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Better Planning And Management Of
Army Watercraft Could Improve
Mission Capability While Reducing
Excess Numbers And Costs

The Army is spending $23 million a year to
operate, maintain, and store its watercraft.
Additionally, it has established an $80 million
program to improve some ships no longer
required.

The Army should:
--Dispose of unneeded watercraft.

--Make sure that funds are not spent
on unneeded watercraft.

--Develop more realistic plans for off-
shore resupply operations.

--Delay procurement of a new air cushion

vehicle until its true performance and
costs are determined.
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

LOGISTICS AND COMMURNICATIONS
DIVISION

B-133170

The Honorable Harold Brown
The Secretary of Defense
Dear Mr. Secretary:

This report suggests ways in which the Army can more
efficiently and effectively manage its watercraft program.
The Army needs to dispose of unneeded watercraft, develop
more realistic plans for offshore resupply operations, and

delay the procurement of a new air cushion vehicle until
the vessel's true performance and costs are determined.

As you know, section 236 of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency
to submit a written statement on actions taken on our
recommendations to the House Committee on Government
Operations and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs
not later than 60 days after the date of the report and to
the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations with the
agency's first request for appropriations made more than
60 days after the date of the report.

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and the Chairmen, House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations and Armed Services
and House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.
Additionally, because of his special interest in the 30-
ton lighter air cushion vehicle, we are sending a copy to
Congressman G. William Whitehurst.

Sincerely yours,

r YArARN /
(el ) pasi
i 1R. W. Gutmann
lUJDirector
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GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE BETTER PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT
REPORT TO THE OF ARMY WATERCRAFT COULD IMPROVE
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE MISSION CAPABILITY WHILE

REDUCING EXCESS NUMBERS AND COSTS

The Army could more efficiently and effectively
manage its watercraft if it

—-disposed of unneeded watercraft,

—-—-developed more realistic plans for offshore
resupply operations, and

—--delayed procurement of a new watercraft
until the vessel's true performance and
costs are determined.

The Army spends about $23 million annually
to maintain, operate, and store those
watercraft. (See p. 6.)

QUESTIONABLE NEED FOR SOME
WATERCRAFT ASSETS

The Army's watercraft requirements are
questionable because adequate supporting
documentation is not available, some assets
are seldom used, and other assets have

been recognized by the Army as excess.

The need for 93 watercraft assigned to an
operational project in Europe has also been
guestioned. The European Command advised the
Army that these watercraft were not needed
in view of available fixed ports and host
nation agreements and asked that they be
transferred to another command., The Army
did not agree because firm host nation sup-
port agreements did not exist. However,

an Army official said that, when the support
agreements are signed, the assets in Europe

would be used to satisfy other needs or
would be declared excess. (See p. 8.)
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Although the Army has a current inventory
of about 840 watercraft, it has determihed
that its requirements total 500. Although
there are shortages for specific watercraft
types, in gross terms, the Army has many
more assets than required. The excess
watercraft are likely causing the Army

to spend millions of dollars a vear for
unnecessary operations, maintenance, and
storage costs.

Additionally, the Army has established an

$80 million program to improve watercraft,
some of which are excess to reguirements.

(See p. 9.)

ACCOMPLISHING THE RESUPPLY MISSION

The Secretary of Defense has directed the
Army to plan to support a corps force capable
of deployin here in the world., In GAO's
opinion/géfgfgg%%ﬁbtful that the Afmy could
conduct such an over—-the-shore operation
within the expected time frame because:

--Watercraft units are reporting low opera-
tional readiness, and the actual readiness
may be even lower. (See p. 12.)

--Commercial 1/ ships, on which the Army is
depending to transport its watercraft
to the area of operations, may not be
available when needed, and no priorities
have been set on using the ships. (See
pp. 13 and 14.) Also, the alternative of
towing may be too time consuming. (See
p. 16.)

