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Military Institute in 1981 and his Master of Strategic Studies degree from the U.S. Army
War College in 2003. He is a graduate of the Marine Corps Command and Staff College,
Joint Forces Staff College, Air War College, and Defense Resources Management
Institute at the Naval Postgraduate School. His education also includes studies at the
Royal Navy Maritime Warfare Centre (HMS DRYAD), Finnish Defense Force
International Centre, Joint Special Operations University, Naval War College, and John
F. Kennedy School of Government and Graduate School of Design at Harvard
University. His awards include the Legion of Merit and the Bronze Star Medal with
combat "V" and gold star.

Brigadier General Brier's civilian career includes over 20-years experience in the civil
engineering and architectural fields. A registered professional engineer (civil/structural)
in the Commonwealth of Virginia, he designed bridges for the Virginia Department of
Transportation for five years. In 1991, he was appointed Assistant Circuit Executive for
Space and Facilities, U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, where he manages the
federal Judiciary's facilities program in the states of Maryland, Virginia, West Virginia,
and North and South Carolina.

Born in Monterey, California, Brigadier General Brier grew up in a Marine family and
graduated from St. Stephen's School in Alexandria, Virginia. He and his wife, Rhonda,
have two children: Austin (19) and Allison (14).
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BOLD ALLIGATOR 2012

History & Background Information

Initial CMC Guidance

The BOLD ALLIGATOR Series got its genesis from CMC and CNO initial guidance dating back to 2008. In July of 2008 the
Commandant of the Marine Corps called for a —revitalization of our amphibious competency ... initial aiming point for regaining
our amphibious forcible entry capabilities is training to ESG-MEB CE amphibious assault requirements.” A CMC message from
2008 further stated, 4-am directing that we conduct a series of workshops...and the intent of this initial series is to achieve the staff
proficiency required to robustly exercise simulation-supported and real-world ESG-MEB CE planning and execution.”

Initial CNO Guidance

The CNO followed suite with guidance in 2009 that, —Onoperations and procurement plans address the capabilities of both our
Navy and Marine Corps. Marine Corps roots are at sea. Navy ships underpin expeditionary operations, thus our procurement re-
sources are intertwined. We must integrate warfighting capabilities with the Marine Corps to meet the objectives of the Maritime

Strategy and Naval Operations Concept. Effective integration must include Navy and Marine Corps consensus on operational mat-

ters and resource allocation.”

Common USN/USMC Goals

The focus of the BOLD ALLIGATOR exercise is based on the common goal of the Navy and Marine Corps leadership to revitalize,
refine, and strengthen core amphibious competencies, which are critical to maritime power projection and are a cost-effective op-
tion for a wide range of military operations.

Flexibility & Utility of Amphibious Forces

History has shown that the capabilities that allow the amphibious force to conduct a forced entry landing against an opposing mili-
tary force are the same capabilities that make it the force of choice for crisis response and building coalition partnerships.

Crawl/Walk/Run Approach

Several planning and Academic events in 2009 and 2010 culminated in BOLD ALLIGATOR 11, a simulated ESG-MEB sized
event conducted in December of 2010. Lessons learned from BA11 drove the scenario and milestones for BA12.

Annual Exercise Commitment

USFFC and MARFORCOM have agreed to conduct an exercise each year, alternating between synthetic and live in order to con-
centrate on the more complex issues, refresh the practical and mechanical aspects of planning & conducting amphibious operations
as well as refine what we learn and develop from these invaluable experiences.
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BOLD ALLIGATOR 2012

Overview

Revitalization of Amphibious Skillsets

Exercise BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 represents the Navy and Marine Corps revitalization of the fundamentals of amphibious opera-
tions, strengthening our traditional roles as —warfighters from the sea.”

Exercise Objectives

Exercise Objectives are a continuation & progression of Exercise BOLD ALLIGATOR 11, which was a synthetic exercise conduct-
ed in December 2011. BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 will be a live and synthetic scenario-driven simulation supported exercise designed
to train Expeditionary Strike Group TWO (ESG-2) and 2D MEB staffs to plan, coordinate and execute a MEB-sized amphibious
assault from a seabase in a medium land and maritime threat environment to improve naval amphibious core competency. High-
light: It will be the first ever blended —Ive/Synthetic” exercise of this magnitude and scale; allowing a dual focus on both units and
staffs.

Specific Training Objectives include:

Enhance the relationships/partnerships between the Atlantic Fleet & II MEF.

e Execute Command & Control (C2) of all forces ISO amphibious operations from the sea base & phase as-
pects of C2 ashore.

o Refine the supported/supporting relationships & doctrine for ESG-MEB operations.

e Integrate a Carrier Strike Group (CSG) in support of ESG-MEB amphibious operations.

o Integrate technological, platform & unit experimentation to enhance future capability.

o Engage organizations across the Navy & Marine Corps to develop enterprise solutions facing large-scale
amphibious operations.

Complex Scenario

The scenario for BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 will present complex afloat and ashore problem sets for the Navy/Marine Corps team
based upon potential near-term challenges. BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 takes place in the —#easure Coast” scenario which is used by
Commander Strike Force Training Atlantic for East Coast training events. It replicates various geopolitical/military scenarios in the
USCENTCOM and USPACOM AORs in an unclassified forum. Scenario development includes training requirements for forces in
the midst of their Fleet Response Training Program (FRTP)/Pre-Deployment Training Program (PTP) to ensure they complete train-
ing to meet scheduled follow-on deployments. This integrated scenario is used for unit exercises leading up to BOLD ALLIGATOR
12 including the ARG/MEU C2X, and CSG FST, C2X. It allows a larger force list with minimum impact on CERTEX/JTFEX re-
quirements; easier immersion in the scenario for those same units, improves interactions between the exercise force and the regional
actors. A great benefit to using the same scenario across multiple training events and certifications is that we save money, time, wear
and tear on our vital resources.

Focus areas include:

e (2 relationships throughout all phases of amphibious operations
e Load planning & force embarkation

e Force employment

e Combined Blue/Green CFMCC staff
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e Examination of current C51 capabilities
e  Strategic level engagement

e Naval staff integration

BOLD ALLIGATOR 11 compared to BOLD ALLIGATOR 12

Whereas BOLD ALLIGATOR 11 was executed in a low threat environment; BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 will have mine and anti-ship
threat, requiring significant shaping operations (MCM, CSG, SOF). One concept that needs to be more carefully defined is the use
of the MAGTF in contribution to the fight. ESG-2/2d MEB plan on using a Big Deck Amphib to serve as a —Harier Carrier.” This
may provide an excellent platform to support USN operations against threats. We’ll be looking for other MAGTTF applications as
well.

Exercise Participants

Over 14,000 Marines, Sailors, Airmen and Soldiers with more than 25 live ships will be participating in the exercise. Coalition
countries are also major contributors to the exercise with 8 partner countries providing a mix of personnel, ships, and equipment.
The coalition involvement as well as Carrier Strike Group integration into the exercise increases the complexity and the realism of
the event.

A blended Blue-Green CFMCC staff will provide a broad span of control and allow for a critical review of seabasing from a Naval
perspective.

Naval Expeditionary Forces will play an important role during the exercise with Riverine units, Intelligence Exploitation Teams,
Maritime/Civil Affairs units, EOD, Port Security units and Sea Bees.

BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 will also integrate Military Sealift Command (MSC) ship capabilities, to simulate sustainment and rein-
forcement of the 2d MEB Assault Echelon (AE). The use of a T-AK ship (Marine Corps Container & RO/RO) with an amphibious
bulk liquid transfer system (ABLTS) will force —ander the horizon” actions that will stress DDG/CG capacity and help refine support
relationship considerations. Additionally, the use of

T-AVB ship (Aviation Logistics Support) will provide intermediate level maintenance capability to the 2d MEB Aviation Combat
Element (ACE) and enhance their operational flexibility.

Summary

A key point is ADM Harvey’s emphasis on large-scale amphibious operations as —l€et operations” that will require the full spectrum
of USN capabilities. A MEB sized amphibious operation differs from a MEU sized operation in more than just scale, it is a much
more complex issue involving many entities. We (USN/USMC Team) will take a close look at Command Relationships and the
supported/supporting roles across a broad spectrum of critical capabilities.

USFFC and MARFORCOM are committed to continuing the BA series to ensure Navy and Marine Corps capability to conduct
MEB-level amphibious operations from the sea to support national security objectives and to demonstrate amphibious capability
extant in the Navy and Marine Corps today.
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BOLD ALLIGATOR 12
Data Sheet

USFFC & MarForCom Key Messages:
- BA 12 represents the Navy & Marine Corps' revitalization of the full range of amphibious operations.

- BA 12 will focus on today's fight with today's forces.
- BA 12 will showcase the advantages of seabasing.

BA 12 Mission: Plan & execute a MEB-sized amphibious assault from a seabase in a medium threat environ-
ment.

BA 12 Intent: Execute a multi-national, joint, live & synthetic scenario-driven exercise using East Coast oper-
ating areas to showcase USN/USMC amphibious operations as the nation's most viable offshore option.

Key BA 12 Training Objectives:
- Enhance the relationships/partnerships between the Atlantic Fleet & II MEF.

- Execute Command & Control (C2) of all forces ISO amphibious operations from the sea base & phase as-
pects of C2 ashore.

- Refine the supported/supporting relationships & doctrine for ESG-MEB operations.

- Operate in a thrreat environment & define Commander Landing Force (CLF) role in countering threat.
- Integrate a Carrier Strike Group (CSG) in support of ESG-MEB amphibious operations.

- Integrate technological, platform & unit experimentation to enhance future capability.

- Engage organizations across the Navy & Marine Corps to develop enterprise solutions facing large-scale am-
phibious operations.

Key BA 12 LIVEX Dates: 30 Jan-13 Feb 2012.

Total Live Forces Scheduled to Participate ISO BA 12: Approx 14,350 US/Coalition personnel & 24 US/
Coalition ships.

