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CVN 78 is the most efficient aircraft carrier ever designed, reducing necessary maintenance by 30 percent.

The ship’s design enables the Navy to operate the ship with less manpower, saving the Navy more
than $4 billion over the ship’s 50 year life.
9,900 tons of air conditioning reduces maintenance caused by humidity and reduces required
manning in hot spaces.
About 44,000 high efficiency fluorescent T 8 light bulbs will be used, which produce more light and
last nearly twice as long.

CVN 78 is a flexible platform, ready to meet the operational needs of the 21st century.
CVN 78 is capable of generating 25 percent more sorties (flight missions) per day than Nimitz class
carriers.
CVN 78 is designed with flexible infrastructure to quickly adapt interior spaces for new missions.
The island is smaller and farther aft than the Nimitz class, increasing space for flight deck operations
and aircraft maintenance.
Software controlled advanced arresting gear increases the ability to recover smaller aircraft with
reduced wear.
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The Navy League’s America’s Strength campaign is a comprehensive 
and integrated two-year advertising, media and grassroots campaign.

Goals:
• Raise awareness of the vital importance of the Navy-Marine Corps 

team to the nation’s defense, economy and leadership in the world 
• Illustrate how the underfunding and overextension of our naval 

forces are placing our national defense and global economic stability 
at risk 

• Support congressional allies in efforts to provide the full funding the 
Department of the Navy needs for ships and aircraft, personnel, 
maintenance, training and operations 

• Increase the appropriation in Fiscal Year 2017 by Congress for the 
Department of the Navy

Raise awareness of the vital importance of the Navy-Marine Corpsp y p
team to the nation’s defense, economy and leadership in the world
Illustrate how the underfunding and overextension of our navalg
forces are placing our national defense and global economic stability 
at risk

Increase the appropriation in Fiscal Year 2017 by Congress for thepp p
Department of the Navy



Since 2001, the size of the Navy and Marine Corps has steadily been reduced, 
while their missions and operations have increased. In the past 18 months, 
Sailors and Marines have been called upon to:  

 
• Protect container ships from harassment and seizure by Iranian naval forces 
• Conduct around the clock combat operations against ISIL in Syria and Iraq 
• Face down Russian aggression in the Black Sea; and  
• Deliver disaster relief to victims of the earthquake in Nepal. 

The combination of increased daily operations and 
responding to crisis after crisis, along with delayed 

maintenance and failure to modernize equipment from a 
lack of funding, is crippling the Navy and Marine Corps. 

The Navy-Marine Corps Team Needs Help 







Comprehensive Campaign 

• Supplier/Grassroots

• Congressional Engagement

• Think-Tank/Policy

• Expert Support

• Advocacy

• Advertising

• Integrated

• Each element coordinated

• Increase reach

• Force multipliersThink-Tank/Policy





Advertising 



Partnering with Others 

Critical to the success of the campaign will be 
engaging influential voices to tell the story of 
the U.S. Navy’s vital importance.



• Write an op-ed or letter to the editor

• Write, call, or brief your Member of Congress

• Place a customized ad in your regional paper

• Brief a community organization

• Lead a tour of a local industry facility

• Talk to EVERYONE about this!!

How You Can Be Involved 





• Promotion of the local council

• HQ will help write any speeches, op-eds, or letters to the editor

• Full support for industry tours

• HQ will pay for council advertisements in local media

• Council thanked with Navy Leaguer articles and eligibility for Council
Awards

How We Will Support You 







Center for American Seapower

Hudson’s Center for American Seapower aims to promote public dialogue on ebbing U.S. maritime

power where today there is no such dialogue. The Center will offer intellectual arguments and detailed

policy recommendations for a robust U.S. Navy and Marine Corps, and a more effective U.S. Coast Guard

as well as shipbuilding industrial base. The U.S. is by geography, commerce, security, and tradition a

maritime nation. But Americans have become accustomed to the benefits of dominant seapower and are

at risk of forgetting the national security consequences that accompany America’s continued decline in

seapower.

Among other key areas of focus, the Center will:

- Examine the connection between America’s superpower status and global responsibilities and its

seapower;

- Illustrate the U.S.’s indispensable role in promoting today’s international order;

Research Experts Events About Support

Topics & Policy Centers Search research, experts, topics, or events Search

r for American Seapower



- Draw on historical and current events to highlight the national security consequences for the U.S. of its

eroding seapower;

- Detail and evaluate the rise of competing local and potential global maritime competitors;

- Explain the growing dependence of U.S. and allied economies on seaborne commerce; and, 

- Develop alternate maritime strategies.

To address these issues, the Center will hold in-house conferences, and workshops. It will publish

monographs, journal articles, and such other activities anchored in the work of distinguished naval

experts and historians that articulate the intimate link between seapower and national power. The Center

will be a non-partisan effort with a bi-partisan advisory board. The preservation of dominant seapower

affects all Americans.
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Retired Admirals: Carrier Force Demand Exceeds Supply

By RICHARD R. BURGESS, Managing Editor

WASHINGTON — The Navy’s fleet of aircraft carriers (CVNs) is in constant demand and faces increasing
 challenges in having the “bench strength to meet the requirements of combatant commanders,” experts
 said during a July 7 forum.

“Carrier demand has exceeded supply for many years,” said retired VADM Peter Daly, chief executive
 officer of the U.S. Naval Institute, speaking to an audience at a Washington seminar sponsored by the
 Navy League’s America’s Strength campaign and moderated by Bryan McGrath of the Hudson Institute.
 Also speaking were retired ADM Mark Fitzgerald, and Dr. Robert Farley of the University of Kentucky’s
 Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce.

The Navy, obligated by law to field a force of 11 CVNs, is authorized by Congress to operate only 10
 carriers until the next CVN, Gerald Ford, is commissioned in 2016.

Daly noted that the Navy has been run hard for the last 15 years and with the budget constraints of recent
 years has reduced its ability to surge carrier strike groups from five deployed and two in 30-day surge
 readiness to about half of that capability.

“Post 9/11, the Navy entered a semi-permanent [period of] surge,” he said. “This was consumption. Now
 we need to recapitalize. The Navy has to reconstitute in stride.”