—--An over-the-shore logistics capability
using containers has not yet been satis-
factorily developed. (See p. 18.)

1/Commercial, as used in this report, refers to Military
Sealift Command owned or contrclled ships.
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PURCHASING NEW WATERCRAFT

Recognizing a need for container-handlina
capability and believing that the current
inventory could not adequately fill this
need, the Army has established a requirement
for 29 amphibians known as the 30-ton
lighter air cushion vehicle. 1In fiscal

year 1979, the Congress appropriated $21
million for four vessels. The Office of
Management and Budget, in fiscal year 1980,
approved $20.8 million for four more vessels.
(See p. 20.) This procurement decision
appears to be premature because:

--The requirement has not been firmly
established in that some Army officials
believe vessels already in the inventory
can satisfy the need for container capa-
bility.

--Testing has not been adequate to determine
the vessel's true performance or fuel costs.

Throughout the program, several Army agencies
questioned the adequacy of the vessel's
developmental and operational testing.

Their concerns included inadeauate logistics
support planning, the many modifications
proposed during testing, and the unrealistic
test environment. Some officials believed
additional tests, as well as a cost analysis,
should be conducted. (See pp. 23 and 24.)

The testing that was conducted showed that
the vessel was a logistics burden and that

it rated poorly in reliability, availebility,
maintainability, and load-carrying capability.
Whether proposed modifications will correct
these problems was not confirmed before the
Army made its procurement decision. (See pn.
27 and 28.)

RECOMMENDATIONS

Nﬁihe Secretary of Defense should direct the
Army to:
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-—-Review watercraft requirements to ensure
that they can be adequately justified.
(See p. 10.)

--Dispose of unneeded watercraft. (See
p. 10.)

--Expedite the signing of host nation support
agreements so that watercraft stored in
Europe could be used to satisfy other needs
or declared excess. (See p. 10.)

-—-Establish criteria for authorizing watercraft
to table of distribution and allowances units.,
(See p. 10.)

--Make sure that Product Improvement Program
funds will not be spent on unneeded water-

craft. (See p. 10.)
AECOH 70

--Establish, with the Joint Chiefs of Staff

and the Military Sealift Command, priorities

to take maximum advantage of available trans-

portation and to ensure that Army watercraft

are transported to the area of operations

when needed. (See p. 19.)

--Not commit any procurement funds for a new
air cushion vehicle until it makes a cost
and economic evaluation analysis to determine
that its requirements cannot be satisfied
by onhand assets and until further testing
determines its cost effectiveness and
utility in a realistic military environment.
(See p. 32.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Army agreed with most of GAO's
recommendations. It did not agree that a
criteria should be established for author-
izing watercraft to table of distribution
and allowances units. However, it agrees

it needs a criteria for the retention of
watercraft by these units. Army Regulation
310-34 will be changed to include watercraft
utilization criteria.
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Army officials said that their decision to
acquire the 30-ton lighter air cushion
vehicle was made after all dissenting views
were considered. These views were thoroughly
aired before the procurement decision was
made. Army officials said that no informa-
tion which GAO had not previously considered
was available during the decisionmaking
process. GAO continues to believe the pro-
curement decision was premature and that
further analysis is needed.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

During a contingency, Army troops will need to be
resupplied with ammunition, fuel, spare parts, food,
etc., to sustain their operations. The Army has acquired
watercraft to resupply its combat troops and to carry
out terminal services at U.S. and foreign seaports.

As of September 30, 1978, the Army had about 840 water-
craft (see app. I) valued at about $340 million. Of the
840 watercraft, 518 are maintained in the Active and Reserve
Army Forces. Army records do not identify operating and
maintenance costs specifically associated with watercraft;
however, based on information developed at Fort Eustis,
Virginia, 1/ we estimate that it costs at least $19 million
a vear to operate and maintain the active watercraft.

