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Executive Summary 

Over the past 30 years pre-positioning has been a major pillar in U.S. power pro-
jection capabilities. It will continue to be essential in supporting DoD’s new “1-4-
2-1” defense strategy1 over the next 10–15 years. Pre-positioning is not only criti-
cal for achieving rapid force buildups for swiftly and decisively defeating adver-
saries but it also contributes to deterrence, reinforces forward presence objectives 
and supports the global war on terrorism. Pre-positioning also gives the United 
States a strategic option for adjusting its defense posture more quickly than field-
ing new systems to meet unpredictable threats. 

To more effectively support U.S. defense strategy, however, DoD’s pre-
positioning posture needs to transform to enable faster force closure and be more 
flexible; more expeditionary; more survivable against severe anti-access threats; 
more joint and supportive of emerging joint warfighting concepts; and, consistent 
with new DoD basing initiatives. 

As part of an overall review of DoD’s global pre-positioning posture, the Director 
for Logistics (J-4), Joint Staff asked LMI to identify appropriate pre-positioning 
postures for the 2010 timeframe and recommend enhancements in pre-positioning 
capabilities to meet emerging strategic challenges and to specifically focus on the 
role of pre-positioning in speeding force closure in anti-access environments. 

The Joint Staff briefed portions of our results to senior DoD leadership as J-4 con-
tributions to the Defense Planning Guidance-directed Operational Availability 
Study. Those briefings have spurred several actions by the Military Services. In 
addition, Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) reinforced the benefits of well main-
tained pre-positioned equipment and highlighted the need for further enhance-
ments in DoD’s pre-positioning posture. 

The primary conclusions from our review of DoD’s pre-positioning capabilities 
are summarized below: 

 All pre-positioned materiel will need to be “turn key” and ready for im-
mediate employment with a minimal “fly-in” echelon. It also must be 
modernized, fully funded, and filled to authorized levels.  

                                     
1 The “1-4-2-1” strategy requires capabilities to defend the homeland and fight the war against 

terrorism, deter forward in four critical regions, swiftly defeat enemy efforts in two overlapping 
areas, while preserving the President’s option to win decisively in one conflict. 
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 Given the growing anti-access threats and the need to project power to un-
predictable locations, afloat pre-positioning will take on greater impor-
tance in U.S strategy. Afloat pre-positioning would be significantly 
enhanced through the use of Marine Corps Maritime Pre-positioning 
Force-Future squadrons, logistics warehouse ships, smaller Air Force and 
Army pre-positioned ammunition and sustainment ships, Enhanced Net-
worked Seabasing, and Army regional flotillas that provide more flexible 
employment of Army afloat pre-positioned capabilities. These capabilities 
are expensive but warrant further development to obtain the best long-term 
investment value for U.S. security. 

 Pre-positioning will continue to be heavily land-based over the next 10 
years. Land pre-positioning, however, will need to shift to a posture of 
forward locations and regional hubs that can support rotational training 
and serve as secure, intermediate staging bases for rapidly projecting 
power. Land-based pre-positioning dispersed at various forward and re-
gional locations would bolster forward presence, increase operational 
reach, diminish anti-access threats, and enable quicker force buildup. 

 The Army will continue pre-positioning armor and mechanized equipment 
to provide rapidly employable, lethal maneuver capability. To meet its 
flexibility goals, however, the Army will need to reconfigure its pre-
positioned equipment sets so they are more scalable and tailorable for a 
wider range of missions. The Army should consider pre-positioning com-
bat support and combat service support (CS/CSS) capabilities at various 
locations to support the rapid buildup of a Joint Task Force for expedition-
ary operations. General-purpose CS/CSS capabilities could provide com-
mon logistics support for the Army’s Stryker and Objective Forces, 
enhancing their deployability. Pre-positioning Army Reserve Component 
equipment would enhance the contribution of reserve forces to critical 
early operational capabilities and without increasing procurement costs. 

 The Air Force’s transition to a flex-basing posture will require greater dis-
persal of pre-positioned war reserve materiel (WRM) to meet unpredict-
able contingencies. As a result of increased force capabilities, overall Air 
Force WRM requirements may decline relative to pre-OIF planning as-
sumptions. Still, pre-positioning additional Air Force WRM, including 
bare base sets, at selected overseas locations could, for comparatively 
lower cost, free up high-cost airlift to speed closure of the Joint Force. 

 Special Operations Forces (SOF) capabilities will be enhanced through 
expanded pre-positioning of tailored common support items. 

 A more flexible pre-positioning posture will create high demands for thea-
ter lift, especially airlift, high-speed shallow draft sealift, and surface 
transportation. To fully leverage the benefits of pre-positioning, DoD will 
need to invest in fast theater sealift and more capable airlift systems. Addi-
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tional surface transportation capabilities may need to be pre-positioned to 
augment host nation support capabilities. 

 As demonstrated in OIF, pre-positioned materiel must be properly main-
tained. The role of contractors in surge maintenance of pre-positioned 
equipment should be reexamined in light of the fast force buildups de-
manded by U.S. defense strategy. 

 There is a need for greater joint use of pre-positioning infrastructure and 
for joint pre-positioning doctrine. The pre-positioning postures of the Mili-
tary Services should support the formation of Joint Task Forces. 

 OIF served as the first large-scale real-world training opportunity for 
DoD’s collective pre-positioning program. To meet faster force closure 
timelines there is a need to enhance opportunities for joint employment of 
pre-positioned assets in training and exercise programs and to expand real-
istic training in downloading afloat pre-positioned materiel. 

 Expanding the role of the Defense Logistics Agency in pre-positioning 
common supply items, such as Class VIII (medical), would enhance sus-
tainment during early operational phases. Developing a joint medical lo-
gistics modeling capability would assist the Military Services in 
determining Class VIII requirements and identifying readily obtainable 
commercial products to meet the requirements. The result will be in-
creased readiness at reduced cost. 

In some respects, a 2010 pre-positioning posture will not be very different from a 
1990s posture. It will still rely, for example, on shore-based storage of both Army 
current force armored and mechanized equipment and materiel and Air Force 
WRM and on pre-positioning ships for rapid deployment of Marine and Army 
ground forces, which will be structured and equipped much as they are today. 
What will be different about a 2010 posture is its greater dispersal of pre-
positioned locations, more flexible mix of pre-positioned capabilities, and greater 
reliance on afloat platforms and theater lift to expand operational reach and 
achieve faster force buildups. 

As U.S. forces transform over the next 15-20 years, the nature and role of pre-
positioning could change dramatically. The biggest pre-positioning challenges for 
the next decade will be reconstituting and reconfiguring pre-positioned capabili-
ties to speed force closure, incorporate new warfighting capabilities, and support 
expeditionary operations in unpredictable situations. 
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Chapter 1    
Introduction 

Technology has been unable to eliminate the tyranny of time and distance that 
challenges the deployment of military forces across the globe. In partial response 
to this constraint, the United States has employed a global strategy that pre-
positions equipment and materiel to speed force buildups and conduct initial  
operations. 

Changes in the nature of threats to U.S. security and the development of new op-
erational concepts and capabilities to counter and defeat these threats have rein-
forced the value of pre-positioned equipment and supplies. It is prudent now to 
examine DoD’s global pre-positioning posture to ensure that it is properly struc-
tured to fully support defense strategy over the next 10 years when the United 
States will be facing potent threats to its security and vital national interests. Such 
a review is now particularly important as the Military Services begin planning to 
reconstitute selected pre-positioned assets after their employment in Operation 
Iraqi Freedom (OIF). 

This report presents the results of a study on worldwide pre-positioning conducted 
for the Director for Logistics (J-4), Joint Staff. The objectives of the study were to 

 determine pre-positioning strategies and postures for the 2010 timeframe,1 
maximizing the responsiveness of available and recommended assets in 
support of Regional Combatant Commanders’ execution of emerging stra-
tegic and operational requirements, and 

 recommend changes to current pre-positioned assets to meet emerging 
strategic challenges. 

BACKGROUND 
Over the past 30 years, U.S. military strategy has relied on a triad of forward pres-
ence, deployment of forces from the continental United States (CONUS), and pre-
positioning to project power abroad quickly. 

Each element of the triad has benefits and drawbacks. Forward presence can 
quickly provide capabilities for immediate response (assuming forces are trained 
                                     

1 Although the study terms of reference specified 2010 as the timeframe, the study review 
considered capabilities beyond this period because of the need to posture 2010 pre-positioning 
capabilities to accommodate significant new capabilities (such as the Marine Corps’ MPF-Future 
and the Army’s Objective Force) that will achieve initial operational capability in the years imme-
diately following.  
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and ready). However, maintaining forward presence is expensive and host nation 
access limitations—political and physical—reduce the flexibility and number of 
forces that can be forward-based in peacetime. 

It is less expensive to maintain forces in CONUS, but it takes time to transport 
them to their employment areas and the prospects for surprise are diminished. 
Sealift can efficiently transport large amounts of equipment and supplies but cur-
rent strategic sealift platforms are not fast enough to meet the demanding deploy-
ment timelines for some operational contingencies. Airlift is fast but very 
expensive and impractical for deploying large amounts of heavy equipment. 

Some of the disadvantages of sealift deployment may be overcome with fast sea-
lift technology that could make large 70-plus knot intertheater (or transoceanic) 
ships feasible in the 2015 timeframe. In the meantime, pre-positioning provides 
an effective option for many situations. Pre-positioning is expensive—it often re-
quires duplicate sets of equipment and specialized storage facilities or pre-
positioning ships.2 In the end, however, it is often less expensive than forward 
basing of units even if host nations share the burden of forward basing. Moreover, 
pre-positioning unit equipment and supplies can “save” valuable air sorties that 
could be used for transporting high-priority capabilities from CONUS, and it can 
provide reasonably prompt capabilities to augment forward positioned forces in 
meeting critical early campaign objectives. 

For decades, DoD has invested in several forms of pre-positioning, both ashore 
and afloat. The most notable of these include the Pre-positioning of Materiel Con-
figured to Unit Sets (POMCUS), the Near-Term Pre-Positioning Force (NTPF), 
the Army Pre-positioned Stocks (APS) program, the USMC Maritime Pre-
positioning Force (MPF), and the Air Force’s War Reserve Materiel (WRM) pro-
grams. 

The advantages of pre-positioning led the Army, Air Force and the Marine Corps, 
in the 1970s-1980s, to position substantial amounts of equipment and supplies at 
various European locations in support of a combined U.S. and NATO rapid rein-
forcement strategy for defeating a Warsaw Pact invasion. In support of its “10-in-
10”3 strategy, the Army filled numerous humidity controlled warehouses (HCW), 
built with NATO infrastructure funding and located throughout Western Europe, 
with division equipment as part of its POMCUS program. The Air Force posi-
tioned large amounts of WRM, such as ground support equipment and munitions, 
at forward operating bases to provide logistics support for reinforcing air squad-
rons. The Army and Air Force also established smaller but similar pre-positioned 

                                     
2 In some cases, units in garrison do not need a full complement of equipment to train. Some 

of their equipment can be pre-positioned at storage sites near potential employment areas. 
3 U.S. strategy called for ten divisions to be ready to defend Europe in 10 days. The ten divi-

sion strategy included not only the divisions stationed in Europe and the POMCUS equipment 
located there, but also units that could be deployed to Europe by strategic lift within the 10-day 
period. Although the Army was never able to fully resource all ten divisions, many historians be-
lieve the “10-in-10” strategy had significant deterrent value during the Cold War. 
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capabilities in Northeast Asia to deter and defeat any North Korean aggression. 
The Marine Corps stored equipment for a Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) 
in Norway as part of the Norway Air-Landed MEB (NALMEB). 

The Marine Corps’ most notable contribution to pre-positioning has been the con-
cept of Maritime Pre-positioning Squadrons (MPSRONs)—storing unit equip-
ment and supplies on ships that in a crisis would steam to ports where the 
equipment would be offloaded for use by unit personnel arriving by air. Operation 
Desert Shield/Desert Storm is an example of how this kind of pre-positioning was 
employed in a contingency operation. On August 10, 1990 MPSRON Two, 
loaded with equipment for the 7th MEB, steamed from Diego Garcia and in 6 
days arrived at the port of Al Jubayl, Saudi Arabia.4 The personnel of the 7th 
MEB married-up with their equipment, which included armor and artillery sys-
tems, and established a credible deterrent against an Iraqi armor-mechanized attack. 

During the 1990s, the United States shifted to a two-major theater war (MTW) 
strategy focused on Southwest Asia (SWA) and Northeast Asia (NEA). In support 
of this strategy the Army established afloat pre-positioned capabilities at Diego 
Garcia and Guam and land-based equipment sets in Kuwait, Qatar and Korea. The 
Air Force expanded its WRM pre-positioning program at bases in SWA and NEA 
and pre-positioned munitions on several ships that steamed with the three Marine 
pre-positioning squadrons, one in the Pacific, one in the Indian Ocean and one in 
the Mediterranean Sea. 

Over the past 10 years, pre-positioned materiel has supported regional combatant 
commanders (RCCs) in a variety of contingencies.5 In October 1994, the United 
States employed regional pre-positioned capabilities and CONUS-deploying 
forces to quickly build up a sizeable force (Operation Vigilant Warrior) in the 
Persian Gulf to deter a possible repeat Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. Pre-positioned 
equipment in Europe, including Abrams tanks, Bradley fighting vehicles, howit-
zers and mortars, has been used to support peacekeeping operations in the Bal-
kans.6 

                                     
4 The “fly-in echelon” of the 7th MEB (including Marine personnel and some equipment) was 

deployed to Saudi Arabia using 249 air sorties. Critical equipment was downloaded from the MPS 
ships in 4 days. 

5 In May and June 1994, Army pre-positioning ships arrived at Mombassa, Kenya, with 
equipment and supplies for humanitarian operations to aid victims of the Rwanda genocide. These 
vessels were not discharged because of decisions by the National Command Authority and limita-
tions of the Mombassa harbor. The incident illustrates, however, the potential operational reach 
and mission flexibility of pre-positioned capabilities. 

6 In support of SFOR (Bosnia), 16,683 pieces of pre-positioned equipment were shipped to 
the Balkans between December 1995 and September 2000.  In support of KFOR (Kosovo), 10,678 
pieces of pre-positioned equipment were shipped from April 1999 to May 2001. 
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During the air war in Kosovo, a pre-positioned Air Force ammunition ship was 
offloaded and munitions transported to air bases to support air operations.7 

The nature of operations in Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) precluded major 
use of pre-positioning, which at the time was structured and configured primarily 
to support MTWs. The Air Force employed some pre-positioned WRM, including 
Harvest Eagle/Harvest Falcon bare base sets. The Army similarly employed some 
pre-positioned Force Provider capabilities and other logistics support. The opera-
tion, however, did not call for use of regionally pre-positioned combat or combat 
support/combat service support (CS/CSS) unit equipment, which was earmarked 
for other contingencies, and there was no requirement to offload equipment from 
the Marine Corps MPSRONS. 

In contrast with OEF, OIF involved heavy reliance on pre-positioned equipment 
and supplies. The following pre-positioned capabilities were employed during 
OIF: 

 MPSRON Two 

 MPSRON One 

 APS-3 (including afloat combat, combat support, combat service support 
and sustainment sets) 

 APS-5 (Kuwait) 

 APS-5 (Qatar) 

 APS-2 (Europe) 

 USAF WRM from USCENTAF, USAFE and USPACAF. 

The buildup to OIF was not representative of the kind of rapid response contin-
gencies that is driving U.S. defense strategy. As a consequence, care must be 
taken in drawing lessons from the Iraqi war about the role of pre-positioning and 
its capabilities for future operations. The United States went to war in Iraq with a 
pre-positioning posture designed specifically for a 2-MTW strategy. Even as op-
erational planning for Iraq contingencies was underway, however, DoD was initi-
ating a new defense strategy that called for transformational capabilities to 
achieve rapid force buildups for swiftly defeating enemy efforts, striking preemp-

                                     
7 This operation highlighted several limitations and deficiencies that need to be resolved. De-

livery of the ammunition to the point of use was delayed because a deep draft port was not avail-
able, the government of the host nation needed to approve the action, and the required materiel 
handling equipment and experienced personnel for munitions offload were not available. It took 
almost 9 weeks from the time munitions on board the USNS Bennett pre-positioned ship were 
made available until the final trainload of munitions arrived at its destination. (See John B. Abell 
et al., “Strategy 2000: Alternative Munitions Pre-positioning,” Air Force Journal of Logistics, 
Volume XXIV, Number 2, pp. 19-20.) 
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tively, and winning decisively against rogue regimes armed with weapons of mass 
destruction (WMD) and employing sophisticated anti-access capabilities. This 
new strategy and the shifting threat environment throughout the “arc of instabil-
ity” will require major changes in DoD’s pre-positioning posture. 

In recognition of the need to rethink the future role and capabilities of pre-
positioning, the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) FY 2004–2009 directed, as 
part of a broader study on operational availability, that 

The Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff, supported by the Commander of US 
Transportation Command and the Secretaries of the Military Depart-
ments, will complete an integrated analysis of worldwide pre-positioned 
assets, including the infrastructure that supports them, and will recom-
mend adjustments in location, mix and capabilities to better meet De-
fense Strategy. 

STUDY SCOPE 
The Operational Availability Study focused on identifying force planning “in-
sights” for specific geographically-defined illustrative planning scenarios. To ob-
tain a more comprehensive review of pre-positioning, the Joint Staff J-4 requested 
a separate study to provide recommendations for a global pre-positioning posture 
to support U.S. National Military Strategy. 

Although much of our analysis for the Joint Staff J-4 was conducted before OIF, 
it seeks to incorporate lessons learned regarding the employment of pre-
positioning during force buildup and early operations. 

DEFINITION OF “PRE-POSITION” 
In normal usage, pre-positioning typically encompasses equipment and supplies 
only—not forward positioned operational units or forces. It also excludes opera-
tional equipment and stocks of forward deployed units. By contrast, Joint Publica-
tion (JP) 1-02, DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms defines “pre-
position” as “To place military units, equipment, or supplies at or near the point of 
planned use or at a designated location to reduce reaction time, and to ensure 
timely support of a specific force during initial phases of an operation.” The dif-
ference between this definition and common usage is significant and points to the 
need for a revision in Joint Staff terminology. 

For purposes of this study, we use pre-positioning to refer to equipment and sup-
plies (other than operational materiel of forward deployed units) positioned at lo-
cations to directly enhance availability to Combatant Commanders to execute 
operations. Pre-positioned materiel in this sense excludes CONUS-located mate-
riel, although we discuss such materiel when considering options for relocating or 
forward repositioning unit equipment, supplies, and WRM. 
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METHODOLOGY 
In carrying out this study of pre-positioning, we employed the following 
methodology. 

 Requirements Identification. We identified the required pre-positioning 
capabilities for the 2010 timeframe to support U.S. National Military 
Strategy, Defense Planning Guidance, Combatant Commanders’ strate-
gies, Joint/Service warfighting concepts, Transformation Planning Guid-
ance of the Office of Secretary of Defense (OSD), and OSD basing policy. 
Using available information and ongoing wargaming and analysis of fu-
ture force capabilities, we sought to identify the implications of evolving 
U.S. defense strategy and policy guidance for DoD’s future pre-
positioning posture. 

 Capabilities Identification. We then identified current and future DoD and 
individual Military Service pre-positioning postures and capabilities. This 
effort was constrained by the fact that the regional Combatant Command-
ers and the Military Services are exploring new pre-positioning capabili-
ties and approaches based on recent strategic guidance and have only 
begun defining specific pre-positioning programs for the 2010 timeframe. 

 Analysis and Assessment. Next, we assessed projected Military Service 
pre-positioning capabilities against requirements and developed Courses 
of Action (COAs) to enhance the ability of pre-positioning to more fully 
support U.S. defense strategy. We evaluated the COAs against several key 
criteria—force closure timelines, flexibility, anti-access vulnerability, cost, 
infrastructure, and enablers (e.g., theater lift). The COA analysis and asso-
ciated modeling focused on the Military Services’ transformational initia-
tives and actions that lower requirements for airlift sorties, thus enabling a 
quicker arrival of combat power in theater. 

 Recommendations. We then developed practical budget- and technology-
constrained recommendations for enhancing DoD pre-positioning  
capabilities. 

Information Sources 

Information for the study was obtained through 

 interviews and questionnaires with Military Department and agency staffs, 
and interviews and continued dialogue with the Combatant Commanders’ 
staffs; 

 visits to selected pre-positioned capability sets and observation of the re-
lated processes; and 
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 reviews of studies and reports that address various pre-positioning issues, 
themes, and capabilities (see Appendix D for a list of major references). 

Assumptions 

We made the following assumptions (beyond those implied in official strat-
egy/guidance documents) to further frame our analysis of worldwide pre-
positioning: 

 Technology will not be available within the 2010 timeframe to overcome 
the time and distance challenges involved in deploying and employing 
heavy forces. 

 DoD’s 2010 pre-positioning posture must anticipate developments in the 
2015 timeframe and be structured to incorporate new capabilities. 

 Decisions on future overseas locations will affect potential pre-positioning 
sites. 

 The assignment of roles and missions within DoD will not change signifi-
cantly before 2010. 

 Future DoD operations will be increasingly joint and combined, and will 
further realize the tenets of the Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reform Act of 
1986. 

ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 
The remainder of this report is organized in four additional chapters and four ap-
pendices. Chapter 2 discusses the capabilities that DoD’s 2010 pre-positioning 
posture must possess to fully support U.S. defense strategy. Chapter 3 describes 
current and 2010 Military Service pre-positioning programs and the challenges 
confronting the Services as they strive to adapt to new threats and operational re-
quirements. Chapter 4 summarizes our major findings about the ability of Military 
Service projected pre-positioning postures to support U.S. defense strategy; it also 
identifies alternative COA for enhancing pre-position capabilities. Chapter 5 pre-
sents our recommendations for improvement. Appendix A provides detailed in-
formation on DoD’s pre-positioning programs as of January 2003; Appendix B 
provides additional analytic support for the findings and conclusions discussed in 
Chapter 4; Appendix C provides additional information on pre-positioning of 
Class VIII (medical) supplies; Appendix D lists the references used in developing 
this report; and Appendix E provides a list of abbreviations.
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Chapter 2    
Required Capabilities for a 2010 Pre-positioning 
Posture 

Following the end of the Cold War, the United States adopted a new strategy that 
focused on fighting two near simultaneous major wars in SWA and NEA. In 
1999, U.S. strategy began to shift to a capabilities-based posture aimed at defeat-
ing a wider range of threats including WMD-armed rogue regimes employing so-
phisticated asymmetric strategies and anti-access threats. After the terrorist attack 
on 11 September 2001, the foundation of U.S. strategy expanded to include de-
fense of the homeland and anti-terrorism. To deal with the danger of the use of 
WMD by terrorists and rogue regimes, the most recent version of U.S. National 
Security Strategy (September 2002) added the option of “preemptive” attacks to 
prevent use of WMD against the United States and its interests. 

The first application of this strategy of preemption was OIF, which was fought 
with evolving operational strategies and concepts and with technological capabili-
ties that are being further developed into a new approach to warfare relying heav-
ily on speed, stealth, and information superiority to rapidly defeat the enemy with 
minimal casualties. This new approach to warfare is being incorporated into DPG 
and is an integral part of the larger process of DoD transformation that seeks to 
ensure that the United States will retain the capability to swiftly and decisively 
defeat any future military threat. 

Accompanying these transformational changes in U.S. defense posture are vast 
changes in the strategic landscape that require flexible forward basing arrange-
ments to conduct expeditionary operations in severe anti-access environments 
with uncertain political access to regional infrastructure. 

The combination of a new U.S. defense strategy and unstable/access-denying re-
gional security conditions requires innovative changes in pre-positioning. This 
chapter discusses capabilities of a 2010 pre-positioning posture that effectively 
supports and complies with U.S. defense strategy and guidance, as detailed in: 

 U.S. National Military Strategy 

 Defense Planning and OSD Transformation Planning Guidance 

 Emerging Joint Operational Concepts 

 OSD Basing Policy 

 Strategies of the Regional Combatant Commanders (RCCs). 
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(Table 2-1. summarizes the required capabilities.) The chapter highlights those 
features of the strategy and guidance that directly affect pre-positioning require-
ments and capabilities. 

Table 2-1. Required Capabilities for a 2010 Pre-positioning Posture 

 

• Supports forward presence requirements of RCCs and national military strategy  

• Supports the full range of swiftly defeat, win decisively, and smaller-scale contin-
gency operations in all relevant geographical regions 

• Provides RCCs with options for unpredictable force employment to achieve opera-
tional surprise 

• Supports RCCs’ theater security cooperation plans 

• Integrates Military Service capabilities into a unified joint posture 

• Contributes to joint/combined operations 

• Supports future operational capabilities, including scalable and tailored forces, deep 
insertion of ground forces from sea based platforms and other dispersed locations, 
nonlinear and noncontiguous operations, and speed and surprise through informa-
tion dominance 

• Enables rapid force buildup, consistent with demanding timelines for swiftly defeat-
ing enemy efforts 

• Facilitates early employment of combat and logistic capabilities with minimal rein-
forcement from CONUS 

• Provides acceptable survivability against anti-access threats 

• Accommodates political access denial 

• Provides capabilities needed for missions in early operational phases 

• Incorporates and facilitates transformation capabilities and effects 

• Supports and leverages OSD’s basing initiatives. 
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U.S. NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGY/DEFENSE 
PLANNING GUIDANCE 

The goal of current U.S. national military strategy1 in implementing National Se-
curity Strategy is to reassure friends and allies, dissuade adversaries, deter aggres-
sion and coercion, and decisively defeat any adversary if deterrence fails. 

The highest priority of NMS is to defend the homeland and prevent the use of 
WMD by rogue nations and terrorists. In addition, U.S. military forces must be 
capable of 

 deterring aggression and coercion in four critical regions—Northeast Asia, 
the East Asian Littoral, the Middle East/Southwest Asia, and Europe; 

 swiftly defeating the efforts (SDTE) of adversaries in two overlapping ar-
eas while preserving the President’s option to win decisively (WD) in one 
conflict—including the possibility of regime change or occupation; and 

 conducting a limited number of smaller-scale contingency (SSC) operations. 

DPG directs DoD Components to determine U.S. military capabilities based on 
the above “1-4-2-1” strategy—defending the homeland and fighting the war 
against terrorism (1), deterring forward (4), swiftly defeating enemy efforts (2), 
and winning decisively (1)—when accounting for improvements in military capa-
bility over time. 

The national military strategy further requires a reoriented global military posture 
based on an enhanced forward deterrent posture “…that render[s] forward forces 
capable of swiftly defeating an adversary’s military and political objectives with 
only modest reinforcement.”2 U.S. forces will fight “from a forward deterrent pos-
ture with immediately employable forces, including long-range precision strike 
capabilities from within and beyond the theater, and rapidly deployable maneuver 
capabilities.”3 

Achieving this new orientation in U.S. global military posture requires 

 more flexible basing with emphasis on bases and stations beyond Western 
Europe and Northeast Asia (although it will also be necessary to maintain 
critical bases in these areas for use as power projection hubs); 

                                     
1 To date, the Bush Administration has not published an official “National Military Strategy.” 

The operative national military strategy is contained in the Quadrennial Defense Review Report, 
September 30, 2001, and Defense Planning Guidance FY2004-2009. Quotations in this section are 
from the 2001 QDR report and unclassified sections of the DPG.  

2 QDR, p. 26. 
3 QDR, p. 21. 
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 temporary access to facilities that enable U.S. forces to conduct training 
and exercises; and 

 sufficient mobility (including airlift, sealift, and pre-positioning capabili-
ties), basing infrastructure, alternative points of debarkation, and new lo-
gistics concepts of operations to conduct expeditionary operations in 
distant theaters against adversaries armed with WMD and other means to 
deny access to U.S. forces. 

The QDR lays out six operational goals in support of the new strategic orienta-
tion. Two of the goals relate directly to pre-positioning: 

 Projecting and sustaining U.S. forces in distant anti-access or area-denial 
environments and defeating anti-access and area-denial threats 

 Protecting critical bases of operations (U.S. homeland, forces abroad, al-
lies, and friends) and defeating chemical, biological, radiological, nuclear, 
and explosive (CBRNE) weapons and their means of delivery. 

The first of these operational goals is critically important because U.S. defense strategy 

…rests on the assumption that U.S. forces have the ability to project 
power worldwide. The United States must retain the capability to send 
well-armed and logistically supported forces to critical points around the 
globe, even in the face of enemy opposition, or to locations where the 
support infrastructure is lacking or has collapsed. For U.S. forces to gain 
the advantage in such situations, they must have the ability to arrive 
quickly at non-traditional points of debarkation to mass fire against an 
alerted enemy and to mask their own movements to deceive the enemy 
and bypass its defenses.4 

Adversaries will seek to deny the United States operational access to vital regions 
through direct military means or through political denial. Some potential adver-
saries possess or will acquire over the next 10 years a wide array of “low-tech,” 
but sophisticated, weapons and capabilities, including WMD-armed cruise and 
ballistic missiles. Adversaries could use these capabilities to deny or delay U.S. 
access to overseas bases, airfields, and ports. 

The national military strategy further emphasizes the need for new investments in 
power projection and forcible entry capabilities (to include pre-positioning, for-
ward basing, forward deployment, intratheater lift, and fast inter-theater lift) that 
would enable U.S. forces to defeat anti-access and area-denial threats and to oper-
ate effectively in critical areas. 

Security cooperation will also be important for linking DoD’s strategic direction 
with those of its allies and friends. 

                                     
4 QDR, p. 43. 
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DoD will focus its peacetime overseas activities on security cooperation 
to help create favorable balances of military power in critical areas of the 
world and to deter aggression and coercion. A particular aim of DoD’s 
security cooperation efforts will be to ensure access, interoperability, and 
intelligence cooperation, while expanding the range of pre-conflict op-
tions available to counter coercive threats, deter aggression, or favorably 
prosecute war on U.S. terms.5 

The Critical Role of Pre-positioning in U.S. National Military Strategy 

Pre-positioning is an integral component of U.S. national military strategy. It pro-
vides essential capabilities for achieving rapid force buildup in threat regions. As a 
form of forward presence, pre-positioning enhances deterrence and security coopera-
tion objectives by demonstrating U.S. defense commitment. It provides engagement 
opportunities, assists in economic development, and enhances coalition building. 

Through the capability to quickly augment in-place forces, pre-positioning gives 
the United States a valuable flexible deterrent option (FDO) to reinforce diplo-
matic initiatives. When integrated with forward presence, pre-positioning enables 
increased operational tempo through use of rotational battalions during peacetime 
and rotational brigades during heightened tensions. 

The focus of future pre-positioning must be on meeting the core DPG forward pres-
ence-SDTE-WD requirements, particularly the ability to successfully execute 
SDTE operations within specified timelines and with minimal reinforcement. As 
confirmed in recent wargaming, pre-positioning is essential for meeting force 
buildup timelines for SDTEs and many WD operations. A 2010 pre-positioning 
posture, however, must also be sufficiently agile to support other operations, such 
as SSC and antiterrorism operations, and contribute to rapid force buildup in places 
where the United States lacks a permanent presence or forward operating bases. 

The current DPG emphasis on forward presence and continued reliance on pre-
positioning assumes that future anti-access threats can be negated or reduced to ac-
ceptable risk levels. As part of the U.S. response, future pre-positioned assets must 
be located geographically to reduce vulnerability to anti-access threats. DoD’s 
global pre-positioning posture must be reasonably survivable against the full range 
of military attack, including terrorism, and sufficiently flexible to support assembly 
of rapidly deploying forces even when denied political access to critical infrastruc-
ture nodes, such as ports and airfields, in the theater of operations. 

To gain full benefit of pre-positioning, the pre-positioned materiel (equipment and 
supplies) must be appropriate for the kinds of capabilities that are critical for con-
ducting SDTE and rapid WD operations against asymmetric threats. It must also 
be “on hand” and ready for employment. The result of large shortages or low 
readiness in pre-positioned equipment will be reduced force capabilities or de-
layed closure of the Joint Force, since additional airlift would need to be diverted 
from other missions to transport equipment to fill shortages in pre-positioned sets. 
                                     

5 QDR, p. 20. 
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FORCE TRANSFORMATION 
The President and Secretary of Defense have directed DoD to transform the way 
it collectively organizes, trains, and fights in order to ensure that U.S. armed 
forces can achieve military objectives against constantly evolving threats. 

Transformation is “a process that shapes the changing nature of military competi-
tion and cooperation through new combinations of concepts, capabilities, people 
and organizations that exploit our nation’s advantages and protect against our 
asymmetric vulnerabilities to sustain our strategic position, which helps underpin 
peace and stability in the world.”6 

Transformation essentially involves a shift “from an industrial age to an informa-
tion age military. Information age military forces will be less platform-centric and 
more network-centric. They will be able to distribute forces more widely by in-
creasing information sharing via a secure network that provides actionable infor-
mation at all levels of command. This, in turn, will create conditions for increased 
speed of command and opportunities for self-coordination across the battlespace.”7 

Key characteristics of a transformed force include 

 standing Joint Force headquarters conducting effects-based, adaptive plan-
ning to defeat enemy threats using networked, modular forces capable of 
distributed, seamlessly joint and combined operations; 

 capabilities to defeat the most potent enemy anti-access and area-denial 
threats through a combination of contamination avoidance measures, mo-
bile basing, and priority time-critical counterforce targeting; 

 C4ISR capabilities that provide joint common relevant operational situ-
ational awareness of the battlespace, rapid and robust sensor-to-shooter 
targeting, reachback, and other prerequisites for network centric warfare; 
and 

 combined arms forces with superior situational awareness that permits 
easy maneuverability on the battlefield for purposes of forcing the enemy 
to mass where precision engagement capabilities may be used to maxi-
mum effect. 

The following desired transformational capabilities are to serve as terms of refer-
ence for joint concept development: 

 Superior information position 

 High quality shared awareness 
                                     

6 Transformation Planning Guidance, April 2003. p. 3. 
7 Ibid. p. 10. 
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 Dynamic self-coordination (increased freedom of low-level forces to oper-
ate autonomously) 

 Dispersed forces for noncontiguous operations 

 De-massed forces (massed effects, not massed forces) 

 Deep sensor reach 

 Compressed operations and levels of war (joint operations conducted at 
the lowest possible level for decisive results and increased convergence in 
the speed of deployment, employment, and sustainment) 

 Rapid speed of command 

 Rapid adaptation to the opponent’s actions. 

Force transformation is critical to long-term U.S. security but it creates major in-
vestment dilemmas. As QDR 2001 advises that it would be “imprudent to trans-
form the entire force all at once. A balance must be struck between the need to 
meet the current threats while transforming the force over time.”8 

Implications for Pre-positioning of Force Transformation 

Although the timeframe target for this study is 2010, many future Military Service 
capabilities with potential transformational implications—such as the Navy’s En-
hanced Networked Seabasing (ENS), the Marine Corps’ Ship-to-Objective-
Maneuver (STOM) from next generation pre-positioning platforms, and the 
Army’s Objective Force—will not mature until after that date. (See Figure 2-1.) 
Nevertheless, highly innovative changes in warfighting capabilities are likely to 
emerge over the next 15–20 years and DoD’s pre-positioning posture must begin 
to evolve to support transformational force capabilities, as well as to transform the 
way it is employed to rapidly project power. 

The potential implications for pre-positioning of future Military Service and joint 
operational concepts and forces could be profound (we discuss these implications 
in more detail in Chapter 4). In general, the challenge will be to structure DoD’s 
pre-positioning posture to use information and other asymmetric advantages to 
project tailored, effects-based force packages for achieving early superiority in a 
potentially high anti-access threat environment. Future pre-positioning will need 
to be more agile, flexible, survivable, and stealthy to support such capabilities. 

Competing demands for transformation complicate pre-positioning strategies 
since transformation and current force capabilities rely on pre-positioning in dif-
ferent ways. 

                                     
8 QDR, p. 16. 
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Figure 2-1. Future Military Service Operational Concepts 

 

JOINT OPERATIONS CONCEPTS 
The Joint community is currently developing guidance for Military Service and 
Joint Force transformation. Joint Operations Concepts (JOpsC) will link strategic 
guidance, policy, and the Joint Vision by providing the conceptual framework for 
the development of transformational operational and functional concepts.9 It will 
broadly describe how the Joint Force will operate in 10–15 years and what capa-
bilities will be required to achieve Full Spectrum Dominance (FSD).10 

The future Joint Force will be 

 fully integrated, with all functions and capabilities focused toward a uni-
fied purpose; 

 rapidly deployable, employable, and sustainable throughout the global bat-
tlespace regardless of anti-access or area denial environments; 

 able to sustain itself in austere regions by being less dependent on existing 
infrastructure and using globally integrated and synchronized end-to-end 

                                     
9 Joint Operations Concepts, JROC Draft, 7 March 2003.   
10 FSD is “the defeat of any adversary or control of any situation across the full range of mili-

tary operations.” 
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logistics and self-sustainment systems that enable the conduct of opera-
tions for a specified time without requiring an operational pause; 

 fully networked through a common operating picture that includes global 
reachback and integrates ISR, information, and total asset visibility; 

 organized and integrated at increasingly lower echelons; 

 adaptable, tailorable, scalable, and organized with versatile force 
capabilities; 

 capable of rapidly executable,11 globally and operationally distributed, si-
multaneous, and sequential operations; and 

 able (through decision superiority) to apply continuous pressure on an ad-
versary, control the tempo of the operation, and develop and exploit op-
portunities faster than an adversary can adapt. 

Implications for Pre-positioning of JOpsC 

The Joint Operations Concepts will require fundamental changes in DoD’s pre-
positioning practices. The future pre-positioning posture will need to be more 
stealthy and versatile to deceive the enemy about U.S. operational intentions and 
to rapidly insert or apply force from unexpected locations to take advantage of 
rapidly changing operational circumstances. It will need to be more independent 
of existing infrastructure. Further, it will require a fundamental change in its un-
derlying sustainment strategy and methods. 

Pre-positioning capabilities will need to be more joint with equipment sized and 
configured to more scaled and tailored forces. A 2010 pre-positioning posture will 
also need to be more supportive of SOF and information operations. Pre-
positioned capabilities must be employed as part of a networked and decentralized 
force. 

Some analysts believe there will continue to be a need for pre-positioning of some 
heavy armored Current Forces to provide capabilities to fix the enemy, distract 
him from other operations, and engage him in close terrain where armor provides 
valuable protection. However, future pre-positioning will also need to be more 
supportive of transformational ground forces, such as the Army’s Objective 
Force, that provide enhanced capabilities for rapid insertion, vertical envelop-
ment, and fast-paced engagement in network-linked dispersed operations. Future 
pre-positioning must be postured to sustain fast-moving transformed forces with-
out operational pauses. 

                                     
11 “ ‘Rapidly executable’ implies that as decisions are made, the Joint force will have an in-

creased capability to quickly execute, if desired, the task. This does not mean that every operation 
will be rapidly executed, but it does suggest that the closing of the gaps between the decision, ini-
tial entry forces, and follow-on forces may facilitate achieving the objectives faster.” (JOpsC)  
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FUTURE BASING 
America’s global defense posture rests on three pillars: 

 Forward presence for deterrence/assurance and quick response 

 Regional “hubs” to provide flexible regional and global power projection 
capabilities 

 A global enroute basing structure to support rapid reinforcement of over-
seas forces from CONUS. 

The most critical regions for U.S. security in the future lie in the “arc of instabil-
ity,” which stretches across North Africa through the Middle East, South Asia, 
and the East Asia Littoral (EAL) to the Korean peninsula. 

To enhance capabilities for rapid power projection in these regions, the United 
States aims to shift its overseas military locations from Western Europe to Eastern 
Europe (locations in Bulgaria, Romania, and Poland are possibilities) and to 
broaden its presence in the Pacific to include the EAL region. USCENTCOM is 
repositioning key locations within SWA to reflect changing regional strategic 
conditions and a friendly post-Saddam Iraq. The Air Force is implementing a 
“flex-basing” posture globally that will enable it to respond more quickly and 
flexibly with a less vulnerable and politically sensitive basing posture, and the 
Army is considering new land locations—variably austere forward sites and re-
gional intermediate staging bases (ISBs)—that will enable it to support the RCCs’ 
forward presence requirements while also enabling rapid force buildup and power 
projection from regional ISBs. In the future, forward presence on the ground for 
both the Army and Air Force will consist less of permanently based units with a 
large fixed support infrastructure and more of active units that deploy on a rota-
tional basis to forward operating bases (FOBs) for training and combined exer-
cises and in contingencies to austere, temporarily-occupied forward operating 
locations (FOLs). It is envisioned that where feasible, bases and locations will be 
joint, in the sense that they will be part of a joint regional structure (not necessar-
ily jointly occupied or employed). 

Implications for Pre-positioning of Future Basing 

A challenge for future pre-positioning is to determine the proper mix of locations 
for pre-positioned assets that provide maximum flexibility, operational reach, and 
assured access. Consistent with U.S. basing policy, DoD’s future pre-positioning 
posture will need to be structured to support forward presence requirements by 
providing equipment for rotating units. It will also need to make greater use of 
regional general-purpose Joint locations as a hedge against access denial and to 
enhance expeditionary capabilities, while also taking advantage of new forward 
operating locations in Eastern Europe, the Caucasus, SWA, Africa and the EAL 
as possible pre-positioning sites to reduce deployment time. 
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A robust regional training program will be needed to link future basing locations 
with pre-positioned capabilities to ensure that an effectively trained force, skilled 
in the employment of pre-positioned capabilities, is available. Such a training 
program reinforces forward presence. 

Future pre-positioning will also need to be consistent with and supportive of 
strengthened command structures and coalition/alliance security cooperation ef-
forts—for example, by providing readily available capabilities to streamlined 
command organizations, leveraging host nation support, and supporting coalition 
training opportunities. 

REGIONAL COMBATANT COMMANDERS’ 
PERSPECTIVES 

DoD’s pre-positioning posture is designed to support the full spectrum mission 
requirements of the RCCs. In this section, we describe the overall strategic orien-
tation of the RCCs and their approaches to pre-positioning within their areas of 
responsibility (AORs).12 We also briefly discuss the approach of U.S. Special Op-
erations Command (USSOCOM) to pre-positioning because of the enhanced posi-
tion of this organization as a major “supported” command. The RCCs and 
Commander, USSOCOM are currently revising their respective strategies and op-
erational planning to reflect new U.S. defense strategy and to take advantage of 
transforming Military Service capabilities. The role of pre-positioning in RCCs’ 
future strategy therefore is still being determined. In general, however, members 
of RCC staff interviewed for this study were strongly supportive of continued pre-
positioning to support RCC strategies. 

U.S. Central Command 

OVERVIEW 

USCENTCOM’s strategic posture is structured to protect world access to oil, de-
fend allies and strengthen friendly regimes, act against WMD, and fight terrorism. 
Over the next 10 years, the strategic situation in the USCENTCOM area of re-
sponsibility is likely to continue changing dramatically with new and expanding 
threats but also new alliances and opportunities for advancing U.S. interests. 

 A post-Saddam Iraq will no longer be a military threat to regional U.S. in-
terests, but the government could be fighting incursions from neighboring 
hostile countries/ethnic-religious groups and struggling to maintain sover-
eign state integrity. 

                                     
12 U.S. Northern Command is not discussed in this report because the storage of equipment 

and supplies in CONUS for its missions is not considered pre-positioning.  
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 A revolution could lead to a more moderate Iran that is less threatening to 
U.S. interests or the Mullahs could more energetically pursue acquisition 
of WMD and delivery systems that Iran’s rulers may use to support a de-
termined anti-American strategy. 

 Pakistan could become a radical Islamic state armed with WMD. 

 Terrorist groups could establish stealthy havens in the Horn of Africa and 
the Arabian peninsula from which to menace U.S. interests regionally and 
globally. 

 Central Asia could become plagued by civil wars involving Islamic terror-
ists battling secular governments. 

 Saudi Arabia may be threatened by internal radical Islamic uprisings re-
quiring military action to secure oil fields. 

 The development of a modern, peaceful Afghanistan, free from terrorist or 
militant Islamic influences, will continue to absorb USCENTCOM atten-
tion and resources. 

 The need to keep the Suez Canal and the Bab El Mandeb available for 
maritime commerce will be increasingly vital as the global economy be-
comes further linked and interdependent. 

USCENTCOM has relied on a posture of limited forward presence and substantial 
pre-positioning to achieve a rapid force build up in times of crisis. A persistent 
dilemma for Commander, USCENTCOM is that forward presence is required to 
reassure regional allies, but such presence is limited in many countries by public 
hostility toward U.S. policies in the region. USCENTCOM is continually chal-
lenged to seek a delicate balance of forward presence that is militarily effective 
but not too overt and provocative. 

In light of the political volatility and changing orientation of regimes/governments 
in the region, USCENTCOM is transitioning to a more flexible basing posture 
that involves shifting bases from Saudi Arabia and other countries to more politi-
cally secure and operationally effective locations to deal with emerging threats.13 
Future locations are still being studied/negotiated. 

Regional basing options include maintaining some forward presence in Iraq; 
adopting less permanent and predictable ground presence at forward locations 
through use of rotational forces; establishing seabases; and (over the long haul) 
making greater use of transformational forces that could be rapidly deployed and 
inserted without reliance on regional bases. 

                                     
13 For discussion, see Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, 

Beyond Containment: Defending U.S. Interests in the Persian Gulf (Special Report), September 
2002. 
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The risk of political access-denial to infrastructure and pre-positioning capabili-
ties in the region also strengthens the argument for innovative approaches to 
afloat pre-positioning for contingencies within the USCENTCOM AOR. 

VIEWS ON PRE-POSITIONING 

Summarized below are USCENTCOM’s views on pre-positioning:14 

 USCENTCOM relies heavily on pre-positioning to support force buildup. 
Most host nations have been fairly supportive of pre-positioning, but that 
situation could quickly change. 

 USCENTCOM’s current operational orientation makes planners keenly 
aware of deficiencies in Army pre-positioning and strong advocates for 
modernized and ready pre-positioned equipment. 

 Planners are strong advocates of additional pre-positioned equipment for 
CSS capabilities such as line-haul, fuel, and water transportation to sup-
port reception, staging, onward movement and integration (RSOI) and 
early operations. 

 Planners see a high demand for theater airlift and sealift. They are con-
cerned, however, about the availability of theater transportation to support 
force buildup activities (such as distribution of WRM to FOLs and move-
ment of pre-positioned forces) and about host nation reliability in provid-
ing such transportation. They would prefer that surface transportation be 
provided by U.S. military units or contractors. 