Key Participants Include:
- CFMCC (Blue/Green staff comprised of Sailors & Marines from USFFC & MarForCom)

- CATF (ESG-2 w/ 7 live US amphib ships / 3 live CruDes escorts / 1 live French amphib ship / NEF / NBG /
TACGRU)

- CLF (2d MEB w/ RLT 2/ MAG 29 / CLR 25/ 24th MEU / NCB / UK Royal Marines / Netherland Marines /
Canadian Army)

- CSG (CSG-12 w/ 1 live CVN / 4 live CruDes escorts)
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- Logistics Task Force (5 live MSC ships consisting of 2 T-AOs /1 T-AK /1 T-AKE / 1 T-AVB)
- Mine Warfare Task Force (Air & Naval MCM assets / 2 live Canadian MCM ships / 1 live USCG Cutter)

Coalition Countries Participating: Canada / United Kingdom / France / Netherlands / Spain / Italy / New
Zealand / Australia

USFFC Guidance: An ESG-MEB landing is a Fleet operation that requires the full range of Fleet capabilities.
Sea control and air superiority are absolutely critical to successfully carry out an amphibious landing in a hos-
tile environment.
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Adm Harvey’s Amphibious and Expeditionary Operations Reading Program

Bold Alligator 2012 (BA12) is a large-scale operation designed to exercise the Navy-Marine Corps' ability to conduct prompt
and sustained amphibious expeditionary operations from the sea, a fundamental core competency for us, that has not occurred
in the last ten years because of our focus on operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. It is imperative That we not lose sight of the
importance of this core competency nor the fact that this competency is and always will be a unique capability delivered by
the Navy/Marine Corps team.

To that end, I have directed that exercise Bold Alligator serve as our primary operational organizing principle for this year to
culminate in BA12, which will be the largest amphibious exercise conducted by the fleet in the last ten years. The purpose of
this exercise is to revisit Navy/Marine Corps amphibious expeditionary tactics, techniques, and procedures and reinvigorate
our culture of conducting combined Navy/Marine Corps operations from the sea. 1 want to emphasize that BA 12 will be a
major fleet exercise, not simply another ARG/MEU event.

As we begin planning for BA 12, it is apparent to me that our collective knowledge, which certainly includes my knowledge,
of amphibious expeditionary operations has eroded over time. To ensure I am fully ready for BA 12, I have established a per-
sonal reading program that I encourage you to take advantage of as well for your own benefit and that of your unit. This read-
ing list is voluntary, and will not be made mandatory, but I truly believe it can form the basis of a strong professional reading
program, regardless of the level of your participation in BA 12. My reading program contains four books that can be read
within a year with additional recommended readings focused on specific areas of amphibious operations, to include doctrine
and tactics.

Core list:
Current doctrine and amphibious operations in a modern environment
- Joint Publication 3-02 (JP 3-02) Amphibious Operations (10 Aug 2009) JP 3-02 is the current doctrine for amphibious
operations. This doctrine provides the frame of reference for reading subsequent books on amphibious operations and
their history. Readers should consider the following:
Ask yourself how your unit, command or specialty fits into the framework of an amphibious operation. For example,
what are the implications for maritime intelligence requirements? How would an amphibious task force tie into a car-
rier strike group and execute composite warfare?
Read with an eye towards how this doctrine fits in with overall JFMCC/Fleet doctrine as contained in JP 3-32 com-
mand and control for joint maritime operations and NWP 3-32 Maritime Operations at the Operational Level of War.
The 1982 Falklands conflict between the UK and Argentina featured an amphibious operation carried out by a mod-
ern maritime force under a significant threat from conventional air-delivered ordnance without air superiority in the
AOA. While technology has advanced since 1982, many of the warfighting issues we face today are similar in nature
to what the UK forces faced while projecting forces ashore at the end of a long and complex logistical pipeline in a
hostile environment. Below are memoirs by the three critical UK maritime commanders in this conflict - read these
three books and compare the perspectives and lessons learned from each. Additionally, read with an eye towards how
a U.S. maritime force would organize and operate against an updated threat that was as relatively dangerous to our
force as the Argentineans were to the British in 1982.
o Woodward, Sandy. One Hundred Days: The Memoirs of the Falklands Battle Group Commander.
o Clapp, Michael, and Southby-Taylour, Ewen. Amphibious Assault Falklands: The Battle of San Carlos Wa-
ter
o Thompson, Julian. No Picnic: 3 Commando Brigade in the Falklands.
Secondary selections:
- The following groups of books will broaden readers understanding of specific amphibious operations areas.
Diverse amphibious doctrine and operations: WWII actually saw the development of three general models for U.S.
amphibious operations: the U.S. Marines and Navy in the central Pacific; the U.S. Army and Navy in the southwest
Pacific; and the Allied coalition in Europe. Our current doctrine derives mainly from the USMC-USN campaigns in
the central Pacific. However, the U.S. Army conducted more amphibious operations in WWII than did the Marines.
Together with the Navy, the Army developed approaches and techniques in their theaters that are not captured in cur-
rent doctrine, but are certainly worth reviewing closely and considering, in updated form, their applicability today.
The following books provide a good background of these unique approaches to amphibious operations:
o Isely,Jjeter a., and Philip A. Crowl. The U.S. Marines and Amphibious War: Its Theory, and its Practice in
the Pacific.
o Yung, Christopher D. Gators of Neptune: Naval Amphibious Planning for the Normandy Invasion.
o Barbey, Daniel E., Vice Admiral USN (Ret). Macarthurs Amphibious Navy: Seventh Amphibious Force
Operations, 1943-1945.
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The following two books provide basic level descriptions of amphibious tactics in the different theaters in WWILI:

o Rottman, Gordon L. U.S. World War II Amphibious Tactics: Mediterranean & European Theaters.

o Rottman, Gordon L. U.S. World War II Amphibious Tactics: Army & Marine Corps, Pacific Theater.
Analyzing amphibious operations: The following books provide different perspectives on amphibious operations,
using broad sets of case studies to derive their conclusions:

o Evans, Michael. Amphibious Operations: The Projection of Sea Power Ashore.

o Gatchel, Theodore L. At The Water's Edge: Defending Against the Modern Amphibious Assault.

o Gatchel, Theodore L. Eagles and Alligators; An Examination of the Command Relationships That Have

Existed Between Aircraft Carrier and Amphibious Forces During Amphibious Operations (Naval War Col-
lege Strategic Research Department Research Memorandum 1-97).
Overview histories. The following books provide broad Histories of amphibious operations and amphibious doctri-
nal Development:
o Messina, Barry P. Development of U.S. Joint and Amphibious Doctrine, 1898-1945. (Center for Naval
Analyses, Sept1994).

o Bartlett, Merrill L. Assault from the Sea: Essays on the History of Amphibious Warfare.

o Alexander, Joseph H., and Merrill L. Bartlett. Sea Soldiers in the Cold War: Amphibious Warfare, 1945-
1991.

Understanding amphibious operations history, doctrine, and tactics is important to all of us - not just to those serving in am-
phibious ships or those in the surface force. Effectively executing amphibious operations involves our entire Navy and Ma-
rine Corps team. Over the coming year, I encourage you to read, to think about what you read and then to apply what you've
learned to the task at hand as we prepare for and execute BA 12.

Admiral J. C. Harvey Jr.,
Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces Command



Bold Alligator 2012 20

LtGen Hejlik’s Revitalizing Amphibious Warfare Proficiency Professional
Military Education (PME)

As America's expeditionary force in readiness, our amphibious capability is paramount to providing the flexible crisis response op-
tions necessary to face the challenges of today's world. Our amphibious force is scalable, adaptable and self sustaining. We cannot
accomplish the mission without the integral support from our Navy partners. This close link between the Marines and the Navy is
the backbone of successful amphibious operations and a focus for leadership from both services. As a result of the recently con-
cluded Navy---Marine Corps warfighter talks, naval leadership renewed our commitment to strengthen this bond from the water-
front to the service headquarters.

A critical core competency unique to the Marine Corps---Navy team is the capability to project and sustain a tailored force from a
seabase. This vital component of our national power can only be achieved through the coordinated and integrated efforts of our
naval forces. Due to sustained combat operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, MFC has not conducted a live MEB level amphibious ex-
ercise on the east coast in the last ten years.

In order to revitalize our excellence in the core competencies of large scale amphibious operations, we have executed the first of
the Bold Alligator series of exercises with a fleet synthetic training(FST) event in the fall of 2010. In 2012 we will conduct a MEB
level live exercise, Bold Alligator 2012 (BA12). BA12, the capstone event in this initial series of exercises, serves as the foundation of
a renewed focus on the Marine Corps' amphibious warfare core competency. BA12 will integrate MEB and Expeditionary Strike
Group (ESG) led amphibious forces with a Carrier Strike Group (CSG) in a complex, realistic modern threat scenario. During BA12,
we will revisit our doctrine involving seabasing, forcible entry operations and planning, and command---and---control while examin-
ing current tactics, techniques, and procedures. Going forward, the continuing series of Bold Alligator exercises enables us to fur-
ther strengthen our amphibious core proficiency, refine our naval doctrine, and hone warfighting skills.

We must reacquaint ourselves with the foundation and history of amphibious operations in order to better prepare as a fighting
force. To this end | am recommending a series of unit level training events on core amphibious doctrine and other amphibious re-
lated literature starting with a refresher on Joint Publication 3---02 (JP 3---02), Amphibious Operations (10 aug 09). During this
training each member and unit should ask themselves how they contribute to our amphibious capability, how they might improve
this unique warfighting skill, and their role in connection with our Navy partners to whom we are inextricably linked. Most recently
the modern day experiences of the royal Navy and Marines during the Falklands conflict hold valuable lessons on executing op-
posed amphibious operations over extended distances. Paragraph 5 contains a list of sources from which to formulate unit level
training.

In an effort to refocus upon our amphibious roots, the following references are provided. Units and individuals are encouraged to
use them in their preparation.

