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Diego Garcia and Chinese Interests in the Indian Ocean

Where Indian observers increasingly see a Chinese “string of pearls” encircling
India, Chinese observers see a rapidly developing Indian navy gradually comple-
menting the overwhelming U.S. naval power in the Indian Ocean to challenge
the security of China’s seaborne trade there. Since the Cold War’s end, U.S.
forces in Diego Garcia have been seen by Chinese analysts as part of a larger
strategy of maintaining American control of East Asia at China’s expense.' An
article in PLA Daily, the newspaper of the General Political Department of the
People’s Liberation Army, states that Diego Garcia is viewed as anchoring an
inner network of bases, or “First Island Chain,” that constrains Chinese mili-
tary power projection:

The Asia-Pacific region has always been one of the focal points of U.S. con-
tention for world hegemony. For the purpose of structuring a strategic “con-
tainment” posture vis-a-vis the Asia-Pacific countries, the U.S. military has
from beginning to end built a three-layer chain of bases west from Japan,
South Korea and Southeast Asian countries and east to the western coast
of the continental United States. The first layer of chains consists of bases
extending from Japan and South Korea all the way to the Indian Ocean
island of Diego Garcia. They are an “island chain” type of “forward bases”
that control very important navigation channels, straits and sea areas. The
second stretch consists of various islands with the island of Guam as the
center plus the bases in Australia and New Zealand. They serve as the back-
ing for the first stretch as well as major intermediary bases for sea and air
transportation. The third stretch is composed of bases on the archipelagoes
around Hawaii and on the Midway Island, Alaska and the Aleutian Islands.
These bases are the main command center of the Pacific theater and serve
as relay stations for the support coming from the western coast of the con-
tinental United States for the forward bases.!

Nearly identical wording is used by several other sources.' These include
Academy of Military Sciences research fellow Wang Weixing, in an interview
with a reporter from the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) primary daily news-
paper for intellectuals and professionals, who adds that “since World War II,
[Washington] has gradually built up a system of global military bases, backed up
by the bases on the American mainland, in order to pursue its global strategy.” %
Chinese analysts thus view the “island chains™ alternatively as benchmarks of
progress in maritime force projection and as fortified barriers that China must
continue to penetrate to achieve freedom of maneuver in the maritime realm.!*’
As PLAN senior captain Xu Qi emphasizes, China’s “passage in and out of the
[open] ocean is obstructed by two island chains. [China’s] maritime geostrategic
posture is [thus] in a semi-enclosed condition.”'*® The authors of the PLA’s first
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English-language volume on strategy likewise believe that “despite its 18,000
kilometer coastline, China is currently constrained by the warld’s longest island
chain, centering on the strategically-, politically-, and economically-vital terri-
tory of Taiwan. ” 14 However, because neither the PLAN nor any other organiza-
tion of the People’s Republic of China government has publicly made the island
chains integral parts of official policy or defined their precise scope, references to
them must be interpreted with caution,

A 2006 article in the official PLAN journal People’s Navy credited Diego
Garcia with the following capabilities:

Diego Garcia Naval Base . . . has 4 usable area of 44 square kilometers, and
a runway over 3,600 meters long that can accommodate heavy long-range
bombers such as the B-52,B-1, and B-2, The 370,000 square meter aircraft
parking area can hold over 100 military aircraft. The base’s harbor has a
wharf and two deep water channels. It can berth large aircraft carrier(s),
nuclear submarines, and a fleet with prepositioned goods and materials.
ations are perfect, its strategic position is impor-
tant. It has already become America’s most important sea and air operations

and logistics supply base in the Pacific region, It is called “the unsinkable
aircraft carrier in the Indian Ocean. 150

A Liberation Army Daily article lists Diego Garcia as “
South Korea] the U.S. milicar
that controls “maj