 Planners see a requirement for complete real-time asset visibility to in-
clude War Reserve Assets. The Theater Commander must have a compre-
hensive picture of materiel resources and their readiness, and an awareness 
of how pre-positioning contributes to building and sustaining combat 
power. 

U.S. Pacific Command 

OVERVIEW 

An immediate concern of Commander, USPACOM (and Commander U.S. Forces 
Korea) is a hostile North Korea that has threatened war (including the use of nu-
clear weapons) to blackmail regional countries and the United States into strategic 
concessions. The ability of the U.S. and regional countries to contain and defuse 
the North Korean threat is uncertain. 

                                     
14 Based on interviews with USCENTCOM staff November 2002.  



 

 2-14  

USPACOM’s other security concerns include: 

 Miscalculation by regional powers over the Taiwan Strait or Kashmir 

 Instability in Indonesia and the Philippines 

 Transnational threats such as terrorism, the proliferation of WMD, and il-
legal drug trade 

 Instability associated with a failing nation-state or humanitarian crisis 

 Ensuring the readiness of forward deployed forces in the region. 

It is envisioned that over time USPACOM’s security focus will shift from the Ko-
rean peninsula to the EAL and increased support for the GWOT. The USPACOM 
AOR constitutes a vast geographical area with long lines of communication. To 
ensure flexible capabilities to deal with the broad range of threats throughout the 
AOR, USPACOM will need a balanced structure of forward presence, pre-
positioning, and regional infrastructure to provide quick response and support 
rapid reinforcement. It will also need more flexible combat capabilities, including 
SOF, a mix of light and armored infantry for smaller-scale operations in difficult 
terrain, and combat service support to deal with the wide range of operational 
situations that could arise in the region. Because of the tremendous distances in-
volved, USPACOM will also need the flexibility to move capabilities (forces and 
pre-positioned equipment) closer to potential hot spots in advance of official de-
ployment orders. 

USPACOM’s component staffs are currently examining a number of basing and 
pre-positioning options, including the development of Guam into a regional logis-
tics hub, and the establishment of forward operating and support locations in Aus-
tralia, the Philippines, Thailand, and elsewhere. The highly dispersed geography 
of this region places a premium on in-theater transportation and fast sealift for 
rapidly deploying forces. 

VIEWS ON PRE-POSITIONING 

USPACOM’s views on pre-positioning are detailed below:15 

 Pre-positioning needs to be more flexible. In particular, Army pre-
positioning needs to be modular and usable in “capability sets,” similar to 
the Marines’ MPF approach. 

 The offload time of pre-positioning ships should be improved through in-
creased training and other means. 

                                     
15 Based on interviews with USPACOM staff October 2002.  
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 Use of current pre-positioning assets for contingencies is complicated by 
the fact that since host nations fund aspects of the pre-positioning pro-
gram, they may not approve its use for contingencies. For example, ROK 
funding for APS-4 may limit its employment for contingencies outside the 
Korean peninsula. 

 Additional afloat pre-positioning would enhance USPACOM’s operational 
flexibility to deal with contingencies over a wide geographical area. 

 Pacific Air Force has significant shortfalls in pre-positioning maintenance 
for WRM, but the new DPG could decrease the shortfall in forward pre-
positioned WRM. 

U.S. European Command 

OVERVIEW 

USEUCOM’s strategic vision requires maintaining in Europe a force of sufficient 
responsiveness, flexibility, and warfighting capability to assure U.S. allies and 
friends, dissuade potential aggressors, and deter threats and coercion. 

With the demise of the Warsaw Pact, NATO expansion, and increasing peace and 
stability in the Balkans, USEUCOM’s focus now encompasses the potential for 
militant Islamic unrest in North Africa, WMD-armed terrorism, continued civil 
wars and humanitarian disasters in sub-Saharan Africa, and the growing strategic 
importance of Turkey and the Caucasus for dealing with destabilizing events in 
the Middle East and South Asia. 

Forward presence in the form of active stationed and rotating units as well as pre-
positioned assets is key to USEUCOM’s ability to project power beyond Europe 
to Africa, the Caucasus, Asia, and the Middle East. 

USEUCOM is engaged in a large-scale draw down of forces and infrastructure. 
Personnel fell from 300,000 to 105,000 in 10 years and the trend is expected to 
continue. In addition, as part of its response to new strategic threats and require-
ments, USEUCOM has indicated that the United States will establish new operat-
ing and support locations in Eastern Europe (locations in Bulgaria, Romania, and 
Poland have been mentioned in the press) and elsewhere within the AOR (e.g., 
Africa). These locations will enable quicker commitment and more flexible logis-
tics support of deployed forces. 

USEUCOM will continue to use well-established main operating bases (such as 
those in England and Germany) along with more austere “bare base” locations 
that can be expanded quickly in a crisis to support deploying forces. Basing a 
Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT) in Eastern Europe at an FOL is a possibil-
ity. Rotating forces into EUCOM for 6-month periods is also being considered. 
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PRE-POSITIONING STRATEGY16 

As part of its base restructuring, USEUCOM is consolidating and reconfiguring 
Air Force WRM and Army pre-positioned assets so it can project power quickly 
to areas of high concern outside Europe. The Air Force is considering additional 
pre-positioning sites for WRM in Eastern Europe while the Army is considering 
enhancing its pre-positioned presence at Livorno, Italy, where capabilities will be 
more favorably positioned for rapid deployment of armor-mechanized task forces. 
The Army is also considering deployment of a regional flotilla in the Mediterra-
nean Sea that would include pre-positioned equipment and supplies for a rein-
forced battalion task force.17 Another option is to pre-position CSS capabilities 
ashore in Eastern Europe or afloat with a regional flotilla to provide rapidly de-
ployable expeditionary logistics support for SBCT units or other forces, including 
Joint Forces, deployed to the Caucasus or other regions. 

Regarding USMC capabilities, QDR 2001 tasked the Secretary of the Navy with 
exploring the repositioning of MPSRON One from the EUCOM AOR to other 
locations nearer potential conflicts. This repositioning has significant force pro-
tection issues that are being considered. In addition, the Center for Naval Analy-
ses is examining the potential for relocating or redistributing the NALMEB assets 
to other mission requirements. 

In short, pre-positioning is critical for executing USEUCOM’s missions, but loca-
tion and mix of capabilities will change to support expeditionary operations from 
more austere, dispersed facilities. 

U.S. Southern Command 

OVERVIEW 

For the foreseeable future, Commander USSOUTHCOM’s priorities are: 

 Detainee operations at US Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba 

 Counter drug-sponsored and related terrorism 

 Humanitarian assistance/disaster relief (HA/DR) 

 SSC operations 

 Immigration/mass migration challenges 

 Friendlier, more rights-respecting Cuban regime. 

                                     
16 Based on current USEUCOM realignment analyses and interviews Service Staff representa-

tives. 
17 Materiel would be sourced from APS-3 capabilities that would be distributed among three 

regional flotillas.  
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The cultural nuances of the region dictate that the United States must avoid all 
displays of permanent presence because any robust infrastructure in the region 
will be viewed as American imperialism. As a result, the establishment of less-
developed forward operating locations is more feasible politically. The prime 
candidates for such locations are Curacao (Lesser Antilles), Manta (Ecuador), and 
Comalapa (Guatemala). 

The forces that typically will be used in the region are either SOF or CONUS-
based Joint Task Forces, and both require their own supportability planning. 

VIEWS ON PRE-POSITIONING 

SOUTHCOM desires to maintain an agile infrastructure logistically, given the 
economic situation in Central and South America and the Caribbean.18 Its interest 
is in maintaining a small forward logistical footprint. It views establishing pre-
positioning stocks ashore as building an “iron mountain” and as a force protection 
issue. Warehouses of pre-positioned equipment, regardless of intended use, may 
be perceived as U.S. expansionism into emerging democracies. 

In lieu of forward pre-positioning on foreign soil, SOUTHCOM favors storage of 
logistics items on the Gulf Coast, South Florida, and at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. 
The latter location is ideal for pre-positioning because it has open facilities that 
are not fully filled. Afloat pre-positioning may also provide useful capabilities, 
provided they permit selective off-loading. SOUTHCOM supports leveraging 
DLA for pre-positioning to minimize Service expenditures. 

SOUTHCOM has several candidates for pre-positioning: 

 Simple food items with no shelf life 

 Medical material 

 Class II (personal demand items) and Class IV (construction material) 

 Disaster relief supplies (such as plastic sheeting, water cans, and portable 
generators) 

 Supplies for influx of refugees or migration. 

In general, SOUTHCOM’s view is that, whenever feasible, the preferred method 
to support HA/DR operations is to acquire resources on the local economy rather 
than pre-positioning them. This method of support enhances the “presence” of the 
elected officials in the country; increases the perception of self sufficiency of the 
elected government; reduces the perception of U.S. expansionism; infuses monies 
back into the local economy through use of local suppliers and contractors; and 
promotes working relations with the involved countries. For DoD, use of locally 

                                     
18 The views discussed in this section are based on interviews with USSOUTHCOM staff No-

vember 2002.  
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procured supplies in operations and exercises reduces the strategic mobility re-
quirements in moving supplies into Central America, South America, and the Car-
ibbean. 

U.S. Special Operations Command 

OVERVIEW 

The role of SOF in recent military conflicts has greatly expanded and will con-
tinue to expand in the future to include ISR, targeting for precision strike, seizure 
or neutralization of WMD, psychological operations (PSYOP), as well as more 
traditional SOF missions. USSOCOM will expand its participation in peacetime 
engagements to maintain an overseas presence by performing nation and security 
assistance, humanitarian operations, counter drug, counter terrorism, and counter 
proliferation missions. USSOCOM has also been assigned a worldwide AOR for 
the GWOT. 

USSOCOM will maintain its current “already there or first to deploy” posture and 
continue to employ new and innovative war fighting concepts that will provide 
unique joint military capabilities not available elsewhere in the armed forces. It 
will continue to be light, agile and rapidly deployable, but it will also emphasize 
achieving greater stealth, precision, and lethality by exploiting emerging tech-
nologies. To enhance its capability for stealthy insertion, USSOCOM is exploring 
innovative basing concepts such as afloat forward support bases and underwater 
platforms. 

STATUS OF PRE-POSITIONING WITHIN USSOCOM19 

Because of the wide range of locations and missions that it may be called upon to 
execute, USSOCOM typically has not relied extensively on overseas pre-
positioning, although it does maintain Joint Operating Stocks centrally located in 
CONUS. This situation is changing in light of USSOCOM’s expanding role and 
concerns about its logistics support. As a result, USSOCOM is exploring addi-
tional pre-positioning requirements and modes of pre-positioning to leverage the 
potential stealth features of afloat platforms. 

USSOCOM items that are candidates for pre-positioning fall into two categories: 
items that are unique to SOF and those common to the Military Services. Under 
Title 10 authority, USSOCOM identifies, validates and resources all unique SOF 
pre-positioning requirements. To date, SOF requirements for pre-positioning have 
been limited primarily to common items, although SOCOM sometimes requests 
special modifications of items (e.g., Force Provider units) to support the SOF 
“culture.” The Military Services are responsible for procuring and storing com-
mon items for SOF use. 

                                     
19 The views discussed in this section are based on interviews with USSOCOM staff Novem-

ber 2002.  
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Some SOF requirements, mostly ammunition, are forward deployed and secured 
with theater resources, while the common items are forward deployed with the 
RCCs to support their operation and contingency plans. Theater Special Operation 
Commands, in conjunction with USSOCOM, identify pre-positioning require-
ments for SOF. The RCCs validate the requirements and the individual compo-
nents approve and resource them. (We discuss the shortcomings of this apparently 
simple process in Chapter 4.) 

The positioning of materiel to provide initial and sustained support for 
USSOCOM continues to be an ongoing strategic mobility concern. On one hand, 
positioning assets forward helps to ease the strained strategic lift requirement dur-
ing the initial stages of a crisis. On the other, there is no guarantee that the next 
crisis will be near the pre-positioned stocks. In the latter case, valuable time may 
be lost repositioning or reconstituting support requirements. This issue was the 
subject of a recent Joint Staff J4, Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment, 
which we discuss later in this report. 

SUMMARY 
Given the operational orientation of RCCs, their planning focus is naturally on the 
relatively near term. U.S. defense strategy, however, is driving the RCCs to ex-
pand their perspective to include operational situations that will require more 
flexible and agile pre-positioning capabilities. The basic capabilities of Military 
Service pre-positioning programs are unlikely to change significantly over the 
next 5 years. During this period, RCCs will need to identify the basic structure of 
a future-oriented regional pre-positioning posture that will take full advantage of 
new strategic alignments in their AOR and evolving Military Service transforma-
tional capabilities. 
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Chapter 3    
Military Service Pre-positioning Capabilities 

This chapter gives background information on how the Military Services were 
implementing their pre-positioning strategies prior to OIF and how those 
strategies have changed (if at all) as a result of their experiences during the 
conflict. It also briefly discusses the pre-positioning posture of two other 
organizations: the U.S. Transportation Command (USTRANSCOM) and the 
Defense Logistics Agency (DLA). Figure 3-1 depicts DoD’s pre-OIF pre-
positioning posture. Appendix A presents more details on the pre-positioning 
capabilities of the Military Services and DLA before OIF.1 

Figure 3-1. Pre-positioning Authorization Overview—January 2003 
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The Military Services face common challenges in redesigning their pre-
positioning postures to support new U.S. defense strategy. Those postures must 
facilitate a faster buildup of forces, be immune to anti-access efforts, and support 
the employment of transformational forces. 

Each of the Military Services, however, approaches pre-positioning differently 
based on their respective roles, missions, and capabilities; they also face distinct 
challenges in integrating pre-positioning into their future transformed postures. 
                                     

1 This data reflects DoD’s pre-positioning posture as of January 2003 and was used as a pre-
OIF baseline for the Operational Availability Pre-positioning Study (March 2003).  
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Table 3-1 summarizes the major features of the Military Service’s approaches to 
pre-positioning that are discussed in this chapter.  

Table 3-1. Military Service Approaches to Pre-positioning 

Service Materiel pre-positioned % of Force  
pre-positioned Modes Pre-positioning 

strategy 

Army  Unit equipment: heavy 
combat brigades, CS/CSS 
Sustainment 
Operational projects 
Munitions 
Port opening equipment 
Watercraft 

16 percent of 
combat 
brigades 

Mostly land-
based 
22 percent of 
pre-positioned 
maneuver 
battalions afloat 
 

Any like-unit is able to 
fall-in on pre-
positioned equipment 
Expanded pre-
positioning worldwide 
from Cold War 
Europe-centric 
approach. 
Modernizing pre-
positioned equipment 
is not a priority but that 
is changing 

Marine 
Corps 

Unit equipment for MEBs 
Sustainment 

44 percent of 
MEBs 

Mostly afloat, 
with one MEB in 
land storage in 
Norway 

Fight first with pre-
positioned capabilities 
Habitual relationships 
between units and 
equipment 
Size of fly-in echelon 
tightly controlled 

Air Force  WRM, including munitions 72 percent of 
total tonnage 
for WRM base 
operating 
support (SWA)* 

Most munitions 
afloat  

WRM is positioned at 
strategic locations 
throughout the world 
to support USAF 
contingency missions 
Substantial WRM air 
deployment needed to 
augment pre-
positioned WRM 
Implementing flex-
basing posture 

Navy Medical 
Munitions 
Other sustainment 
Engineer (SeaBees) 

70 percent of 
fleet hospitals 

Primarily land-
based 

Direct support of 
forward presence 
forces with lessened 
impact on strategic lift 
resources 
Support of Marine 
Corps expeditionary 
forces 

* Based on TPFDD data for OA Study. 
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U.S. ARMY 
Future Forces and Operational Concepts 

The Army’s goal is to field a mix of Current, Stryker Force, and Objective Force 
capabilities that can rapidly deploy anywhere in the world (a brigade-size force in 
96 hours2) with sufficient lethality and agility to dominate across the full spectrum 
of operations, to include fighting the global war on terrorism, SSCs, and major 
combat operations. The Army intends that its future force will have the capability 
to “see first, understand first, act first and finish decisively” at the strategic, 
operational, and tactical levels of operation. The force will be able to deploy with 
minimal reception, staging, onward movement and integration, with a much 
reduced logistics footprint. 

Each force—Current, Stryker, and Objective—will provide distinct capabilities, 
as summarized in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-2. Current, Stryker, Objective Force Continuum 

Capable of dominating all METT-T
Optimized for complex and urban 
terrain

Special purpose per 
METT-T

See first, understand first, act first, finish 
decisively; leverage tactical standoff

Understand the situation, maneuver 
the force, enter contact at choosing

Maneuver:
Make contact, develop the 
situation, maneuver

Training and leader development programs to 
address  full range of threatsOptimized for adaptive threat

Optimized for Cold War 
threat

Organic all-arms capability.  Tailorable for full 
spectrum capability.

SBCT – organic capability for LC 
(MCO with augmentation) 

Rely on task organization 
for combined arms 

General purpose; adaptive and versatile; full 
spectrum force

Toward full spectrum capability 
with augmentation

Force Design:
Multi dimentional force 

Deploy as unit set and fight upon arrival (full 
spectrum)

Deploy as unit set and fight on 
arrival (MTW with augmentation)Extensive RSOI required

Full spectrum BCT in 96 hours, Div in 120 hrs, 
5 Div in 30 days 1,2SBCT in 96+ hours 1

Airborne or light brigade 
in 96+ hours 1 

Division in 12 days

Train, alert, deployTrain, alert, deploy
Responsiveness:
Alert, train, deploy

ObjectiveStrykerCurrent

1 Measured “after wheels up.”
2 Division is to be “on the ground” in 120 hours. Five divisions are to be “in theater” in 30 days.  

Source: U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command. 

In the near term, the Army will focus on digitizing the Current Force and 
introducing Stryker Brigade Combat Teams (SBCTs). Both of these forces are 
intended to leverage the power of information through use of a common operating 
picture (COP) of the battlefield. The Current Force will provide near-term war 
                                     

2 The 96-hour criterion applies to “after wheels up.”  
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fighting capabilities as the Army transforms to fight on the future battlefield using 
SBCTs and the Objective Force. The Army will field a total of four SBCTs by 
2012 in the Active Component and National Guard. 

The premier transformational force—the Objective Force—is designed to 
implement the Joint Operational Concepts of Full Spectrum Dominance and 
Dominant Maneuver. It will be capable of: 

 Operational maneuver from strategic distances 

 Rapid deployment (a brigade-size force in 96 hours) 

 Insertion from multiple points of entry (improved and unimproved) 

 Forcible entry operations 

 Overwhelming anti-access threats  

 Conducting sustained, distributed, and continuous combined arms air-
ground operations in open and restricted terrain throughout the 
battlespace. 

In developing a transformational force with these capabilities, the Army faces a 
number of difficult challenges: 

 Achieving its prescribed rapid deployment objectives given current 
constraints on available airlift 

 Designing a force that can be air-inserted deep into enemy territory 
(vertical envelopment) to conduct dispersed operations in all terrain, 
including urban settings, against sophisticated asymmetric area denial 
capabilities 

 Fielding an affordable Objective Force to serve as a spearhead for a 
transformed ground force 

 Ensuring that the right capabilities (those needed to set the stage for 
decisive operations early in an operation) are rapidly available in 
conditions of uncertain forward presence. 

Pre-OIF Posture 

The Army relies on pre-positioning to quickly provide the RCC a lethal armored 
force that can maneuver and conduct logistically sustained operations as part of a 
Joint Force until reinforcing capabilities can be deployed by sealift. Army Pre-
positioned Stocks (APS)—equipment and supplies—are stored both afloat and 
ashore for quick response and flexibility, and they are located in areas of prime 
commitment. Unit personnel assigned to the equipment usually deploy by air to 
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pre-positioning locations where they draw the equipment, move to tactical 
assembly areas (TAA), and prepare for operations. 

Army pre-positioned equipment also serves as a deterrent force supporting RCC 
Security Cooperation Plans. Commanders utilize the equipment to support 
Intrinsic Action training exercises in SWA and smaller scale training exercises in 
South Korea, which demonstrate immediate U.S. capability in each of the regions. 

ELEMENTS OF THE ARMY’S PRE-POSITIONING POSTURE 

The Army owns three basic types of pre-positioned supplies and equipment: unit 
sets of equipment, operational projects, and sustainment stocks. Each type of pre-
positioned materiel serves a specific purpose. Unit sets of equipment are forward 
positioned to facilitate a rapid buildup of heavy Army combat and supporting 
units. Operational project stocks are requested by RCCs and approved by 
Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA) to overcome specific shortfalls 
in the operational planning process. Sustainment stocks allow RCCs to conduct 
combat operations until the sea lines of communication are opened or they are 
maintained in CONUS as war reserve until the industrial base can respond to the 
Army’s needs. 

Unit Sets of Equipment 

Five armored brigade (BDE) sets of equipment formed the pre-OIF centerpiece of 
the program. These sets enable U.S.-based unit soldiers (accompanied by minimal 
amounts of personal and small equipment) to fly into a theater, draw a brigade set 
of equipment, and rapidly deploy to the tactical operational area. 

Table 3-3. Army Pre-positioned Capabilities: Pre-OIF 

Unit Designator* Afloat or Ashore Location Capability 

APS-2 Ashore Europe 1X1 BDE (-) 
APS-3 Afloat Diego Garcia 4 battalion task forces; equivalent to a 2X2 

composite brigade. 
CS/CSS units.**  

APS-4 Ashore Korea 2X2 BDE 
APS-5 Ashore SWA 2X2 BDE and division base in Qatar; 2X2 BDE in 

Kuwait  
* APS 1 consists of equipment stocks and supplies stored in CONUS. According to the definition of “pre-positioning” used in 

this study, these stocks are not pre-positioned since they are not located overseas or near the employment area. 
** Immediately prior to OIF, APS-3 was pre-positioned on 13 ships: 1 ship for each of the four battalion task forces; four 

ships of CS/CSS unit equipment; two sustainment ships; two ammunition ships and an auxiliary crane ship. This force will likely 
change as the Army restructures APS-3 as the result of OIF. 
 

Operational Project Stocks 

Operational projects contain equipment and supplies above normal authorizations 
to support unique Army operational requirements. The Army has 14 operational 
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projects stored in various locations worldwide, both ashore and afloat. 
Operational projects include aerial delivery materiel, initial re-supply to a brigade 
size infantry unit, aircraft matting, bridging, collective support systems, hot and 
cold weather clothing, inland petroleum distribution systems, mortuary affairs, 
water supply support, and stocks to support SOF. 

Sustainment Stocks 

Sustainment stocks consist of selected major end items (e.g., tanks and trucks), 
ammunition, and war reserve secondary items including clothing/individual 
equipment, packaged petroleum, construction and barrier materiel, medical 
materiel, and repair parts. These stocks provide operating supplies and 
replacement equipment for combat losses during the early stages of operations. 
They are intended to sustain deployed forces until normal re-supply channels can 
be established. 

EQUIPMENT MODERNIZATION 

The Army has had to make hard choices in managing change and balancing risks 
to achieve its future vision. It has deliberately adopted a strategy of maintaining 
the current force structure in its pre-positioning program and focusing 
procurement resources on transforming the Army. The result is a capable pre-
positioned force that lags the Army’s incremental modernization programs. 
Today, Army units that would deploy on pre-positioned unit sets containing 
armored and light medium wheeled vehicles would be required to “train down” to 
use the equipment. This situation was clearly evident in OIF when some units 
drew and fought with armored and wheeled vehicles and other equipment that was 
one or two generations older than the equipment they trained on at home stations. 
On the other hand, as discussed in Chapter 4, that equipment was maintained at a 
higher level of readiness than garrison equipment. 

Future Plans and Capabilities 

OIF was not preceded by the kind of rapid force buildup envisioned by the latest 
DPG. (The deliberate pace of the OIF buildup was determined by the political 
strategy to gain UN authorization for military action and to keep Iraqi military 
planners off-balance.) Nevertheless, the Army’s APS program supported the RCC 
by providing most of the equipment for the 3rd Infantry Division—the Army’s 
main combat force in OIF—as well as most equipment for CS/CSS elements. 
APS also provided sustainment and operational stocks. This pre-positioned 
materiel gave the Commander USCENTCOM flexible deterrent options for 
demonstrating U.S. resolve to back United Nations’ resolutions. 

In the wake of OIF, the Army is in a favorable position to examine requirements 
for its future pre-positioning posture and to enhance the transformational value of 
pre-positioned capabilities. 
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The Army is currently formulating a reconstitution plan for APS-3 and APS-5 and 
reviewing the APS-2 program in Europe in light of DoD’s “1-4-2-1” defense 
strategy. The intent of the reconstitution plan is to incorporate “emerging 
insights” from recently completed and ongoing operations in order to establish the 
conditions for the Army’s post-Iraq pre-positioning posture. 

The options being considered include 

 establishing pre-positioning sites in Eastern Europe, 

 improving pre-positioned capabilities south of the Alps, 

 pre-positioning more modern equipment, 

 reconstituting APS-5 to establish a forward presence in Iraq for the next 3 
to 5 years and to maintain capabilities elsewhere in the Persian Gulf 
region, and 

 reconfiguring and expanding the afloat pre-position program to include 
regional flotillas (with equipment for reinforced battalion task forces and 
CS/CSS and supplies) in the Pacific and Indian Oceans and the 
Mediterranean Sea. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 
Future Strategy and Operational Concepts 

The major components of the Marine Corps future operational concept, 
Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare (EMW), are 

 Operational Maneuver from the Sea (OMFTS) 

 Ship to Objective Maneuver (STOM) 

 Enhanced Networked Seabasing (ENS) 

 Support of the Joint Task Force Commander. 

The Marine Corps’ contribution to operational maneuver from the sea is STOM. 
It involves the employment of advanced vertical and horizontal envelopment 
techniques with fully netted Marine forces that exploit superior situational 
awareness and coordinated fire to achieve swift insertion of ground forces in 
support of rapid decisive operations. 

The foundation of future Marine power projection is ENS. Sea bases are 
composed of carrier strike groups and expeditionary strike groups as the core 
elements. They can be expanded with naval platforms that together provide 
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secure, protected “bases” for power projection, including STOM, in high anti-
access environments. Sea basing provides command and control of joint forces 
and joint logistics support from the sea directly to ground and air forces, which 
can be sustained indefinitely while remaining on station with resupply from 
CONUS and other regional sources. 

Pre-positioning Posture and Capabilities 

Pre-positioning is key to the deployment of Marine Corps operational forces. To 
enhance its ability to respond to a crisis, the Marine Corps has pre-positioned 
mission equipment aboard 15 ships that comprise the Maritime Pre-positioning 
Force (MPF). The MPF is divided into three squadrons: MPSRON One, 
MPSRON Two, and MPSRON Three. 

The MPF provides RCCs with the ability to rapidly deploy and employ a Marine 
Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) in a permissive area using a combination of 
strategic airlift and forward-deployed Maritime Pre-positioning Ships (MPS). The 
MPSRONs are strategically based around the globe to provide forward presence 
and crisis response. The National Command Authority can reposition MPSRONS 
as required to demonstrate U.S. interest or resolve and, if necessary, reduce the 
time required to respond to a crisis. 

Each MPF provides a MEB-sized (14,790 person) MAGTF with ground, aviation, 
and combat service support capabilities. In its entirety, a 4 to 5 ship squadron 
carries the equipment for a regimental-size mechanized MAGTF, and enough 
supplies for 30 days of sustained operations ashore. 

The goal of MPF is to establish a MAGTF ashore as rapidly as possible. The 
doctrinal time for arrival and assembly of a MEB from an MPSRON at a fixed 
port is 10 days. Erecting the fleet hospital and establishing the EAF proceeds after 
initial operational stand-up of the MEB. 

Sea-state permitting, MPF squadrons can also offload their entire cargo at sea via 
on-board cranes, landing craft, and causeways. This capability eliminates the need 
for well-developed port facilities but it involves a complex, lengthy process. The 
doctrinal time estimate for arrival and assembly of a MEB from a MPSRON with 
in-stream discharge is 15–20 days, driven by weather and sea-state. 

MPF ships can also pipe bulk water and fuel ashore, adding to MAGTF 
sustainability in austere environments or when the infrastructure ashore has been 
destroyed—either by natural disaster or by enemy action. 

Separate and distinct from MPS, the Marine Corps also maintains the Norway 
Air-Landed Marine Expeditionary Brigade (NALMEB) pre-positioned capability. 
The NALMEB pre-positioning program is a DoD directed, NATO initiative for 
the rapid reinforcement of Norway. 
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A summary of USMC pre-positioned capabilities is presented in Table 3-4. 

Table 3-4. USMC Pre-positioned Capabilities 

Unit Designator 
Afloat or 
Ashore Location Associated Forces 

MPSRON One Afloat Mediterranean Sea 2d MEB, Camp LeJeune, NC 
MPSRON Two Afloat Diego Garcia 1st MEB, Camp Pendleton, CA 
MPSRON Three Afloat Guam and Saipan 3d MEB, Okinawa, JA 
NALMEB Ashore Norway 2d MEB, Camp LeJeune, NC 
 

Future Plans and Capabilities 

In 2010, the Marine Corps plans to have the following pre-positioned capabilities 
available for employment: 

 The current three MPFs, composed of the previously described MPS 
squadrons and the habitually associated MAGTFs 

 The NALMEB (with the proviso that future DoD guidance may require 
change in its location, composition, and operational mission) 

 Initial operational capability of the MPF (Future). 

MPF(F) will ultimately replace the current MPF capability. It will be fully 
capable of conducting enroute and at-sea arrival and assembly of forces. It will 
provide the conduit for sustainment of naval forces, to include selective offload 
capability, and possess cargo interoperability with military and commercial 
vessels. MPF(F) is being designed to be fully capable of in-theater, at sea 
reconstitution and redeployment to expedite immediate employment for follow-on 
missions. The full complement of MPF(F) capability is planned to achieve initial 
operational capability by 2015. 

U.S. AIR FORCE 
Flex-Basing 

The Air Force is transitioning to an Aerospace Expeditionary Force that relies on 
a combination of space assets; forward positioned (permanently based, rotating, 
and exercising) air expeditionary forces or AEFs; and rapidly deployable 
CONUS-based AEFs to project power anywhere in the world. 

Other than selected bomber assets operating from CONUS and some space 
capabilities, the Air Force relies on a network of overseas bases for combat 
operations. It maintains an extensive forward peacetime presence in the Pacific 
and Europe and has made arrangements for use of other facilities during crises. As 



 

 3-10  

demonstrated by its use of Central Asian facilities during OEF, the Air Force is 
moving away from a Cold War reliance on a relatively few large overseas main 
operating bases (MOBs) to a more flexible structure (“flex-basing”):3 

 Forward operating locations (FOLs), at various levels of development and 
peacetime operational status, that can be enhanced to support additional 
aircraft and wartime operations. FOLs include more traditional well-
developed MOBs, such as Incirlik, Turkey, that have supported a long-
term U.S. presence as well as austere bare bases that must be substantially 
up-graded to support combat operations.4 

 Forward support locations (FSLs) for theater logistics support such as 
avionics maintenance, spares support, and war reserve materiel pre-
positioning. FSLs provide intermediate logistics support in the forward 
theater while avoiding duplication resulting from extensive logistics buildup 
at FOLs. They are intended to reduce the extensive logistic footprint that 
would need to be moved forward to support operations at FOLs. 

 Core support locations (CSL), represented by CONUS and overseas MOBs. 

 Enroute bases used to establish the “air bridge” for deployment and 
sustainment of operations. The Air Force’s Global Reach Laydown 
concept calls for establishment of the air bridge within 48 to 72 hours. 

Figure 3-2 graphically depicts the flex-base concept. The Air Force is currently 
identifying FOLs and FSLs to support rapid deployment of AEFs to global crisis 
areas against severe anti-access threats. Its goal is to deploy one AEF within 48 
hours and up to five AEFs in 15 days. 

The Air Force possesses unmatched intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance 
(ISR); global/precision/stealth strike; air defense suppression; and air/space 
command, control, communications (C3) capabilities. In SDTE and some WD 
operations, the Air Force would likely deploy these capabilities in phases—
matched to the operational threat—to establish air superiority, reduce anti-access 
threats, destroy or neutralize WMD, and provide the Joint Forces Commander 
ISR and strike missions to support the operations of the other Military Services. 

One of the major challenges facing the Air Force in conducting SDTE/WD 
operations is to reduce the amount of materiel that needs to be transported to 
                                     

3 Details are to be found in Paul S. Killingsworth, et al. RAND. FlexBasing: Achieving Global 
Presence for Expeditionary Aerospace Forces. MR-1113-AF, 2000. 

4 FOLs are established and maintained at various levels of capability. Category 3 FOLs have 
only the minimum in-place capabilities (runway, ramp space, fuel, and water) and would need to 
be upgraded to support sustained operations. Category 2 FOLs are more capable and have fuel 
storage and distribution, vehicles, and medical facilities, along with all Category 3 capabilities. 
Category 1 FOLs include all Category 2 capabilities plus arresting systems, communications, and 
munitions (3 days); they also have the capability to support combat operations within 48 hours of 
the initial deployment order. 
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FOLs and FSLs during a crisis or initial phase of operations in order to reduce the 
airlift requirement and thus speed force closure of the Joint Force in accordance 
with the Joint Force Commander’s deployment priorities. 

Figure 3-2. Flex-Basing Concept 

 

Source: RAND, Flex-Basing: Achieving Global Presence for Expeditionary Aerospace Forces, 
MR-1113-AF, 2000. 
 

Approach to Pre-positioning 

The Air Force relies on pre-positioning to reduce lift requirements, speed force 
closure, and reduce the need for forward positioning of operational air squadrons 
in sensitive areas where presence might have negative political repercussions or 
where they might be vulnerable to anti-access threats. However, it does not pre-
position any air unit equipment—either aircraft or unit support equipment (such 
as organic squadron maintenance support). All Air Force pre-positioned materiel 
is WRM, which consists of base operating support equipment, vehicles, 
consumables,5 ammunition, and bare base sets (Harvest Eagle/Harvest Falcon). 

                                     
5 DLA’s Defense Energy Supply Service (DESC) supplies fuel to operational Air Force 

locations through contracts with regional sources. DLA operates two fuel tankers and has the 
capability to provide fuel to FOLs through a combination of its offshore petroleum distribution 
system and the Army’s inland pipeline capabilities. For purposes of this study, we did not consider 
DLA-provided fuel to be pre-positioned because it would be obtained from external sources by 
contract. Some studies suggest a substantial unsourced requirement for fuel trucks to ensure 
supply of fuel to FOLs that are distant from local sources or U.S. offshore distribution points.  
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The Air Force maintains large amounts of WRM in CONUS for use overseas 
where needed. It also pre-positions large amounts of WRM OCONUS at FOLs 
and FSLs in the Pacific, SWA, and Europe to support rapid deployment and initial 
operations. All of the WRM stored in CONUS is positioned at shore sites except 
munitions, which are stored on four ships comprising the Air Force’s Afloat Pre-
positioned Fleet (APF). 

Clearly, pre-positioning WRM reduces the number of Air Force sorties required 
and shortens deployment times. It would require approximately 970 C-17 sorties 
or 5 sailings of a large medium speed roll-on/roll-off (LMSR) ship to deliver to 
SWA from CONUS all non-munitions WRM pre-positioned in the CENTCOM 
AOR before OIF.6 LMSRs would not be able to deliver WRM from CONUS to 
SWA until C+20 or later. 

But the Air Force program also has some costs and risks. In addition to the costs 
associated with leasing and operating the APF, constructing and maintaining 
shore sites, and purchasing pre-positioned WRM, the Air Force incurs operational 
risks associated with reliance on HNS for access to pre-positioned WRM and for 
transportation to move WRM from storage sites to operational locations. 

The Air Force’s current posture also has substantial theater lift requirements. 
During a rapid force buildup in preparation for an SDTE, considerable amounts of 
pre-positioned materiel must be repositioned from shore FSLs and pre-positioning 
ships to FOLs. This in-theater repositioning requires significant surface, air, and 
ship transportation assets and regional infrastructure. For example, WRM on ships 
would need to be offloaded at ports (which need to be deep-draft ports to berth 
current pre-positioning ships) and then transported by truck, aircraft, or smaller 
ships to FOLs. Although pre-positioning saves strategic air sorties, moving WRM 
to the required FOLs is a time-consuming and resource-demanding process. 

Future Plans and Capabilities 

The Air Force’s pre-positioning posture before OIF was based on the 2-MTW 
planning assumptions for forces, deployment timelines, and operational missions 
and tempo. The Air Force is in the process of recalculating its WRM requirements 
to support the new “1-4-2-1” strategy and demanding force buildup timelines as 
well as adjusting to new policy regarding bases in Europe, SWA, and the Pacific. 

To meet the demanding force buildup timelines of the new defense strategy, the 
Military Services must rely on a combination of forward presence, pre-
positioning, and strategic airlift for any deployment of capabilities from CONUS. 
Given the constraints on available strategic air assets, the Military Services need 
to reduce reliance on airlift during the first 10 to 20 days of an SDTE deployment. 

                                     
6 Based on Air Force Time Phased Force Deployment Data (TPFDD) for the Operational 

Availability study.  
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The Air Force is a major user of lift during this period and will need to rely more 
on pre-positioning for a Joint Task Force to meet DPG deployment timelines. 

In this context, the main issues for Air Force pre-positioning over the next 10 
years are: 

 To what extent can the Air Force expand its use of pre-positioning to 
reduce the requirement to airlift WRM from CONUS to FOLs, thereby 
making air sorties available to the Joint Force Commander for faster 
deployment of the Joint Force? 

 What is the proper mix and locations for pre-positioned WRM? What 
should be pre-positioned and where? 

 What are the requirements for theater lift and additional infrastructure to 
support expanded or reconfigured pre-positioning? 

 Are there opportunities for joint use of pre-positioning infrastructure and 
facilities to reduce costs and enhance Joint Force effectiveness? 

U.S. NAVY 
Vision and Operational Concepts 

The Navy’s vision for how it will organize, integrate, and transform for the 
future—Sea Power 21—revolves around three fundamental concepts: Sea Strike, 
Sea Shield, and Sea Basing. Table 3-5 lists the capabilities integral to these three 
concepts. ForceNet is an overarching effort that integrates warriors, sensors, 
networks, command and control, platforms, and weapons comprising these 
capabilities into a fully netted combat force.  

Table 3-5. Sea Power 21 Capabilities  

Sea Strike Sea Shield Sea Basing 

Persistent intelligence, 
surveillance, and 
reconnaissance  

Homeland defense Enhanced afloat positioning 
of joint assets 

Time-sensitive strike Sea/littoral superiority Offensive and defensive 
power projection 

Electronic 
warfare/information 
operations 

Theater air missile defense Command and control 

Ship-to-objective maneuver Force entry enabling Integrated joint logistics 
Covert strike  Accelerated deployment 

and employment timelines 
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Approach to Pre-positioning 

The Navy is predominantly a forward-positioned, forward-deployed force and 
will remain so within the framework of Sea Power 21. As such, the overall 
operational significance of pre-positioning forces or materiel is far less for the 
Navy than for the other Military Services. 

The primary focus of the Navy in pre-positioning unit equipment and sustainment 
is to ensure the sustainment and expansion of Naval forward presence without 
creating a large demand on strategic lift resources. The Navy also supports the 
Marine Corps’ expeditionary operations with pre-positioned engineer, hospital 
and MPF off-load capabilities. Finally, the Navy makes significant use of forward 
located shore facilities throughout the world as, in effect, pre-positioning sites for 
various classes of supply and logistics capabilities—such as medical capabilities 
(unit sets and materiel) and selected Class V munitions stocks. 

The primary issues relative to the Navy and its pre-positioned capabilities that 
need resolution are listed below: 

 How can the Navy’s pre-positioned capabilities be improved to maximize 
their contribution to U.S. national defense strategy and Sea Power 21? 

 How should the Navy change its pre-positioned posture to make it 
operationally relevant to the Global War on Terrorism? 

 Given that the Department of the Navy is the procurement and operating 
agent for all DoD pre-positioned shipping, what are the implications of the 
pre-positioning plans of the other Military Services on the Navy pre-
positioning fleet? 

FLEET HOSPITALS 

Because of their size and difficulty in transporting, the Navy has identified a need 
to pre-position its fleet hospitals using both ashore and afloat platforms.7 The 
Fleet Hospital Program consists of 10 fleet hospitals totaling 5,000 beds. All fleet 
hospitals are strategically positioned around the world ready for activation when 
needed in CONUS, afloat, or at host nation locations. They are also an integral 
element of the Marine Corps’ MPF. 

Three fleet hospitals were activated in Saudi Arabia and Bahrain in 1990–91. A 
fleet hospital was activated at Naval Base Guantanamo Bay, Cuba to provide 
medical care for Taliban and al Qaeda detainees from Afghanistan, and four fleet 
hospitals were activated for OIF. 

                                     
7 Each fleet hospital, or Naval Expeditionary Medical Support System (NEMSS), can be built 

in its full-size 500-bed capacity or as a smaller version, called an Expeditionary Medical Facility 
(EMF), which supports between 20 and 116 patients.  
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NAVY MUNITIONS 

The Navy’s preferred sustainment origin for munitions is CONUS, although the 
magazines in Guam, and Japan and elsewhere (see Appendix A for details) 
contain operational level stocks that meet the expected OPLAN needs of the Navy 
component commands. The Navy also pre-positions munitions afloat on the SS 
Cape Jacob, which typically steams in the Indian Ocean. 

Navy positioning of air delivered munitions is noteworthy because many of the air 
munitions used by both the Navy and the Air Force share components such as 
bomb bodies, tails, and fins. Given the similarity among the air munitions 
employed by the Navy and Air Force, there may be some benefit to identifying 
common munitions components that could be pre-positioned for common use, 
although at this time there is no readily available means to track 
interchangeability. 

Future Plans and Capabilities 

The following future pre-positioning plans and capabilities are currently receiving 
consideration within the Navy: 

 Integration of the ENS into Navy pre-positioning. The MPSRONs do not 
contain any capability for Navy forces, other than those attached to the 
Marine Corps. In concert with the Marine Corps, the Navy is exploring the 
potential placement of selected materiel stocks onboard MPF(F) platforms 
to provide pre-positioned sustainment for ready access of the ENS. 

 Establishment of common “naval supply” system. Currently, the Navy and 
Marine Corps employ separate and distinct supply systems to support their 
operational forces. This situation hinders interoperability between the 
forces and their ability to cross-level supplies. Some discussions have 
recently been held about developing and implementing a common “naval 
supply” system that would eliminate these shortcomings. If successful, 
this action would represent a further increase in the Navy’s capability to 
employ pre-positioned materiel embarked onboard MPF(F). 

U.S. TRANSPORTATION COMMAND 
As a key supporting command, USTRANSCOM’s mission is to provide air, land, 
and sea transportation for DoD. Pre-positioning reduces the requirement for high 
demand, low-density airlift and strategic sealift capabilities, so it has a major 
effect on USTRANSCOM’s ability to deliver and sustain forces rapidly and 
effectively across the full spectrum of conflict. 
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TRANSCOM Initiatives and Pre-positioning8 

USTRANSCOM and its components are addressing several issues that have 
important implications for future DoD pre-positioning. These issues include: 

 Airlift shortfalls. The Mobility Requirement Study MRS-05 identified 
strategic airlift shortfalls that are currently being rectified. DoD’s new 
strategy, however, places high demands on strategic airlift to achieve rapid 
force buildups that may exceed programmed and funded levels. A follow-
on mobility requirements study is planned for Spring 2004 that will 
determine airlift requirements to support the “1-4-2-1” strategy. Those 
new requirements could result in the Military Services and RCCs adjusting 
the balance between pre-positioning and airlift to achieve operationally 
required force buildups within the fiscal constraints on airlift 
modernization programs. 

 Establishing the air bridge to support air deployment and sustain 
operations. MRS-05 established requirements for additional enroute bases 
to support airlift operations. As basing constraints, overflight denials, 
operational limitations, and distance to areas of interest increase, 
USTRANSCOM is cultivating allied, coalition, and contractor support to 
reduce requirements for deploying U.S. capabilities to establish the air 
bridge. The early deployment of capabilities to support air operations 
competes with and delays the movement of combat forces. Pre-positioning 
of support equipment (such as material handling equipment) at or near 
enroute bases could make additional air sorties available for other 
missions during the critical early phase of a deployment. In planning for 
quick establishment of the air bridge, USTRANSCOM and its components 
need to strike a balance between (1) an on-the-ground presence and the 
associated capital-intensive infrastructure investment, and (2) a cold 
peacetime presence that can be rapidly expanded. 

 Maintenance and modernization of the pre-positioning fleet. An unfunded 
requirement exists for new offshore petroleum discharge ships (OPDS) to 
replace current single-hull, 45-year old vessels. Moreover, our analysis 
suggests (see Chapter 4) that alternative configurations of Air Force and 
Army pre-positioning ships with smaller, shallower-draft vessels may 
more effectively meet new operational requirements. The Military Sealift 
Command (MSC) is now examining options to the current fleet of pre-
positioning ships. 

 Faster offload of ships and aircraft. Given the projected increases in the 
anti-access threat and the demand for faster force buildup, 
USTRANSCOM is looking closely at technologies and procedures to 
speed cargo offload and transloading operations at ports of debarkation 

                                     
8 Based on interviews with USTRANSCOM staff December 2002.  
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(POD) and at ISBs. Experience from OIF suggests that offload of pre-
positioning ships will need to be faster to meet the demanding force 
buildup timelines associated with SDTE operations. 

 In-transit visibility. Advances in technology should facilitate improved in-
transit visibility of units and sustainment that could reduce the requirement 
for pre-positioned materiel and early off-load of sustainment stocks. Those 
reductions will not be achievable, however, without change in the 
packaging of unit equipment or sustainment. 

USTRANSCOM is a strong advocate of pre-positioning as a means to reduce lift 
requirements, but stresses that pre-positioning programs must be properly funded 
to ensure compatibility between pre-positioned equipment and deploying forces. 
Exercises and training are essential for rapid offload and marrying up of 
equipment and personnel. 