Amphibious highlights from the commandant's reading list:

e Sherrod. Tarawa: The Story of a Battle.

e Hastings & Jenkins. The Battle for the Falklands.

e Heinl. Victory at High Tide: The Inchon---Seoul Campaign.

e |[sely & Crowl. The U.S. Marines And Amphibious War: Its Theory And Its Practice In the Pacific.
e Moorehead. Gallipoli.

e Frank. Guadalcanal: The Definitive Account of the Landmark Battle.

e Woodward. One Hundred Days: The Memoirs of the Falklands Battle Group Commander.
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Highlighted readings identified by our Navy partners:

e Clapp & Southby---Taylour. Amphibious Assault Falklands: The Battle of San Carlos Water.
e Thompson. No Picnic: 3 Commando Brigade in the Falklands.

e Yung. Gators of Neptune: Naval Amphibious Planning for the Normandy Invasion.

e Barbey. Mcarthur's Amphibious Navy: Seventh Amphibious Force Operations, 1943---1945.
e Rottman. U.S. World War Il Amphibious Tactics: Army & Marine Corps, Pacific Theater.

Execution of BA12 is less than a year away and both the Navy and Marine Corps are committed to making this initial live exercise of
the Bold Alligator series a success. Planning is ongoing and will continue up to execution to ensure we get this right. The success of
BA12 depends in large part on the knowledge that each participant brings to the planning and execution. | challenge every member
of the force to reeducate themselves in our amphibious core competencies. | look forward to working with the operating forces of
Bold Alligator as we revitalize the fundamental role of the Marine Corps and Navy team as "Fighters from the Sea".

LtGen Hejlik sends.
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USFF & MarForCom BLOGs ISO BOLD ALLIGATOR 2012

09 June 2011

BOLD ALLIGATOR 2012 UPDATE

Team,

After Bold Alligator 2011 - last year’s successful large scale, synthetic amphibious training exercise — we incorporated the lessons
learned and quickly began planning for Bold Alligator 2012 (BA12).

BA12, tentatively scheduled for early in 2012, will be the largest amphibious exercise conducted by the Navy and Marine Corps in
the last ten years. While planning is ongoing, it currently includes:

-An Amphibious Task Force (ESG-2) consisting of two Amphibious Ready Groups (ARGs—7-8 ships) and a Naval Beach Group
(NBG)

-A Marine Expeditionary Brigade-sized Landing Force (2d MEB) consisting of a complete Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU), a
Regimental Landing Team (RLT), a Marine Air Group (MAG) and a Combat Logistics Regiment (CLR)

-A Carrier Strike Group (CSG-aircraft carrier, carrier air wing, 3-4 surface combatants)
-Military Sealift Command (MSC) ships

-Mine Counter-Measures (MCM) forces

-Navy Expeditionary Combat Command (NECC) forces

-Joint supporting forces

-Coalition amphibious, landing, and MCM forces

As the list of participants indicates, an amphibious mission of this size is not simply the purview of the amphibious forces and the
Marines—it is a joint, multi-national, and naval endeavor requiring the full attention of the Fleet and Marine components at both the
operational and tactical levels of war. Projecting power from the sea is a NAVAL core competency. Integrated forces conduct of
operations from the blue water, into the seaward side of the littoral, and ultimately to the depth of objectives ashore.

There has been a great deal of recent commentary on whether we have seen the end of large-scale amphibious operations. However,
this was exactly the state of affairs before the Korean War in 1950, before the Falklands conflict of 1982 and before the Iraqi inva-
sion of Kuwait in 1990. Each of these crises required planning for and, in two cases, executing large scale amphibious assaults. Es-
pecially in this volatile era, we cannot know with certainty that we will not have to gain access to an operational area to project and
sustain a sizable landing force ashore. The adversary will probably not be a conventional military, but state or non-state entities with
competent anti-access and area denial —ibrid” capabilities—that can disrupt our operations at sea, in the air, and on land. The Navy
and Marine Corps have the legislated responsibilities to be able to conduct these operations.

At its core, BA12 is a training exercise to ensure that the units presently assigned to USFF and Marine Corps Forces Command have
the capability to plan and execute these operations—how we do this with the forces we have today.
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In June 1944, allied forces carried out two large amphibious operations on opposite sides of the globe. The Overlord invasion of
France, and the Forager operation to seize the Marianas were similar in many respects. The building blocks of aircraft, ships, and
ground forces were all generally the same. But these two operations were also significantly different in operational and tactical or-
ganizations and approaches. These differences were shaped by the unique environment of each operation. Our future amphibious
operations will likewise have to adapt our basic tactical elements to operate in new and innovative ways.

In this spirit, BA12 is also an experiment. It is not an experiment in the sense of testing new technologies or equipment, but in the
broadest sense of the term. Hearkening back to the Fleet Battle Experiments before World War 11, where the Navy and Marines de-
veloped the tactics and techniques that carried our forces across oceans and onto foreign shores, BA12 will provide an opportunity to
combine our current capabilities in new ways to address the challenges we face. Revitalizing our amphibious competencies does not
mean conducting the operation as we did in 1942, 1950, 1990, or even 2000, but how we would do it now, with the current joint and
naval operating concepts.

All the best, JCHjr.

Posted by ADM J.C. Harvey, Jr USN /
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14 September 2011

BOLD ALLIGATOR 2012 UPDATE

Team,

We are making good progress in our planning and preparations for Bold Alligator 2012 (BA12) and are on track for execution in Jan
-Feb 2012. As I described in my last update, BA12 is an exercise focused on our Navy-Marine amphibious mission, but is not lim-
ited to only our amphibious forces — an ESG-MEB landing is a Fleet operation that requires the full range of Fleet capabilities. Sea
control and air superiority are absolutely critical to successfully carry out an amphibious landing in a hostile environment.

History has shown us time and again that these conditions must not only be attained in the littorals, but they must be maintained
throughout the entire engagement. And while we would like to execute an amphibious landing as a sequential evolution — setting and
maintaining conditions, followed by the ship-to-shore maneuver — we cannot count on our ability or the pace of operations to allow
us to execute such an optimal plan — being able to rapidly and effectively respond to the operational situation is critical. Our adver-

saries today (including non-state actors) are capable of employing a range of hybrid (low and high tech) tactics to disrupt our mis-
sions and threaten our forces afloat. For this reason, we must be ready and stay ready to fight at sea as we are conducting the ship-to-
objective movement.

In this vein, the participation of a full Carrier Strike Group (CSG) in this exercise, as well as other Navy strike, air superiority, and
sea control capabilities, is vital to fully train the force to perform this large-scale, complex and demanding mission. It is imperative
that our Naval forces understand the requirements of both sides of the equation. Navy-Marine Amphibious forces must understand

how the CSG and other elements of the Fleet operate and accomplish their mission. Conversely, our non-Gator communities must
understand how the amphibious task force and landing force plan and execute their operations, what support they require, and when
they require it.

For those of you who have been working through the BA12 reading list I transmitted to the Fleet earlier this year, you’ve read about
some of the common challenges we have faced when executing an amphibious operation. In fact, some of the most controversial
tactical wartime decisions have historically surrounded the relationships between the Sea Control forces (primarily Aircraft Carrier
Task Forces) and the Amphibious Force.

e  Fletcher, Turner, and Vandegrift at Guadalcanal Aug 1942
e Spruance and Mitscher at the Marianas (Philippine Sea) Jun 1944

e Halsey, MacArthur and Kinkaid at Leyte Gulf Oct 1944

These examples are just a few of the more prominent cases from our history that generate heated debate about the proper relation-
ships and roles of Sea Control (Aircraft Carrier) and Power Projection (amphibious) forces when the situation drives choices be-
tween the two in terms of risk and mission priority.

More recently, the coordination problems between the three UK Task Force commanders in the 1982 Falklands conflict, the Carrier
TF, the Amphibious TF and the Landing Force, reflect many of the same issues.

The Falklands conflict is well covered in the three —Cre List” readings from my reading list; however, I also want to bring your at-
tention to two other items from the list, both written by Col. Theodore Gatchel USMC (ret) a former instructor at the Naval War Col-
lege. The first is his book, At the Water’s Edge; Defending against the Modern Amphibious Assault (USNI Press, 1996). In de-
scribing the difficulties of defending against amphibious assault in the 20th century, Gatchel makes it clear that successful defenses
began at sea. He also highlights that amphibious operations have and can be conducted while a threat still exists at sea. We just need
to be prepared for it.
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Gatchel’s other entry I want to highlight is Eagles and Alligators; An Examination of the Command Relationships That Have
Existed Between Aircraft Carrier and Amphibious Forces During Amphibious Operations (Naval War College, 1997). In a
brief, yet comprehensive monograph, Gatchel provides all the —mdels” of how naval forces were organized to conduct amphibious
operations, along with the examples and pros and cons of each approach. He poses five basic questions that we should consider as
we organize the fleet for these operations:

e  What is the lowest level of command at which a single individual has control of all the forces required to accomplish the
mission?

e Is the accomplishment of the immediate amphibious mission the primary concern of the individual who controls all the as-
sets need to accomplish the mission?

e Isthe commander responsible for the overall mission located where he can monitor the progress of the operation, first hand,
and personally influence the outcome of the battle if necessary?

e Does the Commander responsible for the overall mission have a staff capable of dealing with the complexities of both carri-
er operations and amphibious warfare?
e Does the air control system in use allow carrier aircraft to support the landing adequately?

As I mentioned at the beginning of this post — an ESG-MEB landing is a Fleet operation that requires the full range of Fleet capabili-
ties. I believe that everyone at Fleet Forces (HQ staff and subordinate commands), regardless of whether or not you are directly in-
volved in the exercise, can benefit from taking the time to read one or more selections from the reading list. With the exercise just a
few short months away, there is no better time than right now to be studying hard and applying what you know.

All the best, JCHjr

Posted by ADM J.C. Harvey, Jr USN /
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14 November 2011
BOLD ALLIGATOR 12 UPDATE

Bold Alligator 2012 (BA12), scheduled for Jan. 30 through Feb. 12, 2012, will be the largest amphibious exercise conducted by the
Navy and Marine Corps in at least the last ten years.

The over-riding intent of this large-scale effort is to revitalize Navy & Marine Corps amphibious tactics, technique and procedures
and reinvigorate its culture of conducting combined operations from the sea at the the Marine Expeditionary Brigade(MEB)/
Expeditionary Strike Group (ESG)-level.