Daly warned that with constrained resources “we’ve gotten to the point where we have to run the race a
 little differently” and that there is a “realization that we’ve got to step down enough for maintenance and
modernization.”

He defended the cost of a forward-deployed naval force, noting that it needs to be compared to the cost of
 a land-based footprint.

Fitzgerald, former commander, Naval Forces Europe/Africa, pointed out some advantages of deployed
 carrier strike groups.

“The first thing an aircraft carrier does is bring power for the president to control a crisis,” Fitzgerald said.

“Two, it allows you to operate without caveat,” he said, pointing out that the only airpower that struck at
 the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria for the first 54 days of Operation Inherent Resolve was carrier-based,
 free from the need for foreign basing permission.

“Third, an aircraft carrier brings with it a lot more than a ship with jets,” he said, noting the command and
 control, electronic warfare, self-defense and strike capabilities of the carrier strike group. “It gives you a
 lot of options in the way that you can operate much more effectively than you can in single ships or
 smaller ships. Fourth, it provides persistence.”

““Carrier demand has exceeded supply for many years,” said retired VADM Peter Daly, chief executive
officer of the U.S. Naval Institute, speaking to an audience at a Washington seminar sponsored by the
Navy League’s America’s Strength campaign and moderated by Bryan McGrath of the Hudson Institute.
Also speaking were retired ADM Mark Fitzgerald, and Dr. Robert Farley of the University of Kentucky’s
Patterson School of Diplomacy and International Commerce.
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Hudson Institute is an independent research organization 

promoting new ideas for the advancement of global 

security, prosperity, and freedom. 

 
Hudson’s Center for American Seapower aims to promote 

public dialogue on ebbing U.S. maritime power and offer 
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I. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 

  



 

II. PREFACE 

This study grew out of a January 2015 debate on the future of the large, nuclear-

powered aircraft carrier. Sponsored by the Naval Academy Museum, two debaters 

took to the stage for ninety minutes before an audience of several hundred curious 

onlookers gathered at the U.S. Naval Academy’s stately Mahan Hall, where they 

debated the topic and took questions from the audience.1  
 

  



III. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

Key Study Conclusions 

 

This study advances three key conclusions: 

The Joint Force requires sea-based air power to conduct strike, air warfare, and 
surveillance. Sea-based air power provides classic naval functions (sea control 
and power projection) and serves as a key enabler of other Joint Force 
components necessary for victory in high-end conflict. This demand is 
growing.  

The Carrier Strike Group (CSG), with the large, nuclear-powered aircraft 
carrier (CVN) at its core, remains the most effective and efficient means of 
providing these capabilities across the range of military options. 

In order to provide these required capabilities, the Navy must pursue a series 
of conceptual, capability, and capacity improvements to the CVN, the Carrier 
Air Wing (CVW), and the CSG. 
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INTRODUCTION: NAVAL FORWARD PRESENCE 

Today the Navy and Marine Corps are facing a fundamental choice: maintain current levels of 
forward presence and risk breaking the force or reduce presence and restore readiness through 
adequate training, maintenance, and time at home. This choice is driven by the supply of ready 
naval forces being too small to meet the demand from Combatant Commanders, as adjudicated by 
the Secretary of Defense. To close the gap, the Department of Defense (DoD) will need to grow the 
fleet and force, base more ships overseas, or pay to maintain a higher operating tempo. 

Global navies are a common attribute of nations with economic and security interests in multiple 
regions outside their own. The Spanish, Dutch, and British empires all included fleets able to 
protect their shipping lanes; transport troops to far flung colonies and holdings; and threaten the 
territories and commerce of their enemies. The United States followed suit as it became a global 
economic and military power during the 19th century, starting with its Navy’s first deployment 
against Barbary pirates in 1802 and continuing through the voyage of President Theodore 
Roosevelt’s “Great White Fleet” in 1907.  

A global fleet, however, did not necessarily mean global presence. Through the 19th century the 
U.S. Navy episodically deployed overseas in response to threats or to send a message to its friends 
and enemies. Because of its economic interests, the United States stationed ships, Sailors, and 
Marines in a small number of important overseas ports, such as the South China and Yangtze 
River patrols in Asia. Generally, these forward forces consisted of small ships with capabilities 
suited to peacetime maritime security and diplomatic missions. The bulk of the Navy, and all its 
capital ships, remained based in the United States and only deployed when needed.1 Samuel 
Huntington characterized this era as the “Continental Era” of U.S. national power.2

Near the end of the 19th century, this homeland-focused posture began to evolve as the United 
States consolidated control over the territory between its coasts and navalists such as Alfred 
Thayer Mahan advocated for a much more proactive posture overseas. This marked the beginning 
of the American “Oceanic Era” in Huntington’s framework.3 More frequent overseas deployments 
and the complete transition to coal-powered ships led the Navy during this era to develop a series 
of overseas facilities where its ships could resupply and refuel. Deployments, however, were still 
episodic (except in wartime) and forces based overseas remained tailored to peacetime 
operations.4

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1  Peter M. Swartz, Sea Changes: Transforming US Navy Deployment Strategy, 1775–2002 (Alexandria, VA: Center 
for Naval Analysis, July 31, 2002).

2  Samuel P. Huntington, “National Policy and the Transoceanic Navy,” USNI Proceedings, May 1954. 

3  This evolution is described in much more detail in Andrew Krepinevich and Robert Work, A New Global Defense 
Posture for the Second Transoceanic Era (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 2007). 

4  Ibid., pp. 44–58. 

Today the Navy and Marine Corps are facing a fundamental choice: maintain current levels of
forward presence and risk breaking the force or reduce presence and restore readiness through 
adequate training, maintenance, and time at home.
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The expeditionary nature of U.S. overseas deployments changed permanently with World War II. 
During the war U.S. naval forces deployed worldwide to carry troops and supplies to every 
theater, protect Allied sea lanes, and eventually deny the use of the seas to Axis powers, 
particularly Japan. To sustain the effort, the Navy established a network of overseas bases, repair 
facilities, and refueling stations as well as processes for maintaining deployed forces overseas.

After four years of continuous overseas presence during the war, American leaders planned for 
some U.S. naval forces to remain deployed as a crisis response force for ground troops and 
civilians supporting reconstruction in Asia and Europe. These ships, Sailors, and Marines also 
helped restore the ability of America’s allies and former enemies to protect their seaborne 
commerce and coastlines. At the time, the Navy’s intent was not necessarily to maintain a global 
overseas presence. 