Ocean.”™ The U.S. Air Force’s plan to construct “four overseas relay stations
for U.S. strategic bombers® (ﬁ%%i’ﬁﬂ%iﬁ%%*ﬁﬁ) on Guam and Diego
Garcia was formally announced on 27 November 2001;'2 jt is viewed as part
of a larger plan of “quietly stepping up its deployment of modern weapons in
forward positions in the Asia-Pacific region,”153 A U, Air Force major general is
quoted as saying that “[Guam’s] Andersen [Air Force Base] is one of the rwo such
important bases bujlt by the United States in the Asia-Pacific region. The other
important base is at Diego Garcia in the Indjan Ocean.”s* Another Liberation
Army Daily article concludes that “Diego Garcia not only controls the sea routes,

[one of, with Japan and
y’s frontline bases in the Agia Pacific region,” one

nd to bring a real threat ro peace and security in
lance in the countries

region within 12 hours,”15% A group of Taiwanese scholars assess that improved

access to naval facilities in Singapore will enhance the value of Diego Garcia as a
key anchor of America’s naval presence in the India Ocean.!s7
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Diego Garcia’s long-term use as a satellite tracking station is emphasized by
Chinese analysts. One lengthy official news analysis notes Diego Garcia’s role as
one of five “photoelectric observation stations™ that support the U.S. Air Force
Air Surveillance and Tracking System/Ground-Based Electro-Optical Deep Space
Surveillance (GEODSS) to “[monitor] high-orbit satellites.” GEODSS, in turn,
is part of a “strategic early warning system” to help make the United States
“the sole space-dominating power.” % Chinese news reports have credited Diego
Garcia with a role in monitoring Chinese military and civilian space activities,'s*
According to a daily paper sponsored by the CCP Central Committee’s China
Youth League, “U.S. radar tracking and control stations and electronic listening
posts will collect all electromagnetic or communication signals related to the
launch of Shenzhou VI and other Chinese space vehicles.!s?

Chinese Analysis of Diego Garcia’s Operational Uses

Chinese articles have repeatedly reported on the use of Diego Garcia to support
the Clinton administration’s pressure and air strikes on Iraq in December 1998.
The official Xinhua News Agency, People’s Daily (the daily newspaper of the
CCP Central Committee), and Central People’s Radio Network, for instance,
have all noted that, following its expansion, Diego Garcia is capable of accepting
long-range bombers, such as B-52s, from Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana, as
well as B-25.5" As one article noted, “The island is within striking range of Iraq,
but beyond the reach of Iraqi missiles including Soviet-made Scuds.”162

Chinese sources likewise observed Diego Garcia’s role as a bomber base
in Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan (fall 2001)."8* Naval and
Merchant Ships, a journal of the Chinese Society of Naval Architecture and
Marine Engineering, has published a detailed analysis stating that shipping “air-
launched precision-guided weapons” such as “cruise missiles and laser-guided
bombs” to such “front line” bases as Diego Garcia was a cost-effective strategy
for the U.S. military.!¢*

Diego Garcia has also attracted significant Chinese attention as a support
base for Iraqi Freedom. As early as 2002 a PLA Duily reporter anticipated that
B-52 and B-1 bombers might be moved from the island to the Middle East, pos-
sibly al-Udeid Air Base in Qatar, to support an invasion of Iraq.'s* A People’s
Daily article later that year quoted an Associated Press reporter who antici-
pated that tanks and other equipment would be transported covertly by ship
for Diego Garcia for that purpose.’®é As they had done before previous wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan, Chinese observers noted a buildup of military aircraft on
Diego Garcia, such as B-2 and B-52 bombers capable of dropping “satellite and
laser guided ‘smart’ bombs.”'¥” China’s official English-language daily asserted
that this process began “in October 2002, one month earlier when the Security
Council endorsed the Resolution 1441 on disarmament in Iraq.”*** An Army
brigade’s equipment had been airlifted from Diego Garcia to the Gulf, Academy
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of Military Sciences researchers documented, while a Marine brigade’s prepo-
sitioned equipment awaited transport,'¢? Similarly, it is speciifated that Diego
Garcia could supporr a future U.S. attack on Iran,”

