 31, 2008. Given the potential adverse impacts of the proposed homeporting action on several threatened and endangered species, Senator Webb and then-Senator Warner encouraged agency officials to take the time and obtain the documentation needed to conduct thorough analyses of the Navy’s proposed action, unhindered by arbitrary deadlines.  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received the Navy’s completed consultation package for a Mayport Opinion December 8, 2008. The Endangered Species Act allows the agency 135 days to complete its formal consultation—a deadline of April 22, 2009.  NMFS officials acknowledged they would be “challenged” to meet the Navy’s arbitrary deadline of December 31 and subsequently set a working deadline of January 5, 2009, to complete their assessment.

AFF—A2: AMPHI T/OFF
Amphibious assaults are obsolete – 

a) Anti-ship missiles

Turner, 11 Andrew M. Turner, Major, USMC, “AMPHIBIOUS ASSAULT IN THE 21 ST CENTURY: ARE THE COSTS AND RISKS TOO HIGH?” Naval War College, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA546082 Accessed 7/26/12 BJM
ANTI-SHIP MISSILES The French made Exocet, Chinese made Silkworm, and American made Harpoon are just several examples of combat proven anti-ship missiles that have become prevalent in the arms inventory of nation states throughout the globe. The continued development and advances in such anti-access, area-denial weapon systems have not only raised concern over the potential sacrifice of lives, ships, and equipment that could be lost, but also increased the cost of developing future weapon systems and capabilities that would be required to counter this threat. Moreover, the possession or mere threat of having the capability to employ antiship missiles can serve the purpose of thwarting an amphibious assault. While much has been said concerning the threat posed by sea mines during Desert Shield/Desert Storm, batteries of Silkworm missiles located along the Kuwaiti coast appear to have created similar consternation over a proposed amphibious assault, leading to an amphibious feint that was successful in fixing six Iraqi divisions along the Kuwaiti shoreline. In effect, “the amphibious feint said as much about the allies’ limitations as it did about their ingenuity. With their poor mine-clearing ability and the failure to destroy Iraq’s Silkworm missiles, an amphibious landing was out of the question.” 15 In response to the Taiwan Strait crisis of 1996 in which President Clinton deployed two carrier strike groups to the region, Chinese military planners have pursued the development of anti-ship missile technology in order to both prevent U.S. interference in the event of a future Taiwan crisis and also increase China’s influence within its maritime periphery. 16 Specifically, the PLA’s approach in developing an anti-access, area-denial capability seeks to destroy or threaten to destroy what they perceive to be a primary threat, in the form of the aircraft carrier. Chinese officials have claimed the Dong Feng 21-D (DF21D) has a range of between 1800 to 2800 kilometers, can strike a slow moving ship, 17 and can carry a variety of warheads to include a conventional, sub-munitions, or electro-magnetic pulse payload. 18 Targeting for the missile is based on a radar system that selects the largest target reflection, which would typically be indicated by an aircraft carrier. 19 As a mobile, ground delivered weapons system, the DF-21D will likely be deployed with coastal defense units; however, Chinese officials claim that air, surface, and subsurface variants will be developed in the future. 20 While anti-ship missiles have been a employed for over 30 years, the recent Chinese development of an anti-ship ballistic missile is cause for concern in the future execution of amphibious operations. Despite still being under development and costing an estimated 10 million dollars per missile, 21 the future proliferation of the DF-21D will be a game changer for military planners. The loss of an aircraft carrier or amphibious ship would have serious implications on the success of an amphibious assault. Officials must now consider the cost and benefit associated with risking the loss of what would likely be both a strategic and operational center of gravity. In addition, determining when and under what circumstances such a missile would be employed will have a significant impact on employment of amphibious forces. In effect, U.S. limitations associated with defending against an anti-ship missile attack or saturation attack must be addressed if amphibious assaults are to remain relevant in the 21 st century. 
b) Naval Mines
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NAVAL MINES In contrast to the development of high technology anti-access, area-denial weapon systems like the anti-ship missile, naval mines continue to be one of the most effective naval weapons that can have a major effect on the conduct of amphibious operations. Used to “hinder, disrupt, and deny adversary sea operations,” naval mines can be combined with other anti-access, area-denial assets to reduce surface and subsurface threats. 22 Characterized as simple, reliable, highly destructive, and cheap to produce and procure, the U.S. must consider that both state and non-state actors not only have the capability to acquire naval mines but also the willingness to use them in the defense against an amphibious assault. 23 Be it by ship or aircraft, naval mines can be laid through both high and low technological means. Unlike other weapon systems that can quickly become outdated, older mines remain lethal and can be upgraded as a result of technological advancements. Moreover, the development and manufacture of new models has created a naval mine with twice the power of its predecessor and a range of lethality that exceeds a half-mile. 24 In 2003, an estimated 275,000+ naval mines could be found throughout the world; 25 when combined with the fact that over 50 of the world’s navies have a mine laying capability, it is clear mine warfare will continue to pose a threat to amphibious assaults of the 21 st century. 26 Historical analysis suggests naval mine operations significantly effect amphibious assaults. Having procured approximately 4,000 mines from the Soviet Union, North Korean forces were successful in laying over 3,000 mines in the port of Wonsan during the Korean War. This led to the sinking of a ROK mine sweeper and additional strikes against naval vessels, which ultimately resulted in a delay of the U.S. Navy’s amphibious assault. 27 Moreover, total losses during the Korean conflict included four minesweepers, one tug, and included significant damage to five destroyers. 