Fleet size and continuous naval presence 

Even as the United States brought most of its forces home and turned to domestic concerns, the 
Soviet Union emerged as a global geopolitical foe and, later, an existential threat. Deterring Soviet 
aggression against American allies added a new rationale for the United States to continuously 
maintain ground, air, and naval forces around the world. The Navy’s part of this effort was 
demonstrating it could sustain the flow of reinforcements to Europe during a conflict with the 
Soviet Union and punish Soviet aggression with strikes launched from aircraft carriers in the 
Northern Atlantic, Eastern Mediterranean, and Western Pacific. Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) 
James D. Watkins eventually codified this approach publically in his 1986 maritime strategy.5

This approach to deterrence created the need for three “hubs” of naval presence in the 
Mediterranean, Eastern Atlantic, and Western Pacific. Each hub was centered on a Carrier Battle 
Group (CVBG) consisting of an aircraft carrier (CV) and its cruiser and destroyer escorts and an 
Amphibious Ready Group (ARG) consisting of three to four amphibious ships and associated 
landing craft. U.S. nuclear attack submarines (SSNs) joined CVBGs starting in the early 1980s to 
protect CVs from the growing number of quiet Soviet submarines carrying anti-ship cruise 
missiles (ASCM), such as the Oscar-class guided missile submarine (SSGN) and Akula-class
SSNs.

In 1981, the incoming President and Secretary of the Navy proposed the nation pursue a 600-ship 
fleet. This overall fleet size reflected, in part, the political objective of showing American strength 
to the Soviet Union, but it also reflected the fleet size needed to sustain three hubs of continuous 
overseas presence.6 The 600-ship requirement marked the first time fleet size requirements were 
derived in large part from plans for the continuous deployment of naval forces. Previous fleet size 
requirements were based on factors such as the number of ships maintained by potential enemies, 
treaty limitations, budgets, or the number of support vessels or escorts needed for each capital 
ship.

The explicit intent to maintain deployed presence also highlighted the value of forward-based 
forces. Although forces based in the Continental United States (CONUS) and those homeported 
overseas conduct maintenance and training between deployments, forward forces have shorter 
transit times and can maintain a higher operational tempo. This enables a forward-based ship to 
maintain the same level of operational presence as two or more CONUS-based ships.   

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

5  James D. Watkins, "The Maritime Strategy," USNI Proceedings, January 1982, pp. 2–16.

6  Rudy Abramson, "Reagan Renews Vow for 600-Ship Navy: 'Way to Prevent War Is to Be Prepared for It,' He Tells 
Academy Class," Los Angeles Times, May 23, 1985. 
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The United States took advantage of forward-basing during the Cold War and U.S. naval forces 
were eventually homeported in Japan, the Philippines, Bahrain, Spain, Greece, Italy, the United 
Kingdom, Iceland, and Norway, among other countries. While forward basing had been a feature 
of the U.S. Navy since the 19th century, a significant difference in the Cold War was that front-line 
capital ships and aircraft were stationed overseas rather than remaining safely ensconced in 
CONUS. There were both strategic and operational advantages to this. Strategically, basing 
warfighting forces forward reduced American response time, showing the Soviets that aggression 
may be promptly defeated or that punishment would be swift. Further, forward-based forces 
helped demonstrate American resolve to allies and partners concerned by the oceans separating 
them from the United States. Operationally, forward-based forces provide more forward 
presence, or enable the same presence to be maintained by a smaller overall fleet.  

FIGURE 1: COLD WAR (CIRCA 1980) U.S. OVERSEAS NAVAL BASES7 

At the end of the Cold War in the late 1980s, the U.S. Navy could have returned to its pre-war 
models and deployed episodically while maintaining most of the fleet at home. Instead, it 
sustained continuous overseas naval presence into the 1990s and beyond. Initially this posture 
reflected the need for stability in the face of the Soviet Union’s uneven and sometimes chaotic 
dissolution over several years. But the United States maintained continuous overseas naval 
presence even after this process completed and NATO began to expand into former Warsaw Pact 
nations through the 1990s. Forward naval presence had gone from being an element of a specific 
national strategy in World War II and the Cold War to being a fundamental avenue through which 
the United States exerted its power. 

Maritime strategies in the 1990s codified this approach, as the 1986 strategy had done for the 
competition with the Soviets. In “From the Sea” and “Forward… From the Sea” the Department of 
the Navy described strategic concepts for using forward naval forces to respond to crises, deter 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7  Robert E. Harkavy, Strategic Basing and the Great Powers, 1200–2000 (London: Routledge, 2007), pp. 98–101. 
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aggression, and maintain freedom of the seas against an undefined set of potential state and non-
state adversaries.8

These concepts emphasized characteristics of naval forces that make them well suited to address a 
less structured security environment in which multiple smaller-scale actors could impact U.S. 
interests, as opposed to the large monolithic threat posed by the Soviet Union. For example, naval 
forces can operate forward for extended periods without having to secure diplomatic clearances, 
install expensive fixed infrastructure, or generate a potentially disruptive “footprint” on foreign 
soil. Further, their mobility enables them to shift from one theater to another and rapidly 
aggregate or disaggregate depending on the location, size, and type of operation intended.  

The use of forward deployed naval forces to not only address threats, but also advance U.S. 
interests, was emphasized in A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower in 2007. CS21, as 
the strategy was abbreviated, asserted “The ability to sustain operations in international waters 
far from our shores constitutes a distinct advantage for the United States—a Western Hemisphere 
nation separated from many of its strategic interests by vast oceans.”9 Further, the strategy tied 
naval presence to protection of the global economic system, given the preponderance of U.S. 
military power at the time and America’s central role in global financial and commercial markets.  

The newest maritime strategy, Forward, Engaged, Ready: A Cooperative Strategy for 21st

Century Seapower, continues to highlight forward presence as a central part of the naval value 
proposition.10 Like previous strategies and strategic concepts, it argues that forward naval forces 
enable deterrence, rapid crisis response, partner training, and maritime security. Notably, the 
new strategy names specific competitors such as China, Russia, and Iran as reasons for 
maintaining forward presence in relevant regions around the world-- the first time since the Cold 
War a naval strategy explicitly identified the need to deter and, if necessary, defeat specific 
potential adversaries. 