In keeping with general Chinese fears of “strategic encirclement” by U.S,
force deployments as part of the “Long War” against global terror, there is con-
cern, according to a graduate student ar China’s National Defense University,
that improvements in American-Indian relations offer “conveniences for the
U.5.’s military presence in South Asia and the Indian Ocean. Additionally, the
U.S. Army further plans to shift a portion of the pre-positioned equipment
deployed in Europe to the Diego Garcia base in the Indian Ocean.”'™ This
is part of a larger assessment, expressed in a magazine published by Xinhua,
that “the military bases in Guam can interact with the Diego Garcia Base in
the Indian Ocean to make reactions against Central Asia, the Middle East,
and Africa.”"” The island has also been called a “northward strategic attack
line.”'”* A party-sponsored newspaper raised the related concern that a North
Korean vessel, Sosan, was escorted toward Diego Garcia in December 2002
until the White House determined thar there was no legal method of preventing
the missiles it was carrying from continuing to Yemen."” However, a report in
a Hong Kong journal said to have PLA connections, noting points of friction
and unmet expectations in U.S.-Indian relations, goes so far as to suggest that
strategic considerations impel India not only to assert increasing influence over

the Indian Ocean but also to develop capabilities to counter U.S. forces at Diego
Garcia as part of a strategic rivalry:

Dominating the Strait of Malacca is the key part of India’s maritime strat-
€gy. - .. India set up a base in Blair Porr, the Andaman Islands, in 1967 and
the Andaman Fortress Headquarters in 1984, In 2001, the Indian Ministry
of National Defense expanded this headquarters to the strategic defense
headquarters. Once a war breaks out in the future, India will be able to
deploy its naval troops in the eastern and western parts of the mainland to
echo with the army in the metropolitan territories and to gain the assistance
of the air force. In this way, India will be able to form an overall powerful
army-navy-air force defense force and to launch corner offenses against
the U.S. Diego Garcia Base in the Indian Ocean. . . . After the September 11

Incident, India established a strategic defense headquarters in the Andaman

Islands. This headquarters may echo with the other two large naval forces
garrisoned in the western coastal areas and rely on the mainland’s nuclear
attack capabilities to launch corner offenses against the U.S. Diego Garcia
base in the south. The U.S. military will surely be worried about this.!”s

More recently there has been substantial concern that Diego Garcia can help
Japan to project maritime power and influence, through its alliance with the
United States. A Hong Kong newspaper thought to have PLA connections notes
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that on 21 September 2001 “an Aegis destroyer and a supply ship under Japan’s
Defense Agency, accompanied by USS Kitty Hawk, departed Yokosuka, Japan
for the Indian Ocean. The [Self-Defense Force] vessels will ply between Japan
and the American base in Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean to provide supplies
to U.S. armed forces and undertake the mission of escorting U.S. aircraft carri-
ers. This was the first time that Japan sent its escort vessels overseas under the
pretext of gathering information.”*”® China’s military press claims that Japan
Maritime Self-Defense Force general staff headquarters officers pointed out in a
10 April 2002 meeting with, and subsequent letter to, Robert C. Chaplin, com-
mander, U.S. Forces Japan, that “the Japanese P-3C warning plane has a rather
high capability for search and rescue and conducting maritime monitoring. It is
hoped that Japan can send this aircraft to increase its support, and the U.S. mili-
tary would speak highly of the aircraft if the aircraft were to conduct activities in
the vicinity of the Diego Garcia Island.”'” (The Chinese claim was dismissed by
General Nakatani, director general of the Japan Defense Agency, on 7 May.'”®)
Whatever the validity of these claims, Japanese scholars too recognize Diego
Garcia’s strategic significance. An Osaka University professor writes in a jour-
nal on Chinese and East Asian affairs published by the Kazankai Foundation,
Japan’s oldest organization of China watchers, that the island is “one of [the]
strategic deployment positions supporting the U.S. forces’ worldwide crisis

response capability.”'”

Finally, it must be emphasized that despite an almost visceral distaste for ele-
ments of America’s global military posture in general, current Chinese analyses
of Diego Garcia’s significance for Beijing’s interests are not nearly as alarmist as
those concerning American bases in Guam, Japan, or even South Korea, which
are perceived as more directly related (or at least applicable) to military scenar-
ios directed against China and its territorial and maritime claims. This disparity
probably stems in part from a present lack of Chinese capability to project power
into the Indian Ocean but also from a belief that any U.S. overextension in the
“Long War” against global terror would likely be beneficial to China’s security.