28 The effect was so profound that senior naval leaders like Rear Admiral Smith, the amphibious task force commander at Wonsan, would later comment “we have lost command of the sea to a nation without a navy, using weapons that were obsolete in World War I laid by vessels that were used at the time of the birth of Jesus Christ.” 29 The use of naval mines during Desert Shield/Desert Storm offers a more recent example of how the threat of mines thwarted an amphibious assault. Employing a combination of pre-World War I Russian contact mines and high-technology magnetic and acoustic mines purchased from the Soviet Union and Italy, Iraq was able to secure the sea lines of communication to Kuwait and prevent the U.S. from pursuing its plans to conduct an amphibious assault. 30 Furthermore, post-conflict estimates indicate approximately 1,167 mines were laid using both high and low technology means of delivery, which included the use of minesweepers, landing craft, auxiliary ships, Hip helicopters, B-6 bombers, and even row boats. 31 Although only two U.S. warships were damaged during the conflict, the potential loss of ships and amphibious assault vehicles played a primary role in contributing to the opposition of an amphibious assault. In light of the proliferation of naval mines in today’s operating environment and the historical trends of mine warfare, the presence of naval mines will continue to be an obstruction to forcible entry operations of the future. For military decision makers, suspected minefields or simply the threat of employing naval mines could be just as effective as a surface combatant striking a mine or identifying the presence of mines prior to an amphibious operation. Moreover, the psychological impediment to conducting an amphibious assault will be driven by human nature, in which senior leaders think in terms of the most serious consequences. 32 The presence or threat of mines will have both a tactical and operational impact, in which an analysis of costs and benefits of an assault are concerned not only with the loss of lives and equipment but also with the strategic influence corresponding to media coverage and its effect on the public’s support for a military operation. 
AFF—A2: EIS
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"It would be my full intention to recommend that we commence such an EIS so that we could establish that [base's nuclear] capability," said Adm. Vern Clark, the chief of naval operations, during Senate Armed Services Committee hearings. Clark said an environmental impact statement, which lists the upgrades needed to base a Nimitz-class carrier, would take two or three years, delaying by about five years when Mayport could get a carrier. But such a report was completed in 1996, according an internal presentation by Mayport's commander, Capt. Charles King. The Times-Union obtained the impact study and presentation. When asked Friday about the 1996 study, Clark's spokesman, Cmdr. Dennis Moynihan, said he did not know if a new study was necessary. The 200-page study published by the Naval Facilities Engineering Command in March 1997 lists the upgrades needed, along with local environmental, economic and demographics studies. A spokesman from Naval Facilities Engineering Command Atlantic in Norfolk, Va., said Friday there was no shelf life for the report, which was done for $1 million nearly a decade ago. "As long as the action is the same, then that should be a valid study," spokesman John Peters said after consulting the command's experts. "The requirements for a carrier in 1996 are very similar to what they would be now." A new study would be needed if there were significant changes to the base and surrounding areas, Peters said. But he doubted that was the case at Mayport, saying that local information could easily be updated. However, Peters couldn't say how much an update would cost. The Environmental Protection Agency confirmed Tuesday the report is still valid and would only need updating. This is good news to Florida lawmakers who are worried Mayport might go without a carrier for five years or more if the Jacksonville-based USS John F. Kennedy is retired over the next year under military cuts in the 2006 budget. They also worry the base could be relegated to a minor installation or closed under the Pentagon's base-closing round this year. "I'd like to ask the [chief of naval operations] why a study would take two or three years when one could be updated from '97," U.S. Rep. Ander Crenshaw, R-Fla., said Tuesday. U.S. Sen. Bill Nelson, D-Fla., had hoped the nuclear upgrades would come sooner, but Clark said during the hearing nuclear upgrades would still take a couple of years to complete after a new impact study is done. Nelson wasn't available for comment Tuesday, but spokesman Bryan Gulley said the senator's office is looking to see if the report is outdated. If no carrier replacement for the oil-fired JFK comes, lawmakers say a terrorist attack could bottle the Atlantic Fleet's five remaining nuclear carriers in what would then be the only East Coast carrier port, Norfolk, Va. If the JFK -- the third-oldest carrier in the fleet -- is retired, the Florida lawmakers hope to move one of Norfolk's carriers to Mayport. Currently, Mayport can temporarily port a nuclear carrier because of the non-nuclear specific upgrades. "We're a long way from having a nuclear carrier [permanently]," Crenshaw said in a phone interview. "But if the Navy is serious about making Mayport nuclear-ready, then that's a step in the right direction." The JFK's possible retirement has rejuvenated the push to upgrade Mayport, which began in the early 1990s. Former U.S. Rep. Tillie Fowler, who had the first impact study commissioned, Crenshaw and Nelson have led the push for upgrades. Since the impact statement was completed, the Navy hasn't made a decision to upgrade the port, but it has improved a pier, utilities and built a ship maintenance facility for work on non-nuclear areas on all ships. According to King's presentation, the base still needs to upgrade a wharf, dredge the Mayport basin and channel from 42 to at least 50 feet, and build support and controlled facilities for working on the nuclear portion of the ship. After the impact study was done, the Navy estimated the upgrades would cost about $150 million. Clark said the upgrades would now cost about $200 million. U.S. Sen. John Warner, R-Va., chairman of the Armed Services Committee, said the money for the upgrades would be appropriated over several years. This could prolong the process and the Navy might never move a carrier. Fowler warned lawmakers that decisions on the upgrades and a carrier move could be "slow rolled," as they have been since the first study. 