The evolution of naval strategy and concepts from advocating a regional fleet to a global navy to a 
globally present navy reflected the expanding influence and reach of the United States. However, 
the fleet’s size did not necessarily follow suit. The Navy reached a post-World War II peak in size 
during the 1980s, when the first maritime strategy to tie presence to ship count was promulgated. 
As will be highlighted in the next section, the fleet has been shrinking ever since–despite the fact 
every subsequent strategy document continued to assert the value and need for forward presence. 

TODAY’S READINESS CHALLENGE 

The Navy’s battle force is currently composed of about 272 ships. However, only a portion of the 
fleet is available for operational use at any given time. Vessels adhere to a cycle that rotates them 
and their crews through maintenance, training, and deployment periods. Historically, the Navy 
has planned for its ships to execute cycles consisting of a single 6 to 7 month deployment in a 24 
to 32 month period.11

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

8  Sean O’Keefe, Frank Kelso, and Carl Mundy, From the Sea (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the Navy, 1992), 
available at http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/navy/fromsea/fromsea.txt; and John Dalton, Jeremy Boorda, 
and Carl Mundy, Forward… From the Sea (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the Navy, 1994), available at 
http://www.dtic.mil/jv2010/navy/b014.pdf.

9 A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower (Washington, DC: Department of Defense, 2015), p. 21. 

10  Joseph Dunford, Jonathan Greenert, and Paul Zunkunft, Forward, Engaged Ready: A Cooperative Strategy for 21st 
Century Seapower (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of the Navy, 2015), p. 9. 

11   Preserving the Navy’s Forward Presence with a Smaller Fleet (Washington, DC: Congressional Budget Office, 
March 2015), p. 9. 
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The Navy and Marine Corps deploy in response to requests from regional Combatant 
Commanders (COCOMs) that are approved by the Secretary of Defense as part of the Global 
Force Management process. There is a natural tension between COCOMs, who want to maximize 
the number of naval assets they have to employ, and naval force planners, who must balance the 
requests of all the COCOMs with the need to give crews and ships time to carry out maintenance, 
upgrade systems, and conduct training.

The last two decades have been busy ones for the Navy. Between 1998 and 2014, the number of 
ships deployed overseas remained roughly constant at 100. The fleet, however, shrank by about 
20 percent. As a result, each ship is working harder to maintain the same level of presence. For 
example, the share of underway ships that were deployed rather than training near their home 
ports rose from 62 percent in 1998 to a high of 86 percent in 2009 before declining to 
approximately 74 percent in 2015, as shown in Figure 2.

FIGURE 2: NAVY SHIPS DEPLOYED AND UNDERWAY 1998–201412 

Figure 2 also shows that the percentage of time each ship spent at sea went up over the last 
decade, since the size of the fleet went down and the number of ships underway rose or stayed the 
same. For example, operating tempo (OPTEMPO), a measurement of the time a ship spends at 
sea, increased by eight percent throughout the fleet between 2001 and 2009 and grew by 18 
percent for surface combatants.13

Excessive OPTEMPO affects naval readiness in a number of ways, but most significantly by 
reducing the time available for maintenance. And when critical tasks are deferred long enough, 
the consequences can be severe. In 2011 and 2012, the flagship of Expeditionary Strike Group 8, 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

12  Data from CSBA analysis and from Danil Whiteneck, Michael Price, Neil Jenkins, and Peter Schwartz, The
Navy at a Tipping Point: Maritime Dominance at Stake? (Alexandria, VA: Center for Naval Analysis, 
2010).  

13  Rear Admiral Joseph F. Campbell, “Readiness and Sustainment of the Navy’s Surface Fleet,” Hearing before the of 
the House Armed Services Committee, Readiness Subcommittee, March 25, 2009. 



6 CSBA | DEPLOYING BEYOND THEIR MEANS 

the USS Essex, had to severely curtail its role in one major Pacific exercise and cancel its 
participation in another due to mechanical problems caused by skipping maintenance to satisfy 
operational requirements.14 Similarly, after being ordered to respond to the 2010 Haitian 
earthquake just one month following a seven-month deployment, the amphibious landing ship 
USS Bataan suffered a double failure of its evaporators and was forced to delay rescue operations 
in order to take on 40,000 gallons of water from a nearby supply ship.15

The extended OPTEMPO of the last few years—combined with interrupted work at Navy 
shipyards caused by sequestration resulting from the Budget Control Act (BCA)—has resulted in a 
backlog of deferred maintenance for the nuclear aircraft carrier (CVN) fleet. The backlog 
culminated in late 2015 with a Persian Gulf “carrier gap” between the departure of the USS 
Theodore Roosevelt and the arrival of the USS Harry S Truman. A second carrier gap will occur 
in the Pacific in 2016 and gaps will reoccur intermittently in both theaters until 2021, when the 
USS Gerald R. Ford becomes operationally available.16 The experience of the USS Dwight D. 
Eisenhower illustrates how delaying repairs can play havoc with future requirements planning: 
two back-to-back deployments in 2012 and 2013 took so large a toll on the vessel’s material 
condition that its subsequent maintenance period lasted 23 months—a full 65 percent longer than 
was originally planned for.17

The “heel-to-toe” deployment schedule necessary to service today’s high presence levels has also 
exacerbated the impact of the BCA budget caps on surge capacity. Normally, the Navy and Marine 
Corps can surge three carrier strike groups (CSGs) and three amphibious ready groups (ARGs) 
forward within 60 days in the event of crisis. This is possible because groups that recently 
returned from deployment are maintained ready for several months through continued 
operations and training, and groups preparing for deployment are ready several weeks before 
they depart. With the above maintenance problems and less readiness funding, groups largely 
shutdown when they return from deployment and groups preparing to deploy are ready just in 
time to leave. As a result, the Navy and Marine Corps are now only able to surge one CSG and one 
ARG.18

The impacts of a high OPTEMPO have been felt just as severely by crews. As deployments get 
longer, Sailors have seen their time at home shortened. Between 2012 and 2014, the USS John C. 
Stennis was deployed for 15 of 24 months. One Sailor remarked that “we have missed two 
Thanksgivings, Christmases, New Year’s and many other holidays. …After the past two years, I 
have realized that I am not cut out for this work.”19

A 2014 survey of over 5,000 Sailors by Navy officers Guy Snodgrass and Ben Kohlman found that 
49.8 percent of enlisted personnel and 65.5 percent of officers thought the current OPTEMPO 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

14  Matthew M. Burke, “USS Essex unable to fulfill mission for 2nd time in seven months,” Stars and Stripes, February 
1, 2012.