As one Xinhua report concludes,

Regarding the strategic readjustment of U.S. forces abroad, some U.S. mili-
tary experts believe it is necessary to readjust military deployments around
the globe and cover the globe with rapid-response units to launch a “pre-
emptive first strike” against terrorist organizations that are difficult to track
and whose members are scattered as well as those countries the United
States believes will pose a potential threat in the future. But there are also
some military personne! and defense experts who believe such readjustment
carries a certain degree of strategic risk; it spreads out the U.S. forces in
various parts of the world and is not favorable for fighting a large scale war

against a major power.'®
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China and the Indian Ocean

China’s current naval platforms and weaponry still suggesr\an “access denial”
strategy focused on deterring Taiwan from declaring independence and on con-
solidating its other contested island and maritime claims in the three “near seas”
(Yellow, East China, and South China). Beyond these areas and their immediate
approaches, the PLAN may not seek to project naval influence substantially into
the western Pacific; it may instead look south and west along the strategic sea-
lanes through Southeast Asia and past the subcontinent, Persistent fears of oil-
supply interdiction together with China’s growing interests in maritime resources
and commerce may gradually drive more long-ranging naval development,
Already, low-intensity operations driven by overseas commercial and
human-security interests are giving China a modest presence in the Indian
Ocean. These include the deployment of a frigate and military transport air-
craft to safeguard the evacuation of Chinese citizens from Libya in February
2011; sixteen (and counting) anti-piracy task forces to deter pirates in the Gulf
of Aden since December 2008; and the dispatch of a hospital ship to treat over
15,500 in Indian Ocean and African nations in the summer of 2010, individuals
in the Caribbean in autumn 2011, patients in seven Indian Ocean region coun-
tries and on Chinese and foreign naval vessels conducting anti-piracy operations
in the Gulf of Aden in summer 2013, and Typhoon Haiyan victims in Tacloban,
Philippines in November 2013. However, it should be noted that capabilities
will not match Chinese intentions any time soon; Chinese naval ambitions in the
Indian Ocean region will run afoul of those of India, another rising great power
operating far closer to home; and whatever its leanings in the abstract, Beijing
must tend to matters in East Asia before it can apply its energies to building up
naval forces able to vie for supremacy in the Indian Ocean region.’s!

Diego Garcia and American Interests in the Indian Ocean

American interests in the Indian Ocean littoral are driven by a mixture of eco-
nomics and security. Among the most significant concerns are the need to secure
SLOCs, the desire to prevent a hostile power from dominating the littoral, and
the challenge to existing governments in the region posed by the spread of radi-
cal extremist militant Islamist groups. Underpinning all of this is recognition
that the Indian Ocean littoral is a fragile part of the world, characterized by
Barnett’s “Non-Integrating Gap.”'®? The potential for interstate conflict remains
high as many states in the area have unresolved maritime or territorial disputes.
In addition to conventional security challenges, the littoral region is plagued by
a host of irregular security threats, such as terrorism, insurgency, and trafficking
in arms and drugs.

As the world’s largest economy, the United States has a strong interest in
the security of the ships that transit the Indian Ocean to bring goods and energy
to market. The energy resources of the Persian Gulf are accessible only via the
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Indian Ocean’s SLOCs. Not only does 22 percent of America’s imported oil
reach the market in this way, but more than fifty strategic minerals come from
or transit through the littoral region. Because the market for hydrocarbons is
global, a supply disruption affects world prices for oil and gas. The require-
ments of trade and energy make the continued free passage of shipping through
the Indian Ocean SLOCs of supreme importance for the United States.