That’s not to diminish the fact that we continually train and deploy Marine Expeditionary Units aboard Amphibious Ready
Groups. Indeed, despite the fact that large numbers of Marines have been committed to the fight in Iraq and Afghanistan over the
last decade, our Navy-Marine team has been regularly conducting amphibious operations around the world. From providing aid to
flood-ravaged Pakistan, to strike operations and a successful TRAP in Libya, ARG-MEUs continue to operate from the sea, across
the range of military operations, all over the world.

So why has there been so much recent commentary about the viability of large-scale amphibious operations? I sense that it’s be-
cause when many speak of amphibious operations, they think of —storming the beach” like Marines did at Iwo Jima. And, while
landing on an island against a heavily-entrenched force of 22,000 is certainly an amphibious operation — it’s very much at the high
end of the spectrum, and represents something less than 1/1000th of the cumulative amphibious operations U.S. Naval forces have
conducted over the past century.

Of course, because of the iconic images from World War II, and the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps’ cultural connection to that war’s
battles in the Central Pacific, discussion of amphibious operations always conjure images of Saipan, Peleliu, Tarawa ... all brutal
battles where we lost thousands of Marines, Sailors and Coast Guardsmen. While we don’t want to imagine our Nation ever being
thrust into such a position again, this context should not be used as the exclusive framework in which to discuss the need for amphib-
ious forces capable of forcible entry.

In today’s world, the Navy-Marine Corps team must remain capable of gaining access to an operational area and projecting and sus-
taining a sizable landing force ashore. We have the legislated responsibilities to be able to conduct these operations, and we certainly
must be ready to do so beyond the ARG-MEU level where we routinely operate today.

At its core, BA12 is a training exercise to ensure that the units presently assigned to U.S. Fleet Forces Command and Marine Corps
Forces Command have the capability to plan and execute these operations — how we do this with the forces we have today. As
Commander, U.S. Fleet Forces, ADM Harvey has observed, Revitalizing our amphibious competencies does not mean conducting
the operation as we did in 1942, 1950, 1990, or even 2000, but how we should do it now ...”

With that in mind, I commend to you the reading identified here. Use it as a resource to build your understanding of amphibious op-
erations history, doctrine, and tactics — then grow it. This is what we are about, and what our Nation needs us to be.

Posted by LtGen Hejlik
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2 December 2011

AMPHIBIOUS SHIPBUILDING

On Monday (28 November 2011) AOL Defense published an article discussing a recently published Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) report on Amphibious support to the Marine Corps. At the heart of the piece were these numbers from the Navy’s shipbuild-

ing plan:

The Navy will hit its goal of 33 amphibious ships under the plan but will not reach the 38-ship fleet the Marines want, according to
the report by CBO naval expert Eric Labs. The Navy plan goes like this: it will buy 20 new amphibs over the next 30 years begin-
ning in fiscal year 2012. CBO analysts estimate it will cost the Navy roughly $50 billion to buy those ships. During the same period,
the Navy will retire 22 older amphibs from the fleet. CBO estimates the Navy won’t be able to hit 33 amphibious ships until 2016.
Once they do, the service will be able to maintain those levels until 2032. That is when the scheduled ship retirements start outpacing
the number of new amphibs entering the service. That leaves the Navy with a 33-ship amphib fleet for about 16 years. —Ano point .

.. would the force reach the Marine Corps’ objective of 38 amphibious ships,” Labs writes.

While all of that’s correct, what concerns me is the next statement:

— . the Navy believes their service brethren may be overstating their need for more amphibs.”

It appears here that the writer is reading this as a Marine Corps v. Navy issue, when in fact the requirement for amphibious ships is a
Naval issue — a problem that the Navy and Marine Corps face as a team. Together, we’ve agreed that 38 amphibious ships is our re-
quirement, but have also accepted that in light of fiscal constraints the Navy will sustain a lesser total of 33 ships in the assault eche-

lon — something Dr. Labs actually discussed in detail at the Fletcher Conference last Spring.

Moreover, the language in the next paragraph makes it sound as if the Marines are making up things for amphibs to do. But the real-
ity is quite the opposite; it is the combatant commanders (CCDR) that are driving the demand, and that demand is dramatically out-

stripping U.S. naval capacity across the board. Here’s an excellent example courtesy of Information Dissemination:

On Sunday, January 8th the USS Bataan (LHD 5) deployment will be 291 days (41 weeks and 4 days) old. On that day the USS Ba-
taan (LHD 5 will pass the USS Abraham Lincoln (CVN 72) as the longest big deck deployment since the Vietnam War (290 days in
2003). ... The USS Bataan (LHD 5) deployment went early in response to Libya, which we downplayed politically as only a minor
military operation, and is staying late because of a legitimate lack of amphibious ships to cover rotation requirements for ARGs. If
you recall, the extended deployment of Bataan ARG was announced early by the Navy who because of Libya, was forced to keep the

USS Kearsarge (LHD 3) ARG late from August 27, 2010 through May 16, 2011 — a nearly 9 month deployment.

As this single example illustrates, the need for amphibs is real. And it’s worth noting there is no truth in the absurd notion that the
Marine Corps needs to make work for itself. In the case of every deployed ARG/MEU team — including those listed above or others
(such as this, this, or this) — our national leadership has directed combatant commanders to respond, and they have called on naval

forces to do so.
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While the amphib inventory may drop below 33 until 2016, the Navy is building 20 amphibs — and that’s a significant investment for

a U.S. Navy that has a lot of other demands placed on it.

The real takeaway, however, is that the Navy and Marine Corps — America’s naval force — share the common view that investment in
naval forces to meet CCDR demands not only serves our current national interests, it also stands to mitigate substantial risk in the

future security environment.

Posted by LtGen Hejlik
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Gen Amos (CMC) Role of United States Marine Corps

As we explore ways to adjust to a new period of fiscal austerily, there emerges a clear imperative
that cur Nation retain a credible means of mitigating risk while we draw down the capabilities
and capacitics of our forees,

Our Nation faces an uncertain future; we cannol predict where and when cvents may occur that
might call us to respond to protect our citizens and our interests, There have always been times
when events have compelled the United States wo beceme involved, even when such involvement
wasn’t desired; there is little doubt that we will have do this agnin in the luture. Complicating
matters is the (et thut since the 1990s, cur nation has significantly reduced the number and size
of our bases and stations around the world,

We are a maritime nation. Like so much of the world, we rely on the maritime commons for the
exchange ol commerce and ideas. Muny depend en us to maintain freedom of movement om
those commons; we continue to take that responsihility seriously. Your naval forees are the
solutian set 1o fulfilling our global maritime responsibilities.

Naval forces are not reliant on host nation support or permission: in the conduct of operations,
they slep lightly on our allies and host countries. With the increasing concentration of the
world's population close to a coastling, the abilily o operate simultaneously on the sea, ashore,
and in the air, and to move scamlessly between these three domains represents the unique value
of amphibious forces, Operating as a leam, arnphibious forces provide eperational reach und
agility, they “buy fime™ and decision space for our national lesders in time of crisis. They bolster
diplomatic initiatives hy means of their eredible Torward presence. Amphibious forces also
provide the Nation with assurcd access for the joint foree in a mujor conlingency opersation.
Modem amphibious operations, like the TT-58 assault that seized Kandahar airport 450 miles
inland in 2001 shortly after the 9/1 | attacks, seek to aveid enemy strengihs by expleiting gaps
and weaknesses,

When the Nation pays the 'sticker price' for its Marines, it buys the ability tv remain forward
deployed and forward congaged to assure our parlners, reinforce alliances, and build parimer
capacity. For 7.8% ol the total DoD budget, our Nation gains the ability to respond Lo
unexpected crises, from humanitarian disaster relief efforts, to non-combatant cvacuation
operations, to conduet counter-piracy operations, raids or strikes. That same [oree can quickly
be reinforced 1o assure access anywhere in the world in the event of a major contingency; it can
be dinled up or down like a cheostar te be relevant across the range of military operations. No
other force possesses the flexibility to provide these capabilities and yet susiein itself logistically
for significant periods of time, at a time and place of its choosing.

“Expeditionary" is not a bumper sticker to us, or o concept. it is a “state of conditioning™ thul
Marines work hard to maintain, Given its mission to be the expeditionary ferce in readiness, a
tiered readiness concept is not compatible wich the Marine Corps’ missions because ils non-
deploved units are often called upon to respond 1o unanticipated and varied crises on a moment's
notice.
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The Marine Corps fills a unique lane in the capahility range of Amenica's srmald forces. A
Middleweight Force, we are lighter than the Army, and heavier than SOF. T'he Corps is not a
second land army. The Army is purposc-built for land campaigns and carrics a heavier punch
when 11 smives, whereas the Marine Corps is an expeditionary force focused on coming from the
sea with integrated aviation and logistics capabilitics. 1 he Marne Corps meintains the ability to
coniribute to land campaigns by leveraging or rapidly aggrepating its capabilities and capacifics.
Similarly, Marine Corps and SOF roles are complementary, rather than redundant, Special
Operation Forees conlribule (o the counter-insurpency and counter-terrorism efforts of the
Cembatant Commanders in numerous and spectalized ways, but they are not 2 substitute for
conventional forces with a broader range of capability and sustainability.

"The Marine Corps was specifically directed by the 32nd Congress us the foree intended Lo be
“the most ready when the Nation is least ready.” This expectation exists becausc of the costly
lessons our nation learncd during the Korcan War when a lack of preparedness in the beginning
stages of the conllict very nearly resulted in defeat. Because our Nation cannot afford to hold the
eniire joint force at such a high state of readiness, it has chosen o keep the Murines ready, and
has often used them to plug the gaps during intemational crises. to respond when no other
oplivns were available.