15  Bill Cook, “Unrep ships critical platforms for Haitian relief,” Sealift, March 2010; and "USS Bataan (LHD 5) Cruise 
Book: 2009 Deployment," available at http://www.navysite.de/cruisebooks/lhd5-09/index.html.

16  Megan Eckstein, “Navy: Half the Carrier Fleet Tied Up In Maintenance, Other 5 Strained To Meet Demands,” USNI
News, November 4, 2015, available at http://news.usni.org/2015/11/04/navy-half-the-carrier-fleet-tied-up-in-
maintenance-other-5-strained-to-meet-demands.

17  Ryan T. Tewell, “Assessing the U.S. Aircraft Carrier Gap in the Gulf,” The Washington Institute for Near East Policy,
October 5, 2015, available at http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/policy-analysis/view/assessing-the-u.s.-aircraft-
carrier-gap-in-the-gulf.

18  Megan Eckstein, "CNO Greenert: Navy Could Fix Readiness Shortfall by 2020 if Sequestration is Avoided," USNI
News, March 10, 2015, available at http://news.usni.org/2015/03/10/cno-greenert-navy-could-fix-readiness-
shortfall-by-2020-if-sequestration-is-avoided; Jonathan W. Greenert, Testimony before the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations, Subcommittee on Defense on FY 2016 Department of the Navy Posture, March 4, 2015.  

19  Sam Fellman, “8-Month Deployments Become the ‘New Norm',” Navy Times, December 2, 2013. 

The impacts of a high OPTEMPO have been felt just as severely by crews. 
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was too high.20 This can hinder the Navy’s efforts to retain talented people who may have 
employment options outside military service; Navy analysis estimates that longer and more 
frequent deployments can negatively impact reenlistment rates by between 1.3 and 1.9 percent.21

The Navy also determined that Sailors have a strong preference for more predictable deployment 
cycles and Navy leaders have repeatedly cited the extension of deployments mid-cruise as 
adversely impacting morale and retention.22

To address these challenges, the Navy is implementing a new readiness cycle called the 
Optimized-Fleet Response Plan (O-FRP) for CVNs, guided missile destroyers (DDGs), and guided 
missile cruisers (CGs)23. Figure 3 depicts the new O-FRP cycle and, for comparison, the cycle that 
will continue to be used by amphibious ships. 

FIGURE 3: O-FRP AND AMPHIBIOUS SHIP READINESS CYCLES 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

20  “2014 Survey Report,” 2014 Navy Retention Study, September 1, 2014, p. 23, available at 
http://www.dodretention.org/.

21  Preserving the Navy’s Forward Presence with a Smaller Fleet, p. 11. 

22  David Larter, “CNO Warns Budget Cuts Will Hurt Morale, Readiness,” Navy Times, January 28, 2015. 

23  The previous FRP cycle included a single 7-month deployment in a 32-month cycle. 
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The goal of O-FRP is to bring predictability to the readiness cycle and limit deployments to a 
maximum period of eight months. In addition, O-FRP seeks to align the deployment cycles of 
carriers and the large surface combatants that make up their battle groups so that the combined 
carrier battle group (CVG) can form for training earlier in the pre-deployment work-up period. A 
key component of O-FRP is a 15-month sustainment period following a deployment. During 
sustainment, ships, aircraft, and their crews are intended to maintain their combat certifications 
and remain ready to deploy as part of a possible surge force.24

Initially the O-FRP is only being applied to carriers and large surface combatants. Amphibious 
ships, small surface combatants such as Littoral Combat Ships (LCS), and submarines have 
different readiness cycles. The Navy intends to expand the O-FRP model to amphibious ships in 
the next several years, but other classes of ships and Marines will prepare for, conduct, and 
recover from deployment on different schedules.

THE LOOMING PRESENCE CRISIS 

The central force structure challenge facing the Navy and Marine Corps today is that demand for 
naval forces exceeds the supply they can sustainably deliver. Both services have been maintaining 
a higher level of presence than they typically plan for by extending deployments, deploying more 
than once per readiness cycle, and basing more ships overseas. The impacts of this approach are 
degraded material condition and reduced morale and, counterintuitively, reduced presence or 
gaps when ships and crews are unable to deploy on time. 

The O-FRP, when implemented, will better enable some naval forces to complete training and 
maintenance between deployments. However, it will also reduce the presence they can deliver 
overseas because it shifts from today’s eight-month (or more) deployment in a 32-month cycle for 
carriers and surface combatants to a single eight-month deployment in a 36-month cycle. This 
means each ship goes from spending about 25 percent of its time deployed to about 22 percent of 
its time deployed. Sustaining today’s presence as O-FRP is implemented, and potentially 
expanded to amphibious ships, will require that ships deploy for longer than eight months or 
deploy a second time during their 15-month sustainment period. This would begin to put the fleet 
back into the situation it faces today.

AA shrinking fleet

Another factor reducing the supply of deployable forces is the shrinking fleet. As shown in Figure 
2, the Navy’s battle force (ships able to conduct or directly support combat operations) drew down 
from 333 ships in 1998 to 271 ships in 2015. This resulted from a combination of construction 
rates that fell by about half in the early 2000s and a high rate of retirements to reduce costs for 
manning and modernizing older frigates and CGs.  The fleet is anticipated to grow slowly over the 
next several years as retirements taper off and increased construction starting in the late 2000s 
begins to deliver hulls to the fleet.