Deriving from protection of the freedom of navigation in the Indian Ocean is
America’s second major interest in the region—preventing the littoral from being
dominated by a power hostile to the United States. China has been quite active in
securing energy supplies and increasing its strategic political influence across the
region from Southeast Asia to the coast of East Africa. As discussed previously,
there is even speculation that some informal set of access rights may ultimately
increase the PLAN’s ability to project power into the littoral while economic ties
provide influence over local governments. In the western portion of the region, as
explained earlier, Iran has achieved the ability to threaten navigation through the
Strait of Hormuz, the world’s most important choke point. Should either or both
of these nations achieve a dominant role in the littoral, there is a strong potential
that American interests would be harmed.

Finally, American interests in the region are driven by the fact that the
Indian Ocean littoral encompasses a large portion of the “arc of instability” that
stretches from Southeast Asia through Central Asia to the Middle East and East
Africa. This zone not only has a high potential for producing failed states but
is also home to much of the world’s Muslim population. The Indian Ocean is
located at an intersection of two main reservoirs of Islamic extremism. Prior to
11 September 2001, the United States was the victim of al-Qaeda—backed terror-
ist attacks in Kenya, Tanzania, and Yemen. Today, the United States and its allies
are conducing military operations against Muslim extremists in the East African,
Central Asian, and Southeast Asian subregions that abut the Indian Ocean.

Diego Garcia’s Strategic Future

The security situation in the Indian Ocean region, long characterized by uncertain
relations between its major power brokers, is prone to strategic miscalculation.
More than ever before, the interests of the United States, India, and China coin-
cide and collide in the Indian Ocean littoral. These key states, one predominant
and the others ascendant, may find themselves at odds as they protect national
interests in a region with great potential and numerous challenges, including:

» Volatile and fragile states, which are often beset by, and sometimes
facilitate, irregular threats, irredentist powers, sectarian divides, and

religious{ensions
« A rich flow of resources through constrained and vulnerable shipping

lanes
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* Often skittish host nations

* Restive and newly hopeful populations seeking Tore responsive
governance as well as improved economic and social conditions

* Newly capable actors possibly seeking to undermine others’ influence by
sustained projection of power

It has been widely argued that the world is undergoing a significant geopolit-
ical realignment, and that the global “center of gravity” is shifting from the Earo-
Atlantic to the greater Asia-Pacific region.’™ The National Intelligence Council
envisions “fast developing powers, notably India and China,” joining the Unired
States “atop a multipolar international system.”"™ As India and China con-
tinue to accrete military might, they pull the center of gravity toward the Indian
Ocean. To maintain its preponderant position in s
environment, the United States will have to shift its geostrategic focus from the
Euro-Atlantic (which, after decades of American attention, is prosperous, secure,
and self-sustaining) to regions of the world that were once dismissed as periph-
eral to American interests. One such area is the Indian Ocean, the littoral of

which is emerging as a key strategic region in the “Asia-Pacific Century.” All this
particularly affects the maritime dimension, where the U.S. Navy guarantees the
free flow of goods at sea worldwide.
Sustained American preeminence in the greater Indian Ocean region will be
increasingly difficult to realize without an appreciation for the need to invest in
a versatile and enduring basing structure. With a flexible constellation of bases
and other facilities in place, American strategists must shield these bases and the
larger region from any interference, whether physical or political, by state and
substate actors. In doing so, the United States must avoid an insular approach,
mnstead crafting a coherent Indian Ocean policy that accounts for the reactions of
India and China as well as the interests of its regional partners. Such an approach
will strengthen U.S. command of the commons in partnership with India and
may open ways to engage with China in the Indian Ocean. The Department
of Defense would do well to reprise the approach taken in the late 1990s by
its Office of International Security Affairs, which issued a series of unclassi-
fied regional policy documents.’s5 A direct evaluation of Indian Ocean policy,
which could assist in forming a holistic view of the Indian Ocean littoral and the
unique aspects of Indian Ocean security rather than a narrow
PACOM, CENTCOM, and AFRICOM theaters, is |
A comprehensive regional strategy woul
sive infrastructure devel
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challenges. See J. Stephen Morrison, Exploring the U.S. Africa Command and
a New Strategic Relationship with Africa, testimony before the Senate Foreign
Relations Subcommittee on Africa, 110th Cong., 1st sess., 1 August 2007. He

states, “Unity of effort . .