Pre-positioning of material handling equipment and base support materiel can 
help speed the establishment of the air bridge but pre-positioned equipment must 
be properly maintained to ensure desired materiel readiness.9 

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
Current Mission 

DLA primarily supports DoD’s WRM program. The purpose of this program is to 
ensure that war reserves are properly selected, sized, positioned, pre-packaged, 
maintained, and transported based on approved plans. DLA assists in the 
development and execution of policy guidance pertaining to WRM requirements 
and positioning for a spectrum of contingencies.10 

The Military Services are responsible for computing their Secondary Item WRM 
requirements to meet OPLAN requirements. Current policies also require the 
Military Services to budget, fund, and manage WRM, with the exception of fuels 
and subsistence. After receiving WRM requirements from the Military Services, 
DLA compares the requirements with assets that are available within DLA, 
compares any shortfalls with what is available through the industrial base, and 
then forwards the known WRM shortfalls to the Military Services so they can 
budget for those shortfalls through the Program Objective Memorandum (POM) 
process. All acquired WRM is positioned as starter stock or swing stock, or a 
combination at the direction of the Military Services. 

                                     
9 TRANSCOM staff voiced concerns about previous problems in maintaining the readiness of 

pre-positioned material handling equipment, especially their hydraulic systems.  
10 Per DoD Directive 3110.6, “War Reserve Materiel Policy” chapter 5.6. “The Director, 

Defense Logistics Agency, shall perform storage and distribution functions for war reserve 
materiel stocks in coordination with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.” 
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DLA’s role in pre-positioning will expand as its reliance on direct vendor delivery 
and prime vendors increases. Its ability to support Military Service requirements 
will also increase with continuing improvements in logistical situational 
awareness and automated systems. In addition, by pursuing Executive Agency 
(EA) initiatives, under the auspices of the DoD’s Future Logistics Enterprise, 
DLA will have an excellent opportunity to strengthen and enhance DoD’s supply 
chain for bulk fuel, subsistence, medical supply, construction material, land based 
water production and purification, in-theater distribution, and clothing and textile. 

Posture and Capability 

In support of the RCCs and Military Service requirements, DLA has Class I assets 
forward positioned in Qatar, UAE, and Bahrain. Further, DLA provided Class I 
and Class III assets to the Marine Corps and Army, since all Meals, Ready to Eat 
(MRE) and bulk POL onboard MPSRONs and Army sustainment ships are on 
consignment from DLA. 

MSC operates two pre-positioning ships for DLA’s Defense Energy Support 
Center. Two Offshore Petroleum Discharge System (OPDS) tankers, CSS 
Chesapeake and SS Petersburg, support requirements for pre-positioned fuel afloat. 

Future Plans and Capabilities 

DLA is implementing several EA initiatives that will improve its support to the 
warfighter. Current proposals are to extend EA responsibilities to include 
provision of Class IV and Class VIII supplies, which would include their pre-
positioning forward in the RCCs AORs,11 although the specific options for 
forward positioning have not yet been defined. To successfully execute DLA 
management of EA initiatives, new business rules need to be established and the 
RCCs and Military Services will need to work with DLA to clearly define its roles 
and responsibilities for end-to-end distribution. 

In addition, as indicated earlier, DLA and MSC are currently pursuing an 
enhanced version of the OPDS. MSC has completed a market survey to determine 
how industry could deliver bulk fuel to the Military Services. 

                                     
11 DLA supports extending EA initiatives to all classes of supply but sees barriers in Title 10 

statutory requirements, budget constraints, and the current requirements generation process. 
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Chapter 4    
Analysis and Assessment 

RCCs are currently in the process of developing and updating their contingency 
and operational plans to implement new DoD strategy, incorporating new Military 
Service and Joint operational concepts into their planning, and identifying and 
applying the lessons from OIF. Until the RCCs are further along in this process, 
DoD’s future pre-positioning posture cannot be delineated in detail. 

Nevertheless, based on ongoing analysis and wargaming, it is possible to identify 
the broad outlines of the pre-positioning posture that will be needed to support 
U.S defense strategy over the next 10 to 15 years. 

This chapter looks at the role of pre-positioning in U.S. defense strategy and iden-
tifies the main elements of a future pre-positioning posture. It “operationalizes” 
the general pre-positioning requirements discussed in Chapter 2 and develops op-
tions for a pre-positioning posture in the 2010 timeframe that would be able to 
effectively support U.S. defense strategy. 

FUTURE ROLE OF PRE-POSITIONING 
Some visions of future warfare foresee that in 15-20 years host nation dependent 
land-based pre-positioning will almost disappear.1 We believe that, on the con-
trary, both land-based and afloat pre-positioning will continue to be an important 
element of U.S. defense strategy. DoD’s current defense strategy relies heavily on 
forward presence and the ability to rapidly project power from forward locations 
and ISBs on foreign soil—we believe that this will continue. The U.S. relies on its 
coalition partners today and we expect that this strategic reality will not change. 
                                     

1 According to this way of thinking, in 15 years or so the U.S. will be employing transforma-
tional forces and technologies to conduct global strike and operational maneuver from strategic 
distances against severe anti-access threats with minimal reliance on foreign land bases. In this 
visionary scenario, the U.S. will be relying primarily on CONUS-based air and ground forces, 
space, and maritime assets. Accordingly to those visions, pre-positioning will still play an impor-
tant role, but it will be much changed in character. To ensure strategic and operational freedom 
and force survivability, pre-positioning will be almost exclusively afloat and consist primarily of 
enhanced networked sea bases that serve as staging platforms for stealthy insertion of tailored 
ground force capabilities. This future posture represents a fundamental reorientation in U.S. secu-
rity strategy that, since World War II, has relied heavily on forward presence and allies/coalitions 
to defend U.S interests. If other allies follow the lead of Turkey, which denied the United States 
access to bases for OIF, the United States might be compelled to adopt a more unilateralist strat-
egy in the future. For the foreseeable future, however, the U.S. security will rely on power projec-
tion from coalition/allied territory, the U.S. lacks the airlift, fast sealift, long-range strike 
platforms, sea bases, and other capabilities that are needed to implement a unilateralist strategy. 
And even if political leaders made a deliberate decision today to shift to such a strategy, it would 
take 15 years or longer to field all the elements of such a posture.  
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For at least the next 10 years, American armed forces will be fighting wars and 
defending U.S. interests from forward and regional land bases as well as the sea 
and space in accordance with a “1-4-2-1” strategy or its evolutionary successor 
(see Figure 4-1). Pre-positioning will constitute an essential pillar of this strategy. 

Figure 4-1. Pre-positioning and U.S. Defense Strategy 

 

Homeland Defense and GWOT 

Defending the homeland against terrorist and other attacks is the highest priority 
of U.S defense strategy. U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM), which is 
responsible for homeland defense, will rely extensively on stocks of equipment 
and supplies located in CONUS to carry out its missions. For purposes of this 
study, we did not consider CONUS-located stocks as “pre-positioned,” so we did 
not examine USNORTHCOM pre-positioning requirements. 

In an important sense, however, the entire “1-4-2-1” strategy supports homeland 
defense—the best way to defend the United States and its citizens is to defeat or 
neutralize threats abroad—and an integral component of this strategy is the global 
war on terrorism (GWOT). 

Most of GWOT is directed at attacking terrorists and their bases of support over-
seas in operations that fall within the purview of the RCCs, USSOCOM, Central 
Intelligence Agency, and other U.S. Government agencies. DoD GWOT opera-
tions range from highly secret SOF direct actions conducted by small teams and 
OEF-type operations involving larger SOF and conventional forces aimed at de-
stroying terrorist groups and their supporters, to large-scale joint operations to 



Analysis and Assessment 

 4-3  

remove regimes that aid and assist terrorism against U.S. interests. OIF was justi-
fied in part in these terms—as an anti-terrorist operation. 

The role of pre-positioning in GWOT is potentially as extensive as its role in sup-
porting the full range of operations, which include both SDTE and WD-type op-
erations. Later in this chapter we will discuss the role of pre-positioning in these 
latter types of operations. But pre-positioning could also have an important role in 
smaller-scale GWOT operations. These are primarily SOF operations but they 
could also involve conventional ISR-enhanced battalion-size task forces in highly 
mobile search and destroy missions to defeat pro-terrorist regimes or to help de-
fend friendly regimes against terrorist rebel forces. 

These operations are characterized by quick, stealthy insertion of forces (as in 
Operation Just Cause in Panama) to rapidly neutralize or eliminate enemy leaders 
or terrorist strongholds. In these operations, U.S. forces would most likely deploy 
directly with their own unit equipment, but they could benefit from pre-positioned 
logistics support equipment, supplies, and tactical vehicles for additional mobility. 
The materiel could be pre-positioned ashore in the theater of operations or on a 
ship that could be used as an Afloat Forward Staging Base (AFSB). 

USSOCOM has identified its requirements for pre-positioned materiel to assist in 
GWOT and other missions. However, the Military Service’s pre-positioning pos-
tures must also be sufficiently flexible to support GWOT and SSC operations in-
volving conventional forces. For example, pre-positioned materiel such as Force 
Provider bare base sets must be configured and stored in ways that would allow 
flexible employment of smaller force packages. 

Pre-positioning and Forward Presence 

One of the main pillars of U.S. strategy is forward presence. Forward presence 
serves several functions: it demonstrates U.S. commitment and resolve to defend 
allies and friends, and it contributes to coalition building, deterrence, and rapid 
force buildup in a crisis. 

As discussed in Chapter 2, for strategic, operational, and cost reasons, the United 
States is moving away from its Cold War reliance on large overseas bases with 
permanently stationed forces to a more flexible structure that relies more on pres-
ence of smaller forces that are deployed on a rotational basis at “forward operat-
ing bases” (FOB) and to austere, temporarily-occupied “forward operating 
locations” (FOL) for training and exercises with coalition partners. (The Army’s 
“Intrinsic Action” training program, which employs pre-positioned equipment 
from APS-5 Kuwait in regular exercises, is a good example of this flexible pos-
ture.) 
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COMMITMENT AND RESOLVE 

Pre-positioning supports all the functions of forward presence. Land pre-
positioning especially demonstrates commitment and resolve by showing that the 
United States is willing to invest resources to defend the host nation with U.S. ca-
pabilities on host nation territory. For host nations that face significant domestic 
opposition to U.S. presence, pre-positioning provides reassurance without a 
highly visible presence. 

COALITION BUILDING 

Pre-positioning contributes to coalition building by providing opportunities to 
employ the local work force for equipment maintenance and facilities support (al-
though, as discussed later, this arrangement has the potential for large operational 
risks). Pre-positioned materiel can be employed by unit personnel that fly-in to 
participate in combined exercises with host nations. 

DETERRENCE 

The impact of pre-positioning on deterrence is less clear in the current strategic 
environment. Some of the regimes that threaten U.S. interests today are more risk-
prone than the relatively conservative Cold War Soviet ruling elites. Leaders of 
many rogue regimes have dangerously distorted views of U.S. interests and re-
solve, and are prone to exaggerate their own military capabilities while simulta-
neously underestimating U.S power. Arguably, for example, short of an actual 
invasion, the United States could have done little to demonstrate to Saddam Hus-
sein that it would not tolerate his possession of WMD.2 In other cases, however, 
where enemy leaders are more rationally perceptive and risk-averse, deterrence 
may be more effective, especially after the demonstrated U.S. resolve in OIF, and 
pre-positioning could play a valuable role as an FDO by providing capabilities for 
quickly expanding U.S. force presence. 

RAPID BUILDUP OF FORCES 

The most important function of pre-positioning as an element of forward presence 
is providing readily employable capabilities to serve as the core for a rapid 
buildup of forces for warfighting purposes (see discussion below). 

Even when not supporting a rapid buildup or in cases where the adversary is not 
deterred by U.S. force deployments, pre-positioning still provides the RCCs with 
important options that complicate enemy planning. The steady generation of U.S. 
forces, falling on pre-positioned equipment, during the OIF buildup forced Sad-

                                     
2 See, for example, Kenneth M. Pollack’s analysis of  “the mind” of Saddam Hussein and the 

failure of a deterrence strategy in The Threatening Storm: The Case for Invading Iraq (New York: 
Random House, 2002). Several analyses suggest similar difficulties in deterring the North Korean 
leadership.   
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dam Hussein to keep his troops in the field, tiring them out as U.S. forces assem-
bled. This continuous pressure contributed to the Iraqi defeat. 

The key questions of pre-positioning for America’s future forward presence pos-
ture are: What capabilities should be pre-positioned—and where? The most im-
portant factors in answering these questions include: 

 The operational impact on rapid force closure of the candidate locations 
(both on land and afloat) 

 Foreign government willingness to host pre-positioning capabilities 

 Political reliability of the host nation 

 Level of the anti-access threat in the region 

 Force protection requirements 

 OSD strategic objectives for potential host nations and region 

 Specific RCC Security Cooperation objectives 

 Cost of the facilities and other considerations. 

A detailed assessment of these factors as they relate to specific pre-positioning 
options must await further development of the RCCs’ planning and lies beyond 
the scope of this study. What can be said at this time is that to take full advantage 
of pre-positioning in U.S. forward presence strategy, the RCCs need to incorpo-
rate pre-positioning programs into their security cooperation and infrastructure 
improvement plans. Additionally, pre-positioning should be viewed as an element 
of an integrated DoD and State Department global presence strategy. 

Contributions of Pre-positioning to Warfighting Missions 
Although DoD is still refining strategic concepts, determining requirements, and 
developing scenarios for its capabilities-based force planning process, recent op-
erations and wargaming suggest that much smaller forces will be needed to meet 
future threats compared to previous MTW planning situations. Through a combi-
nation of greater weapons accuracy, faster maneuver tempo, expanded informa-
tion access and fusion, and new operational concepts and organizations, U.S. 
forces—on a unit-to-unit basis—are much more capable today than their prede-
cessors 10 years ago. As capabilities continue to improve through modernization 
and transformation efforts, fewer and fewer assets (including aircraft, armored 
fighting vehicles, and logistic supplies) will need to be moved to a theater of op-
erations for employment. 

Even though fewer forces will be needed for operations, defense planning guid-
ance and wargaming suggest that force capabilities will need to be deployed 
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quicker and be able to “fight as they flow” either in response to enemy efforts or 
in support of a U.S. preemptive attack. OIF was preceded by a deliberate buildup 
of pre-positioned combat power in the region.3 In future situations, the U.S. gov-
ernment may decide to act much more quickly and with substantially less warn-
ing. 

The DoD has three primary ways to achieve force buildup: 

 Maintain forces forward in peacetime 

 Deploy forces from CONUS using strategic airlift and sealift 

 Pre-position materiel regionally or in more forward areas. 

There are limits on how much capability can be forward positioned ashore, given 
uncertainties about allied nations’ willingness to host U.S. forces and political re-
liability in particular crises. There is also a significant cost premium for forward 
positioning of forces, even if units are merely rotational or deploy only for train-
ing purposes.4 

There are also limits on how much capability can be deployed quickly from 
CONUS using strategic lift assets. Large ships, such as LMSRs, can efficiently 
transport large amounts of heavy equipment and supplies, but given their speed of 
24 knots, it takes 20 or more days to deploy forces to SWA or NEA from 
CONUS.5 Future design intertheater Shallow Draft High Speed Sealift (SDHSS) 
ships could achieve speeds in excess of 70 knots for transoceanic transport,6 
thereby cutting deployment time by more than 60 percent. These ships would give 
the Army and Marine Corps the capability to conduct operational maneuver from 
strategic distances. In addition, mission-oriented task forces, which could plan 
and train enroute, could potentially be rapidly transported directly from CONUS 
to unimproved port areas. The technology for SDHSS vessels capable of carrying 
large loads in rough seas over transoceanic distances is still in development, how-
                                     

3 Signature events preceded each pre-positioned ship download, sending a message to the 
former Iraqi leader. On 5 July 2002, Iraq rejected weapon inspection proposals from the United 
Nations. Two weeks later the pre-positioned ship USNS Watkins was downloaded in Kuwait. On 
16 October 2002, the President signed a Congressional resolution authorizing the use of military 
force. Within weeks a second battalion task force on the USNS Watson was downloaded. On 8 
November 2002, the UN Security Council approved a resolution demanding that Iraq disarm its 
WMD or face serious consequences. Following the resolution, two more battalion task forces from 
the ships USNS Charlton and USNS Red Cloud were downloaded. 

4 Historically, three units—whether brigades, aircraft carriers, or AEFs—must be maintained 
in the force structure to forward deploy one unit. Basing units overseas also involves additional 
infrastructure requirements compared to CONUS basing. In some cases, the host nation may agree 
to offset some of the costs of forward positioning, as is the case with the Republic of Korea. In 
general, however, it costs more to station a unit overseas than in CONUS.  

5 See Appendix B for explanatory note. 
6 Design characteristics of an intertheater-capable SDHSS vessel are: speed = 70 knots; 

range = 5,000 nm; payload = 4,000 to 5,000 short tons or 1,000 passengers; draft = 10 ft. 4 in. 
SDHSS vessels would be able to use beaches, or unimproved complexes to load/off-load. 
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ever, and unless DoD provides incentives to commercial shipbuilders to invest in 
SDHSS technology, such ships are unlikely to be available in any significant 
numbers before 2015. 

Airlift is obviously faster than sealift but current U.S. airlift capabilities, although 
immense compared to other countries, are still limited. The Air Mobility Com-
mand (AMC) has estimated that the global war on terrorism has increased airlift 
requirements from 54 million ton miles per day (MTMD), identified in MRS 05, 
to 67 MTMD. Current capability is 47 MTMD. To meet the expanded require-
ment would require 348 C-17s compared to the 180 that are currently pro-
grammed. Given current airlift capabilities and all other competing Military 
Service and Joint early airlift requirements,7 AMC would be unable to deploy an 
SBCT-type brigade by air within the Army’s goal of 96 hours, and would be able 
to deploy only one SBCT within the short timelines for some SDTE/WD force 
buildups.8 

The DPG-directed Advanced Mobility Concepts Study (AMCS) is investigating 
future transportation technologies and systems.9 One future strategic airlift tech-
nology is the Global Range Transport (GRT), a blended wing body aircraft that 
carries 230 short tons.10 The GRT is unlikely to be in service before 2015, but lar-
ger strategic transports in any case do not solve one of the major limiting factors 
in strategic air deployments: maximum-on-ground (MOG) constraints that limit 
how many aircraft can be parked and serviced at an airfield.11 

For the nearer term then, the United States will need to rely heavily—as it did 
during the Cold War—on pre-positioning to supplement forward presence and 
strategic lift to achieve the rapid force buildups prescribed in DPG and that ongo-
ing wargaming suggests is critical for rapid decisive operations. Over the next 10 
years: 

 The Air Force will rely primarily on forward locations for conducting 
strike, anti-anti-access, anti-area denial, and support missions. To ensure a 

                                     
7 For example, the USMC also relies on the Air Force for deployment of its MEB fly-in eche-

lon, which requires about 270 C-17 sorties.  
8 See Appendix B for further discussion.  
9 Phase 1 of the study has been completed. See Department of the Army, Advanced Mobility 

Concepts Study, Final Report - Phase 1. April 2003. (Secret, with Unclassified Executive Sum-
mary) The AMCS examined eight transportation technologies: Shallow Draft High Speed Sealift 
(SDHSS); Heavy Lift Vertical Take Off and Landing (HLVTOL) helicopter; Ultra-Large Airlift-
ers (ULA); Theater Support Vessel (TSV); Super Short Takeoff and Landing (SSTOL) Aircraft; 
the Mobile Offshore Base (MOB); Monohull ships; and Global Range Transport (GRT) Aircraft. 
It also considered Maritime Pre-positioned Force (MPF)-Future. Many of these systems have 
transformational potential and are relevant to future pre-positioning postures.  

10 The AMCS assumes the following characteristics for GRT: maximum cargo load = 230 
short tons; speed = 489 knots; range = 4,000 to 12,000 nautical miles; maximum passenger load = 
584. The GRT is capable of bypassing enroute locations for long-distance deployment.   

11 AMC, however, states that actual ground offload times of C-17s in recent operations are 
less than current planning factors and that enroute, onload, and recovery MOGs should be in-
creased for deployment planning.    



 

 4-8  

rapid buildup of capabilities in the theater and to save airlift sorties for 
priority deployment missions, the Air Force will need to continue relying 
on WRM pre-positioning. 

 The Marine Corps will continue operating with current MPF pre-
positioning capabilities that require marry-up and assembly of units ashore 
at large developed APOD-SPOD complexes. MPF(F) will give the Marine 
Corps the capability to marry-up at sea and to conduct deeper STOM op-
erations, but the first squadron of MPF(F) will not be operational until 
2012. 

 The Army will rely on digitized armor-mechanized capabilities for lethal 
punch and SBCTs for higher mobility missions in medium threat envi-
ronments. The first Objective Force Unit of Action (brigade-size unit) will 
not be fielded before 2013.12 In the meantime, the Army is planning to 
maintain a forward presence of several brigades (a mix of current and 
SBCT capabilities) and, with Air Force assistance, will have the capability 
to quickly deploy additional SBCT and light infantry capabilities by air. 
Current digitally capable armor-mechanized forces will need to be pre-
positioned to achieve rapid force buildups. A continuing and perhaps ex-
panded requirement for pre-positioned CS/CSS capabilities and sustain-
ment also exists. 

 SOF contributions to operations will continue to increase and require 
greater reliance on stealth pre-positioning of common items (with some 
specialized modifications). 

 The Navy will continue operating as a forward deployed force and will 
decrease its reliance on land-based forward logistics sites for pre-
positioned stores. As it moves toward Enhanced Networked Seabasing 
(ENS), the Navy will acquire capabilities to support land operations 
through sea based pre-positioning. 

Compared to buying more strategic lift and forward basing additional forces, pre-
positioning is a less expensive means of quickly generating capabilities in a thea-
ter of operations.13 Moreover, although not a substitute for enhanced modernized 
capabilities, pre-positioning offers a flexible strategic option for generating com-
bat capability in a region to meet unpredicted or near term threats faster than 
fielding new weapons technology.14 

                                     
12 A battalion-equivalent OF unit will be ready in 2012. 
13 See Appendix B. 
14 For example, the Army’s ability to execute operational maneuver from strategic distances 

into the EAL region with Stryker or Objective Force units will remain limited until after 2012, but 
in the interim deployment of Regional Flotillas could provide the capability for rapid insertion of 
Current and Stryker forces from regional pre-positioning locations.  
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However, to fully support DoD’s new strategy in the near term and to ensure that 
it can do so in the 2010 timeframe and beyond, the Military Services will need to 
enhance their pre-positioning postures in various ways. 

 Pre-positioning needs to be more supportive of new operational capabili-
ties. It must be structured to enable rapid employment of tailored forces 
that are scalable to individual situations. 

 Pre-positioning needs to be more flexible. It must be able to support a 
wide range of operations—from stability and humanitarian assistance op-
erations to antiterrorism campaigns and SDTE/WD conflicts—and in a va-
riety of potential operational areas. The current and programmed pre-
positioning posture is sufficient for many potential situations, but it cannot 
adequately support rapid force deployment (with acceptable risk) in other 
situations. 

 Pre-positioning needs to be fully ready and fully stocked to take advantage 
of the large investment. Equipment must be as modern as the equipment 
used at home base or garrison by the units that will employ the pre-
positioned equipment. Pre-positioned equipment sets must be complete 
and balanced to allow combat operations to commence with minimal air-
flow of troops or round-out equipment. 

 Pre-positioning needs to be more responsive. It must ensure rapid force 
buildup to swiftly defeat enemy efforts within stringent timelines estab-
lished by DPG. 

 Pre-positioning needs to be more survivable. It must enable rapid force 
closure against political-strategic denial and sophisticated and asymmetric 
anti-access threats. 

 Pre-positioning needs to be more joint. The sustainment of regional forces 
and theater opening capabilities are the most likely use of joint oriented 
pre-positioning. Military Service forces should be positioned to support a 
rapid stand-up of a Joint Task Force. In addition, joint pre-positioning 
doctrine does not exist today. The Military Services need to take advan-
tage of opportunities for leveraging their specific and unique pre-
positioning postures to enhance the capabilities of the other Military Ser-
vices through, for example, the use of pre-positioned facilities for multiple 
functions. 

In the meantime, while the Military Services are modifying their postures for the 
future, they are faced with immediate decisions regarding how to reconstitute se-
lected pre-positioned assets after OIF and to prepare for the next crisis—perhaps 
in NEA. Ideally, reconstitution should be guided by a jointly developed vision of 
a future (2010) pre-positioning posture. Such a posture is still being defined by 
the Military Services and RCCs. Near-term pre-positioning decisions, therefore, 
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will need to anticipate future requirements and seek a balance with more immedi-
ate operational demands. 

In the remainder of this chapter, we discuss elements of a 2010 pre-positioning 
posture and enhancements to pre-positioned capabilities to ensure that Military 
Service postures can support U.S. strategy over the next decade. We also briefly 
discuss several options for reconstituting current capabilities. 

Table 4-5 beginning on page 4-59 summarizes DoD’s options (or courses of ac-
tion) for enhancing pre-positioning capabilities and examines their potential ac-
cording to the following criteria: 

 Impact on force closure 

 Flexibility 

 Anti-Access vulnerability 

 Costs 

 Infrastructure requirements 

 Enablers, including theater lift requirements. 

A BALANCED POSTURE—AFLOAT AND LAND BASED 
One of the major decisions in designing a 2010 posture is the proper mix between 
afloat and land-based pre-positioning. As summarized in Table 4-1, each mode 
has distinct advantages and disadvantages and is appropriate for different situa-
tions. Given growing anti-access threats and the need to project power to unpre-
dictable locations, afloat pre-positioning will take on greater importance in U.S 
strategy. A flexible, responsive global pre-positioning posture, however, will in-
clude both afloat and land-based pre-positioned capabilities. Figure 4-2 illustrates 
the operational characteristics of both kinds of pre-positioning. 

Table 4-1. A Comparison of Afloat and Land Pre-positioning 

Situations Afloat Land 

Anti-access threat Less vulnerable More vulnerable 
Operational flexibility More flexible but restricted to 

littoral locations 
Less flexible—limited reach; 
may require air transport for 
employment at more distant 
FOLs/operational areas  

HNS Highly dependent on HNS for 
APOD/SPOD  

Highly dependent on HNS for 
facilities and APOD  

Infrastructure  Requires deep-water SPOD 
and C-17 capable APOD 

Requires humidity controlled 
storage facilities and a C-17-
capable APOD 
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Table 4-1. A Comparison of Afloat and Land Pre-positioning (continued) 

Situations Afloat Land 

Cost More expensive Less expensive  
Theater transportation required  Trucks and rail for surface 

movement from SPODs to 
employment locations; aircraft 
for operational areas that are 
deeper inland and inaccessible 
by surface transportation 

Surface transportation for 
closer objective areas/FOLs; 
aircraft for more distant areas 

Timeliness/responsiveness Ships must move to SPOD 
and offload; faster deployment 
than land pre-positioning in 
some situations where ships 
can offload closer to employ-
ment area 

Quicker response if opera-
tional area is within vicinity of 
pre-positioning site; otherwise 
capabilities must be deployed 
to the objective area, which 
could be very time-consuming 

 

Afloat Pre-positioning 

Afloat pre-positioning has several advantages over land-based pre-positioning. 

 It enables more flexible employment of forces and greater operational 
reach. Ships can be used to deliver pre-positioned material to geographi-
cally dispersed areas and to alternative locations if the primary locations 
are denied. 

 It is less dependent on foreign nation cooperation, although current modes 
of afloat pre-positioning still require land-facilities for marry-up, assem-
bly, and staging. 

 It has better survivability against anti-access threats, primarily because of 
its mobility and the greater difficulty (to the enemy) of targeting naval 
ships.15 

                                     
15 The vulnerability of current pre-positioning ships to chemical attack needs to be improved, 

and ships are likely to become increasingly vulnerable to attack from shore-based missiles, subma-
rines, and asymmetric naval threats.  Additional maritime assets may be required for their defense. 
For the foreseeable future, however, afloat pre-positioning will be less vulnerable to attack than 
land-based pre-positioning sites that are located within the enemy’s missile exclusionary zone. On 
the other hand, pre-positioning at land locations beyond the enemy’s missile attack zone may be 
more survivable than afloat pre-positioning capabilities that could attract focused enemy attention. 
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Figure 4-2. Modes of Pre-positioning—Current Capabilities 

 

Afloat pre-positioning also has several disadvantages when compared to land-
based pre-positioning. 

 Some of the current pre-positioned ships have 35-feet drafts so they re-
quire secure deep-water and established ports16 for offload. The number of 
such ports is limited in most regions. On the other hand, it is important to 
point out that ports of the world are increasing and expanding. Addition-
ally, ship’s captains can ballast their ships thus requiring less water 
depth—as much as several feet. 

 Afloat pre-positioning currently requires transportation to move equip-
ment from the SPOD to the employment area. Ideally, ships would offload 
sufficiently close to FOLs/TAAs to use surface transportation (truck or 
rail) or even self-deploy from the port (for ground forces). Where SPOD 
and employment areas are far apart, however, delivery may require alter-
native modes, including air transport. 

 Pre-positioning ships (in their pre-OIF posture) require some time to move 
from anchorages or steaming locations to SPODs for offload. For exam-
ple, it would take 4 days to move APS-3 from its pre-OIF anchorage at 

                                     
16 Ports must have sufficient space for turning long ships, have appropriate material handling 

equipment, and be serviced by experienced stevedores.  
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Diego Garcia to Kuwait. Another 2–3 days would be required to offload 
the ships. Transporting equipment and materiel from a port to more distant 
operational areas would require some trans-loading operations (involving 
surface or air transport). For some scenarios, such as those examined in 
the 2003 Operational Availability Study, ship delivery of materiel, al-
though faster than deploying from CONUS, may be too slow to have an 
impact on the early phase of the operation. 

Land-Based Pre-positioning 

Although anti-access threats and the uncertainties of political access drive pre-
positioning toward afloat solutions, land-based pre-positioning has two significant 
advantages over afloat pre-positioning. 

 Land pre-positioning can provide a faster force buildup for many contin-
gencies. If located close to the employment area, land-pre-positioning 
could provide combat and logistics capabilities within a few days17 using 
either host nation surface transportation or organic assets. 

 Land pre-positioning is less expensive than afloat pre-positioning when 
considering non-recurring and recurring costs. 

The disadvantages of land-based pre-positioning are that: 

 It is more vulnerable to anti-access threats and political denial and it can 
be “held hostage” to host nation demands. 

 Its operational reach is limited. Without theater air or sealift, land-based 
pre-positioning is limited to areas accessible by road or rail. In many op-
erational regions, especially outside Europe, the potential area for power 
projection by surface means is limited because of poor transportation in-
frastructure and lack of available transportation assets. Afloat pre-
positioning is subject to the same limitations in moving pre-positioned ma-
teriel out from SPODs via surface means, but afloat pre-positioning en-
ables a broader range of employment options for many operational areas. 

The proper mix of afloat and land-based pre-positioning in a global posture de-
pends on particular conditions in the region, such as the political dynamics of host 
nations, the nature of the threat, and the regional geography. 

We will examine optional mixes of pre-positioning by AOR more specifically be-
low (see “Elements of a Pre-positioning Posture”). Both modes of pre-positioning, 
however, face common challenges to effective employment. For example, both 
rely on HNS for infrastructure and in-theater transportation, and both are increas-
                                     

17 The time required is for troops to fly in and marry-up with equipment or for WRM to be 
distributed from FSLs to FOLs. Army doctrine allows 15 days for an entire afloat brigade to be 
downloaded, handed-off, and moved to forward staging areas.  
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ingly reliant on air transportation to provide operational reach for pre-positioned 
capabilities. In the next several sections we examine ways to enhance both modes 
of pre-positioning. 

ENHANCING AFLOAT PRE-POSITIONING 
Afloat pre-positioning can be improved to make it significantly more operation-
ally effective, responsive, survivable, and flexible. 

At-Sea Arrival and Assembly 

Current modes of afloat pre-positioning for Marine Corps and Army unit equip-
ment require equipment to be offloaded on-shore at a secure host nation APOD-
SPOD complex, where unit personnel then marry-up with the equipment and as-
semble for tactical employment. From TAAs, units will either self-deploy directly 
to the operational area or stage to another location using theater lift. The process 
is time consuming and vulnerable to disruption but it can be made more timely, 
responsive, and less vulnerable through the following capabilities.18 

MPF (FUTURE) 

MPF(F) will achieve initial operational capability in 2012 and will provide sig-
nificantly enhanced capabilities over current MPF pre-positioning capabilities: 

 MPF(F) is being designed to function as an afloat platform for inserting 
forces ashore, so it is more flexible than current MPF, which relies on 
fixed SPODs for power projection. 

 Because MPF(F) does not require a fixed SPOD to effect arrival and as-
sembly with equipment, it will be less vulnerable to anti-access threats 
than current MPF platforms. 

 MPF(F) will project power more quickly into some regions than current 
MPF. In the scenario in Figure 4-3, for example, MPF(F) could project a 
MEB ashore 5 days quicker than with current MPF.19 Forces can marry-up 
faster with MPF(F) and move to objective areas more quickly because 
marry-up and assembly will take place afloat as MPF(F) ships are steam-
ing towards the objective area. In addition, the fly-in echelon (FIE) for 
MPF(F) is significantly smaller than for current MPF capabilities. MPF(F) 
does not need as many support personnel because it does not require estab-
lishment of a support structure ashore. 

                                     
18 Several of these capabilities will not be available until after 2012, but a 2010 pre-

positioning posture needs to be flexibly structured to take advantage of these capabilities. 
19 See Appendix B for further discussion. 
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Figure 4-3. Comparison of MPF(Current) and MPF(Future) 

 

Despite its greater capabilities, MPF(F) will have some operational limitations. 
Under current concepts, it will still have a FIE of MEB Marines and selected 
equipment that must be deployed to a regional APOD/SPOD complex and then 
transported to the MPF(F) vessels via MV-22/helicopters or HSVs. Although 
MPF(F) marry-up and assembly will be less vulnerable to attack than current 
MPF operations, it is still subject to interdiction. Also, the capability of the 
MPF(F) for power projection inland is limited by the payload constraints of MV-
22s and CH-53E helicopters. A Marine Corps ground force deployed inland by air 
from an MPF(F) sea base will essentially be a light infantry unit with limited mo-
bility that relies on air and naval power for supporting fires. 

The power projection capabilities of MPF(F) would be greatly improved with ac-
quisition of the Super Short Take-off & Landing Aircraft (SSTOL)—a future de-
sign intratheater aircraft capable of carrying 40 tons for a distance of 3,000 
nautical miles.20 The SSTOL, however, is still in development and unlikely to be 
available in significant numbers until after 2012. 

A major technological challenge for MPF(F) and all future seabasing modes of 
pre-positioning is to solve the problem of transloading cargo from pre-positioning 
                                     

20 The AMCS assumed the following design characteristics for the SSTOL: speed = 380 
knots; range = 3,100–5,100 nautical miles; payload = 36 short tons or 80 passengers. The SSTOL 
can land in a “farmer’s field” in 750 to 1,500 ft. and be used for operational maneuver. No mate-
rial handling equipment is required for off-load. The SSTOL carries both outsize and oversize 
cargo, and has the potential to carry two Army Future Combat System (FCS) vehicles or Marine 
Light Armored Vehicles.   
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platforms to theater sealift in high sea states. Methods for accomplishing rapid 
“skin-to-skin” transfer of MPF(F) capabilities to theater sealift vessels for de-
ployment are being worked. 

MOBILE OFFSHORE BASE 

Another concept being explored to enhance power projection capabilities from sea 
platforms is the mobile offshore base (MOB), a modularly constructed semi-
submersible platform that is designed for stability in high seas. Sections can be 
built in various lengths and when combined have the potential for constructing a 
MOB of approximately 5,000 feet. Some variants are large enough to land aircraft 
and could serve as floating ISBs—with pre-positioned equipment—that could be 
used to deliver SBCT-type units deep inland using SSTOL or more traditional 
theater airlift platforms. (See Figure 4-4.) 

Figure 4-4. Afloat Pre-positioning Using MOBs 

 

One of the main advantages of larger MOBs over MPF(F) as pre-positioning plat-
forms is that unit personnel could be flown directly to the MOB from their home 
base (CONUS or elsewhere) for at-sea marry-up without “transloading” at a 
shore-based APOD for movement to the floating ISB via theater transportation. 

On the other hand, MOBs are an expensive means to project ground combat capa-
bilities. Cost estimates for a single section 1,000-foot MOB exceed $1 billion.21 
                                     

21 The FY 2004-2009 Shipbuilding Budget includes $1.023 billion for procurement of a single 
section MOB. Department of Navy, A Report to Congress on Annual Long-Range Plan for the 
Construction of Naval Vessels. May 2003. 
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They also present several complex engineering problems, move slowly, are non-
stealthy, and constitute a relatively fixed and highly lucrative target that requires 
significant naval forces to protect. The earliest a multiple-section MOB could be 
deployed is 2015.22 

Floating Warehouses/Sustainment Ships 

Both the MPF(F) and MOB platforms can function as afloat logistics bases with 
pre-positioned supplies for sustaining early operations. They are also capable of 
being resupplied for longer duration sustainment. These “floating warehouses” 
could have automated equipment to construct tailored support packages and could 
accommodate airlift and sealift platforms (SSTOL/helicopters and high speed 
theater sealift) to sustain forces ashore. The Army is exploring the requirement for 
floating sustainment ships as elements of Regional Flotillas, which are discussed 
further below. 

There are questions as to how large a force can realistically be sustained with 
floating logistics bases. Supporting an OIF-size ground force from the sea may be 
impractical but as unit capabilities increase, the total size of forces committed in 
future operations could decrease, making sea based logistics support feasible not 
only for small-scale limited operations but also for SDTE and WD operations. 

The primary challenge for sea based logistics is not in building an automated 
floating warehouse (the technologies are commercially available) but in deliver-
ing supplies to forces ashore that are operating at long distances inland. For ex-
ample, Marine Corps HSVs can deliver supplies ashore at shallow ports where 
supplies could be moved inland, but STOM is intended to eliminate the need for 
shore-based logistics by supporting deployed forces directly from the sea through 
air delivery means. The Marine Corps has developed concepts for sustaining 
forces inland beyond the range of MV-22 and CH-53E aircraft using forward arm-
ing and refueling points. However, sustaining a large force inland by air would 
severely stress the air resupply capabilities of current Marine Corps air assets.23 

Sustaining a large ground force from a sea base may require more capable theater 
airlift platforms (e.g., SSTOL) and sea bases that can support air resupply opera-
tions with such aircraft. 

Prolonged sustainment of forces ashore could require replenishment of pre-
positioned logistics ships via resupply ships. The value of sea bases as offshore 
logistics bases increases when the logistics consumption of the deployed force can 
be reduced. Tailoring support packages will help to reduce the amount of supplies 

                                     
22 If SSTOL aircraft are operational, several single-section MOBs could be deployed in sepa-

rate geographical regions. Otherwise, MOB capabilities in 2015 would be limited to one multi-
section MOB operating in a single geographical area.  

23 See, for example, HQ USMC, Studies and Analysis Division. Assault Support Lift Re-
quirements: Quick Response Analysis. March 5, 2003. Appendix B discusses further. 
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to be transported ashore, but these types of packages require logistics information 
systems to anticipate the specific logistics requirements of employed forces. 

Increased Warning 

One of the drawbacks with current afloat pre-positioning is that it could take con-
siderable time for afloat pre-positioned capabilities to reach the operational area. 
For example, as discussed before, APS-3 and MPSRON-2 would take 4-6 days to 
steam from their normal peacetime homeport locations near Diego Garcia to the 
Persian Gulf.24 An additional 10 days could be required to generate MPF and APF 
forces after arrival of the FIEs in the reception, staging, and assembly areas. 
Wargaming and study analyses suggest that afloat pre-positioned capabilities may 
be needed sooner to meet SDTE deployment and operational timelines. 

One way to speed employment of afloat pre-positioned capabilities is to provide 
additional warning time to permit early movement to the objective area. 

Home Porting Closer to Employment Areas 

Another option is to position pre-positioned ships closer to potential operational areas. 

Home porting within the Persian Gulf for SWA situations has been explored on 
several occasions during the last decade. So far, it has not been found viable for a 
variety of reasons, ranging from political friction to the large net explosive weight 
(NEW) of current ammunition ships. Similar challenges exist with finding new 
homeports for pre-positioning ships in Pacific Rim countries. Additional study 
and changing circumstances may lead to more favorable assessments of this option. 

Enhanced Networked Seabasing 

An alternative to home porting is the ENS—a collection of afloat capabilities that 
provide the full spectrum of war fighting functions to members of the sea base, 
including much of the logistics support normally found in a conventional home-
port.25 An ENS operating in the vicinity of the Persian Gulf would offer an alter-
native to closer homeports and would speed force generation for SWA scenarios. 
Making MPSRON-2 and APS-3 part of ENS would increase the MPS and APS 
steaming costs by approximately $6.2 million a year. On the other hand, the APS-
3 Brigade and MPSRON-2 MEB could be available approximately 5 days quicker 
for SDTE or other operations. Similar tradeoffs apply to employing an ENS in the 
western Pacific.26 

                                     
24 See Appendix B. 
25 See Chapter 3 for more details. 
26 See Appendix B. 
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Smaller Pre-positioning Ships 

Current Air Force and Army pre-positioned ammunition and sustainment ships 
have deep drafts (up to 35 feet) that are efficient platforms for storing and deliver-
ing supplies in support of traditional MTW situations.27 However, these ships are 
less effective in supporting the new strategy with its requirement for rapid buildup 
of tailored forces in high anti-access environments that may lack developed deep-
water ports. Bigger munitions ships also place off-load ports at risk because of 
their large NEW. 

Use of smaller pre-positioning ships would enhance support for U.S. defense strategy. 

 Host nations may be more amenable to offloading smaller munitions ships 
within their port complexes because of their reduced NEW. 

 Smaller ships with less draft would be able to use many more ports for off-
load, thereby expanding RCC options and operational reach. For example, 
26 feet-draft ships would have access to significantly more ports in the 
CENTCOM and PACOM AORs (see Figure 4-5). 

Figure 4-5. Number of Ports by Depth: USCENTCOM and USPACOM 
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27 LMSRs, loaded with Army equipment, also draw up to 35 feet, but discussions with LMSR 

ship captains during OIF indicate that ship draft can be reduced by both lightening the fuel load 
and ballasting up, thus potentially reducing LMSR draft to 28 feet or less.  
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 A fleet of several smaller ships vice one large ship would be able to de-
liver munitions faster to fix multiple destinations.28 The possible require-
ment for an additional port handling capability to offload two ships 
simultaneously at two different ports is offset by the increased responsive-
ness and flexibility in support of RCC operational requirements. 

In general, using smaller ships for ammunition and sustainment enhances flexibil-
ity and reduces the operational risk of ship damage or loss in an anti-access envi-
ronment. Moreover, the limited download of Army and Air Force ammunition 
container ships during OIF suggests that munitions requirements for future con-
tingencies may be significantly less than for MTW scenarios, which would permit 
a significantly reduced pre-positioned ammunition footprint. 

Both the Air Force and Army are currently examining options for smaller pre-
positioning ships. As an alternative to the current large Army and Air Force am-
munition ships, MSC has proposed the use of barges positioned in a float-
on/float-off ship during peacetime and capable of carrying 800 twenty-foot con-
tainer equivalent units (TEU). The barges could be moved to SPODs near the op-
erational area during a crisis. The barges could be offloaded in shallow ports and 
the munitions parceled out to deal with multiple overlapping situations. It would 
not be necessary to move 2,000 TEUs on a large pre-positioning ship to a port 
when only 800 TEUs are needed. The Services are also considering replacing 
each large ammunition ship with smaller ships.29 

Operating a larger fleet of smaller munitions ships would be more expensive than 
operating a smaller fleet of larger vessels. For example, the annual cost for two 
smaller ships would be an additional $12.4 million.30 But this investment would 
purchase substantially enhanced capabilities. 

ENHANCING LAND-BASED PRE-POSITIONING 
The Air Force and Army currently rely more on land-based pre-positioning than 
afloat pre-positioning. The Air Force operates from land bases and in most cases 
it takes less time to establish and build up base support capabilities with regional 
land-based pre-positioned WRM (even if WRM must be distributed by air and 
surface means from a land site) than with WRM pre-positioned afloat. 

For the foreseeable future, the Army will continue to assemble forces and project 
power from land bases, and land pre-positioning will support the fastest force 
                                     

28 See Appendix B for further discussion.  
29 A third option is to pre-position munitions and equipment on fast shallow draft ships (e.g., 

TSV-type vessels), which could quickly deliver pre-positioned materiel to land-ISBs or FOLs that 
have access to seaports. TSVs (in the numbers required) may be too expensive to be used as pre-
positioning vessels, but they could be used to quickly deliver materiel pre-positioned on large 
“mother” ships (anchored or steaming in safe waters) to shallower ports that are not accessible to 
larger pre-positioning ships.  

30 See Appendix B. 
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buildup when pre-positioned materiel is located near the objective area. Land pre-
positioning loses some of its advantage in responsiveness if the objective area is 
distant from the pre-positioning site, but even in these cases, land pre-positioning 
can still be more responsive than afloat pre-positioning. 

The challenge for both Air Force and Army land-based pre-positioning is to iden-
tify locations that provide maximum operational flexibility (“coverage”) and sur-
vivability against anti-access threats and then to obtain host nation approval for 
establishing the sites. The solutions to this challenge are similar for both the Air 
Force and Army and they create opportunities, as discussed below, for leveraging 
their pre-positioning infrastructures. 

Air Force Flex-Basing 

In accordance with its new flex-basing strategy and OSD guidance on future bas-
ing, the Air Force is examining candidate locations for FOLs and FSLs and where 
to pre-position WRM to optimize support of future operations.31 

The most effective posture is one that relies on pre-positioning at both forward 
locations and regional hubs (see Figure 4-6). Pre-positioning at selected forward 
locations within refueled range of targets would allow the Air Force to begin op-
erations immediately upon arrival of reinforcing aircraft or after quick reposition-
ing of WRM to FOLs suitably located for the particular operation. 

Pre-positioning of WRM at regional hubs in secure, defended locations could 
support longer range systems (e.g., bombers) and provide additional flexibility for 
WRM distribution throughout a region. Regional hubs could also serve as logis-
tics bases for Air Force maintenance capabilities and pre-positioning sites for the 
other Military Services. 