It is unlikely, however, that the Navy will be able to significantly grow the fleet. Its current 
shipbuilding plan requires $5 to$7 billion more per year than the historical average over the last 
30 years. The Navy may be compelled to revise this plan to meet fiscal constraints. Over the next 
three decades, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) calculated that the Navy’s FY2016 
shipbuilding plan will require over $552 billion (in constant 2015 dollars) worth of ship 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

24  Megan Eckstein, “Admirals: Fleet Readiness Plan Could Leave Carrier Gaps, Overwhelm Shipyards,” USNI News,
September 9, 2016, available at http://news.usni.org/2015/09/09/admirals-fleet-readiness-plan-could-leave-
carrier-gaps-overwhelm-shipyards; and Bill Gortney, “Predictability and Adaptability: West 2014,” Power Point 
Presentation, United States Fleet Forces, February 12, 2014, available at 
http://www.afcea.org/events/west/14/documents/WEST2014PresentationFinalGortney.pdf.  
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purchases. If the plan is executed as written, the average cost of new-ship construction will be 
approximately $18.4 billion per year. The plan would be 32 percent more expensive than the 
Navy’s historical average annual shipbuilding budgets.25

In order to assess the Navy’s capacity to sustain forward presence under different levels of 
shipbuilding funding, this study examines the Navy’s FY2016 $18.4 billion shipbuilding plan and 
three alternative plans averaging $13 billion, $11.5 billion, and $10 billion per year. Under the 
current shipbuilding plan, the Navy expects the battle fleet to reach a high of 321 ships in 2028 
before declining to 305 ships by 2045. All three of the alternative plans would result in a fleet of 
fewer than 300 ships. Notably, none of the shipbuilding plans (including the Navy’s own plan) 
would enable the Navy to sustain the global presence it maintains today.  

Figure 4 illustrates the cost of the Navy’s proposed plan compared to the alternative plans and 
Table 1 describes the battle force inventory associated with each plan.

FIGURE 4: NAVY AND ALTERNATIVE SHIPBUILDING PLANS

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

25  An Analysis of the Navy’s Fiscal Year 2016 Shipbuilding Plan (Washington, DC: Congressional Budget Office, 
October 2015), p. 3. 
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TABLE 1: BATTLE FORCE INVENTORY ASSOCIATED WITH EACH SHIPBUILDING PLAN 

TThe impact of forward basing

Figure 2 shows the Navy grew the number and percentage of ships based overseas in the Forward 
Deployed Naval Force (FDNF) to increase forward presence. Today FDNF ships, aircraft, Sailors, 
and Marines provide about one quarter of overseas naval presence and the Navy plans to expand 
its FDNF contingent to a third of forward presence in 2024.26 In the U.S. Pacific Command area 
of responsibility (AOR), much of Seventh Fleet’s requirements are met by forces homeported or 
operating in Japan, Guam, and Singapore. Sixth Fleet, supporting U.S. European Command,  
includes four FDNF DDGs based in Rota, Spain.27 And in U.S. Central Command, 10 Patrol 
Coastal (PC) and four Mine Countermeasures (MCM) ships are homeported in Bahrain.28

Forward-based forces are able to provide more presence than those based in CONUS for several 
reasons:

• They either do not have to transit to and from their operating areas or have a much 
shorter transit time than their CONUS-based counterparts.

• They do not undergo deep maintenance periods such as overhauls. When an overhaul is 
due, the ship or aircraft is swapped out with a new platform. The crew generally swaps 
out as well and remains forward with the new ship.  

• They do not conduct extensive retraining between operational periods. Because they 
operate so often, forward based ship and aircraft crews are often able to maintain a 
higher level of proficiency than their CONUS-based counterparts.  

As a result of these factors, FDNF forces execute a different rotational readiness cycle than 
CONUS-based forces. The FDNF cycle is depicted in Figure 5. While FDNF forces are often 
described as being fully deployed (i.e., each unit provides a “1.0” presence), they are only 
operationally available about two-thirds of the time. This is much more than CONUS-based 
forces, but not the same as having a fully operational unit available for tasking all the time. The 
calculations in this report will assume a FDNF ship is “present” only 67 percent of the time, to 
ensure these forces can conduct the maintenance and training needed between operational 
periods.  

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

26  Preserving the Navy’s Forward Presence With a Smaller Fleet, p. 19. 

27  Megan Eckstein, “Navy Creates New Ballistic Missile and Air Defense Task Force for Europe,” USNI News, July 27, 
2015, available at http://news.usni.org/2015/07/27/navy-creates-new-ballistic-missile-defense-air-defense-task-
force-for-europe.

28  Of note, PCs are not counted as part of the Navy battle force. See "Document: Mabus Notification to Congress on New 
Navy ‘Battle Force’ Tally," USNI News, March 11, 2014, available at http://news.usni.org/2014/03/11/document-
mabus-notification-congress-new-navy-battle-force-tally.  
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WASHINGTON — Navy Leaguers from around the coun-

-
tive regions to stress the need for their support of the U.S. 
sea services.

The broad-based presentations focused on the sea ser-

the Navy League’s America’s Strength Campaign to ensure 

for Coast Guard Offshore Patrol Cutter procurement and a 
new polar icebreaker, enforcing Cargo Preference and the 
Jones Act as well as increasing the Maritime Security Pro-
gram, and ending sequestration and re-establishing budget 
process order.

Split into more than two-dozen teams, 76 Navy League 

buildings to make 217 presentations to senators, represen-
tatives or their staffs during the Anchors Aweigh Fly-In. 
Despite several mid-morning interruptions as House 
members were called to chambers for votes involving the 

“North American Energy Security and Infrastructure Act of 
-

tive to the presentations.
“You get a mixed audience because one we spoke to was 

a former Marine [U.S. Rep Todd Young, R-Ind.] and is all 

Lakes-Wisconsin/Illinois Fly-In team. “And then some of 
the other ones, which is really why we’re here, freely ad-
mitted that they weren’t familiar with this or they weren’t 

“They were also very interested in local stuff, Sea Ca-

added National Director Bobby Ferguson, who was on the 

team with Baker. “STEM [science, technology, engineer-
ing and math], that rings a bell with them, as it does with 

and Ferguson’s team was scheduled to meet with members 

Rep. Darin LaHood, R-Ill., son of former Transportation 
Secretary Ray LaHood.

The lingering threat of sequestration, the disruptions 
posed by continuing resolutions and related budgetary is-
sues struck a particular chord during the presentations.