- transcends the present artificial geographic ‘seams’

that separate Africa into a U.S. EUCOM zone separate from the Horn of
Africa that is the responsibility of the U.S. Central Command. | The U.S. Pacific
Command is responsible for Africa’s Indian Ocean island nations.] It requires
stronger leadership, coherence and integration of programs, and more effective

management. And it requires confidence that the resources and commitiments
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needed over the long-term will be there, and that Congress and the American
people will be supportive. These are the accumulating concerns that AFRICOM
is intended to address.”

The authors base their selection of the four main military missions described
here on a distillation of various sources, the most important of which are
personal interviews conducted with various midlevel naval officials berween
September 2007 and February 2008. The authors gained general insight into
planning and operations from Vice Adm. Jeffrey Fowler, USN, superintendent,
U.S. Naval Academy, personal interview, September 2007. The authors are
also in indebted to various U.S. Navy officers from Submarine Development
Squadron 12, Groton, Connecticut, for their insights into CENTCOM
operations. For an updated general overview on Diego Garcia’s military
capabilities, see “Territories, British Indian Ocean Territory,” Jane’s Sentinel
Security Assessment—South Asia, 10 October 2012, sentinel.janes.com/. For
another general description of the military assets on the island, see “Diego
Garcia: Camp Justice,” GlobalSecurity.org, http://www.globalsecurity.org/
military/facility/diego-garcia.htm.

For a review of prepositioning capabilities and a comprehensive look at the
rival sea-basing concept of operations, see Massimo Annati, “Naval Assets for
Long-Term Deployment,” Military Technology 31, no. 4 (2007): 84-90.

A small portion of the inhabitants of Diego Garcia are the civilian operators
of these sealift vessels. The command structure of the sealift ships keeps manning
requirements low. For a comparison of the command structures of U.S. Navy
warships and MSC ships, see John K. Hafner, “Separate but Equal,” U.S. Naval
Institute Proceedings 134, no. 1 (January 2008): 32-35.

See Gary Roughead, Chief of Naval Operations, Statement on the
Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, House Armed Services
Committee, 110th Cong., 1st sess., 13 December 2007, 7-9. Admiral Roughead
establishes humanitarian assistance and disaster response, collectively, as one of
the six primary maritime missions: “Human suffering moves us to act, and the
expeditionary character of maritime forces uniquely positions them to provide
assistance.” In addition, the Congressional Budget Office has considered speeds
of deployment to various hot spots in Europe, the Middle East, and Africa,
concluding in most African cases that deployment was significantly faster from
Diego Garcia; Congressional Budget Office, Options for Changing the Army’s
Overseas Basing (Washington, D.C.: CBO, May 2004), http://www.cbo.gov/
sites/default/files/cbofiles/frpdocs/S4xx/doc3415/05-03-armyobasing.pdf, 69.
The report concludes: “Furthermore, the time required to deploy heavy units
by sea to many potential trouble spots is not significantly shorter from Eastern
Europe than it is from Germany. Moreover, for many ports in Africa, it takes
much longer to deploy a heavy brigade combat team from Eastern Europe than
to deliver the prepositioned set of equipment that is maintained on board ships
at Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.” MSC ships can also rapidly deploy to the
site of a humahitarian disaster; see Robert C, Morrow and Mark D. Llewellyn,
“Tsunami Overview,” Military Medicine 171 (October 2006 supplement): 5-7.
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86. Plans for a recreation center were included in FY10 budgets under Project
182. The 10,400-square-foot center was envisioned to atlow personnel to use
computers, call home, and relax away from the ship—all important luxuries for
sailors on long deployments in cramped work environments,

87. Ravi 1. Chaudhary, “Transforming American Airlift: Effects-Based Mobility,
the C-17, and Global Maneuver,” Air & Space Power Journal 21, no. 1 (Spring
2007): 94.