                                     
31 RAND is assisting the Air Force in examining new FSL basing options and determining op-

timal locations and allocation of WRM with the aim of reducing theater transportation require-
ments and minimizing total build-up time.  See RAND (Project Air Force). Evaluation of WRM 
Allocation for CENTAF (October 2002); and RAND (Project Air Force), Evaluation of Munitions 
and WRM Forward Support Locations (October 2002).  
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Figure 4-6. Flex-Basing and WRM Pre-positioning 

 
 
Andersen Air Force Base, Guam, and Ramstein Air Force Base, Germany could 
serve as hubs within the PACOM and EUCOM AORs, respectively.32 Finding a 
suitable hub in the CENTCOM AOR is more difficult because of the political 
sensitivities of many nations in the region to hosting U.S. forces and because of 
the future vulnerability of many host nations (e.g., Qatar) to anti-access attacks. 
Diego Garcia is too crowded to expand into a land pre-positioning hub. 

In addition to enhancing flexibility and survivability, hubs offer the opportunity to 
relocate WRM from CONUS closer to potential operating areas, thereby reducing 
the number of air sorties required in a deployment and speeding force closure. 
Primarily because of cost, the Air Force maintains a large amount of WRM in 
CONUS for deployment to a theater of operations in a crisis.33 CONUS-stored 
WRM also gives the Air Force the flexibility to support a range of operations 
around the world. The downside to CONUS-basing of WRM is that it adds to the 
airlift requirement and results in a longer buildup of critical Air Force capabilities 
in the theater of operations. 

Pre-OIF operational planning envisioned that the Air Force would be air lifting 
substantial amounts of WRM into the theater of operations early in the flow to 
establish the airbridge and support early air operations. As the Air Force updates 
its planning to reflect the new defense strategy and increases in warfighting capa-
bilities, the amount of WRM needed to support future air operations may shrink, 
                                     

32 As China and other potential adversaries field longer-range missile systems, the survivabil-
ity of regional hubs at Guam and elsewhere will decline, but CONUS locations could also become 
more vulnerable.   

33 Given its program priorities, Air Force budgets are insufficient to buy additional equipment 
for storage at multiple FSLs. 
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reducing the amount of WRM that would need to be transported from CONUS to 
a theater of operations during a crisis deployment. 

Even with downward adjustments, however, the requirement for WRM could still 
be significant and pre-positioning WRM at hubs such as Guam and Ramstein 
could reduce airlift requirements and speed joint force closure for operations in 
NEA and SWA, respectively. For example, deployment of a representative pack-
age from Guam to Japan would require 50 percent fewer C-17 aircraft than de-
ployment from CONUS, for a given required delivery date, while deployment of 
such materiel from Germany to SWA would require 42 percent fewer aircraft 
compared to delivery from CONUS34 (see Figure 4-7). The cost of regional WRM 
pre-positioning would be the one-time transportation of WRM to the new location 
and any maintenance and facilities differential cost/savings at the new site com-
pared to CONUS basing. 

Figure 4-7. WRM Pre-positioning and Airlift Utilization 

 

Army Land Pre-positioning 

Because future operational areas are unpredictable and the anti-access threat is 
becoming increasingly more severe, the Army will need to adjust its land-based 
pre-positioning posture to make it more flexible, survivable, and responsive. 

Pre-positioning at forward locations will still be needed to quickly expand in-
place capabilities to meet predictable threats in regions where the Army maintains 
a significant forward presence, such as in Korea. The Army also has a require-
ment for additional pre-positioning sites that can serve as ISBs for quick power 
projection by air or sea within a potential area of conflict. Qatar, which was the 
                                     

34 See Appendix B. 
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home site for an APS-5 brigade, is a potential ISB for CENTCOM contingencies. 
In the not-too-distant future, however, Qatar (indeed all countries on the Arabian 
peninsula) could fall within the missile range of a regional hostile power. There is 
a requirement, therefore, for additional ISBs with pre-positioning capabilities that 
would be more secure against enemy missile attack. These ISBs may actually be 
situated outside the potential theater of operations (e.g., in Italy and Eastern 
Europe), but they would save considerable time in deployment compared to de-
ploying capabilities from CONUS. As discussed below, Guam and Constanza 
(Romania) are potential new pre-positioning sites that could serve as relatively 
secure ISBs for projecting Army capabilities in the PACOM and 
EUCOM/CENTCOM AORs. 

A posture comprised of forward pre-positioning sites and regional ISB pre-
positioning sites would give the Army additional flexibility and survivability 
against future threats. (Figure 4-8 depicts an illustrative land pre-positioning pos-
ture with 1,000 nautical mile circles indicating the range of fully loaded C-130 
aircraft. The Army’s goal is that both SBCTs and OF UAs will be C-130 trans-
portable.) Regional pre-positioning sites could also serve as hubs for storing Air 
Force bare base assets and joint common support items, including ammunition. 
Further, they could have maintenance and storage capabilities for support opera-
tions and provide life support after pre-positioned materiel has been drawn or dis-
tributed—as was the case in both Kuwait and Qatar during OIF. As a result, all 
new construction proposals should address the multiple role of these facilities up-
front by planning, for example, for extensive shower and latrine facilities or con-
struction to accommodate rapidly deployable Depot Forward Repair Activities. 

Figure 4-8. Illustrative Land Pre-positioning Sites 
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WHAT NEEDS TO BE PRE-POSITIONED—EMPLOYING 
THE RIGHT FORCES 

As military forces transform with new operational concepts, organizations, and 
technology, pre-positioning must be structured to provide those capabilities that 
are needed early in a fight before arrival of ships from CONUS. 

Marine Corps 

To more effectively conduct STOM in the future, the Marine Corps is developing 
MPF(F) platforms and fielding other STOM enabling capabilities, such as the 
MV-22. It will also continue modernizing MEB equipment—for example, replac-
ing the Amphibious Assault Vehicle with the Advanced Amphibious Assault Ve-
hicle—to improve MEB mobility, firepower, and sustainment. Marine Corps 
documents indicate, however, that the basic structure of a MEB and its equipment 
types will remain essentially the same for the foreseeable future. In addition, the 
kinds of equipment and materiel that is pre-positioned on MPF ships will also re-
main basically the same over the next 10 years, although new storage and packag-
ing techniques and material handling equipment technology will enable faster 
offload and more tailored capability packages.35 

Air Force 

Air Force pre-positioning in 2010 will also look about the same as it does today in 
terms of what is pre-positioned. The major changes in the Air Force posture will 
involve new land pre-positioning locations and configurations of afloat pre-
positioned capabilities. In addition to pre-positioning additional bare base WRM 
forward at regional locations (as discussed above), pre-positioning selected MHE 
at enroute bases could also reduce airlift requirements for establishing the air-
bridge early in an operation, although further analysis is needed to determine the 
specific cost-benefits of pre-positioning MHE at specific locations compared to 
air sorties saved. Depending on the severity of future threats to forward-located 
land pre-positioning sites, it also may be beneficial to move some pre-positioned 
bare base capabilities from CONUS land sites to ships. Such a shift would save 
air sorties and provide more survivable pre-positioned capabilities than land pre-
positioning, but would require theater transportation to deploy capabilities from 
SPODs to operational locations. 

                                     
35 Historically, the USMC has adopted some Army equipment (e.g., the M-1 tank) that also 

meets its missions. As the Army fields transformational systems, the USMC will need to deter-
mine its equipment requirements and either leverage Army-developed equipment or “go it alone.” 
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Army 

The Army faces the biggest challenge regarding the future shape of pre-
positioning—not only location and mode, but also the capabilities to be pre-
positioned. 

The centerpiece of the Army’s pre-positioning program over the next 10 years 
will remain the pre-positioning of heavy Current Force combat equipment at bri-
gade and below levels ashore in the APS-2, APS-4, and APS-5 sets and afloat in 
APS-3. As the Army transforms, selected light brigades in its force structure will 
be replaced by SBCTs; four SBCTs will be operational by 2010. Objective Force 
Units of Action could begin replacing armor and mechanized battalions in 2013. 
The Army currently has no plans for pre-positioning Stryker vehicles or OF unit 
equipment, but pre-positioning at least some SBCT/OF CS/CSS equipment would 
contribute to meeting the rapid force closure timelines demanded by U.S defense 
strategy. 

PRE-POSITIONING STRYKER EQUIPMENT 

A major Army deployment goal is to deploy a brigade in 96 hours (measured after 
“wheels up”). Pre-positioning selected SBCT equipment could help considerably 
to achieve that force closure objective. SBCT equipment could be pre-positioned 
at secure locations that serve as ISBs where troops would quickly marry-up with 
their equipment. SBCTs could then either self-deploy to their tactical operational 
areas or be transported via theater airlift or high-speed intra-theater sealift. 

Pre-positioning Stryker vehicles and critical ISR equipment that embody sophisti-
cated technologies may not be fiscally affordable during initial SBCT fielding (a 
Stryker Brigade’s worth of equipment will cost approximately $1.5 billion). Buy-
ing extra sets of higher technology vehicles would be expensive and such systems 
would need to be periodically replaced with upgraded versions. As Stryker system 
design stabilizes, however, pre-positioning SBCT unit equipment may become a 
more affordable option for achieving rapid force closures than acquiring addi-
tional airlift platforms. 

One nearer term option is to pre-position equipment for an SBCT battalion or lar-
ger unit afloat in the PACOM AOR and resource the unit by under resourcing the 
active CONUS brigades. This approach increases risks to the operational forces in 
their training cycles but it would speed SBCT force deployment. It also would 
maintain current programmed equipment procurement schedules without addi-
tional costs. 

PRE-POSITIONING SBCT CS/CSS EQUIPMENT 

An alternative to pre-positioning an entire set of SBCT equipment is to pre-
position selected CS/CSS equipment, most of which is Current Force equipment 
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that is common with other Army units.36 Current estimates indicate that the 
Stryker BCT will weigh 14,250 short tons. Its logistics tail, including the Brigade 
Support Battalion and higher-level CSS “slice,” totals 4,080 short tons. Pre-
positioning this equipment would reduce the airlift requirement for deployment of 
the SBCT by 90 C-17 sorties and reduce the FIE of the SBCT to 10,170 tons, 
which approaches the 10,000-ton limit that USTRANSCOM states as the realistic 
threshold for deploying the SBCT within the Army’s goal of 96 hours.37 Addi-
tionally, the “saved” C-17 sorties could be applied to move other required capa-
bilities earlier in the warfight, and presumably assist in reaching termination  
objectives. 

Pre-positioning SBCT CS/CSS equipment would be particularly effective in situa-
tions where the SBCT would assemble at an ISB and then self-deploy over land or 
on fast sealift to the objective area from the ISB, as illustrated in Figure 4-9 where 
the SBCT is deployed to “Objective Area A.” Pre-positioned CS/CSS equipment 
would be less effective in reducing airlift demands in situations where CS/CSS 
capabilities must be deployed by air to the objective area. Figure 4-4 illustrates 
such a case where both Stryker units and CS/CSS units would be deployed by air 
from separate origins directly into the objective area (“Objective Area B”) with-
out RSOI at an ISB and the pre-positioned CSS would be moved by theater lift to 
the Objective Area. Even in this case, however, the airlift requirement for deploy-
ing the SBCT would be less demanding—in terms of numbers and types of air-
craft—than deploying the entire SBCT from CONUS or a strategically distant 
base because theater airlift could be used to deploy the pre-positioned CS/CSS 
capabilities vice strategic airlift, which would be used to deploy the combat units. 

                                     
36 The Army Research Division of the RAND Arroyo Center has examined several options for 

reducing SBCT deployment time, including pre-positioning tactical wheeled vehicles (about 10 
percent of  SBCT equipment costs) and sustainment at both afloat and fixed sites. See Eric Peltz 
and John Halliday. Strategic Responsiveness: Rapid Deployment of Mission Tailored Capabilities 
for Prompt Power Projection. 2002.   

37 See Appendix B.  
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Figure 4-9. CS/CSS Pre-positioning for SBCT/Objective Force 
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PRE-POSITIONING OF OBJECTIVE FORCE UA/UE EQUIPMENT 

The Objective Force is being designed specifically to deploy by air directly into 
an objective area from CONUS or other strategic location (“operational maneuver 
from strategic distances”) without relying on RSOI. Objective Force units could 
also be deployed, either by air or as a ground advance, from a regional ISB. In 
either case, Objective Force units are designed for surprise, quick insertion to take 
advantage of enemy mal-deployments and positional vulnerabilities. 

The Objective Force potentially represents a substantial enhancement to Army 
capabilities, but it raises the same deployment issues as the SBCT. Current design 
configurations of the UA Increment 1 (Threshold) indicate that it will weigh more 
than 15,128 tons and require 340 C-17 sorties to deploy by air. A large amount of 
CS/CSS equipment for the UA and Unit of Employment (UE) will be current 
equipment or modernized equipment that is common with other Army CS/CSS 
units. Pre-positioning common tactical CS/CSS vehicles from the UA, such as 
High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWV), Family of Medium 
Tactical Vehicles (FMTV), and Heavy Expanded Mobility Tactical Trucks 
(HEMTT), would reduce the UA airlift requirement by 134 C-17 sorties—a “sav-
ings” that equates to the strategic airlift required for 9 - 10 fighter squadrons and 
could be used to move critical later deploying forces earlier in the SDTE war-
fight.38 A reduction of this size increases the likelihood of deploying the UA in 96 

                                     
38 See Appendix B. 



Analysis and Assessment 

 4-29  

hours, even under extreme conditions, and will reduce demands on airlift during 
future SDTEs. 

As with the SBCT, airlift will be needed to deploy pre-positioned Objective Force 
CS/CSS capabilities in some situations, but the airlift requirement is less demand-
ing than non-pre-positioning options. 

MULTIPURPOSE CS/CSS 

CS/CSS equipment in general is a good candidate for pre-positioning because it is 
heavy and bulky, and cannot be moved easily by air.39 Pre-positioning selected 
general purpose echelon-above-brigade CS/CSS equipment at key locations 
would enable the Army to logistically support combat forces—whether Current 
Force armor-mechanized brigades, SBCTs, or OF UAs—as soon as they are de-
ployed. 

Before OIF, the Army had substantial amounts of echelon-above-brigade CS/CSS 
equipment pre-positioned ashore in Qatar and afloat (APS-3). For OIF, the Army 
deployed substantial additional amounts of CS/CSS equipment from CONUS to 
support theater-opening requirements and to provide capabilities (for example, 
transportation, material handling, fuel and water distribution, and engineer) to as-
sist in RSOI and support operational maneuver. (These CS/CSS capabilities are 
critical for setting the stage for successful combat operations.) Although there was 
sufficient time in OIF to augment in-place CS/CSS capabilities, future buildups 
may need to be conducted more quickly. 

It makes little sense to invest heavily in pre-positioning combat brigade equip-
ment and then delay employment of such capabilities until CS/CSS arrives by 
ship. Pre-positioning CS/CSS regionally to support Joint Task Force operations 
will allow tailored, scalable forces to sustain a variety of joint combat operations, 
to include extending the operational range of Marine Corps MEBs and supporting 
deployed SOF. The Army has recognized the shortfall in pre-positioned CS/CSS 
equipment and is revising its pre-positioning strategy to address this issue. As an 
element of its strategy, the Army is considering pre-positioning existing Reserve 
Component CS/CSS equipment as a low-cost option for enhancing CS/CSS capa-
bilities in support of future operations. 

As the United States expands its military presence in Eastern Europe and the EAL 
and reconstitutes its pre-positioning posture in SWA, pre-positioning CS/CSS unit 
equipment at key locations would enhance the ability of the Military Services and 
RCCs to execute rapid force buildups for operations throughout the “arc of instability.” 

                                     
39 For example, six of the ten heaviest Army unit types are engineering and transportation 

units. See Logistics Management Institute, Reducing the Early Demand of Strategic Lift. 
AR931R4. February 2002.  
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SOF Pre-positioning 

A requirement for SOF pre-positioning exists but it has not been fully defined to 
reflect new U.S. defense strategy and lessons from OIF. Nonetheless, several is-
sues are relevant to developing a future SOF pre-positioning posture: 

 Do SOF need a dedicated logistic support structure during the deployment 
and initial operational phases of a crisis? 

 How should pre-positioned base operating support (BOS) be configured 
for SOF? 

 What is the best mix of shore-based and afloat pre-positioning for SOF? 

 Do SOF pre-positioned capabilities need more visibility in the Military 
Service’s program and budget processes? 

SOF LOGISTICS SUPPORT 

SOF pre-positioning must be viewed within the context of the larger issue of roles 
and responsibilities for SOF logistics support. A major challenge in ensuring lo-
gistics support for SOF operations is that USSOCOM’s Title 10 authority is lim-
ited to acquisition of SOF unique items only. For both common logistics items 
and operational logistics support, deployed SOF generally rely on the Military 
Services’ and theater logistics systems.40 The type and nature of the support varies 
from theater to theater. 

In the past, deployed SOF have experienced shortfalls in CSS and BOS capabili-
ties during deployment and the initial stages of combat operations. Most of these 
shortfalls have occurred because of slow response times from theater support ac-
tivities and incorrect phasing of logistics stocks into the theater to support SOF. 
As SOF force structure and its role in U.S. defense strategy expands, its logistics 
support requirements will also increase. 

USSOCOM will need to work closely with the Military Services to identify logis-
tics requirements and coordinate the provision of logistics support, including pre-
positioned logistics support, through joint theater logistics management (JTLM) 
organizations and, where applicable, Executive Agents in the Military Services. 
Both Army CS/CSS pre-positioned capabilities and Marine MPF(F) platforms 
could provide SOF much of the common logistics support they require. Army and 
Marine Corps pre-positioned logistics support, however, must be made more 

                                     
40 With the exception of some Army SOF units, SOF do not deploy with any significant CSS 

capability. In the Army, the Special Operations Support Command, a subordinate unit of the 
Army’s Special Operations Command, provides interim supply and communications support pri-
marily to deployed Army SOF until theater systems can assume the support role. Support pack-
ages range from 4 to 100 personnel. 
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flexibly employable and quickly available to SOF for SSCs as well as SDTE and 
WD operations. 

SOF PRE-POSITIONING REQUIREMENTS 

USSOCOM maintains Joint Operating Stocks (JOS) of unique SOF materiel and 
equipment.41 In recent years, that program has almost doubled and now includes 
some common stocks, mostly tailored BOS sets. JOS stocks, which are located in 
CONUS, provide a great deal of flexibility to SOF units and planners.42 The mate-
riel is accessible, well maintained, available for training, and easily tailored to 
meet specific mission requirements within hours. 

USSOCOM has traditionally favored drawing materiel from JOS rather than from 
forward positioned materiel because missions change quickly and access to pre-
deployed, theater stocks can be difficult and time consuming. USSOCOM now 
believes that more materiel needs to be pre-positioned forward and that theater 
pre-positioned stocks earmarked for SOF should be uniquely coded, stored sepa-
rately from other theater pre-positioned materiel, assessable for quick movement, 
and provided by theater Executive Agents, contractors, or through host nation 
agreements. 

In 2000, the Sverdrup Corporation conducted a comprehensive study and analysis 
of USSOCOM’s worldwide pre-positioning requirements. This study, which takes 
the Theater Special Operations Command perspective, was derived from the pre-
vious 2-MTW national defense strategy. The study and the identified require-
ments continue to have widespread support in the USSOCOM community within 
the context of the new strategy. For example: 

 SOCCENT concurs that up to 75 percent of the identified oversized and 
outsized cargo deployed by strategic air could be pre-positioned. 

 SOCCENT concurs that several SOF Standard Ammunition Movement 
Packages, which require 10 to 12 C-5 sorties to deliver, could be pre-
positioned. 

 USCENTCOM and USPACOM have validated pre-positioning equipment 
requirements for SOCCENT/AFSOC and SOCPAC/AFSOC, respectively 
(typically common-user equipment such as trucks, ammunition, and supplies). 

Of particular concern to the SOF community are requirements for BOS. During 
discussions with USSOCOM, SOF Component Commands, and Theater SOC, we 
found a consensus that deploying SOF need small BOS packages that are easily 

                                     
41 JOS is a USSOCOM program for centrally maintaining authorized Major Force Program 11 

materiel and equipment and to temporarily issue it, as needed, to SOF units once they receive de-
ployment notification. JOS is located at the Special Operations Support Activity in Lexington, 
Kentucky, and managed by the USSOCOM Directorate of Logistics. 

42 As the term is used in this report, SOCOM JOS are not “pre-positioned” stocks.  
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deployed with a unit or are forward-deployed and designated for SOF. The issue 
is one of timeliness and tailoring BOS capabilities to SOF’s austere support “cul-
ture.” The Military Service’s (primarily Army and Air Force) pre-positioned BOS 
capabilities are large scale with relatively long lead-times for deployment and set-
up. In contrast, SOF requirements are small with short lead-times. A typical de-
ployment lead-time for many SOF units can be less than 24 hours. Obtaining BOS 
materiel from theater stocks means that SOF units will have an unspecified wait 
for BOS support after deployment. During OEF, for example, deployed SOF 
waited 3 weeks before BOS arrived. To enhance SOF BOS, AFSOC is purchasing 
eight “tailored” 150-person shelters and command and control sets. Another op-
tion for providing SOF BOS is through use of AFSBs. 

MODE OF PRE-POSITIONING 

The location and mode of pre-positioning is a concern to USSOCOM because of 
requirements for flexible employment of pre-positioned materiel and its need to 
be available early in an operation in a manner that minimizes U.S. signature and 
footprint within the area of operations. To support SOF operations, SOF pre-
positioning must be quickly available and stealthy. 

Afloat pre-positioning is especially useful for supporting SOF operations because it 
is independent of host nation restrictions and their “need to know.” The rapid recon-
figuration of the USS Kitty Hawk into an AFSB for use in OEF is a good example 
of the utility of afloat platforms in support of SOF operations. Converted Trident 
missile submarines could also be used as stealth SOF pre-positioning platforms. 

VISIBILITY OF SOF PRE-POSITIONING REQUIREMENTS IN THE PROGRAMMING AND 
BUDGET PROCESS 

In March 2001, the Joint Staff J4 completed a Joint Warfighting Capabilities As-
sessment of SOF’s requirements for pre-positioning. The purpose of this study 
was to determine the placement of assets for SOF to respond worldwide to the full 
spectrum of conflict. At the time of the study, USSOCOM was working the vali-
dation, approval, and resourcing for 10 Operational Project Stocks (OPROJs), to 
be resourced and managed by the Military Services. The study urged that the 
OPROJ be approved and resourced by the Military Services. During the past 2 
years, the total resourcing bill has increased to $212 million, but as of January 
2003 the Military Services had only funded 17 percent of the requirement (see 
Table 4-2). 
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Table 4-2. SOF Pre-positioned Operational Stocks 

Service Requirement Cost Service Obligated Unprogrammed Resourced 

USASOC     
ARCENT AMC-PFY $15,674,764 $15,674,764 $0 100% 
USAEUR AMC-PWL $19,899,257 $404,706 $19,494,551 2% 
USARPAC AMC-PF9 $7,004,054 $274,384 $6,729,670 4% 
Global (75th Rgrs) AMC-PWK $9,154,232 $635,582 $8,518,650 7% 
AMMO $23,376,698 $3,663,446 $19,713,252 16% 

Army Subtotal $75,109,005 $20,652,882 $54,456,123 27% 
AFSOC     
PACAF      

Equipment $5,420,516 $905,411 $4,515,105 17% 
Vehicles $4,251,628 $705,530 $3,546,098 17% 

CENTAF     
Equipment $4,434,052 $977,614 $3,456,438 22% 
Vehicles $3,752,697 $2,104,877 $1,647,820 56% 

Air Force Subtotal $17,858,893 $4,693,432 $13,165,461 26% 
NAVSPECWARCOM     
PS2 (CENTCOM) $22,930,000 $10,480,000 $12,450,000 46% 
PSK (PACOM) $19,890,000 $0 $19,890,000 0% 
PSE (EUCOM) $19,890,000 $0 $19,890,000 0% 
TA77 GLOBAL/CONUS $56,220,000 $0 $56,220,000 0% 

Navy Subtotal $118,930,000 $10,480,000 $108,450,000 17% 
Total $211,897,898 $35,826,314 $176,071,584 17% 

Note: SOF Pre-positioning Operational Project Stocks as of January 2003. 

 
One reason that the SOF OPROJs remain unfunded is that there is insufficient 
visibility of SOF’s pre-positioning requirements in Military Service programming 
and budget deliberations; they fall below the “cut line” before senior staff conduct 
Program Objective Memoranda and Budget reviews. Another reason, however, 
has been disconnects in communicating USSOCOM program requirements to the 
Military Services in the formal programming and budget process. 

OBTAINING THE MOST FROM PRE-POSITIONING 
The Military Services have invested heavily in pre-positioning capabilities over 
the past 30 years and will continue to invest additional sums to fully support the 
new defense strategy. A pre-positioning posture, however, consists of much more 
than simply placing materiel in forward locations. To obtain the full benefits from 
pre-positioning, capabilities must be quickly available, at hand and ready; deploy-
ing units must be trained on and familiar with the pre-positioned equipment; and 
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the infrastructure must be ready to quickly offload equipment, receive incoming 
units and personnel, and expand to support operations. 

Pre-positioned Equipment Modernization and Shortages 

Operational availability is a function of rapid force closure and the level of unit 
modernization. As noted earlier, unlike the Marine Corps, which keeps the most 
modern equipment in the “first to fight” sets, the Army maintains equipment in its 
APS program until the equipment is cycled out of the Army system. This practice 
results in equipment in Army pre-positioned sets often being less modern than 
that used by units that would employ the equipment.43 Table 4-3 illustrates some 
of the disparities between pre-positioned and unit equipment on a recent draw of 
equipment from SWA APS sets in preparation for OIF. 

The consequences of not modernizing pre-positioned sets are that the force 
buildup is delayed either because (1) units need to “train down” to the pre-
positioned equipment, which shifts their organizational focus from the upcoming 
engagement to basic operational training, or (2) more modern equipment must be 
deployed from CONUS.44 If additional equipment is deployed by sea, operational 
employment could be delayed several weeks. Air deployment may not be feasible 
for some equipment and in any case would divert lift assets from other missions, 
thereby slowing the overall force buildup. 

The Army’s most modern and capable forces are “digitized.” In the future, to en-
sure that the Army goes into battle with its best forces, pre-positioned equipment 
must also be digitized or units must be able to rapidly install that capability with 
relatively low cost pre-mounted kits. OIF demonstrated the value of one of the 
main benefits of digitization—battlefield situational awareness—which was 
achieved through Blue Force Tracker and Mobile Tracking System. The creation 
of a Joint Common Operating Picture providing full battlefield situational aware-
ness would be facilitated if the Marine Corps were to follow the Army lead in 
preparing to receive this capability on their pre-positioned equipment. 

 

                                     
43 The Army currently prioritizes unit set fielding above APS vice following a traditional De-

partment of the Army Master Priority List under a traditional Army FLOW model. Fielding to 
APS prior to selected active Army and reserve components units will not increase the budget, but 
rather redistribute readiness to forward positioned resources. As an example of the impact, during 
OIF the Army issued a 20 ton International Harvester Dump Truck (X44403, serial # GGB13690) 
The vehicle entered the POMCUS program in 1976 and transferred between POMCUS sites, then 
to APS-3, and then to APS-5.  The dump truck’s odometer read 489 miles, but the manufacturer is 
out of business. Repair parts are limited in the military supply system, and the lengthy storage 
took its toll on the rubberized parts. The vehicle broke down during convoy movements and was 
left behind.  

44 In the buildup to OIF, some units drew old trucks with manual transmissions and soldiers 
had to learn how to drive them, burning out many clutches as a result. Other units such as artillery 
and infantry units deployed with newer equipment from home stations rather than drawing older 
models. 
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Table 4-3. APS Equipment Modernization Disparities 

Impact Equipment Description APS Equipment Active Army Modernized Remarks* 

Main Battle Tank M1A1HA M1A1/2 SEP Digital Command & Control; 
Improved Fightability Lethality; 
Integrated Engagement Sighting System

Scout Vehicle M3A2 M3A3 or M3A2 ODS Enhanced Command & Control 
Greater lethality 
Improved fire control system 
GPS position Navigation System 

Fighting Vehicle M2A2 M2A3 or M2A2 ODS Enhanced Command & Control 
Greater lethality 
Improved fire control system 
GPS position Navigation System 
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Multiple Launch Rocket 
System 

M270 M270A1 Improved fire control system; 
Improved launcher mechanical system;
Extend range rocket (ER-MLRS) 

Armor Personnel  
Carrier 

M113A2 M113A3 Upgrade propulsion system (trobo-
charged engine and new  
transmission) 
Greatly improved driver controls (yoke 
vice lateral steering) 

Fire Support Vehicle M981A1 M7 BFISTV Upgraded from the M113A2 family of 
vehicles 

Tactical Truck M35 Series LMTV Automatic Transmission; 
New vehicle fleet with reduced MTBF; 
Readily available parts and increased 
reliability 
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Medium Tactical Truck M800 Series FMTV Automatic Transmission; 
New vehicle fleet with reduced MTBF; 
Readily available parts and increased 
reliability 

*Enhanced capabilities of modernized equipment. 

 
Another issue that can significantly undermine the contribution of pre-positioning 
to operational availability are shortages in pre-positioned stocks. However, opera-
tional experience with drawing pre-positioning equipment in preparation for OIF 
revealed significant shortages in pre-positioned equipment stocks. For example, 
because of shortages of HMMWVs in the APS-5 sets, deploying units had to 
transport these vehicles from home stations. 

As of November 2002, the Air Force also had significant shortages in pre-
positioned WRM in base operating equipment and vehicles (see Table 4-4). For 
example, less than half of the authorized WRM vehicles were on hand. Even be-
fore OIF, a significant amount of Air Force WRM was in current use and required 
extensive refurbishment before supporting future operations. The capability of 
Harvest Eagle/Harvest Falcon sets has been degraded by constant use and set re-
constitution has been delayed with the result that most sets are in poor readiness 
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condition. Before OIF, the Harvest Eagle/Harvest Falcon program had an un-
funded shortfall of about $433.5 million. OIF supplemental funding eliminated 
some of the shortfall but the program is still $231 million short. 

The price of not refurbishing regionally located pre-positioned WRM and filling 
known shortfalls is that WRM would need to be deployed from CONUS or other 
locations to make up for shortages. In SDTE-type situations, most of the WRM 
fill would need to be transported by air to meet DPG-established deployment 
timelines and could consume substantial airlift sorties. By bringing pre-positioned 
WRM stocks up to authorized levels, the Air Force could save a significant num-
ber of strategic air sorties that could be used to speed closure of other Air Force or 
Joint Force capabilities. 

Table 4-4. Shortages in Air Force WRM Vehicles (November 2002) 

 

Maintenance Levels of Pre-positioned Equipment 

Pre-positioned equipment is stored either on controlled humidity ships or in con-
trolled humidity warehouses. For the Army, with the exception of the APS-5 set 
in Kuwait, the equipment is maintained in deep storage with a 3-year maintenance 
cycle. The equipment stored in APS-5 Kuwait has received regular use with re-
gional training exercises and is maintained both before and after a unit draw in 
ready-for-issue condition. With the shift in DoD global posture to rotational bas-
ing of units at more austere forward operating locations, future land-based pre-
positioning is more likely to resemble that of the APS-5 brigade set. 

This kind of active pre-positioning will increase maintenance demands and be 
more costly than deep storage arrangements. On the other hand, it will increase 
readiness of APS equipment and provide a larger trained in-place maintenance 
workforce to support a buildup of pre-positioned capabilities during a crisis. 
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Maintenance of afloat pre-positioning materiel creates additional burdens. It is 
more difficult to conduct maintenance on afloat pre-positioned equipment than 
shore-based equipment. Recent experience with downloading pre-positioning 
ships in preparation for OIF highlights the need for quick fixes on equipment that 
is stored for a prolonged period of time. A looser stowage combined with a more 
active shipboard maintenance program, shorter deployment times, or regularly 
planned exercises would increase readiness at download. 

The Army has established Logistical Support Elements (LSE) to provide immedi-
ate maintenance for pre-positioned equipment where regional support bases are 
not located. An LSE was deployed in OIF, but the unit was not initially structured 
or resourced to accomplish its mission.45 Based on lessons learned from offload-
ing the first APS ship (USNS Watkins), LSE capabilities were expanded and suc-
cessfully prepared equipment for the invasion of Iraq. In general, deploying units 
found pre-positioned equipment in better condition than their home-garrison 
equipment. 

Role of Contractors in Pre-positioned Equipment Maintenance 

The Army and Air Force rely primarily on contractors for maintenance of pre-
positioned equipment. This approach is cost effective for peacetime maintenance 
and poses no operational risks. DPG, however, envisions very rapid force build-
ups that will require a surge of maintenance capabilities to quickly prepare 
equipment for arriving personnel. For security reasons, contractors performing 
this maintenance will need to be U.S. citizens, who will have to be quickly de-
ployed into the theater of operations in advance of unit personnel. Whether con-
tractors can reliably provide such surge maintenance capabilities or whether 
military personnel should perform the maintenance needs to be explored in more 
depth. Relying on a limited number of large contracts would enhance rapid con-
tractor support by providing the contractor the ability to rapidly flex its workforce 
to support operations when and where personnel are needed. 

Training 

Achieving a rapid force buildup with pre-positioned equipment is a complex 
process that must be rehearsed in realistic field training exercises (FTX) that 
simulate rapid force buildups. 

The Military Services routinely plan and execute various FTXs to develop, main-
tain, and improve their pre-positioning capabilities. The Air Force, for example, 
employs WRM whenever it conducts overseas training exercises at FOLs or unit 
rotations. However, because of host nation concerns about the NEW of ammunition 
ships, the Air Force does not practice offloading pre-positioned munitions ships. 

                                     
45 Army Materiel Command, Equipping the Warfighter: Operation Iraqi Freedom. May 2003.  
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The Marine Corps conducts a download exercise of at least one ship per MPS 
squadron every year. The equipment is downloaded, transferred to a MAGTF, ex-
ercised in a field environment, regenerated, and reloaded. 

The Army’s program to exercise pre-positioning capabilities is not as robust. The 
REFORGER exercise series was terminated at the end of the Cold War and only 
one similar APS exercise (Vigilant Warrior in 1994) has been conducted for the 
current program. Other than the Intrinsic Action program, in which units draw 
equipment from the APS-5 set to train, and the download training exercises lead-
ing up to OIF, the Army does not exercise with pre-positioned equipment. It con-
ducts a Brigade Inspection and Reconnaissance Program (BIREP) exercise for 
ships returning to Naval Weapons Station Charleston, South Carolina, for equip-
ment maintenance cycles. In that exercise, a unit set is inspected and hand-off 
procedures are tested. The Army does not, however, exercise the system in a real-
istic simulated operational environment under pressured deployment timelines. 

The Army would benefit significantly from exercising its pre-positioned equip-
ment in a field environment prior to the maintenance cycle. If feasible, these ex-
panded BIREPs should be conducted in a potential theater of operation. 

Capability-Based Infrastructure 

Pre-positioning requires extensive infrastructure, including humidity controlled 
warehouses, large C-17 and CRAF-capable airfields that can receive large numbers 
of arriving unit personnel; deep-water seaports for off-loading deep-draft pre-
positioned ships; road networks for movement of WRM and other pre-positioned 
equipment to TAAs; maintenance facilities; and large parking areas for equipment. 

In many cases, the host nation provides some or all this infrastructure free of 
charge as part of a burden sharing arrangement. (The Republic of Korea, Kuwait, 
and Qatar, for example, provide world-class ports and some pre-positioning facili-
ties at no cost to the United States.) Those costs can also be considerable, as may 
happen if the United States decides to pay for construction of new pre-positioning 
facilities in Eastern Europe as part of an effort to gain support for U.S. strategy. 

For both cost and operational reasons, the Military Services need to plan for mul-
tiple uses of pre-positioning infrastructure. During the buildup to OIF, the Army 
leveraged pre-positioning capabilities in the Gulf region for other purposes. Fa-
cilities created to store and maintain equipment at Qatar, for example, supported 
the USCENTCOM’s Headquarters and the storage sites at Camps Arifjan and 
Doha in Kuwait are serving ARCENT. The infrastructure supporting pre-
positioned equipment is currently providing living accommodations, workspace 
and storage, and supply and maintenance operational facilities to forces engage in 
the GWOT. 
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Reserve Component Equipment Pre-positioning 

The Army is heavily dependent on the Reserve Component (RC) for many capa-
bilities that would be critical for successful execution of SDTE/WD operations, 
including civil affairs, military police, engineering, medical support, and transpor-
tation. However, given DPG timelines for SDTE force buildups and operations, 
most RC capabilities would not arrive in time to play a role in the critical early 
phases of such conflicts. During Operation Desert Storm, the typical RC unit 
moved from home station to POE in 29 days, while its POE to POD timeline ex-
ceeded SDTE force closure timelines.46 

In order to “promote judicious and prudent use of Reserve components,” the Sec-
retary of Defense has directed the Military Departments, the Chairman Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and Undersecretaries of Defense to: “Structure active and reserve 
forces to reduce the need for involuntary mobilization of the Guard and Reserve. 
Eliminate the need for involuntary mobilization during the first 15 days of a rapid 
response operation (or for any alerts to mobilize prior to the operation).”47 

In light of this direction, some of the Army’s options regarding use of RC capa-
bilities in support of U.S. defense strategy include: 

 Structure forces to execute SDTE operations without reliance on RC  
capabilities 

 Enhance responsiveness of RC units to give them a role in SDTE/WD 
conflicts 

 Limit RC contributions to other missions, such as nation building. 

RC responsiveness can be enhanced through pre-positioning equipment for capa-
bilities that would be needed in SDTE/WD operations. Pre-positioning for RC 
units would not require additional equipment purchases. Many Army RC units, 
particularly CS/CSS units, retain an adequate equipment pool to support peace-
time training requirements in CONUS. Equipment can be pooled for annual train-
ing, freeing equipment for forward positioning. One study estimates that up to 37 
percent of the Army Reserve equipment is available to store in Strategic Storage 
Sites.48 In fact, many Reserve units lack facilities at home station to maintain their 
full unit authorized levels of equipment and are inadequately funded to maintain 
that equipment. 

Pre-positioning RC equipment forward and afloat would allow the Army to place 
theater-opening capabilities in critical regions of the world without a requirement 
                                     

46 VSE Corporation and S&B Infrastructure, Ltd. Army Reserve Strategic Storage Site Study. 
1 May 2002, p. 3.  

47 SECDEF Memorandum, “Rebalancing Forces,” dated July 9, 2003.  
48 VSE Corporation and S&B Infrastructure, Ltd. Army Reserve Strategic Storage Site Study. 

1 May 2002, p. 3. 
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to purchase additional equipment. These capabilities could be used in later phases 
of an SDTE, in a second SDTE, in a transition to a WD, or for other global en-
gagements. Reserve units could train in the region, giving them realistic training 
and familiarity with the surroundings. Some of the RC capabilities that are candi-
dates for pre-positioning include medical, transportation, fuel, military police, 
quartermaster, and engineers. Pre-positioning National Guard Multiple Launched 
Rocket System units should also be considered. 

THEATER LIFT REQUIREMENTS 
Future pre-positioning—both land-based and afloat—will rely heavily on theater 
air and sealift to project capabilities to forward operating locations and objective 
areas. U.S. defense strategy requires highly flexible forces that can respond to a 
wide range of geographically dispersed contingencies within the “arc of instabil-
ity.” Forces must also be postured against anti-access threats. To reduce vulner-
ability to enemy attack and enhance flexibility, pre-positioned capabilities must 
be dispersed more widely in potential conflict regions and will need to rely on re-
gional hubs to reduce force closure and overcome access denial. Transportation 
assets will be needed to project forces and to redistribute pre-positioned capabili-
ties throughout the region for specific contingencies. 

Current intratheater lift capabilities are limited. Intratheater sealift consists pri-
marily of slow logistics support vessels (LSV)49 and regionally contracted or host 
nation support coastal shipping. The Air Force has more than 500 theater airlift C-
130s in its inventory, but these aircraft are not well suited for delivering larger 
items of pre-positioned equipment such as material handling equipment and Har-
vest Eagle/Harvest Falcon bare base sets. The Commanders of USPACOM, 
USEUCOM, and USCENTCOM have some C-17s under their operational con-
trol, but even if more C-17s were available for intratheater lift missions, MOG 
constraints would severely limit airlift delivery of WRM and other pre-positioned 
capabilities.50 The United States is heavily dependent on host nation support for 
the operation of APODs and SPODs and for surface transportation to move WRM 
and other pre-positioned materiel from ports and land storage sites to operational 
areas. This support is adequate in some areas (e.g., Qatar) for some contingencies 
(e.g., where the host nation recognizes a threat to its security but does not face 
major ground attack). In others, surface transportation is subject to interdiction or 
disruption and may not be available in a timely fashion for SDTE-type operations. 

To make full use of future pre-positioned capabilities, theater lift capabilities need 
to be enhanced. 

                                     
49 The LSV has an effective range of over 3,000 nautical miles and can carry more than twice 

the tonnage of a TSV (about 2,000 tons) but it has a slower top speed—12 knots—and less avail-
able square footage.  Because of the SBCT’s weight and square foot characteristics, the LSV is 
less capable than the TSV for SBCT movement. 

50  See, for example, RAND (Project Air Force). Evaluation of WRM Allocation for CENTAF. 
October 2002.   
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Theater High-Speed Sealift 

High-speed shallow draft intratheater sealift, in the form of the Army’s Theater 
Support Vessel (TSV) and the Marine Corps’ High Speed Vessel (HSV), would 
substantially enhance the flexibility, responsiveness, and operational reach of land 
pre-positioning. For example, the entire APS-5 Qatar brigade could be deployed 
to a littoral location in South Asia (e.g., Pakistan) in less than 4 days using 12 
TSVs (the number of vessels currently considered for forward positioning in the 
USCENTCOM AOR).51 It would take 107 days to transport the brigade using 2 
LSVs (the number of LSVs that are currently positioned to support 
USCENTCOM).52 

The APS-5 Qatar pre-positioned equipment could be transported to Pakistan on 
LMSRs, but these ships would first need to steam from CONUS to SWA (a trip of 
21 days) to load the equipment.53 APS-3 ships, loaded with brigade equipment, 
could steam to Pakistan in 6 days, faster than deploying a brigade set from 
CONUS. But deep-draft LMSRs require deep-water ports for offload. Initial ac-
quisition TSVs/HSVs have 20 feet draft (later variants will have 15 feet draft) and 
can access many more ports—378 of the 462 seaports in the USPACOM AOR 
and 53 of the 55 seaports in the USCENTCOM AOR. This expanded port access 
as well as the fact that units delivered by TSVs could be configured to fight as 
soon as they disembark significantly increases the challenge for a potential oppo-
nent in implementing an anti-access strategy. 

Current design TSVs have a range of about 900 nautical miles fully loaded, so 
they would need to be refueled to reach more distant objectives. Moreover, they 
are more suited for deploying lighter units, such as an SBCT, than heavy armor 
forces. Nevertheless, as illustrated in Figure 4-10, TSVs would give RCCs sig-
nificantly enhanced capabilities to rapidly project power—for example, an SBCT, 
a mixed light-heavy armor task force, or CS/CSS capabilities—throughout their 
AORs using pre-positioned materiel.54 

Shallow draft, high-speed theater sealift would also give afloat pre-positioning 
additional reach and flexibility. As discussed above, HSVs could be used for 
transporting a MEB FIE from APODs to MPF(F) platforms for at-sea marry-up 
                                     

51 Capabilities as defined in U.S. Army, TSV Operational Requirements Document. 11 De-
cember 2002. 

52 See Appendix B for further discussion of TSV/LSV employment. 
53 It also takes longer to offload an LMSR than an equivalent number of TSVs, assuming suf-

ficient berth space for multiple TSVs. During the buildup to OIF, offload of Army LMSRs and 
large RORO ships took between 17 and 44 hours per ship. MPS ships (four were observed) were 
offloaded between 62-83 hours per ship. TSVs can be offloaded in 4 hours.    

54  Assuming that required airlift was promptly available and MOG capacity could support a 
high sortie rate, deploying an SBCT by air would be faster than deploying the unit by sea. It could 
take just a few days to deploy an SBCT by air using C-17 sorties vice 14 days (including multiple 
refueling stops) to deploy an SBCT from the Persian Gulf to the Horn of Africa using 12 TSVs. 
Doubts about airlift availability and MOG constraints in undeveloped regions make deployment of 
SBCT capabilities by TSV a viable option.  
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and assembly. They could also be used to transport units ashore from MPF(F) 
platforms in secure environments.55 In the near term, TSVs/HSVs could be used 
to transport units that have married-up with afloat pre-positioned equipment at an 
APOD-SPOD complex to more distant objective areas or to rapidly shift capabili-
ties from one AOR to another. Figure 4-10 illustrates how theater high-speed 
ships could be used to enhance operational reach of pre-positioned capabilities in 
the CENTCOM AOR. It shows TSVs being used to deploy the APS-5 Qatar bri-
gade to a South Asian littoral location; APS-3 capabilities being deployed to 
South Asia and the Horn of Africa after being offloaded and married-up at a se-
cure SPOD in Oman; and HSVs used to deploy MPF(F) capabilities to Indian 
Ocean littoral areas. The figure also shows how TSVs could be used to quickly 
reinforce the region with pre-positioned capabilities located in southern Europe. 

Figure 4-10. Operational Reach of Pre-positioning with High-Speed Theater 
Sealift 

 

Theater Airlift 

TSVs/HSVs are useful for projecting pre-positioned capabilities to littoral loca-
tions. For objective areas farther inland or when there is a requirement for very 
fast deployment, airlift is needed. As part of its flex-basing strategy, the Air Force 
envisions employing airlift to reposition WRM from FSLs and regional hubs to 
FOLs during a force buildup. The capability of the Army for operational-level 
maneuver also depends heavily on theater airlift. Airlift is not well suited to de-
ploying heavy armor equipment, although it was used to transport some armor- 
mechanized capabilities to northern Iraq during OIF, and there may be require-

                                     
55 MPF(F) is intended to deploy units ashore in an operational area that has first been secured 

by a MEU(SOC).  
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ments to deploy limited heavy armor capabilities by air in future situations. In 
general, however, theater airlift is more suited to delivering lighter forces or se-
lected CS/CSS capabilities from a regional ISB to an objective area or from 
MPF(F) platforms to shore objectives as part of a STOM operation. 

RCC and Military Service planning staffs are still determining the requirements 
for theater airlift to support post-OIF U.S. defense strategy. These requirements 
will almost certainly increase (compared to MTW requirements) as the Air Force 
establishes its flex-basing posture and the Army repositions its forward based ca-
pabilities (active and pre-positioned) for more flexible regional power projection. 