“I visited [members from] both parties, and they were 
all in agreement that whatever good intentions were there 
for sequestration, the outcomes have not been positive, 
especially when you look at long-term cost growth in 

Region who also is president of the California State Uni-
versity Maritime Academy. 

Continued on page 3

Fly-In Brings NL Concerns to Congress
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President’s Message
Dear Navy Leaguers,

We in this country have been given 
a great gift, at great cost, handed 
down to us from the men and women 

wearing the cloth of our nation. As a 
member of this organization, I know 
that you are as thankful for their sacri-

December has been anything but 

-
son Boulevard in Arlington, Va., on 

to re-organize, and simplify our debt. 

second mortgage with a consolidated 

also pleased to report that the build-

building.

Board of Directors meeting at the 
Conference Center at the Maritime 
Institute in Linthicum, Md. The bal-
anced operating budget was approved 

millennium, as was a new member-

and a new membership dues structure 
that will be implemented in early 

the two-day meeting, and you can 
read more about how Navy Leaguers 
stormed Capitol Hill in this issue of 

A great deal was accomplished at 
this board meeting to set a solid course 

beyond. Your National Vice Presidents 
also were able to get a great deal done 
in their various committee meetings, 
including Communications, Legisla-
tive Affairs, Information Technology, 
Merchant Marine Affairs, Membership 
and Marketing, Foundation, Develop-
ment, Investment, Naval Sea Cadet 
Corps Board and Foundation, Interna-

tional, and Budget and Finance. 

looking forward in the New Year to 
provide new opportunities for new 
beginnings. We’ve all been work-
ing hard to provide for a more solid 
Navy League — and to making our 
future even more secure. With the 

-
complished, we are taking necessary 
steps to bring about a solution for the 
Online Community (OLC), Member-
ship and Finance processes to be more 
automated and timely. After more than 

our software system, we will be imple-
menting new systems and processes 
to provide more capability to our staff 
and our members. 

Both staff and the Charleston Coun-
cil have been busy making prepara-

Convention in Charleston, S.C. I know 
you’ll want to begin making your own 
plans to join us to enjoy their southern 
hospitality. And while you’re at it, 
mark your calendars to join us at these 
future convention sites: Milwaukee, 

Due to ever-increasing cuts in the 
defense budget, our armed forces are 
being continually underfunded and 
overextended. As a result, our sea 
services leaders are being made to 

demands on our resources. In a new 
report commissioned by the Navy 
League’s America’s Strength cam-
paign, Bryan Clark and Jesse Sloman 
of the Center for Strategic and Bud-
getary Assessments say the Navy and 
Marine Corps are approaching a point 

demand for forces and may have to re-
duce presence abroad, leaving interests 
and allies vulnerable. 

The report, “Deploying Beyond 
Their Means: America’s Navy and 

was released during a press confer-

media attention. This report, http://
navyleague.org/americas-strength/
is yet another important tool for Navy 

educating local leaders and lawmakers 
on the potential crisis this nation faces 
if we continue on this current funding 
path. At the press conference, Rep. Joe 
Courtney, D-Conn., noted how impor-
tant the America’s Strength campaign 
has been in keeping the issue of under-
funding and overextension in front of 
members of Congress and credited the 
Navy League’s campaign for having 
an impact on getting critical legislation 
passed.

America’s Strength has been gaining 
momentum around the Washington, 
D.C., beltway, but we, at the grass-
roots level must take the campaign’s 
message to the rest of America. Each 
and every Navy Leaguer is a constitu-
ent, and when bringing your message 
to your lawmakers, you are being 
heard. In fact, Navy Leaguers send-
ing messages to our Congress makes a 
huge difference, as you are the VOT-
ERS. We owe that to the members of 
our military and their families. 

My best wishes to you all for a 
joyous holiday season, and a happy, 
healthy and prosperous New Year.

All the Best,

Skip Witunski
National President

 In a new
report commissioned by the Navyp y y
League’s America’s Strength cam-g g
paign, Bryan Clark and Jesse Slomanp g , y
of the Center for Strategic and Bud-g
getary Assessments say the Navy and g y y y
Marine Corps are approaching a pointp pp g p

demand for forces and may have to re-y
duce presence abroad, leaving interestsp
and allies vulnerable.

The report, “Deploying Beyondp , p y g y
Their Means: America’s Navy and y

was released during a press confer-g p

media attention. This report, http://p , p
navyleague.org/americas-strength/y g g g
is yet another important tool for Navy 

educating local leaders and lawmakersg
on the potential crisis this nation facesp
if we continue on this current fundingg
path. At the press conference, Rep. Joep p , p
Courtney, D-Conn., noted how impor-y, , p
tant the America’s Strength campaigng p g
has been in keeping the issue of under-p g
funding and overextension in front of g
members of Congress and credited theg
Navy League’s campaign for havingy g p g g
an impact on getting critical legislationp
passed.

America’s Strength has been gaining g g
momentum around the Washington,g ,
D.C., beltway, but we, at the grass-, y, , g
roots level must take the campaign’sp g
message to the rest of America. Each g
and every Navy Leaguer is a constitu-y y g
ent, and when bringing your message, g g y
to your lawmakers, you are being y
heard. 



 

 
Letter to the Editor: Navy, Marines at a 
tipping point 
Staff Report November 18, 2015  

Dear Editor: 

The U.S. Navy-Marine Corps team is in trouble. 

After years of being overworked and underfunded, our U.S. Navy-Marine Corps 
team is threatened with worn out warships and crewmembers needed to man them. 

A new study from the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA) 
finds that strain on ships and Sailors is reaching a tipping point, as they are 
continuously called upon to respond to crisis, rising tensions in the Asia-Pacific, 
and counter the increasing threat of Islamic State militants. 

But a broken Navy is a problem for more than just our national defense.  

If the U.S. Navy is unable to protect global commerce, it could have a significant 
impact on the cost and availability of consumer goods from retailers ranging from 
Amazon to Wal-Mart, and all companies that rely on international maritime 
shipping to get products into the hands of consumers.  

We are asking too much of our ships, Sailors and Marines, and are not providing 
enough support. 