Arecdotally, the American people believe that when a crisis emerges - Marincs will be present
and will *invariably turn in a performance that is dramatically and decisively successtul - not
mast ol the lime, but always.” They possess a heart-felt belief that the Marine Corps is good for
the young men and women of our country, In their view, the Marines are extraordinarily adept at
converting “un-oriented youths into proud, self-reliant stablc citizens - citizens into whose hunds
the nation's affairs may be safely entrusted.” An investment in the Marine Corps continues to be
an investment in the character ol the young people of our country.,

Finally, in an increasingly dangerous and uncertain world, we must continue to provide the
protection our Nation aeeds and to preserve our ability to do what we must as the world’s anly
crodible remazning super power. As we tace inevituble dillicull resource decisions, 1 believe
thal we must also consider how we can best mitigate the inherent risk of a reduced defense
capacity...like an affordable insurance policy, Marine Corps and the Navy's amphibious forces.
represent a very elficient and ellective hedge against the Nation’s most likely risks
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The Marine Air-Ground Task Force

The Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) describes the principal organization used by the Marine Corps for all mis-
sions across the Range of Military Operations (ROMO). MAGTF’s are a balanced air-ground, combined arms task or-
ganization of Marine Corps forces under a single commander structured to accomplish a specific mission. MAGTFs are
comprised of up to four elements — command element (CE), ground combat element (GCE), aviation combat element
(ACE), and a logistics combat element (LCE). Their purposes are:

Command Element — The CE provides all headquarters functions for the MAGTF: command and control, operations,
plans, and administration. It is specifically manned and trained to integrate all warfighting functions provided by the
GCE, ACE, and LCE in a closely coordinated manner. The CE also includes unique capabilities not found in the subordi-
nate units including intelligence and communications assets.

Ground Combat Element — The GCE’s mission is to locate, close with and destroy the enemy with fire and maneuver
and repel an enemy’s assault with fire and close combat. It provides infantry, armor, artillery, reconnaissance, anti-tank
and other combat arms. The GCE is typically formed by reinforcing an infantry unit with elements from other combats
arms units.

Aviation Combat Element — The ACE contributes the air power to the MAGTF. It includes all aircraft (fixed wing, rotary
-wing, tilt-rotor), their pilots and maintenance personnel, and those units necessary for aviation command and control.
The ACE is typically a composite of various aircraft types organized into a single air unit with C2 and maintenance capa-
bilities attached.

Logistics Combat Element — The LCE supports the MAGTF through the 6 functional areas in an expeditionary environ-
ment: supply, maintenance, transportation, general engineering, health services, and other services (legal, exchange,
food, disbursing, postal, billeting, religious, mortuary, and morale/recreation services). The LCE is comprised of dedicat-
ed Logistics units assigned direct support of the adjacent elements or in general support of the MAGTF.

The MAGTF is task organized to meet mission requirements, so there is no specific equipment or manning list specifying
its organization. However, MAGTFs are typically described using three terms: Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU), Marine
Expeditionary Brigade (MEB), and a Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF). A MAGTF’s designation not only describes its
size and equipment set, but where on the Range of Military Operations (ROMO) its mission set lies, as shown below:
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Composite Warfare Commanders (CWC) Construct Primer

Warfare Commanders
Air Missile Defense Commander (AMDC) — Call Sign: Whiskey
e Defend a maritime force against attack by airborne weapons launched from aircraft, ships, subma-
rines, and land-based sites
Antisubmarine Warfare Commander (ASWC) — Call Sign: X-Ray
e Defense of the force against submarine threats
Surface Warfare Commander (SUWC) — Call Sign: Sierra
e Defense of the force against surface threats
Sea Combat Commander (SCC) — Call Sign: Zulu
e An optional position which integrates ASW and SUW task under one commander
Strike Warfare Commander (STWC) — Call Sign: Papa
e Naval Operations to destroy or neutralize enemy targets ashore
Information Operations Warfare Commander (IWC) — Call Sign: Quebec
e Responsible to shape and assess the information environment; achieve and maintain information
superiority; develop and execute 1O plans in support of CWC objectives; and support other warfare
commanders

Functional Group Commanders
Ballistic Missile Defense Commander (BMDC) — Call Sign: Uniform
e Defense of the force from ballistic missile attack
Maritime Interception Operations Commander (MIOC) — Call Sign: Juliet
e Responsible for the force’s MIO
Mine Warfare Commander (MIWC) — Call Sign: Golf
e Principal advisor to the OTC on matters pertaining to Mine Warfare, responsible for coordinating
the laying of minefields in support of the OTC as well as supporting MCM forces, which are usual-
ly not under the direct command of the OTC
Screen Commander (SC) — Call Sign: November
e Serve to coordinate movement and position relative to each other. Typically, they provide protec-
tion to high value units with screen ships seeking to place themselves between the adversary and
the high value unit
Underway Replenishment Group Commander (URG CDR)
e (Coordinate logistic evolutions

Coordinators
Airspace Control Authority (ACA)

e The ACA develops policies and procedures for airspace control and for the coordination required
among units within the OA. Airspace control includes coordination, integration, and regulation of
airspace for the purposes of increasing operational effectiveness

Air Resource Element Coordinator (AREC) — Call Sign: Romeo
e Allocates and apportions sea-based, fixed-wing air assets and CVN-based helicopters for the CWC

Common Tactical Picture Manager (CTPM)

e Responsible for establishing, maintaining, assuring quality of, and disseminating the fused all-
source GENSER CTP
Cryptologic Resource Coordinator (CRC)



Bold Alligator 2012 39

e Officer assigned some or the entire OTC’s detailed responsibilities for management of cryptologic as-
sets, cryptologic coverage and tasking plans, personnel and augmentation requirements, cryptologic
direct support operations, signal security operations, direct service interfaces, cryptologic sanitation,
and correlation procedures

Force Track Coordinator (FTC)

e Responsible for ensuring an effective Link 11/16 picture is available to the force
Helicopter Element Coordinator (HEC) — Call Sign: Lima

e Allocates and apportions helicopters for the CWC
Submarine Operations Coordinating Authority (SOCA)

e Functions as the single point of contact in the composite warfare organization for the SUBOPAUTH
and individual submarines assigned

Tomahawk Land Attack Missile Launch Area Coordinator (LAC)
e Responsible for leading launch operations for Tomahawk strikes
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infrequently, the Navy will also zave on maintenance and lifecycle costs. The entire propulsion and
electric system iz controlled by a comprehensive machinary control system that also controls and
monitors damage control, ballasting and de-ballasting, fuel fill and auxiliary machinery. The machinery
control system allows the ship to switch from gas turbine to electric propulsion on the fly. It is fully
distributed, accessible from multiple locations, and every console provides full system control and
monitoring capabilities of the entire engineering plant. The propulsion plant and electrical distribution
and auxiliary systems designed and built for Makin Island will also be used aboard the future USS
America (LHA 6], the first ship in the LHA Replacement program. LHA 6 was placed under contract in
June 2007 with NGSB. LHA 6 will be an aviation-centric modified repeat of the LHD 8 and is scheduled
for delivery to the Navy in 2013. Key differences between LHA 6 and the LHD class ships include an
enlarged hangar deck, eanbanced aviation maintenance facilities, increased aviation fuel capacity,
additional aviation storercoms, removal of the well deck, and an electronically reconfigurable C4ISR
suite. Four of the original five Tarawa-class LHAs were recemntly decornmissioned: USS Befleau Wood
(LHA 3} in October 2005, USS Saipan (LHA 2} in April 2007, USS Tarawa (LHA 1) in March 2009 and US5S
Nassau (LHA 4) in March 2011.

Background

Amphibicus warships are designed to support the Marine Corps tenets of Operational Maneuver From the
Sea (OMFTS) and Ship to Objective Maneuver (STOM). They must be able to zail in harm’s way and
provide a rapid buildup of combat power ashore in the face of opposition. Because of their inherent
capabilities, these ships have been and will continue to be called upon to also support humanitarian and
other contingency missions on short notice. The United States maintains the largest and most capable
amphibious force in the world. The Wasp-class LHDs are currently the largest amphibious ships in the
world. The lead ship, US55 Wasp (LHD 1) was commissioned in July 1989 in Norfolk, Va. LHA
Replacement or LHA{R) is the next step in the incremental development of the "Big Deck Amphib”. She is
being designad to accommodate the Marine Corps’ future Air Combat Element (ACE) including F-35B
Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) and MV-22 Osprey with additional aviation maintenance capability and
increased fuel capacities, while also providing additional cargo stowage capacities and enabling a
broader, more flexible Command and Control capability.

Program Status

LHA 5 and LHDs 1-8 are in-service. LHA 6 (America) is planned for delivery to the Fleet in 2013, A keel
authentication ceremony for the future USS America (LHA 6) was held July 17, 2009, at Northrop
Grumman Shipbuilding’s Ingalls shipyaid in Pascagoula, Miss.

Point Of Contact

Office of Corporate Communication (SEA 000}
Naval Sea Systems Command

Washington, D.C. 20376

General Characteristics, LHA(R) Class LHA {6)

Builder: Huntington Ingalls Industries Inc., Ingalls Operations, Pascagoula, Miss.

Date Deployed: Scheduled for delivery to the fleet in 2013.

Propulsion: Two marine gas turbines, two shafts, 70,000 total brake horsepower, two 5,000
horzsepower auxiliary propulsion motors.

Length: 844 feet (257.3 meters).

Beam: 106 feet (32.3 meters).

Displacement: Approximately 44,571 long tons full load (45,695 metric tons).

Speed: 20+ knots.

Crew: 1,059 (65 officers)

Load: 1,687 troops {plus 184 surge).

Armament: Two RAM launchers; two NATO Sea Sparrow launchers (with Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile
(ESSM)); two 20mm Phalanx CIWS mounts; seven twin .50 cal. machine guns.

Aircraft: A mix of: F-35B Joint Strike Fighters (JSF) STOVL aircraft; MV-22 Osprey VTOL tiltrotors; CH-
53E Sea Stalfion helicopters; UH-1Y Huey helicopters; AH-1Z Super Cobra helicopters; MH-60S Seahawk
helicopters.

Homeport: PCU America (LHA &), No homeport - under construction

Ships:

PCU America (LHAB), No homeport - Under Construction

General Characteristics, Wasp Class

Builder: Morthrop Grumman Ship Systems Ingalls Operations, Pascagoula, MS.

Date Deployed: July 29, 1989 (US55 Wasp)

Propulsion: (LHDs 1-7) two boilers, two geared steam turbines, two shafts, 70,000 total brake
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horsepower; (LHD 8) two gas turbines, two shafts; 70,000 total shaft horsepower, two 5,000 horsepower
auxiliary propulsion motors.

Length: 844 feet (253.2 meters).

Beam: 106 feet (31.8 meters).