An important factor limiting the use of airlift for WRM repositioning and regional 
movement of ground forces in larger-scale operations are constraints in the 
throughput capacity of regional airfields.56 The AMCS and other analytic efforts 
are examining lighter-than-air ultra-large airlift systems that do not need an air-
field and could greatly facilitate intra-theater movement of WRM and other pre-
positioned capabilities in rear areas.57 Stealthier, more rugged platforms such as 
SSTOL would be needed for insertion of forces into combat environments (see 
Figure 4-11). 

Figure 4-11. Intratheater Transportation of Pre-positioned Capabilities 

 
                                     

56 Throughput capacity at FOLs/FSLs may significantly reduce the pace of WRM redistribu-
tion. See previously cited RAND reports on WRM allocation.  

57 The AMCS assumed the following characteristics for a future ultra-large aircraft: speed = 
76 knots; range = 5,600 nautical miles; payload = 338 short tons.  
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Surface Lift 

Surface transportation is needed to move land pre-positioned Air Force WRM 
from FSLs to FOLs and afloat WRM from SPODs to FOLs. It is also needed to 
move pre-positioned Army materiel from shore locations and SPODs to TAAs, 
and to transport elements of the Marine Corps FIE that are being deployed from 
CONUS to unit assembly areas. 

As with other modes of theater lift, RCCs and Military Service staffs are in the 
process of reviewing requirements for surface transportation in light of the new 
strategy. Some of the sourcing options to meet these requirements include: 

 Host nation support 

 Coalition partners 

 Local contractors 

 U.S. contractors (arranged, for example, through Military Service logistics 
civilian augmentation programs) 

 U.S. military units. 

U.S. planners are concerned about the availability and responsiveness of host na-
tion and local contractor transportation to support operations that require a fast 
buildup with little advance warning for host nation mobilization. Limitations on 
the availability of host nation surface transportation will increase the requirement 
for U.S. capabilities. For very fast developing crises and force buildups (of the 
kind postulated in recent DPG studies), it might not be realistically feasible to de-
ploy U.S. contractor personnel quick enough to provide theater transportation ca-
pabilities. In that situation, uniformed military capabilities would be required. 

Whether transportation is provided by military or civilian contract personnel, suf-
ficient transportation assets—if provided by U.S. personnel—will need to be pre-
positioned in potential conflict areas to support the force buildup and transporta-
tion personnel will need to be included early in the force flow. 

JOINT ASPECTS OF FUTURE PRE-POSITIONING 
Over the last 10 years, there have been significant improvements in joint planning 
and execution of operations. Joint planning and employment of capabilities were 
strongly evident in OIF, but they still did not meet the standards of jointness as 
envisioned in JV 2020 and the Joint Operations Concept. Pre-positioning in par-
ticular, remains largely a Military Service stovepipe activity. Employment of pre-
positioned capabilities could be improved with development of joint pre-
positioning doctrine, additional joint training, more streamlined command and 
control of pre-positioned capabilities, employment of pre-positioning infrastruc-
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ture and platforms for joint use, and expanded pre-positioning of common items, 
such as Class VIII medical supplies. 

Joint Pre-positioning Doctrine 

The DoD lacks a single Joint Publication (JP) that provides “one-stop shopping” 
for joint pre-positioning doctrine. Elements and fragments of joint pre-positioning 
doctrine can be found in the following publications: 

 JP 3-35, Joint Deployment and Redeployment Operations 

 JP 4-0, Doctrine for Logistic Support of Joint Operations 

 JP 4-01, Joint Doctrine for the Defense Transportation System 

 JP 4-01.3, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Movement Control 

 JP 4-05, Joint Doctrine for Mobilization Planning  

 JP 4-01.2, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Sealift Support to 
Joint Operations 

 JP 4-01.5, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Water Terminal 
Operations 

 JP 4-01.6, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Joint Logistics 
Over the Shore 

 JP 3-02, Joint Doctrine for Amphibious Operations 

 JP 3-02,1, Joint Doctrine for Landing Force Operations 

 JP 3-02.2, Joint Doctrine for Amphibious Embarkation 

 JP 3-17, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Theater Airlift  
Operations  

 JP 4-01.1, Joint Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures for Airlift Support to 
Joint Operations. 

Only one joint publication focuses on pre-positioning: CJCSI 4310.01, Logistics 
Planning Guidance for Pre-Positioning Ships. This document is currently under 
revision and is expected to be published prior to the end of FY2003. 
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In addition, as noted in Chapter 1, JP1-02, DOD Dictionary of Military and Asso-
ciated Terms defines “pre-position” in a way that is at odds with ordinary usage. 
The JP1-2 definition of “pre-position” is: 

To place military units, equipment, or supplies at or near the point of 
planned use or at a designated location to reduce reaction time, and to 
ensure timely support of a specific force during initial phases of an op-
eration. 

In normal usage, however, pre-positioning typically encompasses equipment and 
supplies only—not forward positioned operational units or forces. It also excludes 
operational equipment and stocks of forward deployed units. 

DoD components would benefit from a Joint Staff doctrinal publication on the 
planning and employment of pre-positioned capabilities that addresses issues such 
as: the role of pre-positioning in U.S. strategy; roles and responsibilities of the 
Military Services, RCCs, and Joint Staff in determining and establishing DoD 
pre-positioning postures; and joint planning and employment of pre-positioning 
capabilities. U.S. doctrine would also benefit from a definition that is more in line 
with common usage, such as: 

To place materiel (excluding operational equipment and stocks of for-
ward deployed units) in locations to directly enhance availability to 
Combatant Commanders to execute operations. 

Joint Training and Exercises of Pre-positioned Capabilities 

In reviewing major exercises over the last decade, we found sparse examples of 
joint exercises in which the pre-positioned capabilities of the Military Services 
were exercised in concert with other pre-positioned capabilities as a means of test-
ing and evolving real interoperability. We did identify three exercises that entailed 
the use of pre-positioned equipment and supplies. 

 Indigo Desert 94 exercised the capabilities of MPF and APS-5. 

 Lucky Sentinel 2000 included detailed planning discussions of MPF and 
APS-3 capabilities. 

 Native Atlas/Native Fury 2000 was designed to exercise MPF and APS-3 
capability concurrently, but the exercise was subsequently canceled. 

In general, we found very little training that fostered joint interoperability among 
the pre-positioned capabilities of DoD components. 

Command and Control of Afloat Pre-positioned Capabilities 

The command and control process for afloat pre-positioned capabilities has not 
changed from the 2-MTW NMS and it involves procedures that could slow em-
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ployment of these capabilities in SDTE/WD scenarios that require rapid force 
buildup. For example, the steps in the chain of command to effect direct delivery 
of the sail order to the respective commanders of MPSRON 2 and APSRON 4 
include the following: 

 Commander, USCENTCOM requests the capabilities from the Secretary 
of Defense 

 The Secretary of Defense directs the change of operational control and re-
lated operational movement of these capabilities from the USPACOM to 
USCENTCOM 

 Commander, USPACOM directs the change of operational control and re-
lated operational movement of these capabilities to the U.S. Pacific Fleet 

 Commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet directs the change of operational control 
and related operational movement of these capabilities to the U.S. Seventh 
Fleet 

 Commander, U.S. Seventh Fleet directs and coordinates the change of op-
erational control and related operational movement with MSC, Far East 
for actual execution of movement 

 Commander, MSC, Far East issues the actual sail orders to both MPSRON 
2 and APSRON 4 for execution of the operational movement 

 Concurrent actions also occur within the USTRANSCOM and MSC be-
cause of their command relationships with both MPSRON 2 and APSRON 4. 

This process could take 48 hours and directly impact the force generation timeline 
of the related pre-positioned capabilities for SWA SDTE scenarios. Homeporting 
MPSRON and APS squadrons closer to the objective area would enhance the 
availability of afloat pre-positioned capabilities, but there is a need to revise the 
command and control process to further compress force generation timelines. 

Common Item Support 

The Military Services continue to program for pre-positioning materiel to meet 
their individual requirements rather than joint requirements. This approach may 
overstate operational needs and put unnecessary burdens on transportation re-
sources, thereby delaying force closure. 

Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 3110.6 identifies DLA’s role in pre-
positioned planning and execution. While the Military Services are responsible 
for equipping and sustaining their respective units, DLA is responsible for end-to 
end support of common items. This support normally begins well before combat 
operations and lasts through the duration of the fight and beyond. 
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Today’s supply system is a mix of programmed requirements for WRM stocks. 
Classes I and III are programmed and funded by DLA to the point of consump-
tion. The Military Services manage the stocks by performing the warehouse func-
tions in theater. The provision of other classes of supply is a combination of DLA 
and Military Service responsibilities. With improvements in automation systems 
and the migration to SAP (Systems, Applications, and Products) software both at 
DLA and within the Military Services, DoD can effectively leverage information 
into planning. In particular: 

 Centralized DLA war reserve common item ownership and funding would 
provide a better balance of assets for meeting SDTE requirements. 

 Continued Military Service management of the stocks would leverage 
their logistical expertise and manpower. For example, the Army would 
continue to operate two sustainment ships, DLA would fund for the com-
mon items of support stored on these ships and would be responsible for 
the stock rotation of items. Before OIF, 70 percent of the items on the 
Army’s sustainment ships were managed by DLA. 

 DLA would leverage a robust obligation authority to pre-stock for theater 
SDTE requirements; inevitably it would require budgetary authority to 
meet the Military Services’ WD operational requirements. 

 Detailed consumption rates based on realistic predictive factors and lever-
aging regularly updated operational experience would greatly improve 
SDTE/WD logistical support. 

 Extending DLA closer to the point of consumption, to include war reserve 
stock ownership, would result in better support. DLA executive agency is 
directly applicable for common items of support in Classes I, II, III, IV 
and VIII. 

MEDICAL 
DLA management of Supply Class (SC) VIIIa (Medical Equipment and Materiel) 
supplies is especially germane in light of benefits that could potentially be ob-
tained from a more joint approach to medical stockpiles. 

Today, the Military Services manage their SC VIIIa war reserve materiel as part 
of their Title 10 responsibilities. This approach in independent Military Service-
specific programs to plan, program, and budget for the acquisition, pre-
positioning and maintenance of war reserve materiel (including sustainment 
stocks). Each Service determines its own SC VIII requirements based on its Ser-
vice peak demands for medical support. These Service peaks, however, will not 
likely be cumulative in operational time and space. 

Further research may show that a joint approach aimed at determining a theater-
wide multi-Service medical support requirement would reduce the total require-
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ment for SC VIIIa critical items supporting Level III care. It would also be more 
adaptive to the unique nature of selected medical shelf life or special storage 
items and more effective in incorporating rapid advances in civilian pharmaceuti-
cal research. These items require maintenance and intensive management to re-
main relevant to modern medical care and clinical practices. 

The concept of DLA’s role in ownership and pre-positioning of common Class 
VIII (medical) supplies is discussed more fully in Appendix C. 

ELEMENTS OF A FUTURE PRE-POSITIONING POSTURE 
Pre-positioning postures should be designed to support the RCCs’ strategies and 
overall U.S. defense strategy. Current postures are based on MTW threat situa-
tions and planning guidance. They are not optimally configured—in terms of lo-
cations and capabilities—to support the new strategy and future operations, either 
in the near term or longer term. 

In the following sections, we present the elements of a possible 2010 posture—by 
geographical region—that could support U.S. defense strategy. At this point, 
however, any proposal can only be suggestive of the kind of posture that would be 
needed. Details regarding specific locations, modes, and mix of capabilities must 
wait until the RCCs re-examine their requirements based on an assessment of 
post-OIF defense strategy and threats. 

PACOM AOR 

North Korea continues to remain the top priority of Commander, USPACOM and 
Commander, USFK. In the view of some analysts, conflict in the region is a very 
real possibility given Pyongyang’s continued efforts to blackmail the United 
States and regional countries with threats to “go nuclear” and to attack South Ko-
rea if the United States and the international community enforce embargoes to 
prevent North Korean proliferation of WMD. 

In the near term, U.S. planners are focusing on how to generate sufficient capa-
bilities to execute a range of military options in a variety of NEA scenarios. Con-
tingency planning and assessments of required capabilities are classified, but OIF 
suggests that a requirement might exist for additional CS/CSS capabilities to sup-
port a rapid buildup in South Korea of reinforcing U.S. forces and to logistically 
sustain early operations. Deployment of additional CS/CSS capabilities to aug-
ment forward presence is an option but in the current situation could be viewed as 
too provocative. It also conflicts with the Secretary of Defense’s objective to re-
duce U.S force presence in Korea. Another option is to quickly reconstitute APS-
3 with CS/CSS capabilities and make such capabilities available for NEA contin-
gencies. After downloading virtually all of the APS-3 equipment in OIF, the 
Army is rapidly reconstituting two 1 x 1 brigades afloat to counter North Korean 
threats. The amount of CS/CSS equipment to be included is yet to be determined. 
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Additional pre-positioned capabilities might also be needed for contingencies out-
side the Korean peninsula. As typically wargamed, China-Taiwan scenarios do 
not involve large U.S. ground forces. But other situations, such efforts by radical 
Islamic groups to seize power and turn their country into an anti-U.S. terrorist or 
WMD-armed state, could require significant ground forces—SOF as well as more 
conventional forces, including armor capabilities, to fight irregular forces in com-
plex terrain. 

The Marine Corps maintains considerable capabilities in the Pacific—a 
MEUSOC, MPSRON-3, and elements of III Marine Expeditionary Force 
(MEF)—that could deal with many situations in conjunction with joint SOF, Air 
Force, and Navy capabilities. Some strategists, however, see a requirement for 
additional ground force capabilities to augment Marine Corps capabilities in the 
EAL region. Commander, USPACOM has not yet identified a specific require-
ment for additional ground forces to be employed outside the Korean peninsula, 
but the Army has explored the idea of pre-positioning additional combat and 
CS/CSS capabilities in the PACOM AOR. According to one concept,58 the new 
pre-positioned capability—designated APS-6—would comprise: 

 Equipment for a reinforced heavy battalion task force 

 SBCT CS/CSS assets, including non-Stryker tactical wheeled vehicles 

 Common items, such as FMTVs and up-armored HMMWVs 

 15 days of sustainment. 

APS-6 would give Commander, USPACOM a quick response task force with ca-
pabilities for supporting operational maneuver from strategic distances, immedi-
ate employment without RSOI, operations in an anti-access/area denial 
environment, and a reduced logistics footprint. 

The Army is exploring various pre-positioning options—afloat and shore-based—
for APS-6, including: 

 Storing equipment and supplies afloat on a 4-ship flotilla that could steam 
as part of a ENS or anchor in the Guam/Saipan region 

 Storing equipment ashore at Guam, Darwin (Australia), in the Philippines, 
or at another location with a C-17-capable APOD and deep-water port. 

Both pre-positioning modes require TSVs for rapid power projection, regional 
reach, and optimal employment of capabilities. TSVs would enable rapid deploy-
ment of shore-based capabilities from a local SPOD to the objective area. They 

                                     
58 See, for example, briefing by Army G-3, Emerging Strategy for Army Pre-positioned 

Stocks (APS). June 2003. As part of a post-OIF pre-positioning strategy, the Army is also re-
searching placement of a battalion-size Air-Assault Task Force afloat.  
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could also be used for transporting units that marry-up on shore with afloat capa-
bilities to a more distant area of operations. Both pre-positioning modes also re-
quire theater airlift capabilities to deploy units from an ISB (which could be the 
site of the pre-positioned equipment) to the objective area. 

With TSVs and theater airlift, an SBCT or reinforced armor-mechanized battalion 
task force could be deployed from Guam to Indonesia in about 3 days59 or from 
Darwin to Indonesia in 2 days, compared to more than 13 days from CONUS to 
Indonesia using LMSRs (see Figure 4-12). 

Figure 4-12. Illustrative Elements of a Pre-positioning Posture—USPACOM 

 

Another option for enhancing power projection of ground forces in the PACOM 
AOR would be to reconfigure and reposition APS-4 for other contingencies—for 
example, by relocating APS-4 equipment closer to a southern ROK port for rapid 
loading and quicker response. One obstacle to this option, however, is that ROK 
authorization may be needed to deploy APS-4 capabilities outside Korea. This 
requirement applies as well to pre-positioning in the Philippines and Australia, 
although these countries may be more flexible in their authorization. 

In the meantime, the Air Force will be restructuring its basing posture consistent 
with its flex-basing strategy to configure capabilities for a wider variety of threats. 
Establishment of Guam as a regional hub for WRM storage, aircraft maintenance, 
                                     

59 Several enroute TSV refueling stops would be required for both deployments. 
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and logistics support would give it a secure location for supporting operations 
throughout the PACOM AOR and for supporting CENTCOM as well. Guam 
could also serve as a site for pre-positioning Army capabilities for rapid force pro-
jection in the area. 

CENTCOM AOR 

In the aftermath of OIF, Commander USCENTCOM is rethinking the U.S. pos-
ture for forward presence and pre-positioning to meet new threats and to take ad-
vantage of new capabilities to implement U.S. defense strategy in the region.60 

In accordance with previous plans, the Air Force is shifting its bases out of Saudi 
Arabia to new locations in the region. After new FOLs are determined and WRM 
requirements are calculated to support the RCC’s strategy, the Air Force will de-
termine where to pre-position WRM throughout the AOR for greatest flexibility, 
survivability, and rapid force buildup. 

Land pre-positioning provides the most rapid buildup of capabilities for most 
types of WRM, with the exception of munitions and possibly Harvest Ea-
gle/Harvest Falcon bare base sets. The latter are heavy and bulky, and require 
substantial airlift to transport. An alternative to land-basing Harvest Eagle/Harvest 
Falcon sets (either forward or in CONUS) is to pre-position these sets on ships. 
Even in this case, however, air transport would be required to deploy the capabili-
ties to FOLs that are distant from SPODs (e.g., to central Asia). 

A major issue for USCENTCOM pre-positioning is the future of Air Force am-
munition ships. As discussed above, a reduction in munitions requirements would 
strengthen the case for smaller ships, which would speed ammunition deliveries 
and enhance flexibility. Operating ammunition ships as part of an ENS would en-
hance responsiveness and asset survivability. 

Incorporating MPSRON-2 into a roving ENS would also enhance the responsive-
ness of MPF capabilities. 

The biggest changes in USCENTCOM pre-positioning involve the Army. The 
Army and USCENTCOM are examining several pre-positioning options. Recon-
stituting Army pre-positioning to include APS-5 Kuwait “Intrinsic Action,” APS-
5 CS/CSS Qatar, and APS-3 would give Commander CENTCOM substantial 
early Army capabilities—a ready response brigade and an additional armor-
mechanized brigade plus CS/CSS within 15 days. In addition, by C+20 of a de-
ployment, Commander CENTCOM could have available for employment in thea-
ter three Army brigades (two armor-mechanized brigades based on pre-positioned 

                                     
60 For further discussion, see Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense Uni-

versity, Beyond Containment: Defending U.S. Interests in the Persian Gulf  (Special Report). Sep-
tember 2002. 
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equipment and one lighter brigade deployed by air), one MEB, and 1.5 air expedi-
tionary forces (AEF).61 

Army capabilities could be substantially enhanced by: 

 Configuring APS-3 as part of an ENS that would operate in peacetime 
closer to potential employment areas, which would make APS-3 capabili-
ties available sooner for SDTE/WD operations. 

 Positioning a TSV detachment in the region. The pre-OIF Army pre-
positioning posture was designed to support an MTW with Iraq. It conse-
quently lacks responsiveness and flexibility for some situations. For ex-
ample, it is not well postured for projecting capabilities beyond the 
Arabian Peninsula into Pakistan, Iran, Afghanistan, or the Horn of Africa. 
TSVs would give substantial flexibility and reach to land-based pre-
positioning in the Persian Gulf—assuming that the Straits of Hormuz are 
open. As long as the U.S. can ensure safe passage through the Straits, the 
Army could project ground capabilities from Qatar toward the South 
Asian littoral, Yemen, and the Horn of Africa using TSVs. 

 Configuring APS-5 locations in Kuwait, Qatar, or Iraq as ISBs for projec-
tion of Army capabilities throughout the USCENTCOM AOR. 

A pre-positioning posture with the above elements would be highly capable but it 
has some weaknesses and may not be optimal. Some of the other options that may 
be better configured for the range of threats in the region are outlined below. 

 All of the above pre-positioned combat capabilities may not be needed to 
deal with future contingencies in the USCENTCOM AOR. Future threats 
are ill-defined at this point. In light of ongoing force modernization and 
development of new operational concepts, fewer forces—forward located, 
pre-positioned, and reinforcing—may be needed to implement U.S. de-
fense strategy. Additional wargaming is needed to determine the required 
capabilities and their forward or regional locations for greatest flexibility. 
Given the investment demands of modernization and transformation, the 
Army will be looking closely at requirements for reconstituting pre-
positioning capabilities. An alternative pre-positioning posture would 
maintain just one land-based brigade set in the AOR (Qatar) and would 
transform the APS-5 Kuwait heavy brigade set to an SBCT, which would 
allow soldiers to train with equipment they would employ in combat. 

 The Army is exploring the idea of reconstituting APS-3 as three Army 
Regional Flotillas (ARFs), each with the capabilities of APS-6.62 Instead 
of maintaining a 2 x 2 brigade on ships anchored at Diego Garcia, the 
Army could establish an ARF in the region and use the remaining APS-3 

                                     
61 See Appendix B. 
62 Army G-3. Emerging Strategy for Army Pre-positioned Stocks (APS). June 2003. 
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capabilities to establish ARFs to operate in the USPACOM and 
USEUCOM AORs. ARFs would give the Army more flexible options for 
employing pre-positioned capabilities with minimal additional investment. 

 Until fielding of the Objective Force, the Army will need to rely primarily 
on its armor-mechanized forces for lethal punch. An SBCT also provides 
good capabilities, which can be combined into scalable mixed task forces. 
One option is to maintain a mixed SBCT armor-mechanized training bri-
gade as a forward presence force supplemented with a pre-positioned bri-
gade in Qatar. 

 All pre-positioned equipment needs to be modernized to digitized configu-
ration so that units can take advantage of advances in ISR capabilities and 
network centric warfare. 

 Even with TSVs, DoD’s ability to project ground force capabilities 
throughout the USCENTCOM AOR is limited. Deploying inland to many 
areas (e.g., central Asia) would require airlift for quick and stealthy inser-
tion of forces. The ability to project capability inland would be enhanced 
with forward or regional basing of an air-deployable force, such as an 
SBCT. An alternative to basing an SBCT in the region would be to base 
the unit in USEUCOM or USPACOM AOR and deploy by strategic airlift 
into objective areas that are not easily reachable by TSVs. 

 OIF experience suggests that the Army may need to pre-position more 
CS/CSS forward in the USCENTCOM AOR to be able to support rapid 
force buildups. These capabilities could be either afloat or on shore near 
other land-based pre-positioned capabilities. 

 A wild card for U.S. pre-positioning planning in the USCENTCOM region 
is the future anti-access threat, which depends on investment decisions of 
potential regional adversaries, such as Iran. Severe anti-access threats 
drive pre-positioning toward afloat solutions or secure regional hubs. In 
the USCENTCOM area, however, politically-secure regional bases be-
yond potential enemy missile exclusionary zones are rare. (There is little 
room for expansion on Diego Garcia.) Almost all regional host nations are 
potentially unstable. The best USCENTCOM strategy may be to pre-
position capabilities for quick response in currently stable host nations, 
e.g., Qatar and Oman, and protect assets with theater missile defenses. 

 Priority in the current DPG is for GWOT and SDTE/WD-type contingen-
cies, but USCENTCOM may be tasked with other missions, including sta-
bilization operations, peace enforcement, and humanitarian interventions. 
The capabilities most critical to these missions are CS/CSS and lighter 
combat forces—pre-positioned CS/CSS would provide vital logistics sup-
port for these missions and could be deployed quickly with TSVs. 
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Figure 4-13 depicts possible elements of future CENTCOM pre-positioning. 

Figure 4-13. Illustrative Elements of a Pre-positioning Posture—USCENTCOM 
(with Selected Supporting EUCOM Sites) 

 

EUCOM AOR 

A major operational challenge for the Commander, EUCOM is to project 
power—of the right kind—quickly outside Europe either to conduct EUCOM-
commanded operations or to support other RCCs.63 

EUCOM’s post-OIF basing posture is still being determined. The Marine Corps’ 
NALMEB will likely be eliminated and the equipment redistributed to Marine 
Corps units.64 The Navy will continue maintaining forward supply bases in 
Europe, but it is examining consolidating some bases and shifting locations within 
the Mediterranean. The Air Force will likely keep Ramstein AFB as a regional 
hub, it but is also looking at establishing various levels of forward presence east-
wards—for example, forward operating bases/locations in Czech Republic, Ro-
mania and Bulgaria—to provide more politically reliable expeditionary bases for 
power projection. The Air Force is scaling back its presence in Turkey after OIF 
and terminating Operation Northern Watch. Nevertheless, the United States will 
likely continue to maintain FOL arrangements with Turkey despite the unclear 
political situation within that country. 
                                     

63  The United States is encouraging the European Union to assume peacekeeping responsi-
bilities in the Balkans. 

64 The Center for Naval Analyses is developing options for the NALMEB and will report its 
recommendations later this year. 
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One frequently discussed option for the Army is to reduce active combat forces in 
Europe to one combat brigade, which would be maintained as a rotational and 
training unit. This unit could be an SBCT located in Eastern Europe (Roma-
nia/Bulgaria) for quick deployment (by air, ship, or rail) to the Caucasus and cen-
tral Asia or deployment by air to SWA (see Figure 4-14). 

A pre-positioned brigade (located at Livorno, Italy) could augment the SBCT with 
heavy armor capabilities. Alternatively, armor capabilities could be pre-positioned 
in Eastern Europe for use in forming mixed task forces with SBCT elements. As 
Figure 4-14 shows, pre-positioning heavy armor capabilities at Camp Darby or in 
Eastern Europe would enable significantly faster force closure than deploying ca-
pabilities from CONUS. 

Eastern Europe would also be a good location for pre-positioning general purpose 
CS/CSS capabilities. These capabilities could be deployed by ship and rail to the 
Caucasus or central Asia where they could marry-up with SBCT or OF elements 
deploying by air. Depending upon the political-strategic situation, CS/CSS capa-
bilities could also be pre-positioned in the Caucasus (e.g., in Baku, Azerbaijan) or 
even in central Asia. 

The Army is also considering establishing an ARF in the Mediterranean Sea to 
provide rapidly employable capabilities, although the ability to project such capa-
bilities into the Black Sea and Caucasus needs further study. 

Figure 4-14. Illustrative Elements of a Pre-positioning Posture—USEUCOM 
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SUMMARY 
The RCC’s staffs are identifying required capabilities for implementing U.S. de-
fense strategy in regional AORs. It is too early in the process to specify the de-
tailed structure of future pre-positioning capabilities needed to support those 
strategies. Based on ongoing wargaming and analysis, however, the broad out-
lines of such a posture are beginning to emerge. As represented in Figure 4-15, a 
future pre-positioning posture will have the following elements: 

 Forward located, rotational units that employ pre-positioned equipment for 
training 

 Army armor-mechanized capabilities pre-positioned ashore at forward lo-
cations (e.g., APS-4 Korea) and at potential ISBs (e.g., APS-5 Qatar and 
APS-2 Livorno) 

 Army armor-mechanized capabilities pre-positioned afloat in regional flo-
tillas 

 Army expeditionary general purpose CS/CSS capabilities pre-positioned 
afloat and ashore 

 MPF (Future) expeditionary capabilities 

 Air Force WRM pre-positioned at FOLs and regional hubs (e.g., Guam) 

 Smaller pre-positioning ships (Air Force munitions, Army sustainment) 

 ENSs 

 TSVs/HSVs 

 Enhanced theater airlift (e.g., SSTOL) 

 Stealth SOF pre-positioning 

 DLA-managed pre-positioned stocks of common-user items 

 Joint use of pre-positioned facilities. 
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Figure 4-15. Illustrative Elements of a Future Pre-positioning Posture 

 

Together, these capabilities would give the RCCs the core capabilities for a rapid 
buildup of forward-stationed forces and flexible power projection to regions of 
instability. 

The proposed future pre-positioned posture maintains key features of that em-
ployed in the 1990s. It still relies, for example, on shore-based storage of Army 
armor equipment and Air Force WRM and pre-positioning ships for rapid de-
ployment of Marine Corps and Army ground forces. However, the 2010 posture 
calls for a greater dispersal of pre-positioned locations, more flexible mix of pre-
positioned capabilities, and greater reliance on theater lift and afloat platforms to 
provide more flexible operational reach against unpredictable threats and to gen-
erate faster force buildups against more potent anti-access threats. 
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

MPF (Future) Better than cur-
rent MPF. In 
some situations, 
force closure 5-
days faster. 

Greater than 
current MPF. 
Can project com-
bat power rapidly 
to areas without 
relying on deep-
water port. 
Capable of selec-
tive offload. 
 

Less than current 
MPF. Arrival and 
assembly at sea 
removes need for 
deep- draft 
SPOD. Still 
needs 
APOD/SPOD for 
transportation of 
FIE to MPF(F) 
platforms. 
 

TBD. Analysis of 
alternatives is 
underway. Capa-
bilities Require-
ments Document 
will be completed 
January 2004. 

Requires C-
17/CRAF-
capable APOD 
but requirement 
for deep-water 
SPOD is elimi-
nated. 

Requires theater 
lift (HSV/V-
22/helos) to 
transport Marines 
from APOD to 
MPF(F) ships. 
Current rough 
order of magni-
tude (ROM) cost 
of each HSV: 
$153 million. 

Enhanced power 
projection capabil-
ity compared to 
current MPF, but 
limited by capabili-
ties of airlift plat-
forms (MV-22/CH-
53). 
IOC: 2012 for first 
squadron. 
A major challenge 
for all future sea-
basing modes of 
pre-positioning is 
to solve the prob-
lem of transloading 
cargo from pre-
positioning plat-
forms to theater 
sealift in high sea 
states. 

Mobile Offshore 
Base (MOB)  

Allows for rapid 
marry-up and 
assembly at sea. 
But slow-moving 
MOB needs to 
transit to staging 
locations w/in 
deployment 
range of objec-
tive area. 

Can be used to 
project power 
throughout littoral 
areas. Opera-
tional reach of 
ground forces is 
limited by range 
of intratheater 
airlift systems.  

Less than land-
bases but MOBs 
are very high 
value targets and 
non-stealthy. 
Survivability re-
quires robust 
defenses.  

ROM based on 
current design 
concepts: $1 
billion for single-
section MOB.  

Self-contained. 
Needs no land 
infrastructure. 

Most effective 
with SSTOL air-
craft and 
HSVs/TSVs. 

Expensive, non-
stealthy platform 
with potential for 
deep insertion of 
forces. 
Earliest IOC: 2015 
for multiple section 
MOB. 
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Floating Ware-
houses/Sus-
tainment Ships 

Faster build-up of 
initial sustain-
ment capability in 
some situations 
(depends on lo-
cations of afloat 
vice shore-based 
sites and the 
employment ob-
jective area).  

Greater than 
land-bases. 
Can provide tai-
lored support 
packages.  

Less than land-
bases. Surviv-
ability depends 
on ENS de-
fenses. 

Costs for conver-
sion of current 
sustainment 
ships to ware-
house configura-
tion are currently 
unavailable. Idea 
is in concept de-
velopment stage. 

Self-contained. 
Can be resup-
plied indefinitely 
with other ships.  

Intratheater air-
craft and ships to 
deliver sustain-
ment to forces 
ashore. 
Logistics informa-
tion systems to 
deter-
mine/anticipate 
specific logistics 
requirements of 
employed forces. 

Capable of rapidly 
resupplying land 
forces with intrat-
heater lift. Do not 
need to establish 
logistic bases on 
land. Fewer sup-
plies moved 
ashore because 
support packages 
are tailored to the 
specific situation. 

Enhanced Net-
worked Seabas-
ing (ENS)  

Faster. Depend-
ing on ENS loca-
tion, could be 3 
days faster than 
pre-OIF peace-
time locations of 
APS-3, 
MPSRON-2. 

Greater than 
current afloat 
pre-positioning. 
ENS roves over 
large area and is 
more responsive 
to crises. 

Less than current 
afloat pre-
positioning pos-
ture. Defended 
by all capabilities 
of the ENS.  

Additional costs 
for steaming with 
ENS vice static 
anchorage = $6.2 
million/year. 
Undetermined 
cost increases for 
C4 interoperabil-
ity with ENS.  

No additional.  Requires inter-
operable capa-
bilities with ENS, 
including C4 sys-
tems.  

ENS can be used 
for all Services’ 
afloat pre-
positioning capa-
bilities. A Joint 
Capability.  

Smaller Pre-
positioning 
Ships 
(e.g. reconfigure 
APF ammuni-
tion ships) 

Faster delivery 
(3-5 days) in 
some situations. 
Can execute 
simultaneous 
vice sequential 
deliveries. 50% 
increase in us-
able SPODs re-
duces in-theater 
transportation 
time and helps 
throughput de-
confliction. 

Greater. Increase 
in usable SPODs 
because of shal-
lower draft and 
reduced Net Ex-
plosive  
Weight (NEW). 
Creates more 
options. 
Unit configured 
loads increase 
SPOD options. 

Less. More avail-
able SPODs due 
to shallower 
draft/smaller size 
vessels.  

ROM cost in-
crease = $12.4 
million/year for 
lease of 2 small 
vessels (800-
1,000 TEU) vice 
one large vessel 
(2,500 TEU). 

No change in 
supporting infra-
structure. More 
options available 
for discharge 
infrastructure. 

May require addi-
tional port han-
dling capability 
for offloading two 
ships simultane-
ously at two 
separate ports. 

Assumes 26’ draft 
vessel with approx 
800 TEU capabil-
ity. Other possible 
options. 
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Air Force Flex-
Basing 

Longer buildup of 
AEF support ca-
pabilities vice 
MTW structure 
because of re-
quirement to dis-
tribute WRM to 
FOLs. 
 

Much greater. 
Multiple FOL 
options.  

Less. More op-
tions for operat-
ing bases. 
Creates greater 
targeting prob-
lems for adver-
sary. 

TBD. Depends 
on number and 
locations of 
FSLs, FOLs. 
Assuming WRM 
requirements are 
less for new 
strategy than 
MTW strategy, 
no additional 
acquisition of 
WRM needed.  

Additional WRM 
storage facilities 
may be required. 
Total space in 
the AOR may be 
reduced—
because reduced 
WRM require-
ments—but will 
be dispersed at 
more locations. 

Greater demand 
for intratheater 
surface and air 
transportation to 
distribute WRM 
from FSLs to 
FOLs. May re-
quire additional 
commitment of 
U.S. military truck 
units, if HNS not 
available or insuf-
ficiently reliable. 
 

Highly flexible pos-
ture that is less 
vulnerable to anti-
access threats and 
political denial. 
 

USAF - Fwd 
Position WRM 
at Regional 
Hubs 

Faster closure of 
the Joint Force. 
Requires fewer 
C-17s for WRM 
delivery. 

Somewhat de-
creased. Poten-
tial for “host pre-
positioning” at 
foreign locations. 

More vulnerable 
than basing in 
CONUS. 

TBD. Require-
ment for addi-
tional WRM 
depends on cur-
rent inventories 
and 2010 re-
quirements. 
Worst case ROM 
cost for new fa-
cilities: $1.96 
million/site. Po-
tential increase in 
cost for contrac-
tor maintenance: 
$1.5-3 mil-
lion/site. 

Need to construct 
WRM storage 
facilities and pre-
position MHE.  

Theater lift re-
quired but no 
additional lift as-
set acquisition 
required.  

Potential sites: 
Guam, Ramstein.  
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Fill WRM Short-
ages/Refurbish 
WRM (e.g., 
HE/HF)  

Depends on 
WRM require-
ments to support 
new strategy. 
Shortfalls in 
WRM for MTW 
strategy were 
substantial—
required large 
number of sorties 
to transport WRM 
to theater of op-
erations. 

Greater. Do not 
need to use 
WRM stocks that 
are required for 
other contingen-
cies. 

Somewhat 
greater because 
WRM would be 
stored near po-
tential opera-
tional areas that 
are more vulner-
able to anti-
access attacks. 

TBD. Depends 
on revised re-
quirements to 
support new 
strategy. Short-
falls in WRM 
funding to sup-
port MTW strat-
egy were 
substantial—
$800 million for 
vehicles alone. 
Requirements to 
refurbish HE/HF 
sets: $231 mil-
lion.  

Additional WRM 
storage facilities 
may be required, 
depending on 
WRM require-
ment. 

No additional. Size of require-
ment depends on 
post-OIF WRM 
requirements and 
conditions of 
WRM, esp. HE/HF 
sets.  

Army Expedi-
tionary Basing 

Faster for some 
contingencies. 
Pre-positioned 
capabilities 
closer to potential 
operational ar-
eas. 

Greater opera-
tional reach.  

Less. More reli-
ant on more se-
cure ISBs (vice 
forward loca-
tions) for project-
ing power.  

Depends on spe-
cific posture—
size and loca-
tions of forward 
operating loca-
tions and ISBs. 
ROM costs for 
250,000 SF hu-
midity controlled 
warehouse 
(HCW): $17.8 
million. Host na-
tions may as-
sume some 
costs. 

Construction of 
new facilities 
required. 
Access to C-17 
APOD and deep-
water ports re-
quired.  

Requires intra-
theater airlift. 
Preferably 
SSTOL. 
Requires TSVs 
for power projec-
tion over water. 
 

Specific locations 
TBD.  
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Pre-position 
Army SBCT 

May be faster 
than strategic air 
deployment if 
airlift assets are 
not available. 
Saves 317 C-17 
sorties to be 
used for deploy-
ment of other 
capabilities. 
 

Depends on sce-
nario. Less flexi-
ble than 
“operational ma-
neuver from stra-
tegic distances” 
(OMFSD), but 
equal flexibility 
with forward po-
sitioned SBCTs.  

Depending on 
pre-position site, 
could be more 
vulnerable.  

Worst-case cost 
equals new unit 
equipment ($1.5 
billion/SBCT) 
plus HCW facili-
ties estimate: 
$19.3 million. 

New facilities 
construction: 
HCW. 
Will require main-
tenance work 
force. Possible 
new cost of $8-
10 million/year. 

Will require thea-
ter lift (air and 
sea) to deploy to 
objective area—
but same as ac-
tive SBCT. 
Worst-case thea-
ter lift require-
ment is 1189 C-
130 sorties. Not 
an additional 
requirement 
compared to ac-
tive SBCT bas-
ing. 

Operationally less 
effective than 
OMFSD, but may 
be required if suffi-
cient airlift is not 
available.  

Pre-position 
SBCT CS/CSS 
 
 

May be faster (for 
entire SBCT) if 
strategic air as-
sets are not 
available for air 
deployment. 
Saves 90 C-17 
sorties.  

Driven by sce-
nario for com-
parison. May be 
less flexible than 
OMFSD. 

Depending on 
pre-position site, 
could be more 
vulnerable.  

Worst-case cost 
equals new unit 
equipment plus 
HCW. Worst-
case ROM facility 
estimate: $6.5 
million. 
Equipment may 
be available 
through unit 
drawdowns. 

Will require in-
cremental 
change in work 
force. Possible 
new cost: $2-$4 
million/year. 

Will require thea-
ter lift to reposi-
tion within 
theater. Worst 
case theater lift 
requirement is 
324 C-130 sor-
ties. 
 

May require thea-
ter airlift to deploy 
capabilities from 
pre-positioning site 
to objective area, 
but less airlift ca-
pability vice de-
ployment from 
CONUS. 

Pre-position 
Army UA 
 
 
 

May be faster 
than strategic air 
deployment if 
airlift assets are 
not available. 
Saves 228 C-17 
sorties. 
 

Depends on sce-
nario. Less flexi-
ble than 
“operational ma-
neuver from stra-
tegic distances” 
(OMFSD), but 
equal flexibility 
with forward po-
sitioned UAs. 

Depending on 
pre-position site, 
could be more 
vulnerable. 

Cost TBD. UA is 
still under devel-
opment. Worst 
Case ROM facil-
ity estimate: $9.8 
million. 

Will require new 
contract mainte-
nance workforce. 
Cost TBD. 

Will require thea-
ter lift to reposi-
tion within 
theater. Worst 
case theater lift 
requirement is 
814 C-130 sor-
ties 

Operationally less 
effective than 
OMFSD, but may 
be required if suffi-
cient airlift is not 
available. 
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Pre-position UA 
CS/CSS 
 
 
 
 

May be faster if 
strategic air as-
sets are not 
available for air 
deployment. 
Saves 83 C-17 
sorties. Equiva-
lent to deploying 
12 tactical fighter 
squadrons. 

Driven by sce-
nario for com-
parison. May be 
less flexible than 
OMFSD. 

Depending on 
pre-position site, 
could be more 
vulnerable. 

Cost TBD. Full 
definition of 
CS/CSS re-
quirements is still 
underway. Worst 
case ROM facility 
estimate: $3.1 
million. 

Will require in-
cremental 
change in work 
force. Possible 
new cost: $2-$4 
million/year. 

Will require thea-
ter lift to reposi-
tion within 
theater. Worst 
case theater lift 
requirement is 
245 C-130 sor-
ties. 

May require thea-
ter airlift to deploy 
capabilities from 
pre-positioning site 
to objective area, 
but less airlift ca-
pability vice de-
ployment from 
CONUS. 

Pre-position 
Expeditionary 
CS/CSS 

Could be signifi-
cantly faster (7-
13 days in some 
situations) com-
pared to CONUS 
sealift deploy-
ment.  

Greater. Enables 
more options to 
project sustain-
able power in a 
region.  

Depends on site 
location. More 
vulnerable for 
forward locations 
compared to 
CONUS basing. 

Costs vary by 
sourcing and 
location. Worst-
case ROM cost 
of facilities: $5.4 
million. 
Some costs 
could be offset 
partially by host 
nation. 

Potential change 
in cost of con-
tractor mainte-
nance force cost 
of $2-4 mil-
lion/site. 

May require thea-
ter lift, based 
upon sourcing 
and location de-
cision. Lift re-
quirement equals 
6 TSV voy-
ages/set. 

Substantial in-
crease in overall 
joint force sustain-
ability during early 
operational phase. 

Army Regional 
Flotillas 

Faster. Capabili-
ties available 
sooner, in some 
situations, vice 
deployment from 
CONUS or re-
gional land 
ISBs/hubs. 
 

Greater. Capa-
bilities available 
for broad range 
of missions over 
wide area.  

Less than land-
basing.  

Incremental addi-
tional costs for 
ship lease and 
unit equipment 
vice reconstitut-
ing APS-3 as 
before OIF = 
TBD. 
 
 

Pre-positioning 
ships. 
Requires C-17-
capable APOD 
and deep-water 
SPOD for equip-
ment offload.  

Requires intra-
theater airlift for 
movement of 
forces from ISBs 
to objective area. 

Involves reconfig-
uring current APS-
3 fleet of 12 ships 
into 3 regional flo-
tillas. 
Potential roving 
areas: Indian 
Ocean/Arabian 
Sea; 
EAL/Guam/Saipan; 
Mediterranean 
Sea.  
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Fill Army Pre-
positioned 
Equipment 
Shortages 

Faster. “Saves” 
airlift sorties, 
which can be 
used to speed 
force closure of 
the Joint Force. 

Greater strategic 
flexibility. Do not 
need to deploy 
other units’ 
equipment (to fill 
shortages) that 
may be required 
for other contin-
gencies. 

Somewhat in-
creased because 
materiel is stored 
at forward or 
regional sites 
vice CONUS. 

TBD. Depends 
on post-OIF re-
quirements for 
new strategy. 
 

May involve addi-
tional mainte-
nance costs if 
significant 
amount of new 
equipment is 
needed to fill 
shortages.  

No additional. Size of require-
ment depends on 
post-OIF require-
ments. 

Minimize Fly-in 
Echelon 
(To-
Accompany-
Troops and Not-
Authorized for 
Pre-positioning) 

Faster. “Saves” 
airlift sorties, 
which can be 
used to speed 
force closure of 
the Joint Force. 

No change.  Somewhat in-
creased because 
materiel is stored 
at forward or 
regional sites 
vice CONUS. 

Depends on re-
quirements to 
implement new 
strategy. Could 
be significant if 
new acquisition is 
required. 
Cost for ex-
panded HCW = 
TBD.  

May involve new 
construction of 
HCWs and main-
tenance facilities. 

No change. Requires more 
detailed analysis of 
tradeoffs between 
costs for additional 
equipment to be 
pre-positioned and 
improvements in 
force closure. 

Expand SOF 
Pre-positioning 
OCONUS 

Faster. Saves 
sorties to speed 
closure of Joint 
Force. 

Greater for afloat 
pre-positioning. 
Expands options. 

Somewhat more 
vulnerable for 
shore-based. 
Afloat based: 
more survivable. 

TBD, based on 
requirements. 
Substantial costs 
already identified 
based on grow-
ing requirements.  

Afloat pre-
positioning plat-
forms: e.g., 
AFSB, subma-
rines. Does not 
require acquisi-
tion of additional 
platforms. 

More coordinated 
planning and 
resourcing of 
SOF pre-
positioned mate-
riel. 

Issues: (1) how to 
ensure prompt 
availability of pre-
positioned material 
for stealth missions 
in unpredictable 
situations, (2) pre-
position common 
support capabilities 
modified to SOF 
standards.  

TSVs/HSVs Significantly 
faster employ-
ment of pre-
positioned capa-
bilities.  

Greater. Access 
to large number 
of shallower-draft 
ports.  

Less. Enables 
pre-positioning of 
capabilities at 
safer distance 
from AA threats.  

Average unit 
procurement 
cost: $153 mil-
lion. 

Facilities for 
home-porting. 
Can use mini-
mally developed 
shallow-draft 
ports. Cargo typi-
cally does not 
require MHE.  

Enroute refueling 
capabilities re-
quired for ex-
tended ranges. 
Rapid port en-
hancement tech-
nology.  

An essential ena-
bling capability for 
future pre-
positioning.  
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

More Capable 
Theater Airlift 
(e.g., SSTOL) 

Faster employ-
ment of pre-
positioned capa-
bilities. Airlift plat-
forms can 
transport more 
cargo, over 
longer range, to 
more austere 
airfields. 

Greater. Longer-
range aircraft. 
Can deploy to 
more austere 
airfields. 

Less. Can oper-
ate from longer 
ranges. Stealthier 
designs.  