Some watercraft are kept in storage. The Charleston,
South Carolina, storage activity, which is operated
by a commercial contractor, has 64 watercraft, and the
Sharpe Army Depot in Stockton, California, has 95. The
annual storage cost of these two activities is $2 million,
or about $15,000 a unit. In addition, 93 watercraft are
stored at Hythe, England, at an Army-projected cost
of about $2.1 million for fiscal year 1979. Therefore,
the Army spends about $4.1 million annually, or about
$18,000 per unit, to store watercraft. 2/

Because a large number of watercraft were acquired in
the 1940s and 1950s and are now approaching obsolescence,
the Army has experienced considerable difficulty in
maintaining them. The Army has estimated that it would
cost about $2 billion to replace its watercraft. 70 bridge
the gap until the introduction of new replacement watercraft,
the Army has initiated a program to extend the vessels'
lives by 10 to 12 years. The program, expected to be com-
pleted by 1981, is estimated to cost about $80 million.

1/In fiscal years 1977 and 1978, Fort Eustis*® operation and
maintenance costs for 108 watercraft averaged $3.9
million, or $37,000 per craft.

2/The cost for the remaining 70 watercraft, stored at the
locations shown in app. I, was not readily available.



The photographs on pages 4 and 5 illustrate some of the
Army's watercraft.

RESUPPLY OPERATIONS

In the initial phase of a confrontation, combat troops
will be resupplied by air since air is the fastest means.
Subsequently, a significant portion of the troops' material
needs will be moved by cargo ships. When the ships reach
the area of operation, they will use fixed ports as much as
possible to offload their cargo. Some of the factors which
affect the availability of fixed ports are:

-~The area of the world in which the contingency occurs.
Lesser developed countries will probably have fewer
fixed ports than better developed countries.

--The ability of U.S. or allied troops to secure and
protect fixed port facilities.

If fixed ports are not available or if they are
destroyed, denied, or tactically desirable to bypass,
cargo ships will have to be unloaded offshore and the
material brought to shore by other means. This operation,
commonly referred to as an over-the-shore logistics
operation, involves

--unloading cargo from ships at sea (ship unloading
subsystem),

--transporting cargo from ship to shore (lighteraqge
subsystem), and

--moving cargo to a designated beach area to await
further distribution (shoreside subsystem).

In addition to maintaining watercraft for over—the-
shore operations, the Army is reaquired to operate water
terminals and to conduct logistics operations in coastal,
harbor, and inland waterway areas. The same types of water-
craft are used for both over-the-shore and coastal, harbor,
and inland operations, with the possible exception that
amphibians are not needed for the latter.



SCOPE OF REVIEW

We made our review primarily to evaluate the Army's
requirements for operating and maintaining watercraft and
amphibians. We examined the policies, criteria, and
procedures used and discussed with Army officials
the methods for determining the number of watercraft needed.
We also evaluated the readiness of the watercraft to
perform assigned missions.

We worked at the following locations.
--Headquarters, United States Army, Washington, D.C.

--United States Army Training and Doctrine Command,
Fort Monroe, Hampton, Virginia.

--United States Army Troop Support and Aviation Mater-
iel Readiness Command, St. Louis, Missouri.

—--United States Army Transportation Center and Fort
Eustis, Fort Eustis, Virginia.

--Charleston Storage Activity, Charleston, South
Carolina.

--Aberdeen Proving Ground, Aberdeen, Maryland.
Although the Navy uses many of the same types of craft

as those used by the Army, the Navy was not included
in this review.
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COURTESY OF U.S. ARMY

FIGURE 1. LANDING CRAFT MECHANIZED
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COURTESY OF U.S. ARMY
SELF-ELEVATING (DELONG) PIER WITH A LARC-LX IN FOREGROUND
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FIGURE 2.
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COURTESY OF U.S. ARMY

FIGURE 3. BEACH DISCHARGE LIGHTER

COURTESY OF U. 5. ARMY

FIGURE 4. DELONG PIERS BOTH ““A” AND “'B”
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