A larger and fully sustained fleet is needed to: 

•    Protect sea-lanes for the free flow of commerce that is vital for the global 
economy;  
•    Keep our enemies and adversaries in check;  

http://www.thedowneypatriot.com/articles/?author=554924c7e4b04b34cd9cfe39


•    Support our diplomatic efforts around the globe and;  
•    Delivery of medical supplies, food and water when natural disaster strikes.  

We cannot allow the erosion of the Navy-Marine Corps team to continue.  

Without a significant investment by Congress and the Administration in the Navy’s 
future, we are placing our national defense, our leadership in the world, the 
strength of our economy and the health of the global economy at great risk. 

We must insist on an investment by Congress in the Navy-Marine Corps team 
before it is too late. 

Hector Ramos 
Downey 
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Roger West & Peter Courtney
Directors, Legislative Affairs

HII Government & Customer Relations

Legislative Update

March 16, 2016
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Looking Back at 2015

• Overall, the FORD-class and RCOH programs were well supported
– Some reductions to specific GFE programs

• Some key NDAA language provisions in the FY16 NDAA
– CVN 79 (and later) cost cap “target” reduced by $100M;  waiverable by SECNAV
– Requires report on alternative aircraft carriers
– Requires report on benefits of EOQ authority for CVN 80/81

• Both SASC and HASC held dedicated hearings on aircraft carrier 
programs and requirements in the fall

HUNTINGTON INGALLS INDUSTRIES PRIVATE/ PROPRIETARY LEVEL I



Looking Ahead in FY17

• Despite the Navy budget being somewhat of a bill-payer, shipbuilding 
accounts were generally well-funded

– CVN 79 – FY17 and FY18 includes final two years of procurement funding. 
– CVN 80 – FY17 includes AP and then procurement funding for the balance of the FYDP
– CVN 81 – FY21 includes the first year of AP funding
– CVN RCOH – FYDP shows full funding for CVN 73 RCOH and for CVN 74 RCOH (in 

FY20 and FY21)

• Congress is working on an extremely accelerated schedule
– Both chambers eager to get to an upcoming recess period after a very hectic February 

and March

• The committees will likely finish their work early on defense bills
– Topline budget framework established last year
– But - little chance for any floor action on bills prior to the Presidential election
– Continuing resolution in October a near certainty

HUNTINGTON INGALLS INDUSTRIES PRIVATE/ PROPRIETARY LEVEL I



Our Key “Asks” for 2016

• Support the President’s Fiscal Year 2017 budget request for $1,292 million for the second ship of the 
Gerald R. Ford-class, John F. Kennedy (CVN 79), and $1,371 million in advance procurement 
funding for the third ship in the class, Enterprise (CVN 80).

• Support the batch buy of materials for Enterprise (CVN 80) and CVN 81. Batch buying materials in 
2017 could save taxpayers nearly $400 - $500 million over the course of construction. Request $263 
million in first year advance procurement funding for CVN 81 to ensure materials are purchased at 
the least expensive price possible. 

• Request $20 million additional Research, Development, Test and Evaluation (RDT&E) funding be 
added to Enterprise’s (CVN 80) Total Ship Integration project to reduce future carrier acquisition cost 
through expanded Design for Affordability efforts (in addition to $21.6 million in PB).

• Support the President’s Fiscal Year 2017 budget request for $1,743 million for the mid-life 
modernization of USS George Washington (CVN 73) and $249 million in advance procurement 
funding for the mid-life modernization of USS John C. Stennis (CVN 74), a process also known as 
refueling and complex overhaul (RCOH). Also request providing the U.S. Navy authorization for the 
RCOH for each of the remaining ships of the Nimitz-class and authorization to enter into 
incrementally funded RCOH contracts for that work. 

• Support the U.S. Navy in maintaining a fleet of at least eleven aircraft carriers. 

4
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NAVY LEAGUE STATEMENT 
 
July 2016 
 
Like many nonprofit organizations, the Navy League relies on its corporate members to help fund a variety of 
activities that support the mission of advocacy and education. This includes sponsorships for events like the 
Washington, D.C., Navy Birthday Ball, programming at Sea-Air-Space, our annual STEM Expo and our Special 
Topic Breakfast series, and programs such as America’s Strength. Sea-Air-Space is the Navy League’s 
primary source of revenue, with other sources being advertising in Seapower magazine, corporate member 
dues and dues from individual members. Corporate dues, contributions and sponsorships was 18.8 percent of 
total revenue for the Navy League in 2015. 
  
The Navy League has only worked with CSBA on reports, but we have hosted and will host events with 
speakers from the Hudson Institute and the U.S. Naval Institute. Regarding the report used for the America’s 
Strength campaign, the Navy League paid CSBA $75,000. Both CSBA and the Navy League agreed at the 
outset that CSBA would retain editorial control from the beginning of the investigation through publication. 
The Navy League produces a biennial Maritime Policy Report, written by our volunteer Maritime Policy 
Committee that makes strategic recommendations for all the sea services. The Navy League makes policy 
recommendations based on high-level analysis by its Maritime Policy Committee and its staff, but cannot go 
into the same level of detailed policy analysis that think thanks can offer.  The Navy League, which is primarily 
a sea service support and advocacy organization with a headquarters staff of 23, does not have the manpower 
or resources to produce the level of analysis and detail that CSBA can provide.  
  
Think tanks like CSBA provide academic and professional research, analysis and expertise not available within 
most organizations like the Navy League — for example, neither the Air Force Association nor the Association 
of the United States Army, which have staffs much larger than the Navy League and are our peer 
organizations, are able to produce analysis reports with a similar level of detail to what CSBA was able to 
provide.  For the report funded by the Navy League, CSBA was able to dedicate two writers, with the support of 
an entire team to perform research this project.  The Navy League also appreciates the third-party validation 
that comes from using an independent research organization to provide analysis; the Navy League asked 
CSBA to investigate the Navy League’s belief that the Navy-Marine Corps team is overextended and 
underfunded, based on information from what our more than 240 councils hear in the field, discussions with 
military retirees, and the monitoring of congressional testimony, publicly-available CRS, GAO and Navy reports. 
 



Huntington Ingalls Statement 

July 2016 

 

“We believe that national security is of such importance that it deserves the diversity of thought and 
rigorous analysis that many think tanks and academic institutions produce through studies and position 
papers.  HII, like many defense companies, supports this important discourse.” 