88.1In the early stages of Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, for
example, U.S. Air Force commanders had very few access points close to Taliban
targets. As a result, tactical fighters experienced significant difficulty with the
long-range flights: “Even in the early days of the war, shorter-range USAF
aircraft, such as the AC-130 gunships and F-15E fighters, participated, though
they flew a limited number of missions. These aircraft, launched from bases
in the Gulf region, could not operate as efficiently as long-range bombers and
large support aircraft. . . . The alternarive would be to operate tactical aircraft
out of distant bases, an activity thar requires extensive aerial tanker support. . . ,
Diego Garcia is secure and particularly useful for attack operations by B-1B and
B-52 heavy bombers. However, the British-owned Indian Ocean atoll lies 2,500
miles from Afghanistan. Whiles this poses no problem for bombers, tactical
fighters would face prohibitive distances.” See Adam J. Hebert, “The Search for

Asian Bases,” Air Force Magazine, January 2002, 52.

89. For a discussion of the relative strength of bombers vis-a-vis fighters in this
type of conflict, see Rebecca Grant, “An Air War Like No Other,” Air Force
Magazine, November 2002, 33.

90. Hebert, “Search for Asian Bases,” §52.

21. Shore-basing fighters in various CENTCOM areas is discussed in Scott
A. Cooper, “We Need Shore-Based Aircraft in Iraq,” U.S. Naval Institute
Proceedings 133, no. 9 (September 2007): 70-71.

92. “Coalition aircraft ar Diego Garcia dropped more ordnance on Taliban
and Al Qaeda forces in Afghanistan than any other unit during the war on
terror.” See “Diego Garcia,” GlobalSecurity.org, http://www.globalsecurity.org/
military/facility/diego-garcia.htm,

93. Controlled pure water is used in nuclear propulsion plants for circulation
in chemically sensitive boilers and in the core of the pressurized water reactor
itself. Accordingly, the Navy maintains graded water standards and tests for
both chemical and mechanical impurities in the water. Such treatment and
testing facilities are expensive to maintain and are not ordinarily required for
deployed ships that generate and test suitable water while at sea from reverse-
0SMOsis units.

94. The current structural and utility status of the island is discussed in the Navy-

funded construction program “Project 182: Wharf Upgrades and Recreation

Facility,” FY 2010 Military Construction Program Report, DD Form 1391 (13

May 2006), 5. The report describes the aging electrical infrastructure: “The

electrical utility system provides electrical service to the western half of the

island where most of the U.S. forces are accommodated. The electrical system
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consists of two main power plants, North (NPP) and South (SPP), two 13.8 kV
switching stations and a 13.8 kV distribution system, which consists of overhead
lines and underground cables. The existing switchgear in the switching stations
and power plants are old and obsolete. The normal electrical capacity provided
by the two power plants is 15,000 kW. With the addition of the SSGN to the
island, the electrical load for the island is estimated to be 24,800 kWw.”
Historical electrical use for a full air wing and naval contingent averages
approximately 12,800 amp-hours. This ordinarily Jeaves 4,800 amp-hours
available for the waterfront complex. Electrical loads for shore power to moored
units approach this limit with only a supply ship and one SSN. As planners
intend to expand mooring requirements for the pier, electrical requirements will
proportionately rise. As a result, a major electrical upgrade will need to occur
before the island can simultaneously host multiple SSNs, a T-AKR, or a supply
ship.

To maintain the reactor critical at the pier, three times as many operators
are required to monitor indications from the plant as are needed when the
reactor is shut down. Critical operations at the pier would therefore limit
rest—and mental downtime—for the engineering department of the SSN and
would unnecessarily raise radiation exposure, which the Navy attempts to keep
“25 low as reasonably achievable” for both operators and shoreside civilian
populations.

“Project 182, Wharf Upgrades and Recreation Facility,” 5. The addition
of aerators and filtration upgrades will assist in the removal of the THAs.
Wholesale replacement of the existing water treatment plant is not expected
due to cost and time constraints.

US. naval official, personal interviews, November 2007 and February
2008.

