Subj:  INFORMAL HQMC COMMENTS ON NAS PREDECISIONAL DRAFT 

          REPORT ON NORWAY AIR-LANDED MARINE EXPEDITIONARY

          (NALMEB) PREPOSITIONING PROGRAM

1.  The subject informal draft report notes that the NALMEB program was established during the Cold War to allow for rapid reinforcement of the northern flank of Western Europe in the event of a Soviet Union invasion.  The report goes on to point out that there have been major geopolitical shifts since then, and raises the question of whether a need exists for the continuance of the program.

2.  The Marine Corps agrees that the NALMEB program must undergo changes in light of current day realities, and efforts are underway to reassess and transform the program.  The following comments gives a sense of  current thinking on our vision for, and the direction of, the NALMEB program:

     a.  In CMC Washington DC R 051800Z MAY 03, Subj: Maritime Prepositioning Transition (S),  the Deputy Commandant for Plans, Policies and Operations linked NALMEB to the future of MPF with the following statement: 

3.B. (U) THE CENTER FOR NAVAL ANALYSES (REF C) IS ANALYZING THE

TRANSFORMATION OF NALMEB TO ASSIST US IN REFINING OUR GEO-PREPOSITIONING “OUT-OF-AREA” FOCUS.  OUR GOAL IS TO TRANSFORM THE NALMEB PROGRAM TO MEET A BROADER RANGE OF MISSIONS THAN ORIGINALLY INTENDED. TRANSFORMATION WILL INCLUDE GREATER ALIGNMENT WITH THE MARITIME PREPOSITIONING CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS AND REFINEMENT OF THE NALMEB EQUIPMENT LIST IN ORDER TO INCREASE THE STRATEGIC AGILITY OF MARINE AND COALITION FORCES IN AND OUT OF THE USEUCOM AOR.

     b.  NALMEB is a very cost effective way of positioning equipment and supplies as a “hub for power projection” for out-of-Norway contingencies and exercises.  Cost effective because costs are shared by Norway.  There are also some cost, as well as time, savings because Norway is in many cases closer to area of operations than CONUS, where materiel would have to come from if not NALMEB.  More cost effective than maritime prepositioning, since it is cheaper than putting equipment and supplies aboard ships.

     c.  NALMEB is a well accepted and solidly managed 22 year-old program that has enhanced US-Norway relations, and the upgrading and improvement of NALMEB will benefit both countries.  The US benefits by maintaining forward-deployed, ready-to-use equipment and supplies, and Norway benefits by an even greater stock of US equipment and supplies that retains the mission of functioning in the defense of Norway.  This transformation of NALMEB supports the transformation called for in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) and the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR).  Forward deployment, innovation, the support of agile and flexible forces, are all objectives that are called for in transforming Defense posture and that NALMEB future clearly supports.  The NALMEB Program is universally accepted as a strong link in US-Norway relations.  
     d.  NALMEB provides a stock of beefed up equipment/supplies to cover out-of-Norway cases while continuing to support the original mission of assisting in the defense of Norway.  The defense of Norway must continue as part of the NALMEB mission, but the realities of changing circumstances post-Cold War dictate a shift to enable use of NALMEB equipment and supplies in other operations and exercises outside Norway.  Every asset and resource must be used to support the worldwide commitments, and as noted below, NALMEB can support other missions while continuing to be a keystone in the defense of NORWAY.


     e.  While NALMEB has been tailored originally to the unique situation and geography of Norway, it can be expanded to include equipment and supplies that would be useful in other scenarios.  For example, Norway’s terrain is not conducive to armored forces, but tanks and other armored assets can be stored in NALMEB sites for use external to Norway and even external to Europe.
     f.  The Marine Corps will be in concert with and responsive to OSD/Joint Staff /NATO intentions by improving and transforming NALMEB.  National strategic vision from OSD, the Joint Staff, and other national agencies call for innovation, vision, and support of increasing worldwide commitments.  Our NATO allies seek support from US forces in supporting peacetime exercises and contingency operations.  Transformation of NALMEB to provide greater flexibility and more options will illustrate an intention to be responsive to these concerns.

     g.  The QDR calls for “…enhancing the future capability of forward deployed and stationed forces,…”; “…enabling forces…”; “…forward deterrence…”, all of which intersect with NALMEB current and what NALMEB can be in the future.  The requirement for quick response, the trend to more forward-deployed forces, and the demand for readiness has increased.  The transformed NALMEB can be another important link in the worldwide support of USMC forces.  It can complement and supplement maritime prepositioning.    
     h.  Concepts will mature.  A wide group of National Security interests (US & Allies), will support NALMEB Future.  There is already widespread enthusiasm in the Marine Corps for a transformed, improved, and strengthened NALMEB with greatly improved out of Norway capability.  As the concept of a transformed NALMEB takes shape, other US interests and Allies will embrace the idea of this second generation of geo-prepositioned equipment and supplies.
          i.  The CNA NALMEB Study is Optimistic about NALMEB Future.  It outlines possible future NALMEB missions and utility, and  Study proposes a number of missions for transformed NALMEB.  It lays out several possible missions for NALMEB in future scenarios.  

     j.  The CNA NALMEB Study goes beyond analysis of future missions for NALMEB.  It also assesses the political feasibility of transforming NALMEB.  In summary, it concludes that elimination of NALMEB is not politically feasible.  NALMEB must stay static or go forward to a transformed status.  There is little or no enthusiasm anywhere for staying the same as NALMEB has been for 22 years.  That means NALMEB must be transformed.

2.  The following comments on specific findings from the unofficial draft report are provided:

     a.  NAS finds “little strategic value” in NALMEB because “none of the prepositioned inventory is currently sourced to an approved or planned Joint Chief of Staff War scenario.”

        Comment:  NALMEB prepositioned war reserve assets were actually used in operations and training exercises more than many Service prepositioning programs that are sourced to OPLANS and CONPLANS.  The USMC places more value on actual use than planned use; therefore, sees significant value to the NALMEB assets.  This is in line with the FY 2001 QDR “capabilities-based approach rather then a specific adversary in a specific geographic area approach” (OPLANS & CONPLANS).  Since 2001 NALMEB assets have been used for four contingency operations.  The NALMEB assets will play a significant role in upcoming operations.
     b.  NAS identifies the equipment as excess and not part of War Reserve Materiel.

          Comment:  NAS cites two outdated references MCWP 4-11.7 and NAVMC 2926 to demonstrate that NALMEB assets (less ammunition) are not war reserve material.  NAVMC 2926 erroneously identifies NALMEB assets as contingency retention stocks, which are quantities of an item greater than the approved acquisition objective (AAO) for which there is no predictable demand.  Current USMC logistic policy, MCO 4490.1, Class VII Material Requirements Determination, clearly identifies NALMEB assets as part of the AAO.  The order equates the AAO to the  war materiel requirement (WMR).  As of 2003, the USMC AAO integrated planning team considers the NALMEB when recommending AAO levels.  The above highlighted use shows demand for the assets.  MCWP 4-11.7 (dated 29 Feb 96), USMC doctrine for MAGTF Supply Operations, does not count prepositioned stocks as part of the WRMR.  Current War Reserve Materiel Policy reflected in paragraph 4002.2.a of MCO P4400.39H (dated 12 Mar 02) does identify NALMEB assets as war reserve material  stocks.  This policy is further clarified in two messages:  CMC  271825Z AUG 2003, HQMC Ground Equipment Interim Sustainment, War Reserve Planning, and Regeneration Guidance; and CMC 111044Z APR 2003, NALMEB Geo-Prepositioned Asset Withdrawal Policy Clarification. 
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