Average unit 
procurement 
cost: $175 mil-
lion. 

In-theater basing 
facilities for air-
craft.  

No additional. An essential ena-
bling capability for 
future pre-
positioning. 

More Reliable 
and Capable 
Theater Ground 
Transportation 
(e.g., dedicated 
US military ca-
pabilities) 

Faster. WRM can 
be transported 
more quickly to 
FOLs. 
Afloat pre-
positioned capa-
bilities can be 
transported more 
quickly from 
SPODs to TAAs. 

Greater. Pre-
positioned mate-
riel can be trans-
ported to support 
more options.  

Less. Enables 
more dispersed 
pre-positioning.  

Depends on 
post-OIF re-
quirements and 
review of options: 
HNS, contrac-
tors, and U.S. 
military transpor-
tation capabili-
ties. No new 
costs for U.S. 
military equip-
ment. Would be 
costs for HCW if 
U.S. capabilities 
are needed. 

HCW for pre-
positioned trans-
portation assets.  

MHE 
HNS agreements 

Further study of 
comparative capa-
bilities of HNS, 
contractors, and 
U.S. military capa-
bilities is needed to 
determine optimal 
solution.  

Establish Re-
sponsive Main-
tenance 
Capability for 
Pre-positioned 
Equipment 

Would speed 
force buildup by 
ensuring mainte-
nance capabili-
ties are ready to 
support marry-
up/assembly of 
units falling on 
pre-positioned 
equipment. 

No change. No change.  Depends on solu-
tion. Most expen-
sive: U.S. 
contractors or 
U.S military units. 
Least expensive: 
HNS.  

May require addi-
tional infrastruc-
ture to support 
surge deploy-
ment/buildup of 
maintenance 
capabilities.  

Depending on 
the solution, may 
require pre-
positioning of 
military capabili-
ties to support 
surge increases 
in maintenance. 

Large force protec-
tion issues for con-
tractors.  
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Enhance Train-
ing for 
Download and 
Breakout of Pre-
positioned Ma-
teriel 

Would speed 
force closure of 
pre-positioned 
force by unde-
termined amount. 
Could be 1-2 
days. 

No change. Less, because 
can offload 
faster.  

Costs for training 
exercises =TBD.  

No change. Additional fund-
ing. 

Difficult to quantify 
impact but could 
have substantial 
benefits.  

Establish Multi-
purpose Pre-
positioning In-
frastructure 

Undetermined. 
May be faster if 
multi-
ple/sequential 
users can quickly 
occupy the infra-
structure during a 
force buildup.  

No change.  Undetermined. 
May be some-
what more vul-
nerable because 
more concen-
trated occupancy 
of facilities.  

Undetermined 
cost savings. 
Undetermined 
additional costs 
to build additional 
capabilities into 
pre-positioning 
infrastructure 
(e.g., communi-
cations hook-
ups). 
However, cost 
savings resulting 
from more effi-
cient use of facili-
ties could be 
significant. 

More flexible 
infrastructure 
capabilities.  

Enhanced joint 
coordination and 
planning to build 
multiple uses into 
pre-positioning 
infrastructure. 

RCC input needed 
to identify potential 
joint infrastructure 
options.  

Pre-position 
Reserve Equip-
ment 

No change vice 
AC pre-
positioned capa-
bilities. Faster 
force closure 
compared to un-
sourced RC pre-
positioning re-
quirements.  

No change.  No change. Additional costs 
for training on 
marry-up with 
pre-positioned 
equipment. 
No additional 
costs for equip-
ment. Already 
exists in RC unit 
inventories. 

No additional. 
Infrastructure is 
the same 
whether forces 
are AC or RC.  

Requires RC 
training on pre-
positioned equip-
ment.  

Assumes RC units 
are available to 
deploy within DPG 
SDTE timelines. 
Enables more ef-
fective employ-
ment of Army’s 
Total Force.  
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Table 4-5. Options for Enhancing Worldwide Pre-positioning Capabilities (continued) 

Option Force Closure Flexibility AA Vulnerability Cost Infrastructure Enablers Comments 

Establish Joint 
Pre-positioning 
Doctrine 
 

Could be the 
embryo for force 
structure  
reduction 

Should enhance 
warfighting  
capabilities. 
 

Undetermined 
impact. 
 

Minimal new 
costs. 

No additional. No additional. Undetermined im-
pact but could lead 
to more responsive 
and flexible pre-
positioning through 
enhanced joint 
planning and em-
ployment. 

Streamline C2 
Procedures 

Quicker move-
ment of afloat 
pre-positioned 
capabilities. 
Could be 1-2 
days. 

No change. No change.  Minimal addi-
tional costs. 

No additional. No additional. Requirement is 
more compelling 
with greater reli-
ance on afloat pre-
positioning that 
can “swing” across 
AORs.  

Institute 
Joint/RCC man-
agement over-
sight of pre-
positioned 
medical capa-
bilities 

Enhanced if 
prepo capabilities 
are fully mission 
capable.  

Joint- capabilities 
based medical 
packages will 
provides greater 
flexibility to Com-
batant Cdr. 

Depends on loca-
tion of Joint stor-
age sites. 

Possible cost 
savings with re-
capitalization of 
service owned 
materiel. 

May require new 
storage facilities. 

Enhanced joint 
coordination and 
planning to build 
capabilities 
based prepo 
stockpiles. 

 

Establish EA for 
Class VIII 

No change. Greater. In-
creased access 
to surge & sus-
tainment mate-
riel. 

Depends on loca-
tion of EA stor-
age sites. 

Possible cost 
savings–with 
consolidation of 
storage facilities 
and contract 
maintenance.  

May require new 
storage facilities. 

Single POM 
submission for 
surge and sus-
tainment mate-
riel. 

Shifts burden of 
sustainment from 
Services-reduces 
acquisition & con-
tracting costs. Im-
proves support to 
the Combatant 
Commands and 
Services.  

Pre-position 
Selected DLA 
Managed Com-
mon Supplies. 

No change. 
 
 

No change. Depends on loca-
tion of storage 
sites. The more 
forward, the more 
vulnerable. 

Undetermined 
cost savings. 
Results from sin-
gle management 
and distribution of 
common supplies. 

May require con-
struction of new 
storage facilities. 

Requires auto-
mated asset visi-
bility and tracking 
systems linked 
into COP.  

Relieves Services 
of burden of man-
aging common 
supplies and focus 
on the  
mission.  
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Chapter 5    
Recommendations 

DoD’s pre-positioning posture needs to be modified, and in some cases, funda-
mentally changed, to bring it into line with new U.S. defense strategy, operational 
concepts, and transforming Military Service capabilities. 

This chapter presents our recommendations for enhancing DoD’s pre-positioning 
posture to more fully support U.S. defense strategy in the 2010 timeframe and be-
yond. The recommendations address the main elements of a pre-positioning pos-
ture: materiel to be pre-positioned; location and mode of pre-positioning; 
infrastructure required to support the posture; command and control and manage-
ment arrangements; and other enablers such as training and theater lift assets. 

Many of these recommendations were briefed to OA study groups and were part 
of J-4’s input to the OA Study, which was briefed to the Secretary of Defense in 
May and June 2003. The Military Departments have already begun to adjust their 
pre-positioning postures in the direction of many of the recommendations. 

Implementing DPG will require hard choices by the Military Services in balanc-
ing investments to meet near term risks and developing transformational capabili-
ties. Pressures to limit funding for pre-positioning will be strong. Nevertheless, 
the initiatives we recommend are important for ensuring that DoD has a pre-
positioning posture to support U.S. defense strategy over the next 10 years. 

The recommendations are grouped into ten categories that represent major areas for 
enhancement: Pre-positioned Materiel; Enhanced Afloat Pre-positioning/Sea bas-
ing; Expeditionary Land-Basing; SOF Pre-positioning; Joint Pre-positioning; Thea-
ter Lift; Infrastructure; Training; C2 and Management; and Class VIII (Medical). 

The organizations with primary responsibility for each initiative are indicated in 
parentheses. 

PRE-POSITIONED MATERIEL 
To ensure that pre-positioned capabilities fully support new Military Service and 
joint operational concepts as well as transformational warfighting methods, DoD 
should: 

 Pre-position the most modern equipment, or at least equipment that is as 
modern as the home base equipment of deploying units. Pre-positioned 
capabilities should be viewed, along with in-place units, as “first to fight” 
capabilities. (Military Services) 
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 Fill pre-positioned equipment sets and WRM to authorized levels. (Army, 
Air Force) 

 Reduce the fly-in echelon (including equipment to-accompany-troops and 
not-authorized-for-pre-positioning) to minimum levels to support DPG 
timelines for rapid force buildups. (Army, Marine Corps) 

 Examine options for pre-positioning selected CONUS-based WRM at 
overseas FOLs or regional hubs to save airlift sorties and speed closure of 
the Joint Force. (Air Force, Army) 

 Continue to reexamine pre-positioning requirements for CS/CSS in the 
USCENTCOM and USPACOM AORs to ensure the proper mix of logis-
tics capabilities. (USCENTCOM, USPACOM, Army) 

 Configure pre-positioned capabilities to provide scalable, tailorable Task 
Forces. (Army) 

 Examine pre-positioning of SBCT and Objective Force CS/CSS equip-
ment to reduce overall airlift requirements and speed force closure of the 
SBCT/OF combat element. (Army) 

 Examine the feasibility of enhancing Reserve Component responsiveness 
by pre-positioning selected RC equipment to provide flexibility for a sec-
ond SDTE or a WD operation. (Army) 

ENHANCED AFLOAT PRE-POSITIONING/SEA BASING 
One of the most significant changes in future pre-positioning will be the move 
toward greater sea basing to overcome anti-access threats and enhance U.S. power 
projection flexibility. To take advantages of the transformational capabilities of 
sea basing, DoD should: 

 Continue reconfiguring Army afloat pre-positioning into regional flotillas 
that provide more flexible capabilities, to include armor-infantry task forces, 
CS/CSS, and sustainment. Flotillas could operate in the Indian 
Ocean/Arabian Sea, EAL region, and the Mediterranean Sea. (Army, Navy) 

 Accelerate research and development of MPF(F) capabilities as a means of 
enhancing timeliness and flexibility of afloat pre-positioning. (Marine Corps) 

 Incorporate afloat pre-positioning capabilities into ENS to increase re-
sponsiveness, flexibility, and survivability in severe anti-access environ-
ments. (Military Services) 
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 Restructure the Air Force and Army APF around smaller ships for more 
flexible distribution of munitions, sustainment stocks and WRM. (Air 
Force, Army, Navy) 

 Continue conducting research and development of floating ISBs platforms for 
pre-positioned equipment to provide more lethal power projection. (Navy) 

 Shift some pre-positioned bare base capability and other non-munitions 
WRM pre-positioned storage from land sites to ships, depending on the 
severity of future threats to forward-located land pre-positioning sites.  
(Air Force) 

 Explore and experiment with configuring sustainment ships as “floating 
warehouses” with capabilities to form tailored support packages for deliv-
ery to forces ashore. (Military Services) 

EXPEDITIONARY LAND BASING 
Land basing will continue to have a key role during the next 10 years in support-
ing U.S. forward presence objectives, achieving rapid force buildups, and project-
ing power to unpredictable conflict areas. To ensure that land basing satisfies that 
role, relevant DoD components should: 

 Implement Air Force flex-basing and associated pre-positioning of WRM 
at regional FSLs for redistribution to FOLs during a force buildup; as the 
Air Force develops its FOL/FSL posture, it should take advantage of the 
emerging Office of the Secretary of Defense/Joint basing strategy to de-
termine locations for pre-positioning WRM. (Air Force) 

 Consider Anderson Air Force Base, Guam, and Ramstein Air Force Base, 
Germany, as regional hubs for pre-positioning of WRM, including WRM 
currently positioned in CONUS. (Air Force) 

 Consider pre-positioning additional WRM at en-route bases to facilitate 
early establishment of the air bridge in support of the Air Force’s Global 
Reach Laydown strategy. (Air Force) 

 Establish Army forward operating locations with pre-positioned capabilities 
to serve as sites for rotational units that can quickly draw on pre-positioned 
materiel to expand force presence; potential host nations include: Kuwait, 
Qatar, Oman, Iraq, Romania, Hungary, Czech Republic, Bulgaria, Georgia, 
Azerbaijan, Australia, the Philippines, and Guam. (Army) 

 Maintain armor/mechanized pre-positioned capabilities (1 brigade equiva-
lent) in the Persian Gulf at a potential forward operating base or ISB for 
projecting power throughout the USCENTCOM AOR. (Army) 
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 Examine the establishment of expeditionary echelon-above-brigade 
CS/CSS pre-positioned capabilities on land in the Persian Gulf region, 
Eastern Europe, Guam, the Philippines, and the Caucasus to support de-
ploying SBCT, Objective Force, and armor/mechanized units. (Army) 

 Explore potential for relocating APS-4 capabilities near a southern Korean 
port for rapid deployment in the USPACOM region. (Army) 

 Conduct a global, integrated review of Advanced Logistics Support Base 
locations and infrastructure (capacity) for pre-positioning of equipment 
and materiel to for sustaining Joint operations. (Navy) 

SOF PRE-POSITIONING 
As the role of SOF in U.S. strategy expands, its pre-positioning capabilities must 
expand and become stealthier and more quickly available. Listed below are sev-
eral recommended actions for achieving such improvements: 

 Explore use of afloat platforms for SOF pre-positioning, to include AFSBs 
and underwater platforms (e.g., SSGNs). (USSOCOM, Navy) 

 Develop and maintain a SOF-tailored, pre-positioned Base Operating 
Support capability to support SOF during initial phases of deployment and 
combat operations. (USSOCOM, Army, Air Force) 

 Ensure SOF’s common pre-positioning requirements are properly com-
municated to the Military Services for resourcing in their budgets. 
(USSOCOM, Military Services) 

 Create a SOF pre-positioning Exhibit in Military Service POMs. (Military 
Services) 

 Expand USSOCOM’s CONUS based JOS Program commensurate with 
recent changes in USSOCOM’s mission. (USSOCOM) 

JOINT PRE-POSITIONING 
To make future pre-positioning more supportive of joint operations, DoD should: 

 Develop and publish a joint publication on the planning and employment 
of pre-positioned capabilities. (Joint Staff) 

 Define “pre-position” to reflect common usage; consider the following as 
a new definition: “To place materiel (excluding operational equipment and 
stocks of forward deployed units) in locations to directly enhance avail-
ability to Combatant Commanders to execute operations.” (Joint Staff) 
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 Ensure joint exercise programs provide adequate opportunities for true in-
teroperability training. (RCC, Joint Staff) 

 Link pre-positioning doctrine with joint war fighting concepts. (JFCOM 
Joint Staff) 

THEATER LIFT 
In the future, pre-positioning will depend increasingly on theater transportation 
for rapid force buildups and to project power from forward and regional pre-
positioning locations. To ensure that the required capabilities are available when 
needed, DoD should: 

 Pursue further research and development and acquisition of fast, shallow 
draft intratheater watercraft (TSVs, HSVs) to give pre-positioned capabili-
ties greater flexibility and operational reach. (Army, Marine Corps, Navy) 

 Pursue development of a high-speed intertheater Shallow Draft High 
Speed Sealift capability. (Navy) 

 Accelerate development of SSTOL intratheater airlift platforms to enhance 
power projection capabilities of ENSs and land-based pre-positioned ca-
pabilities and to speed AEF buildups (through rapid distribution of pre-
positioned WRM). (Air Force) 

 Review, in support of Air Force flex-basing, requirements for theater 
transportation (trucks, sealift, airlift) to redistribute WRM from regional 
hubs and FSLs to FOLs. (Air Force) 

 Reevaluate reliance on host nation support for surface transportation in re-
distributing WRM to FOLs and from ships to FOLs; if host nation support 
is inadequate or insufficiently reliable, assess alternative sources including 
U.S. military capabilities. (RCCs, Army, Air Force) 

 Pursue development of theater airlift technologies and systems that ame-
liorate MOG constraints. (Air Force) 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
DoD’s future pre-positioning posture will place greater demands on host nation 
and U.S. infrastructure to support rapid force buildups and flexible power projec-
tion, and will require the establishment of new pre-positioning facilities to bolster 
forward presence missions. Because of strategic, operational, and cost considera-
tions, DoD should: 

 Ensure that any investment in additional pre-positioning facilities en-
hances global infrastructure capabilities for supporting rapid force build-
ups and the GWOT. (RCCs Military Services) 
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 Structure pre-positioning facilities for joint multiple uses whenever possi-
ble. (RCCs Military Services) 

 Examine the cost effectiveness of relying on host nation support and U.S. 
contractors for pre-positioned equipment maintenance during peacetime 
and surge conditions; if HNS or U.S. contractors cannot reliably execute 
in the compressed DPG force buildup timelines, explore other alternatives 
such as early deployment of military maintenance personnel. (Military 
Services) 

 Revisit the requirement for strategic sealift tankers and OPDS in light of 
emerging operational concepts. (RCCs, DLA/DESC) 

TRAINING 
Real-world operations have not yet severely stressed DoD’s pre-positioning capa-
bilities to achieve the compressed force buildups demanded by U.S. defense strat-
egy. To fully leverage training benefits, DoD should: 

 Expand realistic training related to downloading afloat pre-positioned ma-
teriel. (RCCs Army, Air Force, Marine Corps) 

 Develop a training, education, and exercise program to validate and refine 
the process and capabilities associated with afloat pre-positioned capabili-
ties. (Army, USMC) 

 Enhance opportunities for joint employment of pre-positioned assets in 
training and exercise programs. (JFCOM, Joint Staff) 

C2 AND MANAGEMENT 
 Develop a flatter, more responsive command and control process for 

committing afloat pre-positioned capabilities. (RCCs, Joint Staff, Military 
Services) 

 Ensure increased visibility of pre-positioned capabilities in the common 
operating picture to improve situational awareness, planning, and decision 
support. (Military Services) 

 Statutorily empower DLA to pre-position supplies under a Military Service 
lead agent in support of consolidated requirements; involve the RCCs in 
setting the priorities for investment in common consumables for opera-
tional balance; Military Services should continue to calculate requirements 
for consumables and serve as “lead agents” for facilities and force struc-
ture, but DLA should maintain stock ownership to as near the point of con-
sumption as the situation allows. (DLA, RCCs, Military Services, OSD) 
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CLASS VIII (MEDICAL) 
 Examine the implications of “shifting the burden” for war reserve materiel 

surge and sustainment programs from the Military Services to an execu-
tive agent, who would become DoD’s single point of contact to provide 
surge and sustainment materiel support for RCCs and Military Service 
components. (OSD, DLA, Military Services, RCCs) 

 Sponsor an initiative to reengineer the Class VIIIa requirements genera-
tion process to support full spectrum operational requirements. The objec-
tive of this initiative should be a joint medical logistics modeling 
capability that defines medical requirements based on specific mission 
scenarios and translates them into valid commercial products that are read-
ily obtainable from commercial sources. (Joint Staff, DLA, Military Ser-
vices, RCCs, OSD/HA) 

CONCLUSION 
The Military Services and DLA have had considerable success with their pre-
positioning programs. Arguably, those programs contributed to deterring war in 
Europe during the Cold War and have been a factor in keeping North Korea 
within its borders in the Far East. Pre-positioning was critical to the deliberate 
buildup of forces in the Persian Gulf and was a major factor in the defeat of Iraq 
in OIF. 

With much of the Military Services’ pre-positioned materiel issued to warfighting 
units, the time is right to restructure the Military Service’s pre-positioning pro-
grams so they are in alignment with transformation initiatives. Implementing the 
above recommendations, and others that will evolve as the Military Services 
transform, will enhance the contribution of pre-positioning to the Nation’s first-
to-fight capabilities. 
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Appendix A    
Pre-OIF Pre-positioning Capabilities 

This Appendix expands on the description of pre-positioning capabilities in Chap-
ter 3 and provides additional information on pre-Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) 
pre-positioning postures of the Military Services and the Defense Logistics 
Agency (DLA). It is organized by owning Military Service/Defense Agency, ex-
cept for medical materiel, which is discussed under a separate heading.1 Also in-
cluded is a geographical “laydown” of Service pre-positioned materiel (see Figure 
A-1) to show location of assets worldwide as of January 2003. 

As discussed in Chapter 1, for purposes of this study “pre-positioned” materiel 
excludes CONUS-located materiel. It encompasses equipment and supplies 
only—not forward positioned operational units or forces, and excludes opera-
tional equipment and stocks of forward deployed units. 

Figure A-1. Global Pre-positioning Authorization Overview–January 2003 
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1 The information in this appendix was provided by JCS, the Military Services, DLA and oth-

ers—sources available on request. 
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U.S. ARMY 
Pre-OIF Pre-positioning Posture 

Army Pre-positioned Stocks (APS) are intended to provide an adequate inventory 
of immediately available supplies and equipment, stationed both afloat and on 
land, to equip and sustain the operating forces for lengths of time and levels of 
conflict outlined in the National Military Strategy, the Defense Planning Guid-
ance and The Army Plan. The centrally managed APS program allows stocks to 
swing from one location to another to support multiple combatant commanders in 
swiftly defeating aggression in two critical areas in an overlapping timeframe and 
conduct a limited number of smaller-scale contingencies outside the critical areas. 

The Army uses pre-positioned sets of equipment as an enabler to rapid force clo-
sure. The Mobility Requirements Study—Bottoms Up Review developed time-
lines of projecting two heavy divisions from the Continental United States 
(CONUS) by C+30 and a five division contingency corps with supporting combat 
Service support by C+75. The current Army vision targets deployment times of 
one division in 120 hours and 5 divisions in 30 days. The Army Projection Power 
Program (AP3) is evaluating how to achieve these metrics. 

Army pre-positioned equipment also serves as a deterrent force supporting re-
gional combatant commanders. Commanders utilize the equipment to support In-
trinsic Action training exercises in Southwest Asia and smaller scale training 
exercises in South Korea demonstrating the rapid ability to project power in each 
of the regions. APS materiel is owned by HQDA and managed and accounted for 
by the Army Materiel Command (AMC) and the US Army Medical Materiel 
Agency. Medical materiel is covered separately in the report. 

The US Army owns three basic types of pre-positioned supplies and equipment; 
unit sets of equipment, operational projects and sustainment stocks. Each type of 
pre-positioned equipment serves a specific purpose. Unit sets of equipment are 
forward positioned to allow heavy Army combat and supporting units to rapidly 
close and fight. Operational Project Stocks (OPROJS) are requested by combatant 
commanders and approved by HQDA to overcome specific shortfalls in the 
operational planning process. Sustainment stocks are calculated to allow the com-
batant commander to pursue a fight until the sea lines of communications open. 

The map at Figure A-2 displays the Army sites in Southwest Asia. 
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Figure A-2. SWA Army Sites (Pre-OIF) 
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The map at Figure A-3 shows the Army sites in the Pacific. 

Figure A-3. Pacific Army Site 
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The map at Figure A-4 displays the Army sites in Europe. 

Figure A-4. Europe Army Sites 

 

UNIT SETS OF EQUIPMENT 

Five armored brigade sets of equipment currently form the centerpiece of the pro-
gram. These sets enable US-based unit soldiers (accompanied by minimal 
amounts of personal and small equipment) to fly into a theater, draw a brigade set 
of equipment, and deploy to the area of operations in just days instead of weeks. 
Four brigade sets are land-based: one in Europe, one in Korea and two in South-
west Asia. As of January 2003, one brigade set (APS Afloat) was afloat with an-
other being assembled for pre-positioning afloat.(Since OIF, the Army has shifted 
to a new regional flotilla concept and is utilizing the 1X1 afloat brigade set as the 
baseline for the first flotilla.) 

Army combat brigade sets of equipment are typically identified by the number of 
armor battalions followed by the number of mechanized infantry battalions (e.g., a 
2X1 brigade is two Armor Battalions and one Mechanized Infantry Battalion. The 
Army has shifted from 2X1 brigades to 2X2 brigades. In addition to brigade sets 
the Army maintains a division base and selected combat support and combat ser-
vice support units. Key pieces of combat equipment are identified in Table A-1, 
which serves as a pre-OIF reference point—because APS-3 and -5 were issued 
and fought in OIF more current data is not available. 
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Table A-1. Army Pre-Positioned Combat Equipment 

Noun Model Auth OH Auth OH Auth OH Auth OH Auth OH
Multiple Launch Rocket Sys M270 0 0 0 0 18 18 0 0 18 18
Abrams Tank M1A1 37 210 88 88 203 203 132 132 460 633
Bradley Infantry Fighting Veh M2A2 34 117 98 72 206 206 157 152 495 547
Cavalry Fighting Vehicle M3A2 13 46 0 0 41 41 0 0 54 87
Mortar Carrier M1064A3 6 26 16 16 38 38 24 24 84 104
Paladin Howitzer M109A6 6 24 18 18 36 36 36 36 96 114

Key Fighting Equipment in Brigade Sets & Division Base (16 Sep 02, 2X2 MTOE w/ New APS-2 Rqmts)
Total in APS SetsAPS-3 AFLOATLocation APS-2 Europe APS-4 Korea APS-5 SWA

 

Europe 

The European sets are currently undergoing transition to meet future NATO and 
U.S. defense requirements. The United States Army Europe (USAREUR) is being 
reduced from 3 pre-positioned heavy brigade sets to a brigade set (minus) of 
equipment tailored to support United States European Command (EUCOM) con-
tingency missions. The new configuration, approved by the Army Requirements 
Oversight Council (AROC) 15 August 2001, will consist of an Immediate Ready 
Force, a battalion task force, a cavalry troop, engineer, transportation, and forward 
logistical element unit sets. 

Excess APS-2 equipment is being redistributed. Some equipment was used to 
field a second mechanized infantry battalion in each brigade set in APS-4 (Pa-
cific) and APS-5 (Southwest Asia) to provide the combatant commanders in-
creased combat power and operational flexibility. Additional items are filling 
other shortages in unit sets and sustainment in APS-3 (afloat), APS-4 and APS-5. 
Finally, equipment is being cascaded to lower priority units to fill organizational 
shortages. 

The European Immediate Ready Force (IRF) is located at Combat Equipment 
Base-Rhine Ordnance Barracks (CEB-ROB) Germany (Figure A-5). CEB-ROB is 
adjacent to Ramstein Air Base, a superb power projection platform. The equip-
ment can move directly to Ramstein Air Base without entering the German high-
way system. 

Figure A-5. CEB-ROB 
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CEB-ROB is supported by an on site contractor, currently Lockheed Martin with 
24 employees, and a military commander with 2 U.S. government employees. 
CEB-ROB maintains this set of equipment in a ready to fight condition in two 
controlled humidity warehouses (CHWs) (6,000 square meters of storage space) 
and 6 maintenance bays. 

The Army is focusing on improving the strategically located Combat Equipment 
Battalion-Livorno (CEB-LI) facility at Camp Darby, Italy. Camp Darby (Figure 
A-6) currently uses a direct hire Italian workforce to maintain equipment stored in 
ten 1950 era warehouses and more than 200 controlled humidity storage tunnels. 

Figure A-6. Camp Darby 

 

The co-located Ammunition Storage Area is approximately 2,000 acres with 125 
bunkers storing both Army and Air Force ammunition. A number of improve-
ments have been proposed, including upgrades to the Tombolo dock facility al-
lowing the rapid water movement of ammunition into and out of the Ammunition 
Storage Area. 

The Army programmed pre-positioning facility upgrades at Camp Darby over the 
current POM with facility design starting in FY03. Construction of maintenance 
operations facilities is programmed for funding in FY04 ($20M), new controlled 
humidity warehouses in FY05 ($22M) and ammunition storage area improve-
ments in FY06 ($4.7M). 

After construction, the Camp Darby facility will be one of the Army’s best multi-
function power projection platforms; superbly suited as an Intermediate Staging 
Base (ISB) with maintenance, storage and ammunition facilities ideally located 
adjacent to an excellent complex of rail, highway, seaport and airport networks. 

The Army’s Combat Equipment Group-Europe (CEG-E) is headquartered in the 
pre-positioned site located at Eygelshoven, Netherlands (Figure A-7). Although 
this site does not currently store unit sets of equipment, it does store operational 
projects. The site contains 8 CHWs (6K square meters of storage space) and 8 
maintenance bays. The site is strategically located near the international airport at 
Maastricht and the seaport of Antwerp. 
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Figure A-7. CEG-E, Eygelshoven, Netherlands 

 

The Army stores materiel, currently a brigade set equipment, in Bettembourg, 
Luxembourg. This complex contains 19 CHWs (92K square meters of storage 
space), 54 maintenance bays, and a contracted workforce of 272 workers. The site 
has two on site rail spurs, is adjacent to excellent road networks, and near both 
airports and seaports (Figure A-8). The Army also manages a storage site in 
Sanem, Luxembourg for the Air Force with 15 CHWs (72K square meters of stor-
age space) and 20 maintenance bays. 

Figure A-8. Bettembourg, Luxembourg 

 

Other sites where pre-positioned equipment is stored include Brunssum and Vri-
ezenveen in the Netherlands with a combined total of 36 CHWs (124K square 
meters of storage space) and 56 maintenance bays. 

Southwest Asia 

The Army forward positions unit sets of equipment at two countries in SWA–
Kuwait and Qatar. The Army maintains a 2X2 brigade in Kuwait and a 2X2 bri-
gade and division base in Qatar. Additionally, the Army plans to forward position 
watercraft at the Kuwaiti Naval Base adding regional flexibility. 

The Army Central Command-Kuwait (ARCENT-KU), in association with Army 
Materiel Command, maintains the 2X2 brigade set of equipment in Camp Doha, 
Kuwait. Combat Support Associates is the contractor that performs all required 
support for this brigade set of equipment and maintains a robust capability of over 
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1,000 workers to perform supply and maintenance operations on APS equipment, 
range control, and camp security. The equipment receives the highest operational 
tempo of any set of equipment in the Army’s pre-positioned program. Units regu-
larly train during operation Intrinsic Action by deploying to Kuwait and conduct-
ing reception, staging, onward movement, and integration (RSOI) in a 16-hour 
period starting with soldiers arriving at the Aerial Port of Debarkation (APOD) 
and ending with the occupation of battle positions. 

A second 2X2 brigade set and a division base of equipment are maintained in 
long-term storage in Qatar. Army Materiel Command (AMC) established the 
Qatar site–initially storing equipment in controlled humidity bags while perma-
nent facilities were constructed (Figure A-9). 

Figure A-9. AMC Humidity Bags, Qatar 

 

AMC now maintains a world-class facility in Qatar; (see Figure A-10). The Army 
Material Command maintains the equipment through a contract with ITT. The 
ITT contract is flexible allowing AMC to shift the workforce size. While in a 
caretaker status for equipment in long-term storage, ITT employs about 105 peo-
ple. Post September 11, 2001, ITT surged to 170 employees. (ITT’s top end-
strength was over 350 workers in Kuwait at the peak of OIF.) 

Figure A-10. AMC Site, Qatar 

 

Northeast Asia 

The Army maintains a 2X2 brigade set of equipment in Korea. The equipment set 
is stored in six long-term controlled humidity warehouse storage facilities at 
Camp Carroll, Korea. The facility is operated by U.S. Army Materiel Support 
Center—Korea (Figure A-11) using a Korean workforce. 
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Figure A-11. U.S. Army Materiel Support Center, Korea 

 

The unique challenge in Korea is the inland movement of the brigade set from 
Camp Carroll to the North-South border. The terrain restricts rapid movement to 
the rail network (Figure A-12). 

Figure A-12. Rail Network, Korea 

 

In 2002, the Army pre-positioned watercraft at North Dock Yokohama, Japan to 
support the Pacific Theater. 

Army Pre-positioned Equipment Afloat 

The Army maintains a 2X2 brigade set with a support unit sets and sustainment 
strategically positioned aboard a fleet of 13 ships (8 Large Medium Speed Roll-
on-Roll-off ships [LMSRs], 4 container ships and an auxiliary crane ship) oper-
ated by Military Sealift Command. An LMSR is pictured at Figure 13. These 
ships provide 2 million square feet of storage space. 

Four ships are dedicated to the 2X2 brigade with a battalion task force and 15 
days of sustainment on each ship. Each battalion task force carries units to per-
form specific additional missions: the USNS Red Cloud carries units to aid in the 
logistical build up; the USNS Charlton carries additional engineer units; the 
USNS Watkins carries an MLRS battery; and the USNS Watson carries an intelli-
gence recon capability. Three LMSRs are loaded with Corps and Theater base 
units: the USNS Sisler carries Corps Base units; the USNS Pomeroy carries Com-
bat Support and Theater Base units; and the USNS Dahl carries multi-purpose 
CSS units that would be of value supporting military operations other than war as 
well as sustaining combat operations. 



  

 A-10  

Figure A-13. LMSR 

 

The Charleston facility (Figure A-14) is where the Army performs cyclic mainte-
nance on the equipment stored aboard the APS-3 fleet. DynCorp maintains the 
equipment on a 30-month cycle. The contracted workforce is flexible in size and 
contracted to support any in theater operational offload. The ships undergo ship 
maintenance while the equipment undergoes a 100-day maintenance process in 
Charleston. Upon completion of the maintenance cycle, the equipment is loaded 
back on the ship and normally sails to pre-positioning anchorage at Diego Garcia. 

Figure A-14. Charleston Facility 

 

The 300-acre Charleston facility has 62 maintenance bays and 39 other miscella-
neous smaller work bays. AMC programs 388,000 maintenance and support hours 
annually to support operations. 

APS-3 also includes 4 container ships for munitions and sustainment stocks. The 
munitions container ships (Motor Vessel [MV] Page and MV Carter) carry the 
equivalent of three combat loads for supporting the counterattack corps. The am-
munition is loaded in strategically configured loads for rapid delivery to the com-
bat units on PLS-compatible Container Roll-in Roll-out Platforms (CROP) and 
placed in containers to expedite throughput. 

Two general cargo ships (MV Titus and MV Gibson) carry the counterattack 
corps’ first 30 days of sustainment. The ships contain near symmetrical loads pro-
viding a swing capability to any theater. 

The Army recently downloaded both the MV American Cormorant and the MV 
Strong Virginian. These ships carried Army watercraft that will now be forward 
positioned in Japan and Kuwait to directly support the theater commanders. The 



Pre-OIF Pre-Positioning Capabilities 

 A-11  

cargo aboard these two ships was downloaded at North Dock Yokohama, Japan 
and forms the first increment of the watercraft package destined for Yokohama. 
The watercraft to be positioned in Kuwait will be in place by 2005. 

OPERATIONAL PROJECT STOCKS 

Operational projects contain equipment and supplies above normal authorizations 
to support unique Army operational requirements. There are 14 Operational Pro-
jects stored in various locations worldwide, both ashore and afloat. The opera-
tional projects are at multiple locations in varying degrees of fill. The overall fill 
rate is about 42 percent. The Army is focusing on selected OPROJ requirements 
to support Operation Enduring Freedom and awaiting the findings of the internal 
audit before redirecting additional resources. 

 Aerial Delivery—Provides the capability to airdrop initial re-supply to a 
brigade size infantry unit. 

 Aircraft Matting—Provides assets (aluminum panels) to support construc-
tion of airstrips during contingency operations. 

 Bridging—Supports contingencies, civil and disaster relief operations with 
road and water crossing capabilities. 

 Collective Support Systems—Provides modular life support (Force Pro-
vider), large area maintenance shelters, body armor, solar shades, and con-
tainerized systems (chapels, laundries, latrines, showers) for use in 
contingency operations. 

 CONUS Replacement Centers—Provides clothing and individual equip-
ment (CIE) (weapons, cots, boots, chemical defense equipment) for filler 
and replacement personnel during mobilization–supports 55,000 military 
and 5,000 others (DAC, NGOs, Contractors, etc.). 

 Enemy Prisoner of War—Provides equipment and supplies necessary to 
shelter, cloth, and protect prisoners of war–supports up to 12,000 prison-
ers. 

 Hot and Cold Weather Clothing—Provides hot & cold weather clothing, 
CTA equipment and chemical defense equipment to support filler personnel. 

 Inland Petroleum Distribution System—Provides readily available supply 
of petroleum delivery equipment to U.S. forces during contingency opera-
tions (pipeline, pumps, storage bags). 

 Logistics Materiel Support to JTF/DA—Provides Logistics Support Ele-
ments/Logistics Assistance Program (LSE/LAP) equipment for AMC per-
sonnel deploying with JTF/Corps/Div HQ. Provides emergency equipment 
and supplies for HQDA in the event of relocation to an alternate HQ site. 
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 Medical Materiel Support—Provides assets supporting the rapid expan-
sion of hospitalization capabilities. 

 Mortuary Affairs—Provides equipment and supplies to process and iden-
tify remains and includes processing contaminated remains. 

 Reception, Staging, Onward Movement and Integration—Provides an 
immediate source of equipment for receiving, staging and deployment 
missions during contingency missions. Examples of equipment are tents, 
cots, floodlights, generators, light sets, forklifts, and camouflage screen sys-
tems. 

 Special Operations Forces—Provides ammunition, equipment, and sup-
plies for short-notice deployment of SOF units and the 75th Ranger Regi-
ment. Also provides supplies and equipment to establish headquarters and 
forward operating bases. 

 Water Supply Support—Provides tactical water distribution equipment for 
obtaining, storing, and distributing potable water at the initial entry ports 
and inland as the theater develops. 

SUSTAINMENT STOCKS 

Sustainment stocks consist of selected major end items (e.g., tanks and trucks), 
ammunition and war reserve secondary items (clothing/individual equipment, 
packaged petroleum, construction and barrier materiel, medical materiel and re-
pair parts). They provide operating supplies and replacement equipment for com-
bat losses during the early stages of operations. They are intended to sustain 
deployed forces until normal re-supply channels can be established. 

As of January 2003, there were significant shortages in sustainment stocks of ma-
jor combat equipment and secondary items in several pre-positioned equipment 
sets. The Army is focusing on meeting secondary item shortfalls. Progress is re-
flected in the Army budget section of this report. 

War Reserve Stocks for Allies 

War Reserve Stocks for Allies (WRSA) are United States owned stocks in Israel, 
Korea, and Thailand. WRSA is transferred to support allied forces in accordance 
with established Operational Plans. The largest program is War Reserve Stockage 
for Allies-Korea (WRSA-K). WRSA-K is maintained for Korea and is stored in 
Korea and Japan. Most WRSA-K is obsolete or surplus ammunition (568K short 
tons), but some quantities of other items, including major items, are involved. 
Current initiatives call for termination of the WRSA-K program by 2005. 
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Bare Base Assets (Force Provider) 

The Army’s Force Provider sets were originally modeled off the Air Force Har-
vest Eagle/Harvest Falcon concepts. Force Provider is treated in the Army as an 
operational project. 

Figure A-15. Force Provider 

 

Each Force Provider module provides basic support to 550 soldiers to include din-
ing, sleeping, shower, laundry, medical and recreation. (Figure A-15) The original 
mission of Force Provider included rest and refit for combat-weary soldiers, thea-
ter reception, intermediate staging bases, redeployment and base camps for other 
military operations, such as humanitarian and disaster relief and peacekeep-
ing/peace enforcement missions. 

As of this writing, 35 of 36 Force Provider modules are deployed in support of 
military service members fighting the global war on terrorism. The one remaining 
is the training module maintained at Fort Polk, Louisiana. 

ASSET VISIBILITY 

The Army keeps detailed item level information on line with real time updates. 
The most comprehensive source of APS information is contained in the Auto-
mated Battlebook System (ABS). The Army, through a contract with Stanley As-
sociates, publishes quarterly ABS CD ROMs and maintains a battle web site on 
the Army Electronic Product Support web under the restricted access section, 
http://aeps.ria.army.mil/aepspublic.cfm. This site carries data on all APS equip-
ment to include location and condition, requirements and shortfall as well as the 
ability to download information for analysis. 

The Army maintains asset visibility on conventional munitions to include ammu-
nition readiness status and stockpile analysis on the web at 
https://www6.osc.army.mil/mrr/. This web site rates the readiness status of for-
ward positioned ammunition and will soon add an icon with information on the 
two ammunition ships. 
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The Army maintains an Operational Project Management System. The site, which 
requires both a user ID and password, allows authorized users to search, view and 
edit Operational Project data including summary information, status of approvals 
and reviews and asset data. The web address is 
http://www.amc2.army.mil/dcs_logistics/lg-rss/opms/login.asp. 

BUDGET 

Since 2000, OSD guidance and Army practice have been to fund the high priority 
APS (APS-3, APS-4 and APS-5) to 100 percent of validated requirements and 
APS-1 and APS-2 to 86 percent since neither of the latter directly supports one of 
the traditional MTWs in the POM. Management Decision Package (MDEP) 
VWSI, the program that pays for Army War Reserve Secondary Items (WRSI) 
through the Army Working Capital Fund, is generally funded at a much lower 
percentage, although even these numbers mark a distinct improvement over recent 
funding when no dollars were provided for WRSI. 

MDEPs VWR1 through 5 pay operations and support costs (e.g., labor, contract, 
ADP) for receipt, storage, care of supplies in storage, cyclic maintenance and is-
sue of APS. Included in these operations and support costs are ship and ware-
house leases and the parts and supplies needed for care of supplies in storage 
(COSIS) and maintenance operations. These MDEPs do not pay for acquisition of 
major items, procurement appropriation secondary items or ammunition required 
in pre-positioning—these are funded by other appropriations. 

The FY04-09 POM numbers are displayed in Table A-2. 

Table A-2. FY04–09 POM 

 

BUDGET AND POM
Source PB3.2 (FY04-09 POM Lock).  

Procurement funding for ammunition and major 
items not included.

FY02 FY03 FY-04 FY-05 FY-06 FY-07 FY08 FY09 FY 04-09

     APS 
Required 496.1 532.8 551.4 496.1 545.9 502.4 524.0 529.5 3149.3
Funded 494.6 509.9 532.2 484.7 534.6 492.1 516.8 524.2 3084.5

Percent Funded 100% 96% 97% 98% 98% 98% 99% 99% 98%
UFR 1.5 22.9 19.1 11.4 11.4 10.3 7.2 5.3 64.8

     WRSI
Required 312.0 318.0 461.0 475.0 400.0 330.0 300.0 200.0 2,166
Funded* 63.0 89.0 105.5 117.2 195.0 245.3 258.6 200.0 1,122

Percent Funded 20% 28% 23% 25% 49% 74% 86% 100% 52%
UFR 249.0 229.0 355.6 357.8 205.0 84.7 41.4 0.0 1044.41

     Total - APS & WRSI
Required 808.1 850.8 1012.4 971.1 945.9 832.4 824.0 729.5 5315.3
Funded* 557.6 598.9 637.7 601.9 729.6 737.4 775.4 724.2 4206.1

Percent Funded 69% 70% 63% 62% 77% 89% 94% 99% 79%
UFR 250.5 251.9 374.7 369.2 216.4 173.0 48.6 5.3 1109.2

PREPOSITIONED EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES
Dollars in Millions

*ABO practice is to provide Army Working Capital Fund obligation authority for WRSI for the amount budgeted for the next year; accordingly, 
$105.45M is being provided for WRSI as obligation authority in FY03. 
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U.S. AIR FORCE 
Pre-OIF Pre-positioning Posture 

Unlike the Army and Marine Corps, the Air Force does not pre-position unit 
equipment. Organic support for air unit squadron maintenance, for example, is 
deployed as unit from CONUS or home base. 

As we define “pre-positioning” in this study, Air Force pre-positioned materiel 
consists solely of War Reserve Materiel (WRM). 

The Air Force WRM2 program falls into six major categories: equipment, vehi-
cles, consumables, ammunition, bare base sets (Harvest Eagle/Harvest Falcon), 
and the Afloat Pre-positioned Fleet (APF). 

 WRM equipment consists of equipment over and above items required for 
peacetime use and includes: aircraft and general support equipment, e.g., 
Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE), fuel Tanks, Racks, Adapters, and 
Pylons (TRAP) for attack aircraft, and test equipment. 

 WRM vehicles are typically Special Purpose vehicles, such as forklifts, 
25k-Loaders, dump trucks, R-11 refuelers and aircraft tow vehicles, but 
also include General Purpose vehicles, such as pick-up trucks and aircraft 
maintenance vans. 

 Consumables consist of packaged POL, de-icing fluids, rations, and con-
struction materials. 

 Bare Base sets (Harvest Eagle and Harvest Falcon) consist of deployable 
equipment and facilities to support flying operations at existing or contin-
gency operational locations. 

 WRM munitions include General Purpose (GP) bombs and precision 
guided munitions (PGMs). 

Air Force pre-positioned WRM is located at forward operating locations, forward 
support locations, or afloat (Afloat Pre-positioned Fleet) in the Pacific, SWA, and 
Europe regions. (See Figure A-16.) 

                                     
2 USAF Instruction 25-101, War Reserve Materiel (WRM) Program Guidance and Proce-

dures, 25 October 2000, defines War Reserve Materiel (WRM) as  “materiel required in addition 
to primary operating stocks/ and deployment (mobility) equipment necessary to attain objectives 
in the scenarios approved for sustainability planning in the Defense Planning Guidance.” Joint 
Publication 1-02, The Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 
amended through June 2003, does not define “war reserve materiel” but it does define “war re-
serve materiel requirement” as “that portion of the war materiel requirement required to be on 
hand on D-day. This level consists of the war materiel requirement less the sum of peacetime as-
sets assumed to be available on D-day and the war materiel procurement capability.” 
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Following are details on bare base and WRM munitions pre-positioning programs. 

Figure A-16. WRM Munitions and Bare Base Pre-positioning Program 
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BARE BASE SETS 

Harvest Eagle (a PACAF initiative) provides stand-alone living and working fa-
cilities or support for additional personnel at an existing installation. Each set 
provides housekeeping capability only (billeting, messing, hygiene) for 550 peo-
ple.3 A total of 24 sets support 13,200 people. Assets are positioned at land sites 
in the Pacific region, Europe, and CONUS. 

PACAF maintains smaller HE-type assets designed to expand billeting and feed-
ing capacities of an existing installation. These sets do not include latrines, show-
ers or water distribution and cannot be used as a bare base stand-alone capability. 
Housekeeping sets contain tents, heaters, lumber and tent floors, 30 and 60 kW 
generators, light-alls, and water treatment units. Kitchen sets include kitchen, din-
ing, and storage tents, refrigerator boxes, and kitchen equipment. 

USAFE HE sets supported Turkish-based Desert Shield/Storm operations, Pro-
vider Comfort/Promise, and Allied Force/Noble Anvil. 