Displacement: LHDs 1-4: 40,650 tons full load {41,302.3 metnc tons)

LHDs 5-7: 40,358 tons full load (41,005.6 metric tons)

LHD 8: 41,772 tons full load {(42,442.2 metric tons).

Speed: 20+ knots (23.5+ miles per hour).

Crew: Ships Company: 66 officers, 1,004 enlisted

LHD 8: 65 officers, 994 enlisted

Marine Detachment: 1,687 troops (plus 184 surge).

Armament: Two RAM launchers; two NATO Sea Sparrow launchers; three 20mm Phalanx CIWS mounts
{two on LHD 5-8}; four .50 cal. machine guns; four 25 mm Mk 38 machine guns {LHD 5-8 have three 25
mm Mk 28 machine guns).

Aircraft: 12 CH-46 Sea Knight helicopters; 4 CH-53E Sea Stallion helicopters; 6 AY-8B Harrier attack
aircraft; 3 UH-1N Huey helicopters; 4 AH-1W Super Cobra helicopters. (planned capability to embark
My-22 Osprey VTOL tilt-rotors).

Landing /Attack Craft: 3 LCACs or 2 LCUs.

Ships:

USS Wasp (LHD 1), Norfalk, VA

USS Essex (LHD 2), Sasebo, Japan

USS Kearsarge {LHD 3}, Norfolk, VA

USS Boxer (LHD 4}, San Diego, CA

USS Bataan (LHD 5}, Norfolk, VA

USS Bantomme Richard (LHD 6), San Diego, CA

USS Two Jima (LHD 73, Norfolk, WA

USS Makin Isfand (LHD 8), San Diega, CA

General Characteristics, Tarawa Class

Builder: Ingallz Shipbuilding, Pascagoula, M3,

Date Deployed: May 22, 1976 (USS Tarawa)

Propulsion: Two boilers, two geared steam turbines, two shafts, 70,000 total shaft horsepower.
Length: 520 feet (249.9 meters).

Beam: 106 feet (31.8 meters).

Displacement: 35,400 tons (40,032 metric tons) full load.

Speed; 24 knots (27.6 miles per hour).

Crew: Ships Company: 82 officers, 882 enlisted

Marine Detachment 1,900 plus.

Armament: Two RAM launchers; two Phalanx 20 mm CIWS mount; three .50 cal. machine quns; four
25 mm Mk 38 machine guns.

Aircraft: 12 CH-46 Sea Knight helicopters; 4 CH-53E Sea Stalfion helicopters; 6 AV-8B Harrfer attack
aircraft; 3 UH-1N Huey helicopters; 4 AH-1W Super Cobra helicopters.

Landing /Attack Craft: 4 LCUs or 2 LClUs and 1 LCAC.

Ships:

USS Tarawa (LHA 1), San Diego, CA

USS Saipan (LHA 2)

USS Belfeau Wood (LHA 3)

USS Nassau (LHA 43, Narfolk, VA

USS Pefeliu (LHA 5), San Diego, CA

Last Update: 10 Novermnber 2011
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Beam: 105 feet (31.9 meters).

Displacement: Approximately 25,586 long tons (full load).

Speed: In excess of 22 knots

Crew: Ship's Company: 360 Sailors (28 officers, 332 enlisted) and 3 Marines.

Embarked Landing Force: 699 {66 officers, 633 enlisted); surge capacity tc 800.

Armament: Two MK 46 Mod 2 guns, fore and aft; two Rolling Airframe Missile launchers, fore and aft:
nine .50 calibre machine guns.

Aircraft: Launch or land two CH53E Super Stalfion helicopters or two MV/-22 Osprey tilt rotor aircraft or
up to four CH-46 Sea Knight helicopters, AH-1 or UH-1 helicopters.

Landing/Attack Craft: Two LCACs or one LCU; and 14 Expeditionary Fighting Vehicles/Amphibicus
Assault Vehicles.

Ships:

USS san Antonio (LPD 17), Norfolk, WA

USS Mew Orfeans (LPD 18}, San Diego, CA

USS Mesa Verde (LPD 19), Norfolk, VA

USS Green Bay (LPD 20), San Diego, CA

USS New York (LPD 21), Norfolk, VA

San Diego (LPD 22) - Christened June 12, 2010.

Anchorage (LPD 23) - Christened May 14, 2011

Arfingtor (LPD 24) - Christened March 26, 2011

Somerset (LPD 25) - under construction

John P. Murtha {LPD 26) - under construction

General Characteristics, Austin class

Builder: LFD 4-6, New York Naval Shipyard

LPD 7 and LPD 8, Ingalls Shipbuilding

LPD 9, 10, 12-15, Lockheed Shipbuilding.

Date Deployed: Feb. 6, 1965 (USS Austin)

Unit Cost: $235-419 million.

Propulsion: Two boilers, two steam turbines, two shafts, 24,000 shaft horsepower.
Length: 570 feet {171 meters).

Beam: 54 feet (25.2 meters).

Displacement: Approximately 17,000 tons (17,272.82 metric tons) full load.
Speed: 21 knots {(24.2 mph, 38.7 kph).

Crew: Ship's Company: 420 (24 officers, 396 enlisted), Marine Detachment: 900.
Armament: Two 25mm Mk 38 guns; two Phalanx CIWS; and eight .50-calibre machine guns.
Aircraft: Up to six CH-46 Sea Knight belicopters.

Ships:

USS dustin (LPD 4), Norfolk, VA

USS Ogden (LPD 5}, San Diego, CA

USS Duluth (LPD 6}, San Diego, CA

USE Cleveland (LPD 7), San Diego, CA

USs Dubuqgue (LPD 8), San Diego, CA

USS Denver (LPD 9), Sasebo, Japan

USS Juneau (LPD 10), San Diego, CA

USS Nashvitle (LPD 13), No homeport - decommissioned - Decommissioned Sept. 30, 2009
USS Ponce (LPD 15), Norfolk, VA

Last Update: 10 November 2011
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Propulsion: Four Colt Industries, 16 Cylinder Diesels, two shafts, 33,000 shaft horsepower.
Length: 609 feet (185.6 meatars).

Beam: 54 feet.

Displacement: 15,939 tons (16,194.79 metric tons} full load.

Speed: 20+ knots (23.5+ miles per hour).

Crew: Ships Company: 22 officers, 391 enlisted; Marine Detachment: 402 plus 102 surge.

Armament: Two 25mm MK 38 Machine Guns; Two 20mm FPhalanx CIWS mounts and Six .50 cal.

machine guns, two Rolling Airframe Missile (RAM) mounts.
Landing/ Attack Craft: Four Landing Craft, Air Cushion.
Ships:

USS Whidbey Isiand (LSD 41}, Little Creek, WA

USS Germantown (LSD 42), Sasebo, Japan

USS Fort McHenry (LSD 43), Little Creek, VA

USE Gunston Hall (LSD 44), Little Creek, VA

USS Comstock (LSD 45), San Diego, CA

USS Tortuiga (LSD 46), Sasebo, Japan

USS Rushmore (LSD 47), San Diega, CA

USs Ashland (LSD 48), Little Creek, VA

Last Update: 10 November 2011
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Office of Corporate Communication (SEA 00D)
Naval Sea Systems Command
Washington, D.C. 20376

General Characteristics

Builder: Textron Marine and Land Systems/Avondale Gulfport Marine.

Date Deployed: 1982.

Propulsion: {egacy: 4-Allied-Signal TF-40B gas turbines (2 propulsion / 2 lift); 16,000 hp sustained; 2-
shrouded reversible pitch airscrews; 4-dbl-entry fans, centrifugal or mixed flow {lift)

SLEP: 4-Vericor Power Systemns ETF-40B gas turbines with Full Authority Digital Engine Control
Length: 87 feet 11 inches {26.4 meters).

Beam: 47 fest (14.3 meters).

Displacement: 37.2 tons {88.60 metric tons) light; 170-182 tons (172.73 - 184.92 metric tons) full
load.

Speed: 40+ knots {46+ mph; 74.08 kph) with full load.

Range: 200 miles at 40 kts with payload / 300 miles at 35 kts with payload.

Crew: Five.

Load: 60 tons / 75 ton overload (54.43/58.04 tonnes)

Armament: 2 - 12.7mm MGs. Gun mounts will suppart: M-2HB .50 cal machine gun; Mk-19 Mod3
40mm grenade launcher; M-60 machine gun.

Electronics: Radars, Navigation: Marconi LN 66; I band / Sperry Marine Bridge Master E.

Last Update: 10 Novermnber 2011
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General Characteristics, LCM 6 Type Class

Propulsion: 2- Detroit 6-71 Diesel engines; 348 hp sustained; twin shaft, or 2- Detroit 8V-71 Diesel
engines; 460 hp sustained; twin shaft.

Length: 56.2 feet (17.1 meters).

Beam: 14 feet (4.3 meters).

Displacement: 64 tons (65.03 metric tons) full load.

Speed: 9 kts {(10.3 mph, 16.56 kph).

Range: 130 miles at 9 knots.

Crew: 5

Load: 34 tons (34.55 metric tons) or 80 troops.

Last Update: 2 December 2011
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expected to reduce watch standing and maintenance workload for the crew. Gerald R. Ford is the first
aircraft carrier designed with all electric utilities, eliminating steam service lines from the ship, reducing
maintenance requirements and improving corrosion contral efforts. The new A1B reactor,
Electromagnetic Aircraft Launch System (EMALS), Advanced Arresting Gear (AAG) and Dual Band Radar
{DBR) all offer enhanced capability with reduced manning requirements. The Gerald R. Ford class is
designed to maximize the striking power of the embarked carrier air wing. The ship’s systems and
configuration are optimized to maximize the sortie generation rate (SGR) of attached strike aircraft,
resulting in a 25 percent increase in SGR over the Nimitz class. The ship's configuration and electrical
generating plant are designed to accommadate any foresesable requirements during its 50- year service
lifa. The Gerald R. Ford class builds upon the Navy's legacy of aircraft carrier innovation stretching back
to the first aircraft carrier, USS Langley (CV-1) and continuing to the present day. The introduction of jet
aircraft, angled decks and nuclear power were all innovations that kept the fleet relevant for Cold War
needs. Gerald R. Ford continues the aircraft carrier history of innovation and adapatability that will
enable her to serve our country for decades to come.