Ibid., 7 February 2008,

Ibid.
According to a U.S. official interviewed by one of the authors, the SSGN

deployment cycle is anticipated to proceed as follows: “Based on experience
gained in SSBN continuity of operations (SCOOP) exercises, an SSGN deploy-
ment cycle has been proposed to maximize deployed presence while continuing
to meet the TRIDENT-class maintenance plan. A four-SSGN force would be
used to provide 365 days of 154-TLAM CENTCOM presence and 365 days
of global SOF availability per year, while meeting all periodic TRIDENT crew
certification requirements and providing SOF training opportunities. Typi-
cally, an SSGN would alternate between CENTCOM strike and EUCOM or
PACOM SOF availability. After a 50-day refit, for example, Kings Bay SSGNs
would transit to the CENTCOM AOR, where they would provide the CINC
with strike presence in CENTCOM for 65 days while also being available for
SOF-mission tasking. This would be followed by a 14-day in-theater crew ex-
change and upkeep period, after which the SSGN would transit to the EUCOM
AOR, where it would be available to the CINC for 65 days, primarily for SOF
missions, but for strike taskings as well. After a return transit to Kings Bay, a
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crew exchange, and another $0-day refit, the cycle would lepeat. At the end
of every third cycle, the ship would conduct a periodic certification for SOF
missions. Pacific SSGN cycles would be similar, A four-ship SSGN force with
2 LANT and 2 PAC SSGNs can maintain a 1,29 presence in CENTCOM and
an overseas SOF presence in EUCOM and PACOM of 0.49 and 0.45, respec-
tively.” Specific figures obrained from www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/
report/1999/ssgn.htm.

102. U.S. naval official, personal interview, November 2007.

103. For a full discussion of the unpredictability of the foreign basing environment,
see Franklin D. Kramer, chair; C. Richard Nelson, rapporteur, Global Futures
and Implications for U.S. Basing, Working Group Report (Washington, D.C.:
Atlantic Council of the United Stares, May 2005). The report reiterates the
importance of flexible access: “Current surveys show a wide-spread international
disquietude with at least some U.S. policies—and with a spill-over into a
general anti-U.S, sentiment. If anti-U.S. sentiments become prevalent in much
of the world, foreign leaders may face insurmountable domestic opposition to
allowing the United States to maintain or to use bases on their territory™ (17).

104. For each Suez transit of a naval vessel, Egypt charges the United States a
significant cash fee for security services.

105. Ashley Jackson, “The British Empire in the Indian Ocean,” in Geopolitical
Orientations, Security and Regionalism in the Indian Ocean, ed. Dennis
Rumley and Sanjay Chaturvedi (New Delhi: South Asian, 2004), 35.

106. Peter J. Brobst, The Future of the Great Game: Sir Olaf Caroe, India’s
Independence, and the Defense of Asia (Akron, Ohio: University of Akron
Press, 2003), 13.

107. Keshav B. Vaidya, The Naval Defence of India (Bombay: Thacker, 1949)
101,

108. Kavalam M. Panikkar, India and the Indian Ocean: An Essay on the

Influence of Sea Power on Indian History (London: George Allen and Unwin,
1945), 16.

109. Ibid., 84.

110. This policy has been characterized as “neo-Curzonian”—an allusion to the
British imperial viceroy Lord George Curzon.

111. Ministry of Defense, Strategic Defence Review: The Maritime Dimen-
sion—A Naval View (New Delhi: Indian Navy, 20 May 1998), 34.

112. Indian Maritime Doctrine, 56.

113. Ibid., 64.

114. Manjeet S. Pardesi, Deducing India’s Grand Strategy of Regional
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of Defense and Strategic Studies, 2003), 55.
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Agency, 2007).
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Nations in the South Asian region are India, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Sri
Lanka, Bhutan, Nepal, and the Maldives.

Government of India, Annual Report 2007-2008 (Delhi: Ministry of
External Affairs, 2008), i.

Carin Zissis, “Backgrounder: India’s Energy Crunch,” Cowuncil on Foreign
Relations, 23 QOctober 2007, http://www.cfr.org/india/indias-energy-crunch/
p12200.
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Indian Maritime Doctrine (2009), 50.

“Look West’ Policy to Boost Ties with Gulf,” Financial Express, 28 July
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