                                     
3 HE Housekeeping Sets contain tents for billeting and base support activities, latrines and 

showers, a kitchen facility, and power and water distribution systems. HE Utilities Packages con-
tain high-voltage power generation and distribution equipment and environmental control. HE 
Cold Weather Sets contain tent heaters for use with the HE power set. 
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Harvest Falcon, initiated out of the Operation Desert Storm experience, provides 
more robust capabilities than Harvest Eagle. Harvest Falcon provides complete 
facilities for long-duration flying support operations. The program currently con-
sists of 105 sets, which include modules that provide the following capabilities: 

 housekeeping for 1,100 personnel each set (50 sets) 

 industrial operations (15) 

 initial flightline support (15 sets) 

 follow-on flightline support (25 sets). 

Harvest Falcon capabilities can support a total of 55,000 people and 822 aircraft 
at 15 beddown locations. (Figure A-17 shows a HF bare base shelter). HF is in-
tended for use in SWA but may be deployed to any theater. 

Figure A-17. HF Bare Base Shelter 

 

The pre-Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) funding requirement (FY03-07) was 
$489 million. USAF estimated an additional OEF requirement of $244 million for 
a total requirement of $733 million. Programmed funding for FY02-07 was $329 
million for an unfunded shortfall of $433.5 million. Supplemental funding was 
provided in preparation for OIF but the Air Force needs an additional $231 mil-
lion to eliminate the shortfall. 

According to HQ USAF, the HE/HF program is characterized by insufficient 
funding, high usage rates since Desert Storm, and delayed reconstitution. Recent 
demands of OEF have nearly depleted bare base assets. 

Munitions 

The USAF maintains large stocks of munitions and associated aircraft equipment 
(tanks, racks, and pylons) in CONUS that would be deployed with air units to 
FOBs/FOLs for combat missions. USAF also maintains a substantial amount of 
munitions (dumb bombs along with the components to convert to smart bombs) 
and TRAP forward positioned. 
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AF munitions are planned and managed through the Global Asset Positioning 
(GAP) program. GAP consists of: forward pre-positioned and CONUS-located 
munitions stocks and standard air munitions packages (STAMP). 

Pre-positioned munitions are located on land at various FOL/FSLs and on APF 
ships. 

The APF comprises 4 ships (which are loaded exclusively with munitions): the 
MV Captain Stephen L. Bennett; MV Major Bernard F. Fisher, the MV Merlin 
and MV A1C William H. Pitsenbarger (Figure A-18). Packaging techniques exist 
for storing all munitions subcomponents in the same container, but they are cur-
rently stored separately. 

Figure A-18. MV AlC William H. Pitsenbarger 

 

As of January 2003, the Pitsenbarger, Fisher and Merlin were at Diego Garcia, 
and the Bennett was in the Mediterranean Sea. Post-OIF, MSC indicates that the 
Bennett and Fisher will be located at Diego Garcia, the Pitsenbarger will deploy 
to Saipan, and the Merlin may operate in the Mediterranean. 

Pre-positioned munitions include both “starter stock” and “swing stock” muni-
tions. Starter stocks are “those assets required at or near the point of intended use 
until air and sea lines of communication (LOCs) are capable of sustaining opera-
tions.” (Air Force Instruction 25-101) The stock objective is based on the number 
of days of munitions needed to sustain full combat operations until logistic resup-
ply lines are established. 

Swing stocks consist of “the total OPLAN/CONPLAN requirements minus the 
Starter Stock.” Swing stocks are “positioned to maximize flexibility to support 
multiple theaters” and consist of APF,4 STAMP, and bomber flyaway munitions 
available to any theater conducting war operations. Swing stocks may serve to 
augment a starter stock, the total combat requirement, or both. Up to 50 percent of 
swing stocks may be considered as available to fulfill the needs of the starter ob-
jective if it is not feasible to position assets in the theater. 

                                     
4 APF ships are viewed as swing assets. 
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Figure A-19. Munitions Positioning 

 

U.S. NAVY 
Pre-OIF Pre-positioning Posture 

By its nature, the Navy is postured to conduct seapower operations worldwide. 
This capability has evolved over nearly a century of experience beginning with 
the around-the-world voyage of the Great White Fleet in 1907. Today, the Navy 
projects seapower from the east and west coasts of the CONUS and two geo-
graphic areas OCONUS—Southern Europe and Japan. Since Naval operations 
inherently include a sustainment pipeline, pre-positioning is limited to capabilities 
that are not easily moved such as air munitions, combat engineering force equip-
ment (SeaBees), and combat hospitals designed to support Marines ashore. Al-
though not its direct responsibility, the Navy is very dependent on DLA’s Defense 
Energy Support Center (DESC) for fuel support and availability worldwide. 

MUNITIONS 

The Navy’s munitions distribution scheme is determined by OPLAN require-
ments as well as the ability of specific magazines to store the product. The Navy’s 
preferred sustainment origin for munitions is CONUS, however, the magazines in 
Guam, Hawaii, and Japan and elsewhere have operational level stocks that meet 
the expected OPLAN needs of the respective Navy component commands. Each 
activity has an allowance list that determines the stockage levels. 

The Navy positions its ordnance using a formal process called the Global Naval 
Ordnance Positioning Plan (GNOPP). This plan has a global perspective that bal-
ances requirements against inventory to reach desired capabilities as articulated in 
Defense Guidance and assessments of most likely major theater war (MTW) and 
small scale contingency (SSC) scenarios. “The GNOPP considers storage capaci-
ties, most efficient resupply of supported warfighters, and minimization of strate-
gic lift requirements.”5 In addition to munitions in forward stocks ashore, the 
Navy has munitions stored afloat aboard the SS Cape Jacob. This provides rapid 

                                     
5 OPNAVINST 8010.12F/MCO 8010.12, 28 March 2000, page 3. 
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response capability and the ability to swing munitions stocks pending relocation 
from CONUS or other worldwide storage ashore. 

The Navy positions air-delivered munitions, including common components such 
as bomb bodies, tails, and fins in 46 locations worldwide. Of the more effective 
air munitions, over 50 percent of the weight of these munitions are afloat with the 
fleet. The stocks aboard MPS ships raise these percentages to over 65 percent for 
selected weapons. 

Major locations outside CONUS currently storing U.S. Navy munitions are in-
cluded in Table A-3.  

Table A-3. Navy OCONUS Air Munitions Distribution 

Combat Command Country 
Number of 
Locations 

Total Weight 
(short tons) 

CENTCOM  5 831 
CENTCOM Total  5 831 
    
EUCOM Greece 1 2,523 
 Italy 2 1,357 
 Norway 1 1,535 
 Spain 1 1,032 
EUCOM Total  5 6,447 
    
PACOM Diego Garcia 1 156 
 Guam 2 7,913 
 Japan 10 8,832 
 Korea 6 5,216 
PACOM Total  19 22,116 
    
AFLOAT MPS1 5 2,636 
 MPS2 7 3,611 
 MPS3 5 5,177 
AFLOAT Total  17 11,424 
Total  46 40,818 

 
COMBAT ENGINEER EQUIPMENT 

Under the terms of reference between the Navy and Marine Corps, Navy Mobile 
Construction Battalions (SeaBees) embarked aboard Maritime Pre-positioning 
Ships (MPS) are OPCON to the Marine Corps although paid for by the Navy. 
This engineer equipment is designed to provide life support and material handling 
support to Marine Corps combat forces ashore. 
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FLEET HOSPITALS 

Navy Fleet Hospitals are addressed in the Medical Class VIIIa Pre-positioning 
section of this report. 

Each fleet hospital or Naval Expeditionary Medical Support System (NEMSS) 
can be built in its full-size, 500-bed capacity, or as a smaller version, called an 
Expeditionary Medical Facility (EMF), which supports between 20 and 116 pa-
tients. The full-size version is packed in nearly 400 20-foot shipping containers 
and also includes 100 vehicles. It contains three operating rooms, 420 acute care 
beds and 80 intensive care beds, has a staff of 978 medical and support personnel 
and will cover 28 acres when erected. The smaller EMF has the same medical ca-
pability, only scaled-down for less capacity and a smaller footprint ashore. In ei-
ther version they are largely self-sufficient, containing their own public works 
department and base operating support facilities such as a galley, laundry, genera-
tors, and vehicles. 

A fleet hospital was activated at Naval Base Guantanamo Bay, Cuba (GTMO) to 
provide medical care for Taliban and al Qaeda detainees from Afghanistan. This 
was the first activation of a fleet hospital since the Gulf War. Three fleet hospitals 
were activated in Saudi Arabia and Bahrain in 1990-91. Each fleet hospital is val-
ued at approximately $25 million. FHSO is responsible for fleet hospital design, 
life-cycle support, deployment (pre-positioning), and activation. Each is refur-
bished according to a cyclical Integrated Logistics Overhaul (ILO) plan that calls 
for each fleet hospital to be rebuilt every three to five years, depending on its pre-
position platform. During this ILO cycle, FHSO conducts preventive mainte-
nance, equipment upgrades, and configuration changes, as required. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 
Pre-OIF Pre-positioning Posture 

The U.S. Marine Corps possesses two types of pre-positioned capability: The 
Maritime Pre-positioned Force (MPF), composed of Maritime Pre-positioned 
Ships with embarked equipment and materiel, and their habitually non co-located 
associated forces, and the Norway Air-Landed Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
(NALMEB). This capability is further divided into three discrete MPFs and a sin-
gular NALMEB. See Table A-4. 

 



  

 A-22  

Table A-4. Marine Corps Pre-positioning Locations/Capabilities 

Unit  
Designator 

Afloat or 
Ashore 

Mission: Forces, 
Sustainment or 

Both Location Associated Forces 

MPS One Afloat Both Mediterranean Sea 2d MEB,  
Camp LeJeune, NC 

MPS Two Afloat Both Diego Garcia 1st MEB,  
Camp Pendleton, CA 

MPS Three Afloat Both Guam and  
Saipan 

3d MEB,  
Okinawa, JA 

NAL-MEB Ashore Both Norway 2d MEB,  
Camp LeJeune, NC 

 
The Maritime Pre-positioning Force is a key element of the U.S. Marine Corps’ 
building block approach. It is also a rapid, sustainable, global crisis response ca-
pability in its own right. The MPF consists of two parts. The first includes three 
squadrons of ships, strategically positioned within close proximity to the Marine 
Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) [MEU(SOC)] operating areas in 
the Mediterranean, Persian Gulf, and the Indian and Pacific Oceans. Like 
MEU(SOC)s, MPF squadrons are no more than seven to 14 days sailing time 
from any brewing crisis within their respective areas of coverage. In addition, two 
U.S.-based aviation logistics support ships (one on each coast) carry a complete 
intermediate maintenance capability for Marine aviation units. Their capabilities 
augment MPF squadrons when required. 

In essence, each MPF squadron is a large MAGTF without its Marines and Sail-
ors—a floating “tool chest” of crisis response capabilities. In its entirety, one 
four- to five-ship squadron carries the equipment for a regimental-size mecha-
nized MAGTF, and enough supplies for 30 days of sustained operations ashore. 
Unique to their crisis response heritage, MPF squadrons can, weather permitting, 
offload their entire cargo “in stream” (at sea) via on-board cranes, landing craft, 
and causeways. This capability eliminates the need for well-developed port facili-
ties. The ships can also pipe bulk water and fuel ashore, adding to MAGTF sus-
tainability in austere environments or when the infrastructure ashore has been 
destroyed—either by natural disaster or by enemy action. 

Squadrons are loaded in such a way as to allow individual ships to be selectively 
off-loaded in support of smaller, operationally independent MAGTFs. For exam-
ple, one ship in each squadron is designed to augment MEU(SOC) capabilities. 
Others carry capabilities well suited for disaster relief and humanitarian opera-
tions. Still others are designed to support MAGTFs involved in low intensity con-
flicts. By the end of 2003, the squadron “tool chest” will be even more flexible 
with the addition of one new ship per squadron. This will allow a squadron to de-
liver expanded joint task force command and control capabilities, expeditionary 
airfield equipment, a full field hospital, and heavy engineer assets. 
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Marines and Sailors that fall-in on the pre-positioned equipment transform the 
MPS sets into full-fledged MAGTFs. An MPF fly-in echelon consists of up to 
17,600 Marines and an additional 1,100 Sailors in the associated Naval Support 
Element, as well as more than 120 fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft. When an MPF 
squadron and its companion fly-in-echelon of Marines, Sailors and aircraft are 
married-up, they form the forward operating element of a full MEF. 

MPSRON One has an afloat staff of 20 military personnel under the command of 
a U.S. Navy captain. The staff is embarked in one of the squadron’s six Maritime 
Pre-positioning Ships. There is a total of about 140 permanently assigned civilian 
and military personnel aboard the six ships. Over 400 additional personnel can 
come aboard the ships when conducting a Maritime Pre-positioning Force opera-
tion. Staff members serve one-year tours in a continuously underway, forward-
deployed status. The MPSRON One ships operate in European waters without a 
permanent homeport in that area. The ships that are a regular part of MPSRON 
One are MV 2nd LT John P Bobo, SS SGT Matej Kocak, USNS 1st LT Harry L 
Martin, SS PFC Eugene A Obregon, and SS. MAJ Stephen W Pless. The MV 
CAPT Steven Bennett, carrying Air Force munitions routinely operates as part of 
MPSRON One. 

(The Marine Corps is currently realigning its MPSRON configurations to create 
more equitable distribution of capabilities. Pre-OIF MPSRONs were aligned, for 
the most part, by ship-class with each MPSRON comprised of ships of the same 
class. Each MPSRON in the future will generally have the same configuration and 
mix of ships.) 

MPSRON Two is an afloat staff of eight military personnel and seven civilians un-
der the command of a U.S. Navy Captain. The staff is embarked on one of the 
squadron’s six Maritime Pre-positioning Ships. Apart from the squadron staff, 
there are about 150 permanently assigned civilian and military personnel aboard 
the six ships. Nearly 100 additional personnel can come aboard each ship when 
conducting a Maritime Pre-positioning Force operation. Staff members serve one-
year tours in a continuously underway, forward-deployed status. The MPSRON 
Two ships operate out of Diego Garcia without a permanent homeport in that area. 
The ships that are a regular part of MPSRON Two are MV PFC James Anderson 
Jr., MV PFC William B Baugh, MV 1st LT Alex Bonnyman, MV CPL Louis J 
Hauge Jr., MV PVT Franklin J Phillips, and USNS GYSGT Fred W Stockham. 

Since its inception, the squadron has operated in support of operations Desert 
Storm in the Persian Gulf, Restore Hope in Somalia and Support Hope in 
Kenya/Rwanda, as well as other numerous exercises and operations. MPSRON 
Two generally participates in one major Maritime Pre-positioning Force exercise 
per year. 

The first three ships of MPS Squadron Two left their Diego Garcia homeport to 
reach Saudi Arabia 15 August 1990, marking the first use of the MPS in an actual 
crisis. Within four days of their arrival in the port of Jubayl, Saudi Arabia Navy 
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cargo handlers averaging 100 lift-hours per day offloaded more equipment and 
supplies from the three 755-foot ships than could have been moved by 3,000 C-
141 cargo flights. The 16,500 Marines of the 7th Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
(MEB), a component of the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), arrived via 
the Military Airlift Command. They “married-up” with the MPS equipment and 
were ready for combat on 25 August—the first heavy ground combat capability 
in-theater. The five ships of MPS Squadron Two brought the essentials to support 
the 7th MEB Marines for 30 days of combat—food, water, fuel, millions of 
pounds of ammunition for aircraft, artillery and small arms, construction materials 
and medical supplies. 

MPSRON Three is an afloat staff of ten military personnel under the command of 
a U.S. Navy captain. The staff is embarked on one of the squadron’s ships. More 
than 400 additional personnel can come aboard the ships when conducting a Mari-
time Pre-positioning Force operation. Staff members serve one-year tours in a 
continuously underway, forward deployed status. The squadron is composed of 
Combat Pre-positioning Force and Logistics Pre-positioning Force ships. Both 
types provide for the quick-response delivery of materiel for the U.S. Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and the Defense Logistics Agency. The ships that are a regular 
part of MPSRON Three are MV SGT William R Button, MV 1st LT Baldomero 
Lopez, MV 1st LT Jack Lummus, and MV PFC Dewayne T Williams. (The USNS 
LCPL Row M. Wheat will be added in 2003.) On a routine basis, MPSRON Three 
assumes or relinquishes operational control of these ships to its sister MPS squad-
rons to ensure that the correct mix of ships are available around the world. 

At the outset of Operation Desert Shield, the five ships of MPS Squadron Two 
brought the essentials to support the 7th MEB Marines for 30 days of combat—
food, water, fuel, millions of pounds of ammunition for aircraft, artillery and 
small arms, construction materials and medical supplies. The balance of the 
equipment for I MEF arrived from Guam aboard the ships of MPS Squadron 
Three. Delivering all the equipment delivered by MPS ships to the 45,000 men of 
the 1st Marine Division would have required 2100 lifts by C-5s, our largest mili-
tary transport aircraft. 

To complement this capability, an aggressive exercise and training program is 
pursued by the Marines. 

 Freedom Banner: This bi-annual exercise is focused on MPSRON Three and 
III MEF. Conducted under the command of USCINCPAC, it supports the 
training and testing of III MEF/3d MEB capability to conduct Maritime Pre-
positioning Force operations. During a recent Freedom Banner exercise, 3d 
MEB successfully deployed over 3,500 Marines, Sailors and civilians from 
Okinawa, mainland Japan, Hawaii and CONUS into Australia to conduct 
this exercise. It off-loaded 312 items off the MPF ship, 750 items of rolling 
stock and 322 containers from the MSC ship, combined with 4 rail opera-
tions of over 200 vehicles to get the equipment and supplies to the 
SPMAGTF to participate in the field training exercise. The 3d MEB logged 
almost 100,000 miles of convoy operations during the off-load. 
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 Native Fury: This exercise, conducted on either an annual or bi-annual ba-
sis, is focused on MPSRON Two and I MEF/1st MEB. This exercise has 
been conducted on a recurring basis since 1992, and involves the conduct 
of a partial MPS offload in a host nation within the US Central Command 
AOR and related ashore training with the offloaded equipment. 

 EUCOM MPF Exercise. This exercise is normally a part of a larger exer-
cise, and involves the selective offload of a portion of MPSRON One by II 
MEF/2d MEB forces. As an example, MPF offloads for training have been 
conducted during exercises Dynamic Mix and Display Determination. 

The Norway Pre-positioning Program is a DoD directed, NATO initiative for the 
rapid reinforcement of Norway. A U.S./Norway bilateral study was conducted in 
1970 to determine how best to enhance the defense of NATO’s northern flank, 
protect key defense areas, and reinforce North Norway. From these meetings, a 
Bilateral Memorandum of Understanding was signed between the Governments 
of the United States and Norway: which provides for the storage, maintenance, 
procurement, and periodic replacement of designated equipment and supplies in 
Central Norway storage sites. 

The $420 million worth of Marine gear can outfit up to 17,000 Marines at once or 
13,000 Marines for a month. The list of equipment is impressive: 7,000 tons of 
ground and aviation ammunition, 1,000 vehicles, 40,000 cases of rations and 18 
Howitzers. The NALMEB does not pre-position armor assets due to Norway’s pol-
icy on “non-provocation” and the Conventional Forces Europe (CFE) treaty. The 
storage comes with a $12.2 million price tag. For that money, the equipment is 
stored in 80,000 square meters of climate-controlled caves, kept at 55 percent hu-
midity at 50 degrees Fahrenheit, and protected by electronic security and guards. 

The NALMEB land pre-positioning program is a DoD directed, NATO initiative 
that was established to provide NATO with a rapid reinforcement capability on its 
northern flank. The program was designed to significantly reduce strategic airlift 
requirements, forces closure time, and to provide wider strategic options for rap-
idly reinforcing the northern flank with a potent, sustainable force. Through bur-
den-sharing agreements with Norway (renewed in 1997), the program cost is 
minimal and the agreement serves as a tangible reaffirmation of US commitment 
to NATO and to Norway. 

Although the threat that rationalized the program no longer exists, the program 
has remained intact, continuing to consume over $7 million annually and an addi-
tional $6.1 million of Norwegian funds. It is slated to receive over $90 million in 
procurement funding to modernize the equipment stored in the caves between 
2003 and 2008. Additionally, there are over 5,000 pieces of Marine Corps equip-
ment devoted to the program not available for use elsewhere in the Marine Corps. 
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Norwegian Air-Landed Marine Air Ground Task Force (NALMAGTF) aviation 
support equipment provides tailored organizational-level common support equip-
ment (CSE), peculiar support equipment and minimal intermediate-level CSE to 
support the air combat element’s (ACE) pre-assigned mix of aircraft. When de-
ployed, the ACE will provide tactical air support for a MEF-Forward size 
MAGTF. The MAGTF will have the capability for independent deployment or, if 
the situation dictates, the ability to join up and become a part of a larger amphibi-
ous force. 

ACE aircraft will be flight ferried directly to the theater of operations supported 
by either Marine organic or Air Mobility Command (AMC) tankers and cargo air-
craft. The remaining Fly-In-Echelon (FIE) will be moved to the theater of opera-
tions via Marine organic or AMC/CRAF aircraft. The ACE FIE includes squadron 
maintenance personnel, a support package of aeronautical replacement compo-
nents, organizational-level material readiness items, and minimal intermediate-
level readiness items for immediate aircraft operations. NALMAGTF and FIE 
support equipment comprise all common and peculiar support equipment to oper-
ate each aircraft during the first 30 days of combat. NALMAGTF support equip-
ment also includes minimal aircraft facility equipment to support intermediate-
level maintenance functions common to both fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft. 
HQMC has approved the use of equipment and supplies for exercises or opera-
tions outside of Norway but within the EUCOM AOR. The NALMEB Out of 
Area Use Policy allows for this by requesting the use of these assets from HQMC 
via the appropriate chain of command/national command relationships. HQMC 
has designated COMMARFOREUR as its Executive Agent for these matters once 
HQMC approval has been granted. 

First used outside of Norway for Baltic Challenge 96 in July 1996, NALMEB 
equipment and supplies moved by air to Latvia for use during that exercise. In 
1997, NALMEB materials were moved from Norway to Estonia by commercial 
ferry. The movement of equipment included a 5-ton truck and two field ambu-
lances moved by rail from Norway to Sweden and by ferry to Estonia. 

A dynamic and active exercise program complements the NALMEB capability. 
The exercise, named Battle Griffin, is a triennial joint allied field exercise that 
exercises the Norway Air-Landed Marine Ground Task Force (NALMAGTF) 
concept to reinforce Norway and Norwegian National Forces in cooperation with 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), National Headquarters, and other 
designated NATO forces. Forces from II MEF fly into Norway using a minimum 
amount of strategic airlift, marries-up with the equipment and supplies, and rede-
ploys throughout Norway as needed. The Battle Griffin exercise is designed to 
test all aspects of NALMEB (deployment of forces from CONUS, withdrawal of 
equipment and supplies from cave sites, redeployment of equipment and supplies, 
integration of U.S. and Norwegian forces, etc.). 
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DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY 
Pre-OIF Pre-positioning Posture 

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) supports the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense’s (OSD) War Reserve Materiel (WRM) program. The purpose of OSD’s 
WRM program is to determine war reserve inventory requirements to ensure that 
war reserves are properly selected, sized, positioned, pre-packaged, maintained 
and transported based on approved plans. DLA provides value by assisting in the 
development and execution of policy guidance pertaining to war reserve materiel 
requirements and war reserve materiel positioning to support the immediate needs 
of Military Forces across a spectrum of contingencies. Per Department of Defense 
Directive 3110.6, “War Reserve Materiel Policy” chapter 5.6. “The Director, De-
fense Logistics Agency, shall perform storage and distribution functions for war 
reserve materiel stocks in coordination with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff.” 

The Services are responsible for computing Secondary Item WRM requirements 
to meet OPLAN requirements. Current policies require the Services to budget, 
fund, and manage WRM. Once the Services submit their WRM requirements to 
DLA, DLA compares the WRM requirements with assets that are available within 
DLA, compares those shortfalls with what is available through the industrial base, 
and then forwards the known WRM shortfalls to the Services so the Services can 
budget for those WRM shortfalls through the Program Objective Memorandum 
(POM) process. In accordance with DoDD 3110.6, acquired WRM is positioned 
as starter stock or swing stock, or a combination at the direction of the Military 
Services. 

Class I Pre-positioned Assets 

DLA received an average of 89 percent of the funding required to meets its Class 
I pre-positioned asset requirements through the Fiscal Year 2005 (see Table A-5). 

Table A-5. FY 2005 Budget Estimates (Subsistence) 

October 2001 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 

1. Required      
a. Pre-positioned  185.9  206.2  227.3  231.4 
b. Sustaining  100.6  101.9  103.6  105.5 
c. Total  286.5  308.1  330.9  336.9 

2. Assets          
a. Pre-positioned 163.7  184.0  205.1  208.8 
b. Sustaining 100.6  101.9  103.6  105.5 
c. Total 264.3  285.9  308.7  314.3 
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Table A-5. FY 2005 Budget Estimates (Subsistence) 
(continued) 

October 2001 FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 

3. Funded Deficit          
a. Pre-positioned  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 
b. Sustaining  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 
c. Total  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 

4. Unfunded Deficit          
a. Pre-positioned  22.2  22.2  22.2  22.6 
b. Sustaining  0.0  0.0  0.0  0.0 
c. Total  22.2  22.2  22.2  22.6 

 
With its current funding, DLA stocks approximately 1.7 million cases of Meals, 
Ready to Eat (MREs). The rotational capability of subsistence items limit what 
can be stocked. DLA will only store war reserve material that can be rotated 
within its shelf life. This fact often limits their capability to meet war reserve re-
quirements. The rotation and shelf life agreements between DLA/Defense Supply 
Center Philadelphia and the Services are formalized in Memorandums of Agree-
ment for each service. DLA pre-positioned WRM on land is inspected during 
regular inspection cycles and rotated through peacetime requirements. For pre-
positioned WRM onboard ships, DA schedules and performs veterinary surveil-
lance inspections. They coordinate with DLA to set target rotation dates, and as-
sume responsibility for all losses attributed to storage of DLA owned rations 
aboard pre-positioning ships and enroute to DLA storage locations. 

As of November 2002, DLA had Class I assets forward positioned in Qatar, UAE, 
and Bahrain. The Family of Operational Rations stored in Bahrain and Qatar is 
enough to support personnel deployed to Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Africa. DLA 
stores Unitized Group Rations-A (UGR-A) in Bahrain. The following rations are 
located in Qatar: MREs; Meal, Religious, Kosher/Halal; Health & Comfort Packs; 
Unitized Group Rations H & S; limited UGR-A; Pouch Bread; Ration, Cold 
Weather; and Food Packet, Long Range Patrol. 

DLA also has the capability to deliver subsistence via Prime Vendor (PV) and 
Direct Vendor Delivery (DVD) programs established with vendors. Prime Ven-
dors can also act as conduits for storage of WRM assets as needed. Other items, 
that do not need to be assembled elsewhere, can also be delivered directly. DLA 
has PV to support the following overseas locations (Table A-6). 
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Table A-6. Overseas Prime Vendors 

Area Supported Vendor Location 

Europe Theodore Wille Intertrade GMBH LB Bischofsheim, Germany 
Guam Quality Distributors Tamuning, Guam 
Japan Coastal Pacific Food Distributors, Inc SB Stockton, CA 
Okinawa Multi Unit Chain Distribution Services, INC. Duluth, GA 
Korea US Foods International, Inc (USFI) Gardena, CA 
SWA Bahrain Maritime & Merchantile Int’l BSC 

(BMMI)` 
BMMI, Bahrain 

SWA Seven Seas Shipchandlers Dubai, UAE 

 
DLA also contracts with in-theater parties as necessary to provide subsistence. 

If deemed the Executive Agent for Class I items in the future, DLA anticipates 
their role changing to support other classes of supply that relate to Class I; for ex-
ample, purchasing and/or leasing food service equipment and contracting for food 
field feeding services in theater. Water may also be included in Class I in the future. 

DLA implemented a system, Subsistence Planning Integrated Data Enterprise 
Readiness System (SPIDERS), that integrates the readiness posture of industry to 
support a contingency by GeoLocation. SPIDERS captures requirements, asset, 
inventory, and production data. During peacetime planning, SPIDERS allows 
DLA to identify any support issues for the Services by global regions. During 
wartime planning, SPIDERS allows DLA to quickly use vendor data in specific 
areas to access critical intelligence as needed on any logistical problem that arises. 

Class III Pre-positioned Assets 

DLA received 100 percent funding through FY 09 to meet Class III require-
ments—See Table A-7.  

Table A-7. FY 2005 Budget Estimates (Fuel) 

October 2001 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09

1. Required  849.2  811.2  858.3  731.6 753.2 775.3 798.5 822.4 
2. Funded 849.2  811.2  858.3  731.6 753.2 775.3 798.5 822.4 

*Dollars in Millions 
 

As part of the Logistics Pre-positioning Force, Military Sealift Command (MSC) 
operates two pre-positioning ships—the SS Chesapeake and the SS Petersburg—
for DLA’s Defense Energy Support Center. These offshore petroleum discharge 
system (OPDS) tankers were part of the Maritime Administration’s Ready Re-
serve Force but are currently activated and part of the MSC fleet. They steam at 
14 knots and each carries 297,000 barrels of JP5. The two ships are single hull 
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design—and about 40 years old. DLA and MSC are currently exploring design 
concepts for enhanced OPDS capabilities. 

MEDICAL VIIIA PRE-POSITIONING 
Currently, the Military Services’ maintain supply class (SC) VIIIa medical mate-
riel (equipment and supplies), in both line item and unit set configuration as part 
of their war reserve/pre-positioning programs. 

Pre-positioning Class VIIIa materiel afloat and ashore is necessary to ensure ini-
tial health service support capabilities are available to support deployed opera-
tional forces. The remainder of this section examines the Class VIIIa medical 
materiel pre-positioned by each Military Service. 

U.S. Air Force Class VIIIa 

The U.S. Air Force pre-positions Class VIIIa medical war reserve materiel to sup-
port the full spectrum of Aerospace Expeditionary Force (AEF) operations. Class 
VIIIa materiel is pre-positioned as starter or swing stock, or a combination of both 
that is needed to support medical war reserve requirements generated through 
beddown changes, or system upgrades. 

Starter stocks represent those assets required at or near the point of intended use 
until air and sea lines of communications (LOCs) are capable of sustaining opera-
tions. Swing stocks are the total OPLAN/CONPLAN requirements minus the 
Starter Stock and are positioned to maximize flexibility to support multiple thea-
ters. The Air Force pre-positions to support starter requirements and maintains 
Class VIIIa materiel in both CONUS and OCONUS locations. 

The U.S. Air Force pre-positions Class VIIIa materiel as modular capability pack-
ages or increments that are tailored to meet specific response options packages 
that support its Expeditionary Medical Support and Air Force Theater Hospital 
(EMEDS/AFTH) System. The basic premise is to flow essential medical capabil-
ity on the first aircraft and bring in additional medical capability as the operation 
expands and airlift becomes available. EMEDS basic is divided into three  
increments: 

 EMEDS Basic consists of the Small Portable Expeditionary Aeromedical 
Rapid Response (SPEARR) team that supports a population at risk (PAR) 
of 500-2000. 

 EMEDS+10 Bed provides medical/dental care to a PAR of 2000-3000; 
and deploys with 7 days of supplies. 

 EMEDS+25 Bed provides medical/dental care to a PAR of 3000-5000 and 
deploys with 7 days of supplies 
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NOTE: The Air Force also has a 500 bed contingency hospital pre-positioned in 
Korea. 

The following (Table A-8) reflects current class VIIIa pre-positioned materiel in 
Korea and South West Asia as of October 2002. 

Table A-8. Current USAF Class VIIIa Pre-positioned Materiel  

UTC Description Location 
Prepo

Qty 

FFBAT BIOLOGICAL AUGMENTATION TM KOREA 2 
FFBD1 FROZEN BLOOD PRODUCT TEAM KOREA 3 
FFBTC TRANS BLOOD TRANS CT-EQUIP KOREA 1 
FFCHB 10 BED MED EQUIP-CHATH INC KOREA 4 
FFCHC 25 BED EQUIP-CHATH INC2 KOREA 4 
FFCHD 50 BED EQUIP-CHATH INC 3 KOREA 4 
FFCHH 40 BED HSEP COLL PROT PKG KOREA 7 
FFCPA COLLECTIVE PROT SPEARR KOREA 1 
FFCPB COLLECTIVE PROT EMEDS BASI KOREA 1 
FFCPC COLLECTIVE PROT EMEDS+10 KOREA 1 
FFCPD COLLECTIVE PROT EMEDS+25 KOREA 1 
FFCPW COLLECTIVE PROT WDS KOREA 1 
FFEE1 EMEDS BASIC EQUIP MOD2 INC KOREA 5 
FFEE2 EMEDS +10/AFTH-EQUIP INC2 KOREA 5 
FFEE3 EMEDS +25/AFTH-EQUIP INC 3 KOREA 5 
FFEE4 EMEDS BASIC RESUPPLY KOREA 10 
FFEE5 EMEDS +10/AFTH RESUPPLY KOREA 10 
FFEE6 EMEDS +25/AFTH RESUPPLY KOREA 10 
FFEE8 SPEARR EQUIPMENT KOREA 5 
FFGKB 10 BED MEDICAL EQUIP ATH KOREA 3 
FFGKC ATH MEDICAL EQUIP AUG 1 KOREA 3 
FFGKD ATH MEDICAL EQUIP AUG 2 KOREA 4 
FFGKP 40-BED ATHSEP KOREA 9 
FFGL1 NBC TEAM KOREA 1 
FFGLA PATIENT DECON EQUIPMENT KOREA 4 
FFLEA 250 BED ASF PCKG KOREA 1 
FFLGD BLOOD TRANSSHIPMENT CTR AU KOREA 2 
FFLGE AIR TRANSP CLINIC EQUIPMEN KOREA 2 
FFWDS WATER DIST SYS WDS KOREA 1 
FFCPW COLLECTIVE PROT WDS SEEB 2 
FFEE1 EMEDS BASIC EQUIP MOD2 INC SEEB 4 
FFEE2 EMEDS +10/AFTH-EQUIP INC2 SEEB 4 
FFEE3 EMEDS +25/AFTH-EQUIP INC 3 SEEB 2 
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Table A-8. Current USAF Class VIIIa Pre-positioned Materiel (continued) 

UTC Description Location 
Prepo

Qty 

FFEE4 EMEDS BASIC RESUPPLY SEEB 8 
FFEE5 EMEDS +10/AFTH RESUPPLY SEEB 8 
FFEE6 EMEDS +25/AFTH RESUPPLY SEEB 4 
FFEE7 EMEDS/AFTH-SURG AUG SUPPLY PSAB 2 
FFEE8 SPEARR EQUIPMENT PSAB 1 
FFEE8 SPEARR EQUIPMENT SEEB 4 
FFEP1 EMEDS/AFTH-EXPED CRIT CARE PSAB 1 
FFGKD ATH MEDICAL EQUIP AUG 2 SEEB 4 
FFGL2 PREV&AERO MED TM 1 PAM ADV PSAB 1 
FFLGD BLOOD TRANSSHIPMENT CTR AU SEEB 2 
FFMFS MOBILE FLD SURGICAL TM PSAB 1 
FFWDS WATER DIST SYS WDS SEEB 2 

 

Funding 

Air Force class VIIIa WRM materiel funding comes from several program ele-
ments. Table A-9 reflects current funding as of 04 POM close. The values do not 
represent value of current inventory. Changes in funding can occur due to changes 
in priority during the year of execution. 

Table A-9. Class VIII WRM Funding ($000) 

  FY 02 FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 

WCF 29,786 30,356 31,051 31,760 32,395 33,043   

Procurement/3080 15,374 13,992 14,313 14,594 15,181 15,485 15,779 16,079 

PACAF Con Hosp O&M 1,389 1,506 1,498 1,527 1,562 1,594 1,624 1,657 

WRM Maintenance/ 
Repair O&M 

3,003 2,992 1,644 462 2,731 972 990.47 1,009.29 

O&M 4,392 4,498 3,142 1,989 4,293 2,566 2,614.75 2,664.43 
*$K 
PE 28038f Medical Readiness Platforms 
WRM FUNDING as of FINAL FY04 PBR Round 3 Database ABIDES 

 

U.S. Navy Class VIIIa 

Class VIIIa pre-positioned materiel within the Navy consists of Authorized Medi-
cal Allowance Lists (AMALs) and Authorized Dental Allowance Lists (ADALS) 
that expand the organic medical capabilities of both the fleet and the Marine 
Corps. AMALs and ADALs are kits of essential equipment or consumable sup-
plies required to perform specific medical or dental tasks. In addition, the Navy 
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pre-positions modular, rapidly-erectable Fleet Hospitals which complement and 
expand the organic medical capabilities of the fleet and are an integral component 
in the Marine Corps’ evolving warfighting doctrine. Fleet Hospitals provide com-
prehensive medical support to U.S. and allied forces in the event of contingency 
operations. 

The Navy’s Bureau of Medicine (BUMED) POMs for the Fleet Hospital Pro-
gram’s periodic refurbishment of these fleet hospitals through the Integrated Lo-
gistics Overhaul (ILO) and periodic replacement of perishable or shelf life limited 
medical supplies. The ILO activities are conducted at Cheatham Annex, near Wil-
liamsburg, Virginia. Currently, The Fleet Hospital program provides for the man-
agement of 10 fleet hospital units staged as follows: 

 Two Staged Ashore CONUS (ILO) 

 Eight Staged Forward (Table A-10) 

 Three afloat, one aboard each of the three Maritime Pre-position Force 
Squadrons (MPSRON)6 

Table A-10. MPS Fleet Hospitals 

Pre-positioning Capability Location Nomenclature USNS  

Maritime Pre-positioning 
Squadron (MPS) MPSRON-1 

Mediterra-
nean 

500 Bed Fleet Hospital 
Expeditionary Medical Facility 
(EMF) 

Martin 
Obregon 

Maritime Pre-positioning 
Squadron (MPS) MPSRON-2 

Diego  
Garcia 

500 Bed Fleet Hospital 
Expeditionary Medical Facility 
(EMF) 

Stockham 

Maritime Pre-positioning 
Squadron (MPS) MPSRON-3 

Marianas 
Guam/ 
Saipan 

Expeditionary Medical Facility 
(EMF) 

Lummus 

Norway Air Landed 
Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
(NALMEB) program 

Norway 500 Bed Fleet Hospital 
Expeditionary Medical Facility 
(EMF) 

NA-Ashore

 

 Each Squadron has a 500 Bed FH configured to be either the 116 
Bed Expeditionary Medical Facility (EMF) or the full 500 Bed fa-
cility. 

 MPSRON-3 currently has only the EMF embarked. MPSRON-3 
will receive the remainder of the FH when the sixteenth ship 
(USNS Wheat) joins the squadron during FY03. 

 The FH embarked as part of MPSRON-1 is spread loaded with the 
EMF on the Obregon and the remainder on the Martin. 

                                     
6 For details refer to U.S. Marine Corps section. 
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 Five Ashore OCONUS 

 Norway (two (2) each with the Norway-Air-Land Marine Expedi-
tionary Brigade (NALMED) 

 Korea (one (1) each) 

 Okinawa (two (2) each) 

A Fleet Hospital is planned to deploy with 30 days of consumable supplies, a por-
tion is pre-positioned with the equipment sets and the remainder is considered 
Fly-in-Echelon (FIE) material. The FIE is the short shelf life, hazardous material, 
dated and deteriorative items, controlled pharmaceuticals and information man-
agement technology. The FIE is shipped upon activation of a FH. This require-
ment is also managed by FHSO at Cheatham Annex or through contractual 
agreements with third parties. 

Table A-11. Fleet Hospital Funding ($000) 

Fleet Hospital 
Program FY02 FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 

O&M 22,852 29,561 26,174 30,830 33,042 33,831 33,877 31,768 
Procurement 4,119 4,155 4,662 4,687 4,777 4,882 4,975 5,069 
 Total 26,971 29,716 30,836 35,517 37,819 38,713 38,852 36,837 

 

U.S. Marine Corps Class VIIIa 

The Marine Corps pre-positions Class VIIIa materiel to support the Marine Expe-
ditionary Force (MEF)/Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) and integrates this 
materiel within the Marine Corps’s pre-positioned capabilities–specifically, the 
three (3) Maritime Pre-positioning Force (MPF) squadrons (MPSRONs), and the 
Norway-Air-Land Marine Expeditionary Brigade (NALMEB). 

The class VIIIa materiel is configured as Authorized Medical Allowance Lists 
(AMALs) and Authorized Dental Allowance Lists (ADALS). AMALs and 
ADALs are kits of essential equipment or consumable supplies required to per-
form specific medical or dental tasks. The equipment medical assemblies contain 
equipment and reusable medical materiel required to establish the basic function 
of the assembly (e.g. an operating room). The supply medical assembly contains 
consumable supplies to support the function (e.g. surgery) in treating a designated 
number of casualties or to perform a specific task. 

AMALs and ADALs embarked aboard the MPSRONs are based on a pre-
positioning objective (PO) goal to support a MEF/MEB for 30 days of combat 
operations. Consumable AMAL’s/ADAL’s are not functionally capable of being 
issued immediately upon off-load. This is because not all consumable materiel of 
the AMAL’s/ADAL’s is suitable for extended storage or pre-positioning. Class 
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VIIIa materiel with a short shelf life (36 months or less), narcotics and materiel 
that requires specialized storage such as refrigeration arrives with the deploying 
MEF/MEB as part of the fly-in-echelon (FIE) and must be incorporated within the 
appropriate AMAL’s/ADAL’s to make them functional. Consumable AMAL’s 
assigned to Combat Service Support Element (CSSE), Supply Battalion’s medical 
logistics company are considered sustainment support to the deployed medical 
units during the initial 30 days. 

Additionally, within each MPSRON, the designated Flag and Alternate Flag ship 
of the squadron has a Medical Capability Set consisting of a Battalion Aid Station 
(one each AMAL 635/636) and a Shock Surgical Triage (one each AMAL 
631/632). These designated AMAL’s contain all AMAL line items, (with the ex-
ception of controlled substances/narcotics, precious metals, and refriger-
ated/frozen items). The exception items of these Capability Sets also arrive as part 
of the medical/dental FIE materiel. 

The AMAL/ADAL positioning objective (PO) in the Table A-12 represents a sin-
gle MPSRON capability. These are presented in Table of Authorized Material 
Control Number (TAMCN) sequence.7 

Table A-12. AMAL/ADAL Pre-positioning Objective 

TAMCN NOMENCLATURE CE CSSE ACE GCE TOTAL 

C8600 AMAL 618–Laboratory Equipment 0 4 0 0 4 
C8604 AMAL 619–Laboratory Consumable Supply 0 21 0 0 21 
C8614 AMAL 627–Digital X-Ray Equipment 0 4 0 0 4 
C8618 AMAL 629–Pharmacy Equipment 0 4 0 0 4 
C8620 AMAL 630–Pharmacy Consumable Supply 0 18 0 0 18 
C8624 AMAL 631–Shock Surgical Triage Equip-

ment 
0 4 0 0 4 

C8628 AMAL 632–Shock Surgical Triage Consum-
able Supply 

0 15 0 0 15 

C8630 AMAL 633–Ward Equipment 0 4 0 0 4 
C8634 AMAL 634–Ward Consumable Supply 0 24 0 0 24 
C8638 AMAL 635–Battalion Aid Station Equipment 0 18 0 0 18 
C8640 AMAL 636–Battalion Aid Station Consum-

able Supply 
0 30 0 0 30 

C8644 AMAL 637–Preventive Medicine Equipment 0 1 0 0 1 
C8645 AMAL 645–Forward Resuscitative Surgery 

Suit (FRSS) 
0 1 0 0 1 

C8648 AMAL 638–Preventive Medicine Consum-
able Supply 

0 1 0 0 1 

C8650 AMAL 639–Operating Room Equipment 0 4 0 0 4 

                                     
7 Sr. Medical Quality Assurance Specialist, Medical Management Branch Memorandum for 

Record, Subject: NAVMC  2907 REVISED FOR MPS-3, June 17, 2002. 
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Table A-12. AMAL/ADAL Pre-positioning Objective (continued) 

TAMCN NOMENCLATURE CE CSSE ACE GCE TOTAL 

C8654 AMAL 640–Operating Room Consumable 
Supply 

0 30 0 0 30 

C8715 ADAL 662–Field Dental Operatory 0 8 0 0 8 

 
In addition to the Marine Corps AMAL/ADALs, MPSRON’s-1 and 2 each have a 
500 Bed Fleet Hospital (FH) (see Navy above). 

U.S. Army Class VIIIa 

Class VIIIa pre-positioned materiel complements the Army’s Pre-positioned 
Stocks Program (APS). The materiel is stratified against one of the Army’s APS 
categories and supports: 

 Brigade/Unit Sets 

 Operational Projects (stocks of supplies and equipment that provide neces-
sary operational capabilities) 

 War Reserve Sustainment. 

Additionally, US Army Medical Materiel Agency (USAMMA), is the Office of 
the Surgeon General’s (OTSG) executive agent for the Class VIIIa portion of the 
Army War Reserve Program, and maintains OTSG contingency programs as well. 

While the Army’s APS and OTSG’s contingency programs complement each 
other, there are differences between these two programs: 

 Army Pre-positioned Stocks: 

 DCSLOG of the Army owns materiel 

 Army Materiel Command (AMC) manages the non-Class VIII, the 
USAMMA manages Class VIIIa 

 HQDA (DCSLOG/DCSOPS) are the only activities authorized to ap-
prove release of APS stock 

 Once authorization is given, AMC/USAMMA will direct movement as 
necessary. 

 OTSG Contingency Programs: 

 OTSG owns this materiel 

 Managed by the USAMMA 
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 OTSG is only activity authorized to release OTSG Contingency stock 

 Release authority is HQDA (DCSOPS) in coordination with HQDA, 
OTSG. 

The OTSG contingency programs support areas not covered by the Army’s APS 
Program. This materiel includes: 

 Medical, Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Defense Materiel 
(MNBCDM) 

 Centrally Managed Medical Potency & Dated Materiel (P&D) Program 

 Reserve Component Hospital Decrement (RCHD). 