Point Of Contact

Naval Sea Systems Command
Office of Corporate Communications
Washington, D.C. 20376

General Characteristics, Nimitz class

Builder: Newport News Shipbuilding Co., Newport News, VA.

Date Deployed: May 3, 1375 ((USS Nimitz).

Unit Cost: About $4.5 hillion each.

Propulsion: Two nuclear reactors, four shafts.

Length: 1,092 feet (332.85 meters).

Beam: 134 feet (40.84 maters); Flight Deck Width: 252 feet (76.8 meters).
Displacement: Approximately 97,000 tons (87,996.9 metric tons) full load.
Speed: 30+ knots (34.5+ miles per hour).

Crew: Ship's Company: 3,200 - Air Wing: 2,480.

Armament: Multiple NATO Sea Sparrow, FPhalanx CIWS, and Rolling Airframe Missile (RAM) mounts.
Aircraft: Approximately 60+.

Ships:

USSE Nimitz (CVN 68), Bremerton, Wash.

UsSs Dwight D. Fisenhower (CVN 69), Norfalk, VA,

USS Carl Vinson (CWN 70), San Diego, CA.

USS Theodore Roosevelt (CVYN 71), Norfolk, VA.

USS Abraham Lincofn (CWN 72), Everett, WA,

USS George Washington (CWN 73), Yokosuka, Japan

USS John C. Stennis (TN 74), Bremerton, WA,

UsS Harry S. Truman (CVN 75), Norfolk, VA.

USE Ronald Reagan (CVYN 76), San Diego, CA.

USE George H.W. Bush (CYN 77), Norfolk, VA.

General Characteristics, Enterprise class

Builder: Newport News Shipbuilding Co., Newpart News, Va.
Date Deployed: Movaember 25, 1961 (USS Enterprise).
Propulsion: Eight nuclear reactors, four shafts.

Length: 1,101 feet 2 inches (335.64 meters).

Beam: 133 feet (39.9 meters); 252 feet (75.6 meters).
Displacement: 85,600 tons (81,283.8 metnc tons) full load.
Speed: 30+ knots (34.5 miles per hour).

Crew: Ship's Company: 3,350 - Air Wing 2,480.
Armament: Multiple NATO Sea Sparrow, Phalanx CIWS, and rolling Airframe Missile (RAM) mounts.
Aircraft: Approximately 60+.

Ships:

USS Enterprise (CVN 65), Norfolk, VA

General Characteristics, Gerald R. Ford class
Builder: Newport News Shipbuilding, Newport Mews, VA.
Propulsion: Two nuclear reactors, four shafts.

Length: 1,092 feet

Beam: 134 feet, Flight Dack Width: 256 feet.
Displacement: approximately 100,000 long tons full load.
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Speed: 30+ knots (34.5 miles per hour)
Crew: 4,660 (ship, air wing and staff).

Armament: Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile, Rolling Airfframe Missile, CIWS.

Aircraft: 75+.

Ships:

USS John F. Kennedy (CV 67}, Philadelphia, PA
PCU Gerald R. Ford {CYN 78)

PCU John F. Kennedy {CWN 79)

Last Update: 1 November 2011
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Missile; Tomahawk Cruise Missile; Six MK-46 tarpedoes (from two triple mounts); Twa MK 45 5-inch/54
caliber lightweaight guns; Two Phalanx cloze-in-weaapons systems.
Aircraft: Two SH-60 Seahawk (LAMPS III).
Ships:

USS Vincennes (CG 49), Yokosuka, Japan

USS Thomas S. Gates (CG 51), Pascagoula, MS
USS Bunker Hiff (CG 52), San Diego, CA

US55 Mobite Bay (CG 53), San Diego, CA

USS Antietam (CG 54), San Diego, CA

U5S5S Leyte Guif (CG 55), Norfolk, WA,

LSS San Jacinta (CG 56), Norfolk, VA

USS Lake Champlain (CG 57), San Diego, CA
USS Phifippine Sea (CG 58), Mayport, FL

USS Princeton {CG 59), San Diego, CA

LSS Normandy (CG 60), Norfolk, VA

USS Monterey {(CG 61), Norfolk, VA

USS Chancellorsvilie (CG 62), San Diego, CA
USS Cowpens (CG 83), Yokosuka, Japan

USS Gettysburg (CG 64), Mayport, FL

USS Chosin (CG 65), Pearl Harbor, HI

USS Hue City (CG 66), Mayport, FL

USS Shitoh (CG 67), Yokosuka, Japan

LSS Anzio (CG 68), Norfolk, W&

USS Vicksburg (CG 59), Mayport, FL

LSS Lake Ere (CG 70), Pearl Harbar, HI

US55 Cape 5t George (CG 71), San Diego, CA
USS Vella Gulf (CG 72), Norfolk, VA

USS Port Royal (CG 73), Pearl Harbor, HI

Last Update: 2 November 2011
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1IA, USS Oscar Austin, was commissionad in August 2000.

A DDG Modernization program is underway, commencing with USS Arfeigh Burke (DDG 51) to provide a
comprehensive mid-life upgrade that will ensure the DDG 51 class will maintain mission relevance and
remain an imtegral part of the Navy's Sea Power 21 Plan. The goal of the DDG Modernization effort is to
reduce workload requirements and increase war fighting capabilities while reducing total ownership cost
to the Navy through the use of a two phase program. The first phase will concentrate on the Hull,
Mechanical, and Electrical systems to include new Giga Bit Ethernet connectivity in the engineering plant,
a Digital Video Surveillance Systam, along with the Integrated Bridge, an Advanced Galley and ather
hatitability modifications. A complete Open Architacture computing environmeant will be the foundation
for war fighting improvements in the second phase for each ship. The upgrade plan consists of an
improved Multi-Mission Signal processar to accommodate Ballistic Missile Defense capability and an
improvement to radar performance in the littoral regions. Additional upgrades include, Cooperative
Engagement Capability (CEC), Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile (ESSM), CIWS Blk 1B, SEWIP, and NULKA.
The Arfeigh Burke-class MK-41 Vertical Launching System {VL5) will be upgraded to support 5M-3 and
newer variants of the SM missile family. Throughout their intended service life, DDG 51 destroyers will
continue to provide multi-mission offensive and defensive capabilities with the added benefit of Sea-
based protection from the ballistic missile threat.

DDG 1000 Background: Developed under the DD(X) destroyer program, the Zumwalt-class destroyer
{DDG 1000) is the lead ship of a class of next-generation multi-mission surface combatants tailored for
land attack and littoral dominance with capabilities that defeat current and projected threats. DDG 1000
will triple naval surface fires coverage as well as tripling capability against anti-ship cruise missiles. DDG
1000 has a 50-fold radar cross section reduction compared to current destroyers, improves strike group
defense 10-fold and has 10 times the operating area in shallow water regions against mines. For today's
warfighter, DDG 1000 fills an immediate and critical naval-warfare gap, meeting validated Marine Corps
fire support requiraments.

The ship will carry two 155mm Advanced Gun Systems (AGSs) which fire the Long Range Land Attack
Projectile. DDG 1000 AGS battery is designed to satisfy Marine Carps naval surface fires requirements
by providing sustained precision and volume fire support for U.S. and coalition forces inland. AGS will fire
precision-guided Long-Range Land Attack Projectiles that reach up to 63 nautical miles, tripling fira-
support coverage compared to the Mk45 5-inch gun. In July 2008, Navy announced its decision to
truncate the DDG 1000 program at three ships and restart the construction of BMD capable DDG 51s.

Point Of Contact

Office of Corporate Communication (SEA 00D)
Naval Sea Systems Command

Washington, D.C. 20376

General Characteristics, Arleigh Burke class

Builder: Bath Iron Works, Huntington Ingalls Industries

SPY-1 Radar and Combat System Integrator: L occkheed-Martin

Date Deployed: July 4, 1991 (USS Arfeigh Burke)

Propulsion: Four General Electric LM 2500-30 gas turbines; two shafts, 100,000 total shaft horsepower.
Length: Flights [ and I1 {DDG 51-78): 505 feet (153.92 meters)

Flight I1A (DDG 79 AF): 509 feet (155.29 meters).

Beam: 59 feet (18 meters).

Displacement: DDG 51 through 71: 8,230 L tons {(8,362.06 metrc tons) full load DDG 72 through 78:
8,637 Ltons (8,775.6 metric tons) full load DDG 79 and Follow: 9,486 L tons {9,648.40 metric tons) full
load.

Speed: In excess of 30 knots.

Crew: 276

Armament: Standard Missile {(SM-2MR); Vertical Launch ASROC (WLA) missiles; Tomahawk®; six MK-46
torpedoes (from two triple tube mounts); Close [n Weapon System (CIWS), 57 MK 45 Gun, Evolved Sea
Spamrow Missile (ESSM) (DDG 79 AF)

Aircraft: Two LAMPS MK 111 MH-60 B/R helicopters with Penguin/Hellfire missiles and MK 46/MK 50
torpedoes.

Ships:

()

USS Arieigh Burke (DDG 51, Norfolk, VA

USS Barry (DDG 52), Norfolk, VA

USS John Paul Jones (DDG 53), 5an Diego, CA

USS Curtis Wilbur (DDG 54), Yokosuka, Japan



Bold Alligator 2012

USS Stout (DDG 55), Norfolk, WA

USS John S McCain (DDG 56), Yokosuka, Japan
USS Mitscher (DDG 57), Norfolk, WA

USS Laboon (DDG 58), Norfolk, VA

USS Russell (DDG 59), Pearl Harbor, HI

USS Paul Hamilton (DDG 60), Pearl Harbor, HI
USS Ramage (DDG 61), Norfolk, VA

USS Fitzgerald (DDG 62), Yokosuka, Japan
USS Stethem (DDG 63), Yokosuka, Japan
USS Carney (DDG 64), Mayport, FL

USS Benfold (DDG 65), San Diego, CA

USS Gonzatez (DDG 66), Norfolk, VA

USS Cole (DDG 67), Norfolk, VA

UsS The Suflivans (DDG 68), Mayport, FL
USS Milius (DDG 69), San Diego, CA

USS Hopper (DDG 70), Pearl Harbor, HI

USS Ross (DDG 71), Norfolk, WA

USS Mahan (DDG 72), Norfolk, VA

USS Decatur (DDG 73), 5an Diego, CA

USS McFauf (DDG 74), Norfolk, WA

USS Donald Caok (DDG 75), Norfolk, VA

USS Higgins (DDG 76), 5an Diego, CA

USS O'kane (DDG 77), Pearl| Harbor, HI

USS Porter (DDG 78), Norfolk, VA

USS Oscar Austin (DDG 79), Norfolk, VA

USS Roosewvelt (DDG 80), Mayport, FL

USS Winstonn S Churchilf (DDG 81), Norfolk, VA
USS Lassen (DDG 82), Yokosuka, Japan

USS Howard (DDG 83), San Diego, CA

USS Bulkeley (DDG 84), Norfolk, VA

USS McCampbell (DDG 85), Yokosuka, Japan
USS Shoup (DDG 86), Everett, WA

UsS Mason (DDG 37), Norfolk, VA

USS Preble (DDG 88), San Diego, CA

UsSS Mustin (DDG 89), Yokosuka, Japan

USS Chafee (DDG 90), Pear| Harbor, HI

USS Pinckney (DDG 91), San Diego, CA

USS Momsen (DDG 92), Everett, WA

USS Chung-Hoon (DDG 93), Pearl Harbor, HI
USS Nitze (DDG 94), Narfolk, VA

USS James £ Williams (DDG 95), Norfolk, VA
USS Bainbridge (DDG 96), Norfolk, VA

USS Halsey (DDG §7), San Diego, CA

USS Forrest Sherman (DDG 98), Norfolk, VA
USS Farragut (DDG 99), Mayport, FL

USS Kidd (DDG 100), San Diego, CA

USS Gridley (DDG 101), San Diego, CA

USS Sampson (DDG 102}, San Diego, CA

USS Truxtun (DDG 103), Norfolk, VA

USS Sterett (DDG 104), San Diego, CA

UsSs Dewey (DDG 105), No homeport

USS Stockdale (DDG 106), San Diego, CA
USS Gravely (DDG 107}, Norfolk, VA

USS Wayne £, Meyer (DDG 108 ), San Diego, CA
USS Jason Dunbham (DDG 1093, Narfolk, VA
USS Wilfiam P. Lawrence (DDG 110), San Diego, CA
USS Spruance (DDG 111), San Diego, CA

PCU Michael Murphy (DDG 112), Pearl Harbor, HI
{under construction) (DDG-113-115)

General Characteristics, Zumwalt class

Builder: General Dynamics Bath Iron Works and Northrop Grumman Shipbuilding
Length: 600 ft

Beam: 80.7 ft
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Displacement: 15,482 long tons

Speed: 30 kts

Crew: 148

Aircraft: (2) MH6OR or (1) MHB0R and and (3} VTUAVs
Ships:

US5 O'Brien (DD 975), Yokosuka, Japan

USS Cushing (DD 985), Yokosuka, Japan

US5 O'Bannon (DD 9873, Maypart, FL

PCU Zumwaft (DDG 1000), No homeport - under construction

PCU Michael Monsoor (DDG 1001}, No homeport - under construction.

Last Update: 21 November 2011
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One SH-2 (Lamps Mk-1) in FFG 9-19, 30, 31.
Ships:

USS Mclnerney (FFG 8), Mayport, FL - The former (/SS Mclnerney (FFG 8) was decommissioned and
transferred to Pakistan Aug. 31, 2010.

USS Boone (FFG 28), Mayport, FL

USS Stephen W. Groves (FFG 29), Mayport, FL
USS John L. Halt (FFG 32}, Mayport, FL

USS Jarrett (FFG 33), San Diego, CA

USS Underwvood (FFG 38), Maypart, FL

USS Crommelfin (FFG 37), Pearl Harbor, HI
USS Curts (FFG 38), San Diego, CA

USS Doyle (FFG 39), Mayport, FL

USS Halyburton (FFG 40), Mayport, FL

USS McClusky (FFG 41), San Diego, CA

USS Klakring (FFG 42), Mayport, FL

USS Thach (FFG 43), 5an Diego, CA

USS De Wert (FFG 45), Mayport, FL

USS Rentz (FFG 46), San Diego, CA

USS Nichofas (FFG 47), Norfolk, VA

USS Vandegrift (FFG 48), San Diego, CA

USS Robert . Bradley (FFG 49), Mayport, FL
USS Tayfor (FFG 50), Mayport, FL

USS Gary (FFG 51), San Diego, CA

USS Carr (FFG 52), Norfolk, Wi

USS Hawes (FFG 53), Norfolk, VA

USS Ford (FFG 54), Everett, WA

USS Efrod (FFG 55), Norfolk, WA

USS Simpson (FFG 56), Mayport, FL

USS Reuben James (FFG 57), Pearl Harbor, HI
USS Samuel B. Roberts (FFG 58), Mayport, FL
USS Kauffman (FFG 59), Norfolk, VA

USS Rodney M. Davis (FFG 60), Everett, WA
USS Ingraham (FFG 61), Everstt, WA

Last Update: 2 November 2011
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USNS Pecos (T-AD 197}, No homeport

USNS Big Horn (T-AD 198}, No homepart
USNS Tippecanoe (T-A0 199), No homeport
USNS Guadafupe (T-AQ 200}, No homeport
USNS Patuxent (T-AD 201), No homeport
USNS Yukon (T-AD 202), No homeport

USNS Laramie (T-A0 203), No homeport

USNS Rappahannock (T-AO 204), No homepoart

Last Update: 22 August 2007
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USNS Gunnery Sgt. Fred W. Stockham (T-AK 3017), No homeport - formery the USNS Soderman (T-
AKR 299) formerly the MV Lica Maersk

General Characteristics, Lance Cpl. Roy M. Wheat Class

Builder: Chernomorskiy Sudostroitelniy Zavol; Nikolayev, Ukraine.

Propulsion: COGAS {turbines), 2GTE DT59 Zorya, 2 shafts; bow and stern thrusters.
Length: 864 feet (263.52 meters).

Beam: 99 feet (30.20 meters).

Displacement: 50,570 long tons (51,379.12 metric tons) full load.

Speed: 20 knots (23.02 mph).

Crew: 31 civilians, 12 military technicians.

Ships:

USNS Lance Cpl. Roy M. Wheat (T-AK 3016), No homeport - formerly the GTS Bazaliya

General Characteristics, Watson Class

Builder: Mational Steel and Shipbuilding Co.

Propulsion: 2GE Marine LM gas turbines; 64,000 hp (7.7MW); 2 shafts, cp props
Length: 951 .4 feet (290.18 meters)

Beam: 106 feet (32.33 maters)

Displacement: 62,968 tons (63,975.49 metric tons) full load
Speed: 24 knots (27.62 mph)

Crew: 26 cvilian crew (up to 45); up to 50 active duty
Load: 393,000 sg.ft. cargo space

Homeport: No homeport assigned

Ships:

USNS Sisfer (T-AKR 311)

USNS Dahl (T-AKR 312}

USNS Dahl (T-AKR 312}

General Characteristics, Government-owned tanker
Length: 615 Feet

Beam: 90 Feat

Displacement: 39,624 Tons

Draft: 36 Feet

Speed: 16 Knots

Crew: 24 contract mariners

Ships:

USNS Lawrence H. Gianella» (T-AOT 1125)
USNS Lawrence H. Gianella (T-A0T 1125)
USNS Lawrence H. Gianella> (TOAOT 1125)

Last Update: 24 August 2009



Bold Alligator 2012

67




Bold Alligator 2012 68

Ships:

USNS Lewis and Clark (T-AKE 1), No homeport - Delivered June 20, 2006
USNS Charles Drew (T-AKE 10}, Mo homeport - Delivered July 14, 2010
Washington Chambers (T-AKE 11), No homeport - Delivered Feb. 23, 2011
William Mclean (T-AKE 12}, No homeport - Construction began Fall 2009
USNS Sacagawea (T-AKE 2), No homeport - Delivered Feb. 27, 2007
Charles Drew {T-AKE 10) - under construction

Washintgon Chambers (T-AKE 11) - under construction

William Mclean (T-AKE 12) - under construction

USNS Alan Shepard (T-AKE 3), No homeport - Delivered June 26, 2007
USNS Richard E. Byrd (T-AKE 4), No homeaport - Deliverad Jan. 8, 2008
USNS Robert E. Peary (T-AKE &), No homeport - Delivered June 5, 2008
USNS Amelia Earhart (T-AKE 6), No homeport - Delivered Oct. 30, 2008
USNS Carl Brashear (T-AKE 7), No homeport - Delivered March 4, 2009
Wally Schirra (T-AKE 8) - under construction

Wally Schirra (T-AKE 8), no homeport - under construction

USNS Wally Schirra (T-AKE 8), No homeport - Delivered Sept. 1, 2009
Matthew C. Perry (T-AKE 9), No homeport - Delivered Feb. 24, 2010
Matthew C. Perry (T-AKE 9) - under construction

Last Update: 11 April 2011
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Unit

JIB/JVB

USFFC

MarForCom
(also 2dMEB)

ESG-2

BOLD ALLIGATOR 2012

Rank/Name

Capt. Kathleen Jabs, Director

Lt. Col. Gina Levy

Lt. Cmdr. Colette Murphy

Capt. Chris Sims (PAO)

Cmdr. Kevin Stephens

Lt. Col. Matt Morgan (PAO)

Lt. Cmdr. James Krohne (PAO)

DSN/Comm

757-836-6552
757-469-7229
757-836-1802
757-375-5722
757-341-4258
646-301-5609
312-836-3630

757-641-1650

757-836-3630

757-572-8836

312-836-1580
757-836-1580

312-253-1282

757-462-1282

Points of Contact

Email

kathleen.jabs@navy.mil

gina.levy@usmc.mil

colette.murphy@navy.mil

chris.sims@navy.mil

kevin.stephens1@navy.mil

matthew.w.morgan@wasp.usme.mil

james.t.krohne@navy.mil



Bold Alligator 2012

75