OTSG’s MNBCDM program procures, stocks, stores, maintains and distributes 
related medical products for the prevention and treatment of diseases and effects 
from NBC agents. Products include: MARK 1 kits, CANA (convulsant agent 
nerve antidote), antibiotics, protectants, biological vaccines, toxoids, and pre-
treatments. MNBCDM materiel is configured as Deployable Force Packages 
(DFPs) and are strategically staged to support initial issue requirements for de-
ploying service members. The intent of DFP materiel is to support the initial 
stages of a contingency while allowing the industrial base adequate time to move 
into full production. 

The Centrally Managed Medical Potency & Dated Materiel (P&D) Program con-
sists of P&D materiel packages referred to as: Unit Deployment Packages (UDPs) 
and Initial Resupply Packages (IRPs). These packages cover the first 31 days op-
erations before sustainment programs are operational. UDPs provide early deploy-
ing echelon above division (EAD), force package (FP) 1 & 2 medical units, with 
an initial quantity or basic load of medical P&D materiel. Initial Resupply Pack-
ages (IRP), provide for resupply or sustainment materiel through day 31 of a  
deployment. 

The Centrally Managed P&D Materiel Program utilizes a variety of ac-
tions/strategies to provide access to sources of supply. These actions/strategies 
include the pre-positioning of supplies and contracting with the commercial sector 
for both ownership of, and access to, inventory. Pre-positioned UDPs include: 

 eight Combat Support Hospital (CSH) UDPs 

 three Support Medical Battalion (ASMB) UDPs 

 eleven Forward Surgical Team (FST) UDPs 

 two Field Hospital (FH) UDP 

 four Air Ambulance Company (AAC) UDPs. 
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NOTE: Full implementation of this program remains dependent on continued 
funding by DA and continued successful partnering with the commercial sector. 
Also, the Centrally Managed P&D Materiel Program does not include support 
kits, and support kit items. Each unit is responsible for the procurement of sup-
port kit items. The USAMMA recognizes the difficulty of identifying each piece of 
equipment and available support kit items that support various data base authori-
zations. 

The storage activity is responsible for administering all actions associated with 
the Care of Supplies in Storage (COSIS). They forecast maintenance costs and 
requirements and submit the information to the USAMMA for programming and 
budget planning. The following sites maintain one or more UDPs for the Cen-
trally Managed P&D Program: 

 Sierra Army Depot (California) 

 Perry Point, (Health and Human Services) Maryland 

 Germany 

 Korea/Japan 

 Bahrain/Kuwait. 

The RCHD stocks consist of Deployable Medical Systems (DEPMEDS) Medical 
Materiel Sets (MMS), and medical and non-medical Associated Support Items of 
Equipment (ASIOE). The RCHD program does not include other support equip-
ment such as trucks and communications equipment. RCHD stocks are used to 
bring the Army reserve units from their peacetime authorized levels to their full 
required level for MMSs and medical and non-medical ASIOE. These RCHD 
stocks serve as a decrement to a unit’s MEET (Minimum Essential Equipment for 
Training) sets. RCHD is the difference between the required and authorized mate-
riel on the MTO&E for MMSs and ASIOE. 

Army Class VIIIa pre-positioned materiel is stratified against the five APS pro-
grams and strategically stored within CONUS, OCONUS and afloat as reflected 
in Table A-13 to accomplish the day-to-day management of Class VIIIa APS ma-
teriel, the USAMMA uses existing activities as accountable activities to maintain 
and manage pre-positioned assets. The USAMMA has Memorandums of Agree-
ment (MOAs), Interservice Support Agreements (ISSAs), and Statements of 
Work (SOWs) with the activities to govern APS operations at the storage sites. 
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ARMY CLASS VIIIA POM DATA 

Primarily, Management Decision Packages (MDEPs), VWR1-5, pay for the op-
erations and support costs needed for COSIS and maintenance operations that 
support the APS programs. Operations and support costs include: labor, contracts, 
parts and supplies for COSIS and maintenance. Army War Reserve Secondary 
Items (WRSI) are the wartime sustainment piece of the APS and receive funding 
under MDEP VWSI. In addition, two other MDEPs (WSUS and FL8D) fund APS 
operations. 

Historically, APS-3, APS-4, and APS-5 have received funding priority. Unfortu-
nately, prior to 1998, medical VWSI was not a priority for funding. However, 
readiness initiatives incorporated in 1998 Joint Staff assessment methodologies 
such as: Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment (JWCA), and the Joint 
Monthly Readiness Review (JMRR) helped secure $72 million in funding for 
medical War Reserve Materiel. The first of such funding received in over 10 
years. Table A-14 depicts Army class VIIIa FY04-09 POM numbers. 

Table A-13. Army Class VIIIa Pre-positioned Materiel  

APS  
Category Type Materiel Location 

APS-1 Unit Sets (RCHD) 
Operational Projects 

Sierra Army Depot 
Anniston Army Depot 
Rock Island Arsenal 

APS-2 Brigade Sets 
Operational Projects 
OTSG Contingency Stocks 

U.S. Army Medical Materiel Center Europe 
(USAMMCE)  

*APS-3 Brigade Sets 
Unit Sets (hospital) 
War Reserve Sustainment 

Afloat 
Combat Equipment Group Afloat (CEG-A), Charleston, 
SC 

*APS-4 Brigade Sets 
Unit Sets 
Operational Projects 
War Reserve Sustainment 
OTSG Contingency Stocks 

Combat Equipment Base–North East Asia (CEB-NEA), 
Korea 
Sagami General Depot, Sagami, Japan Camp Kinser, 
Okinawa, Japan 

*APS-5 Brigade Sets 
Unit Sets 
Operational Projects 
War Reserve Sustainment 
OTSG Contingency Stocks 

Combat Equipment Base–Kuwait (CEB-KU) 
Combat Equipment Group–Qatar (CEG-Q) 
USAMMCE–Pirmasens, Germany 
Administrative Support Unit-Southwest Asia & Bahrain 
(ASU-SWA) 

*Major medical capabilities as part of APS-3 include: one (1) each, Medical Force 2000 (MF2K) configured, Deployable 
Medical System (DEPMEDS), Combat Support Hospital (CSH-296 Beds) in unit set configuration is aboard the two sus-
tainment ships, the GIBSON and TITUS. In addition, one (1) each Medical Recommended Stockage List (MRSL) Contin-
gency Corps, in line item configuration is split between the GIBSON and TITUS. APS-4 has one (1) MF2K configured CSH 
Hospital in Korea, and two (2) Field Hospitals (FH) and two (2) General Hospitals stored at Sagami, Japan, and APS-5 has 
one (1) MF2K configured CSH in Kuwait and one (1) Field Hospital in Bahrain. OTSG currently stores potency and dated 
materiel (P&D) contingency stocks for hospitals in two OCONUS locations: Korea and Europe. However, these stocks do 
not contain exclusionary items such as controlled drugs, refrigerated, or P&D items. These items either accompany the de-
ploying unit as TAT (to accompany troops) or the items are provided as a push package to the unit when it arrives in coun-
try. In addition, the hospitals have operational support equipment (OSE) shortages such as: two (2) F42612 Forward Water 
Point Set, six (6) T61908 Truck Cargo,and five (5) T19033 Tank, Fabric, Collapsable. Army Material Command (AMC) is 
responsible for OSE shortages. 
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Table A-14. Army Medical APS Programming Guidance ($000) 

MDEP   FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 

VWR1 VAL RQMTS 1364 1375 1402 1442 1456 1483 
  FUNDING 1217 1183 1206 1241 1252 1275 
  UFR -147 -192 -196 -201 -204 -208 
          
VWR2 VAL RQMTS 684 644 656 725 684 698 
  FUNDING 684 644 656 725 684 698 
  UFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
          
VWR3 VAL RQMTS 4459 4499 4462 4507 4471 4526 
  FUNDING 4459 4499 4462 4507 4471 4526 
  UFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
          
VWR4 VAL RQMTS 4676 3368 2607 3641 4663 3310 
  FUNDING 4676 3368 2607 3641 4663 3310 
  UFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
          
VWR5 VAL RQMTS 5862 7067 7171 7396 7552 7723 
  FUNDING 5862 7067 7171 7396 7552 7723 
  UFR 0 0 0 0 0 0 
          
WSUS RQMTS 3821 5828 8088 111 0 0 
  FUNDING 0 258 604 111 0 0 
  UFR -3821 -5570 -7484 0 0 0 
          
VWSI VAL RQMTS 46400 10800 9100 7500 6800 4500 
  FUNDING 14809 10800 9100 7500 6800 4500 
  UFR -31591 0 0 0 0 0 
          
FL8D (OMA) RQMTS 14751 21285 1928 0 0 7344 
  FUNDING 4011 6786 1928 0 0 77 
  UFR -10740 -14499 0 0 0 -7267 

*$K 
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Appendix B    
Methodology and Analysis 

The main analytic tasks of this study were to: 

♦ Identify candidate pre-positioning strategies for the 2010 timeframe 

♦ Develop and examine Courses of Action (COAs) to enhance the ability of 
pre-positioning to more fully support U.S. defense strategy 

♦ Recommend actions to DoD components for enhancing DoD pre-
positioning capabilities. 

Chapter 2 identifies required pre-positioning capabilities based on U.S. National 
Military Strategy, Defense Planning Guidance, Combatant Commanders’ strate-
gies, Joint/Service warfighting concepts, OSD transformation guidance, and OSD 
basing policy. These capabilities are “operationalized” in more detail in Chapter 4. 

A major constraint in identifying pre-positioning requirements for this study is 
that current DoD policy and guidance for U.S. defense strategy is still being de-
veloped. RCCs have just begun to develop their strategies to implement defense 
guidance and to incorporate lessons learned from OIF. The Services are adjusting 
their planning to reflect new operational concepts. At this point, therefore, any 
analysis of pre-positioning requirements must of necessity be more qualitative 
than quantitative and suggestive rather than definitive. 

The same is true for COAs to enhance current pre-positioning capabilities. Ide-
ally, development of COAs would follow a clear statement of benchmark pre-
positioning requirements. In the absence of definitive requirements, the COAs 
developed for this study (as summarized in Table 4-4) are intended as conceptual 
and exploratory and are couched at a level of description appropriate for a pre-
liminary analysis and the current state of RCC planning. For example, we did not 
conduct a comprehensive review of all possible pre-positioning locations in order 
to identify the full range of pre-positioning options but concentrated instead on a 
smaller set of locations representative of the kind of locations that would support 
various approaches to pre-positioning. Likewise, we did not examine the full 
range of possible options for changing the composition of pre-positioned materiel. 

Pre-positioning options were assessed according to six criteria: force closure, 
flexibility, vulnerability, cost, required infrastructure, and other enablers. The cri-
teria are defined as follows: 

♦ Force Closure: Expressed in days, it refers to the in-theater arrival of a 
measurable “unit” of combat power (such as an Army armored brigade or 
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Air Force fighter squadron) or combat power multiplier (such as an Army 
air defense unit or Air Force maintenance squadron). A pre-positioning 
option either improves force closure (units arrive faster than the baseline 
arrival), adds nothing to force closure (no change), or incurs a penalty 
(units arrive later than the baseline arrival). 

♦ Flexibility: That which provides the Combatant Commander an increased 
number of options to either employ the pre-positioned forces directly or in 
combination with other forces to increase overall combat effectiveness. 
Refers to both options for power projection and operational maneuver as 
well as operational reach, or regions to which forces can be quickly de-
ployed. Also includes multiple uses for the same equipment (for example, 
suitable for an FDO, available for humanitarian assistance). 

♦ Vulnerability: Ranks the pre-positioning options according to the potential 
effect enemy anti-access actions have on the ability to use the pre-
positioned force. Also covers possible access denial by “friendly” nations 
toward delaying or preventing outright, the employment of pre-positioned 
equipment. 

♦ Cost: Covers investment that is necessary to implement a given pre-
positioning strategy as well as what cost avoidance can be achieved by 
various options/combination of options. 

♦ Infrastructure: Generally refers to the “fixed” facilities or capabilities re-
quired or not required for the option to realize its full potential to meet na-
tional defense strategies. 

♦ Enablers: Complementary programs or systems required or used in con-
junction with the pre-positioned assets if the option selected is to achieve 
its full potential when assessed according to the integrated criteria of force 
closure, flexibility, vulnerability, cost and infrastructure. 

Consistent with the overall “exploratory” approach of the study, the assessment of 
COAs and pre-positioning options is also more preliminary and qualitative rather 
than quantitatively definitive. 

In assessing the impact of various pre-positioning options on force closure, for 
example, the original intent of the study was to assess options relative to Time 
Phased Force and Deployment Data (TPFDD) developed for illustrative scenarios 
and to identify specific measurable impacts of pre-positioning—such as sorties 
“saved,” force closure reduction (measured in days), and additional capabilities 
deployed. This was the approach taken in the Operational Availability (OA) 
study. The insights and conclusions in the Worldwide Pre-positioning study build 
and expand on the analysis conducted for the OA study, although we have re-
frained from citing or discussing specific conclusions from that study in order to 
keep the Worldwide Pre-positioning study unclassified. 
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It has proven infeasible, however, to expand the OA methodology to a compre-
hensive review of pre-positioning because validated TPFDDs are lacking for other 
scenarios. We have therefore relied on other kinds of analysis, such as deploy-
ment vignettes and wargames with scenarios and forces suggestive of future op-
erational situations, to assess force closure impact. For example, in assessing the 
force closure impact of WRM pre-positioning, we calculated the number of cargo 
aircraft needed to transport a hypothesized “bare base” capability from a regional 
hub compared to the number of aircraft that would be needed to transport the car-
go from CONUS. With a detailed TPFDD, the difference in aircraft utilization 
could be “translated” into number of sorties saved and enhanced force closure of 
specific capabilities. 

The approach to other criteria is similar. For example, in evaluating flexibility in 
terms of operational reach we made illustrative time-distance calculations for se-
lected pre-positioning options rather than analyzing in comprehensive detail spe-
cific projection capabilities and available ports and infrastructure in potential 
operational areas. 

In short, this study should be viewed as a catalyst for the review of pre-
positioning options rather than a detailed quantitative assessment of those options 
leading to a definitive recommendation. That study effort must await further RCC 
development of operational plans and requirements. 

ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS FOR CHAPTER 4 
The remainder of this appendix provides additional analytic support for the in-
sights and conclusions discussed in Chapter 4. The material consists of explana-
tions, further remarks, and references, and is presented in the order as items are 
discussed in the chapter. 

Sailing Distances and Times 

Sailing distances and sailing time were computed from the “seaport-to-seaport 
sailing time and distance calculator” from the Joint Flow and Analysis System for 
Transportation (JFAST), Version 8. 

Using a 24-knot ship speed, Tables B-1 and B-2 gives representative sailing times: 

Table B-1. Sailing Times/Distances, Canals Open 

ORIGIN PORT 
Ad Dammam, Saudi Arabia 
NM Distance/time in days 

Pusan, ROK 
NM Distance/time in days 

Savannah, GA 8,822/15 days and 8 hours 9,846/17 days and 2 hours 
Beaumont, TX 9,848/17 days and 2 hours 9,813/17 days and 1 hour 
San Diego, CA 11,583/20 days and 3 hours 5,359/9 days and 7 hours 
Seattle, WA 10,919/18 days and 23 hours 4,622/8 days and 1 hour 
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Table B-2. Sailing Times/Distances, Canals Closed 

ORIGIN PORT 
Ad Dammam, Saudi Arabia 
NM Distance/time in days 

Pusan, ROK 
NM Distance/time in days 

Savannah, GA 12,205/20 days and 21 hours 15,021/26 days and 2 hours 
Beaumont, TX 12,571/21 days and 20 hours 15,566/27 days and 1 hour 
San Diego, CA 11,583/20 days and 3 hours 5,359/9 days and 7 hours 
Seattle, WA 10,919/18 days and 23 hours 4,622/8 days and 1 hour 
 

The above sailing times do not include repositioning time for the ships, outload-
ing at installations, travel to port, loading and unloading times, and time to con-
duct reception, staging, onward movement and integration (RSO&I). MRS-05 
made the following assumptions regarding these factors: 

♦ 2 days to outload at the installation 

♦ 2-4 days to travel to port 

♦ 2 days to load at port and sail 

♦ 2 days to download at seaport of debarkation 

♦ 2-4 days for RSO&I, depending on distance to the TAA. 

Adding these times to the sailing time indicates that deployment of capabilities to 
SWA and NEA from CONUS using LMSRs would in all cases (except CONUS 
West Coast to Pusan) be over 20 days. 

SBCT Deployment 

USTRANSCOM completed an IBCT Air Mobility Deployment Analysis in May 
2002. In its report, USTRANSCOM stated that it is theoretically possible to de-
ploy a 14,633 STON IBCT from various origins anywhere in the world with a full 
MRS-05 programmed fleet in 96-hours—only if supporting en route infrastructure 
is unconstrained. But infrastructure is a serious constraint throughout much of the 
world. Deployments to destinations departing from this established en route struc-
ture, especially those south of the equator, must use relatively austere airfields 
that cannot readily support the required airflow. (NOTE: The TRANSCOM study 
was “Army-only” where there was no competition for the strategic lift—this 
would not be the case in joint deployments.) 

The analysis went on to conclude: “Adding 1,000 STONS in IBCT weight effec-
tively reduces reach by 250 NM and requires 15 additional aircraft missions.  
An IBCT weighing 10,000 STONS has potential to approach the Army’s 96-hour 
goal.” 
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A June 2003 GAO report states the weight of the Stryker Brigade as approxi-
mately 15,000 short tons. The report further states: “The Army has made signifi-
cant progress in creating forces that can be more rapidly deployed than heavy 
forces with its medium weight Stryker brigades, but it cannot deploy a Stryker 
brigade anywhere in the world within 4 days. Meeting the 4-day worldwide de-
ployment goal of a brigade-size force would require more airlift than may be pos-
sible to allocate to these brigades; at present, it would take from 5 to 14 days, 
depending on brigade location and destination, and require over one third of the 
Air Force’s C-17 and C-5 transport aircraft fleet to deploy one Stryker brigade by 
air. Because airlift alone may not be sufficient, the Army is planning to use a 
combination of airlift and sealift to deploy the brigades. However, if sealift were 
used to deploy the Stryker brigades, deployment times to many global regions 
would be significantly longer than the 4-day goal the Army has set for itself.” Re-
alistic Deployment Timelines Needed for Army Stryker Brigades. GAO-03-801. 
June 2003, p. 2. 

Comparative Costs 

It would take 643 C-17 sorties (assuming 45 short tons as the allowable cabin 
load) to deploy an armored brigade from CONUS to SWA. To deploy the brigade 
within 7 days, the time required to assemble a land-based pre-positioned armored 
brigade, would take 162 C-17s (flying 24 hours a day) with a MOG of 12 at each 
airport of embarkation (APOE) and APOD. Assuming that one C-17 costs 
about $152 million (based on the latest buy of 60 additional C-17s), the fleet of 
162 C-17s would cost $24.6 billion—compared to $150 million for a brigade-size 
pre-positioning facility. 

Standard planning factors assume that three brigades would be needed in the 
Army’s force structure to maintain one brigade as an active forward presence over 
a sustained period. Forward basing a brigade then is more than twice as expensive 
as pre-positioning a brigade. (The ratio is less than 3:1 in costs because of the re-
quirement to purchase pre-positioned equipment, although the cost of building 
forward basing facilities may be more than pre-positioning facilities.) 

MPF(F) Capabilities 

The 5-day decrease in employment times between the current MPF and the MPF 
(F) is based on information depicted in the following two charts (Figures B-1 and 
B-2) from Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Future Warfighting 
Division. 

MPF(F) achieves the reduction in force closure by enabling arrival and assembly 
operations to begin 4 days earlier and compressing the process by 1 day. 
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Figure B-1. Current MPF Employment 
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Figure B-2. MPF(Future) Employment 
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USMC Capabilities to Support Deployed Forces 

The referenced study identified a 3 million pound daily sustainment requirement 
for a MEF operating over three objective areas at various distances from the re-
supply ships. The study used a fleet of 68 MV-22s and 18 CH-53s with an opera-
tional readiness rate of 82.0 and 57.7 percent respectively. One of the major 
findings of the study was “Sustaining the MEF by air requires substantial avail-
able flight hours.” 

APS-3 and MPSRON-2 Steaming Time 

Sailing distances and sailing time were computed from the “seaport-to-seaport 
sailing time and distance calculator” from the Joint Flow and Analysis System for 
Transportation (JFAST), Version 8. 

Using a 24-knot ship speed, Table B-3 gives representative force deployment 
times: 

Table B-3. Representative Force Deployment Times 

ORIGIN PORT 
Ad Dammam, Saudi Arabia 
NM Distance/time in days 

Ash Shuaybah, Kuwait 
NM Distance/time in days 

Diego Garcia 2,751/4 days and 19 hours 2,949/5 days and 3 hours 
 

Impact of ENS on MPS/APF 

Prior to OIF, planning data indicated that the MPS and APF ships would spend 
about 75 percent of the time at berth/anchorage and 25 percent underway. The 
APF ships have experienced about an 84/16 percent split while the MPS ships 
have stayed close to the planning 75/25 percent split. Airlift costs to achieve the 
same 5-days reduction in force closure are considerably more than the increased 
costs of the ENS. 

Benefits of Smaller Pre-positioning Ships 

During recent operations in the Persian Gulf, the issue of net explosive weight 
(NEW) was a major concern. The discharge of ammunition containers at Kuwait 
Naval Base over a 13-day period during OIF illustrates the issue. Military plan-
ners chose a Logistics-Over-the-Shore (LOTS) operation to overcome the NEW 
risks associated with unloading large ammunition ships at congested fixed piers 
and away from the adjacent oil refinery. In this operation, 850 containers were 
discharged using an LSV and a Navy causeway ferry going directly to the beach. 
While the discharge was an example of military adaptability to difficult situations, 
it also highlighted that in another warfighting situation, ammunition delivery 
could have been delayed for up to two weeks. 
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Costs of Smaller Ships 

The current 2,500 TEU Army ammunition ships (MV Carter and MV Page) will 
cost around $42,165 per day at the FY 2004 billing rate, for an annual cost of ap-
proximately $15,390,225 per ship. 

Smaller ammo ships around 800 TEUs are estimated to cost $38,000 per day for 
an annual cost of $13,870,000 per ship ($27,740,000 for two ships to replace one 
large ship). The additional cost for DoD to implement this option is about $12.4 
million. Although the fleet of smaller ships provides fewer TEUs—1,600 com-
pared to 2,500—it is operationally more flexible because of the greater number of 
ports that can be used. 

WRM Pre-positioning and Aircraft Utilization 

The 2,575.6 short ton package consists of a sampling of Air Force Red Horse 
Units. This unit can best be described as a civil engineering unit that deploys 
heavy equipment quickly to build airfield and support area infrastructure. 

SBCT Air Deployment 

The current SBCT weighs approximately 14,245.6 short tons and has 3,837 asso-
ciated personnel. Included are cargo and personnel from the Combat Service Sup-
port Company to augment the Brigade Support Battalion. (Source: Military 
Traffic Management Command, Transportation Engineering Agency in Novem-
ber 2002.) 

Using the C-17 standard planning factor of 45 short tons for the Allowable Cabin 
Load (ACL) from AF PAM 10-1403, 1 March 1998, it would take 317 C-17s sor-
ties to deliver the entire SBCT. 

UA Air Deployment 

Table B-4. UA Air Deployment 

Increment 1 Threshold (2012) Increment 1 Objective (2018) 

Short Tons 15,128 Short Tons 10,258 
Personnel 2,976 Personnel 2,550 
FCS Platforms 7,900 FCS Platforms 5,700 
CSS (HEMTTs, HMMWV-SPT, 
Fuelers, Water & PLS Trailers) 6,000 CSS (FTTS-MS & FTTS-SPT @ 

15 & 7 Tons) 3,700 

Total C-17 Sorties (45 Ton ACL) 337 Total C-17 Sorties (45 Ton ACL) 228 
C-17 Sorties Saved by Prepo 
CSS Equipment 134 C-17 Sorties Saved by Prepo 

CSS Equipment 83 

 



Methodology and Analysis 

 B-9  

TSV/LSV Employment 

TSV/LSV employment estimates derive from a spreadsheet model that estimates 
the transit time needed for TSVs to transit from a given origin to a given destina-
tion. (See Figure B-3) The model incorporates the distance from origin to destina-
tion, the MOG or port capacity at origin and destination, the speed of the platform 
for its outbound and inbound transit, and it accounts for time spent loading and 
unloading. The TSV payload is decremented for longer missions in accordance 
with CASCOM provided data. For missions beyond the TSV’s defined range and 
payload parameters, the model assumes that refueling will occur a given number 
of times during the mission and that return transit will be non-stop, without cargo. 
The platform’s speed on the return trip is 60 percent of its assumed speed. Figure 
B-3 contains the input parameters used for this assessment. 

Figure B-3. Methodology and Analysis—TSV/LSV Intra-Theater Lift 

C+ Date 0

Unit Tons 14,245
Unit SqFt 262,143
 Adj SqFt 327,679 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Unit Pax 4,100 Threshold Objective D / (S x .9) D / (S / .9)

Range Payload Payload Load Time Out Discharge Time Rtn Elapsed T
Adj SqFt 1.25 400 1,050 1,250 4.0 11.11 0.50 9.00 24.61
StowFactor 425 1,013 1,207 4.0 11.81 0.50 9.56 25.87

450 976 1,164 4.0 12.50 0.50 10.13 27.13
Range 475 939 1,121 4.0 13.19 0.50 10.69 28.38
ISB to JOA 925 Must be divisible by 25 500 902 1,077 4.0 13.89 0.50 11.25 29.64

525 865 1,034 4.0 14.58 0.50 11.81 30.90
Vessel 550 828 991 4.0 15.28 0.50 12.38 32.15

Vsl_Speed 40 575 791 948 4.0 15.97 0.50 12.94 33.41
Vsl_Payload 600 754 905 4.0 16.67 0.50 13.50 34.67

Vsl_SqFt 25,000 625 748 897 4.0 17.36 0.50 14.06 35.92
Vsl_Pax 342 650 741 889 4.0 18.06 0.50 14.63 37.18

675 735 881 4.0 18.75 0.50 15.19 38.44
Sortie Number Vsl/Sortie Dist to ISB Avail Hr Begin Hour 700 728 874 4.0 19.44 0.50 15.75 39.69

1 3 0 0 0 725 722 866 4.0 20.14 0.50 16.31 40.95
2 3 0 4 4 750 715 858 4.0 20.83 0.50 16.88 42.21
3 3 0 8 8 775 709 850 4.0 21.53 0.50 17.44 43.47
4 3 0 12 12 800 702 842 4.0 22.22 0.50 18.00 44.72

825 696 835 4.0 22.92 0.50 18.56 45.98
MOG 3 850 689 827 4.0 23.61 0.50 19.13 47.24

875 683 819 4.0 24.31 0.50 19.69 48.49
900 676 811 4.0 25.00 0.50 20.25 49.75

Start Deploy H 0 925 670 803 4.0 25.69 0.50 20.81 51.01
950 663 796 4.0 26.39 0.50 21.38 52.26

TSV_Ld t 4.0 975 657 788 4.0 27.08 0.50 21.94 53.52
TSV_D t 0.5 1000 650 780 4.0 27.78 0.50 22.50 54.78

Extended Range 2450 696 835 4.0 80.06 6.50 102.08 192.64
ISB to JOA 2700 Must = a Range in Cells K35:K40 2700 676 811 4.0 93.00 6.50 112.50 216.00

This calculates the time it 
takes the vessel to arrive at 
the onload location given the 
distance to ISB. 

Gives abilitity to 
phase sorties

 

Figure B-4 summarizes model output and the assumptions used for theoretical 
movements of a SBCT from Qatar to three destinations in the CENTCOM AOR. 
Note that the movement to Somalia requires one less sortie. This is due to in-
creased payload that results from using a shorter distance between refueling 
points on the outbound voyage. Figure B-4 also summarizes the expected delivery 
time for the SBCT using CENTCOM’s two apportioned LSVs. 

While the LSV is capable of moving more tonnage than the TSV, the SBCT’s 
cargo characteristics and the small square footage available on the LSV results in 
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the need for 11 sorties more than those required for TSV movement to Pakistan 
from Qatar. Even with six LSV, the slower speed and smaller square footage re-
sults in SBCT delivery in about 40 days. The inefficiency of the LSV does not 
warrant consideration for movement to points beyond 1000 nautical miles. 

Figure B-4. Estimated Delivery Profile for SBCT Movement by TSV or LSV 

• Assumptions:
– Brigade size

• 14,245 STON
• 262,143 SqFt

– 12 TSV 
• SqFt – 25,000
• Payload – variable based 

on base or objective TSV 
payload capability

– Avg Speed 40 knots
– Load time – 4 hrs
– Unload time – .5 hrs
– Enroute refuel time – 6 hrs
– Origin - Qatar
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LSV movement @ 12 knots requires 77 hours one way from Qatar to Karachi. Average LSV 
payload (STON) is less than that of the TSV due to the SBCT’s STON to SqFt ratio. Delivery of 
the SBCT brigade to Karachi using CENTCOM’s 2 LSVs requires 33 sorties over 107.2 days; 6 
LSV satisfies the requirement in about 40 days. Movement by LSV to Horn of Africa not 
warranted due to long transit time and LSV’s relatively small payload.  

CENTCOM Force Buildup 

Recent wargaming analysis (including the OA Study) suggests that in addition to 
a ready brigade in-theater, another land-based pre-positioned brigade and an 
afloat brigade as well as a MEB could be available for employment by C+15 us-
ing a combination of CRAF and military airlift to deploy the FIEs. One AEF 
could be deployed with military strategic airlift soon enough to allow the aircraft 
to deploy a SBCT in 96 hours—with the full deployment completed by C+20. 
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Appendix C    
Class VIII (Medical) Pre-positioning 

Pre-positioning equipment and supplies remains a central element of force projec-
tion capability. Pre-positioned equipment allows DoD to offset reductions in for-
ward presence and reduce the need for strategic lift at the commencement of 
operations. As a commodity, Class VIIIa, Medical Equipment and Materiel, has a 
long association with pre-positioning, dating back to the Cold War. Before the 
late 1980s, the dominant concept of support was to use Military Service-owned 
contingency materiel and DoD’s wholesale supply system, with its large invento-
ries of materiel, as the primary means of meeting wartime requirements. In to-
day’s post-Cold War environment, this concept of support may not longer be 
effective. 

COMMODITY ATTRIBUTES 
The attributes of the medical commodity have changed in ways that make pre-
positioning large amounts of medical materiel difficult, expensive, and ultimately 
unnecessary. During the Cold War, certain characteristics made Class VIII mate-
riel an ideal commodity for pre-positioning. These characteristics included 
equipment with an extended life cycle; materiel with a relatively stable shelf life; 
and relatively small, light products such as optical lenses, dental burs, and other 
easily-stored products. Today’s Class VIIIa commodity is different and provides 
pre-positioning challenges and dictates intense management. The new attributes 
of the medical commodity include: 

 Materiel availability. Commercial medical suppliers have implemented 
just-in-time supply chain management practices, which means that most 
purchasers can buy what they need, when they need it, where they need it, 
without having to invest in expensive inventory to offset long lead times. 
DoD’s military healthcare system routinely uses this advantage in its 
peacetime facilities, and is increasingly able to use just-in-time support by 
commercial suppliers for its wartime needs. Further leveraging this advan-
tage will become more desirable because the right items for wartime use 
are being used everyday at fixed treatment facilities by military clinicians. 
Unfortunately, DoD’s process for selecting, acquiring, and storing items in 
pre-positioning locations lags behind the rapidly evolving standards of 
clinical practice, which means that these everyday items are not necessar-
ily found in pre-positioned stocks. This shortcoming, in turn, generates a 
requirement to deploy additional medical materiel—the materiel being 
used on a day-to-day basis in DoD’s fixed medical treatment facilities—to 
support wartime operations. 
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 Maintaining quality control. The increasing sophistication of drug therapy 
means that drugs and biologicals are more widely used than ever. These 
items have physical characteristics and storage requirements such as po-
tency dating, temperature control, refrigeration, physical security, and 
hazardous materiel considerations. All of these factors make pre-
positioning of medical materiel more difficult than it was in the past. 
Maintaining the quality control of pre-positioned medical materiel is ex-
tremely important and requires investment in personnel and infrastructure 
to maintain the materiel’s efficacy and safety. 

 Identification and cataloging. Product identification is a necessary com-
ponent when working with the commercial sector. The National Stock 
Number (NSN) is unique to DoD’s internal operations and not recognized 
by the commercial vendors who manage almost all of the medical materiel 
in the U.S. healthcare system. DoD’s use of NSNs rather than commercial 
product identification numbers causes significant problems. Since DoD’s 
prime vendor programs use commercial e-commerce systems and number-
ing conventions, their systems are unable to identify or assess require-
ments in NSN configuration. 

NEW AND EMERGING MEDICAL TECHNOLOGIES 
Unlike weapons systems, ordnance, and other military-unique product lines, DoD 
does not develop its own medical products, which is consistent with the fact that 
DoD rarely drives clinical practice. Instead, DoD’s clinical practices, and the 
products they use, are introduced by the broader national and international medi-
cal community. The clinical needs and practices of the civilian healthcare sector 
tend to determine which medical products are available. This feature of the medi-
cal marketplace creates unique challenges for the Military Services with respect to 
supporting tactical and operational medical units, including: 

 New products arrive in the marketplace more rapidly than DoD’s acquisi-
tion process can accommodate and manage 

 Keeping pace with advances in medical practices and technology is a tre-
mendous task; many item requirements frequently change due to state-of-
the-art clinical practices and general product changes within the commer-
cial medical marketplace. 

As a result, integrating new equipment and products into pre-positioned deploy-
able medical assemblages before they become obsolete, as well as sustaining 
older equipment and products, is a substantial management challenge. 
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CHANGES IN BUSINESS PRACTICES 
These challenges have forced DoD’s medical logistics business practices to 
change substantially over the past decade. New information technologies are ena-
bling the peacetime Military Healthcare System (MHS) to use commercial busi-
ness processes like e-commerce and commercially based acquisition programs 
such as DLA’s regional medical prime vendor contracts. Prime vendors are com-
mercial medical suppliers and distributors that provide Class VIIIa materiel on a 
“time-definite delivery” basis. Today, most of DoD’s Class VIIIa materiel is ob-
tained through regional prime vendor support contacts, replacing DoD’s whole-
sale depot system as the primary source of medical supplies for fixed medical 
treatment facilities. 

The use of commercially based programs have resulted in substantial savings to 
DoD’s “brick and mortar” medical treatment facilities by allowing reduced peace-
time inventories, lower prices, broader product availability, and more reliable and 
faster resupply. However, these advantages have not been fully adapted to the 
unique settings, systems, and operating procedures used in a deployed environ-
ment. 

PRE-POSITIONING CHALLENGES 
Today, the Military Service manages their supply Class VIIIa war reserve mate-
riel as part of their Title 10 responsibilities. This approach results in independent, 
Military Service-specific programs to plan, program, and budget for acquisition, 
pre-positioning, and maintenance of war reserve materiel (including sustainment 
stocks). In carrying out this approach, the Military Services collaborate with their 
respective combat and materiel developers as well as defense support agencies to 
obtain set-configured and line item-configured Class VIIIa materiel as part of 
their pre-positioning and war reserve programs. They also position this materiel 
ashore or afloat to support the following objectives: 

 Ensure initial essential health service support capabilities are available to 
support operationally deployed forces 

 Meet force closure requirements for deploying medical forces 

 Reduce strategic lift requirements for early deploying medical forces. 

This approach clearly emphasizes individual vice joint requirements and the de-
velopment of duplicative support initiatives. 
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In response to the changing global environment and evolving U.S. basing policy, 
the Military Services will need to adjust their pre-positioning postures accord-
ingly. They also will need to incorporate enhancements that address the following 
challenges: 

 Medical pre-positioning needs to provide full mission capability. Existing 
shortages of medical and nonmedical components such as trucks, genera-
tors, radios, shelters, and other support equipment significantly degrade 
the operational capabilities of the medical units using pre-positioned sets. 
These shortages generate requirements to deploy additional equipment and 
materiel to support operations. 

 Pre-positioning medical materiel must support dynamic, fluid, and fre-
quently changing military missions rather than just combat casualty care. 
The majority of pre-positioned medical materiel for operational medical 
forces is based upon components of Military Service-developed medical 
assemblages (sets, kits, and outfits) designed for a specific combat casu-
alty care mission. It does not readily accommodate the diverse healthcare 
missions (peace keeping, humanitarian assistance, refugee assistance, or 
combat) that deployed medical forces must support. In every major de-
ployment since Desert Shield and Storm, the Military Services have tai-
lored their medical packages to the specific mission at hand, essentially 
performing ad hoc upgrades of units deploying with insufficient or obso-
lete equipment and inappropriate supplies. 

 Pre-positioning medical materiel afloat must be optimized for rapid em-
ployment. Rapid integration and employment of afloat pre-positioned 
medical equipment sets remain a challenge. Those sets are primarily 
stowed below and above deck to balance out the ship’s load. This ar-
rangement extends their download and employment cycles. In addition, 
the absence of a shipboard maintenance program decreases the readiness 
of medical unit sets as integration of equipment upgrades and periodic 
maintenance is deferred to coincide with the maintenance schedule of the 
vessel. 

 Medical pre-positioning needs to reflect joint capabilities. The strategy to 
provide medical support in the 21st century envisions highly capable, 
flexible, and mobile medical packages. These packages will provide 
essential medical capabilities and services to deploying forces and they 
will have the ability to expand as needed to support operational 
requirements. The Military Services are independently pursuing or 
completing transformation and modernization initiatives of their medical 
capabilities, without considering joint capabilities. 
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REQUIREMENTS GENERATION PROCESS 
The intent of the Class VIIIa requirements generation and management process 
should be to compute and identify line-item materiel to accommodate initial out-
fitting needs, anticipate surge items, and plan sustainment materiel to support de-
ploying medical forces. Instead, operational medical planners are using the 
Medical Analysis Tool (MAT). MAT computes Class VIIIa requirements in the 
aggregate—population-based pounds per man per day without specifying what 
constitutes a pound. This method provides sufficient data for planning transporta-
tion requirements, yet it lacks the fidelity to provide the line-item data necessary 
to identify and plan Class VIIIa mobilization, surge, and sustainment require-
ments. 

To obtain the required fidelity, DoD needs a joint requirements determination 
modeling tool that computes and manages line-item medical materiel require-
ments based on scenario-specific data such as projected casualty streams, sup-
ported population (civilian, military or mix), anticipated patient conditions, 
treatment protocols, local endemic threats, and other scenario data such as 
evacuation policy and evacuation delay. The output from such a tool should be a 
list of valid materiel requirements that reflect commercial items commonly used 
within the military and civilian healthcare system and are obtainable from com-
mercial sources. 

 

 



  

 C-6  

 



 D-1  

Appendix D    
References 

Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff. Chairman’s Final Report on Combatant Com-
mands’ Overseas Basing Requirements Studies. 2003. (Secret) 

Defense Logistics Agency. Executive Agent for Medical Materiel. December 2002. 

Department of the Army. Advanced Mobility Concepts Study, Final Report - 
Phase 1. April 2003. (Secret) 

Department of the Navy (N3/N5). Seabasing: Its Past, Present, and Future. June 2002. 

Department of the Navy (N42). Strategic Mobility and Combat Logistics. Sep-
tember 2002. 

General Accounting Office. Realistic Deployment Timelines Needed for Army 
Stryker Brigades. GAO-03-801. June 2003. 

Joint Staff. Joint Operations Concepts (JROC Draft). 7 March 2003. 

Joint Staff. Operational Availability Outbrief. I: Rapid Force Closure. 19 May 
2003; II: Insights from SDTE Warfighting Analysis. 28 May 2003; III: Strategy 
Framework for Operational Availability. 23 June 2003. (Secret) 

Joint Staff and Military Services’ Publications. 

Military Sealift Command. Afloat Forward Staging Base Initiative. Briefing. 2002. 

National Strategic Studies, National Defense University. Beyond Containment: 
Defending U.S. Interests in the Persian Gulf (Special Report). September 2002. 

Naval Warfare Doctrine Command-Marine Corps Combat Doctrine Command. 
Enhanced Networked Seabasing. 2003. 

Office of Secretary of Defense. Quadrennial Defense Review Report. September 
30, 2001. 

Office of Secretary of Defense. Defense Planning Guidance FY2004-2009. May 
2002. (Secret) 

Office of Secretary of Defense. Transformation Planning Guidance. April 2003. 

RAND (Project Air Force). Evaluation of Munitions and WRM Forward Support 
Locations. October 2002. 



  

 D-2  

RAND (Project Air Force). Evaluation of WRM Allocation for CENTAF. October 
2002. 

RAND (Arroyo Center), Eric Peltz and John Halliday. Strategic Responsiveness: 
Rapid Deployment of Mission Tailored Capabilities for Prompt Power Projection. 
2002. 

RAND (Arroyo Center). Integrated Basing and Support Concepts: Supporting the 
Army Vision. February 2001. 

RAND, Paul S. Killingsworth, Lionel Galway, Eiichi Kamiya, Brian Nichiporuk, 
Timothy L. Ramey, Robert S. Tripp, James C. Wendt. Flex basing: Achieving 
Global Presence for Expeditionary Aerospace Forces. MR-1113-AF. 2000. 

Sverdrup. Joint Warfighting Capability Assessment Study on Special Operations 
Force Pre-positioning. 2002. (Secret) 

U.S. Army, Army Materiel Command. Equipping the Warfighter: Operation Iraqi 
Freedom. May 2003. 

U.S. Army, Center for Army Analysis. Enabling Strategic Responsiveness (ESR) 
Results. 2002. 

U.S. Army, Chief of Transportation. Army Watercraft Master Plan. December 
2002. 

U.S. Central Command (Air Force). CENTAF’s Theater TAV Infrastructure. No-
vember 2002. (Secret) 

U.S. Marine Corps, Plans, Policies, and Operations, MPF Reconstitution Mid-
planning Conference. 21-25 April 2003. (Secret) 

U.S. Pacific Command. PACOM Afloat Pre-positioning Forces (APF): Command 
and Control. 25 April 2001. (Secret) 

U.S. Special Operations Command, Special Operations Forces Realignment 
Study Final Report. June 2002. (Secret) 

Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Assistant Secretary of Defense Strategy. 
Changing U.S. Global Defense Posture (working paper). 6 November 2002. (Se-
cret) 

VSE Corporation and S&B Infrastructure, Ltd. Army Reserve Strategic Storage 
Site Study. 1 May 2002. 

White House. The National Security of the United States of America. September 
2002. 



 E-1  

Appendix E    
Abbreviations 

AEF aerospace expeditionary force 

AFSB afloat forward staging base 

AFSOC Air Force Special Operations Command 

AMC Air Mobility Command (Air Force), Army Materiel Command 
(Army) 

AMCS Advanced Mobility Concepts Study 

AOR area of responsibility 

APF Afloat Pre-positioned Fleet 

APOD airport of debarkation 

APS Army Pre-positioned Stocks 

BDE Brigade 

BOS base operating support 

C2 command and control 

C4ISR Command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance 

CENTCOM Central Command 

CHW controlled humidity warehouse 

COA course of action 

CONUS Continental United States 

COP common operating picture 

CS combat support 



  

 E-2  

CSS combat service support 

DLA Defense Logistics Agency 

DoD Department of Defense 

DPG Defense Planning Guidance 

EA Executive Agency 

EAL East Asia Littoral 

ENS Enhanced Networked Seabase 

EUCOM European Command 

FCS Future Combat System 

FDO flexible deterrent option 

FIE fly-in echelon 

FOB forward operating base 

FOL forward operating location 

FSL forward support location 

FTX field training exercise 

GRT global range transport 

GWOT global war on terrorism 

HE Harvest Eagle 

HF Harvest Falcon 

HMMWV High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicle 

HNS host nation support 

HSV high speed vessel 

IO information operation 

ISB intermediate staging base 
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ISR intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance 

JOpsC Joint Operations Concept 

JOS Joint Operating Stocks 

JP Joint Publication 

JTTP Joint Tactics, Techniques and Procedures 

JWCA Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment 

LMSR large medium speed RO-RO (roll-on/roll-off) 

LSE Logistics Support Element 

LSV Logistics Support Vessel 

MAGTF Marine Air Ground Task Force 

MCO Major combat operations 

MEB Marine Expeditionary Brigade 

METT-T Mission, Enemy, Terrain, Troops & Time Available 

MEU(SOC) Marine Expeditionary Unit (Special Operations Capable) 

MHE material handling equipment 

MOB Mobile Offshore Base 

MOG maximum-on-ground 

MPF Maritime Pre-positioning Force 

MPSRON Maritime Pre-positioning Ship Squadron 

MRS Mobility Requirements Study 

MSC Military Sealift Command 

MTMD million ton miles per day 

MTW Major Theater War 

NALMEB Norway Air-Landed Marine Expeditionary Brigade 
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NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

NEA Northeast Asia 

NEW net explosive weight 

NMS National Military Strategy 

NSN national stock number 

NSS National Security Strategy 

OEF Operation Enduring Freedom 

OF Objective Force 

OIF Operation Iraqi Freedom 

OPDS offshore petroleum discharge system 

OPLAN Operation Plan 

OPROJ Operational Projects 

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense 

PACOM Pacific Command 

POD port of debarkation 

POE port of embarkation 

POL petroleum, oil, lubricants 

POM Program Objective Memorandum  

POMCUS Pre-positioned Overseas Materiel Configured to Unit Sets 

QC quality control 

QDR Quadrennial Defense Review 

R&D research and development 

RCC Regional Combatant Commander 

ROK Republic of Korea 
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ROM  rough order of magnitude 

RORO roll-on/roll-off 

RSOI reception, staging, onward movement, integration 

SBCT Stryker Brigade Combat Team 

SDHSS shallow draft high speed sealift 

SDTE swiftly defeat the effort 

SECDEF Secretary of Defense 

SOCOM Special Operations Command 

SOF Special Operations Forces 

SOUTHCOM Southern Command 

SSC smaller-scale contingency 

SSGN nuclear-powered guided-missile submarine 

SSTOL super short take-off and landing 

STOM ship to objective maneuver 

SWA Southwest Asia 

TAA tactical assembly area 

TEU twenty-foot container equivalent unit 

TRANSCOM Transportation Command 

TSV Theater Support Vessel 

UA unit of action 

UE unit of employment 

UN United Nations 

USAFE US Air Force Europe 

USG United States Government 
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WD win decisively 

WMD weapons of mass destruction 

WRM war reserve materiel 
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