
[image: image1.jpg]UNDERSE B
AR





http://www.subforce.navy.mil/







  


Today In Undersea Warfare History: 

1943 | USS S-42 (SS-153) departed Dutch Harbor, Aleutian Islands, for the Kuril Islands on her 5th and only North Pacific war patrol. Stopping enroute at Attu, the forty day patrol was spent primarily in the Paramushiro-Onekotan area.
1943 | USS Snapper (SS-185) closed a convoy of 5 cargo ships and 2 escorts. When the port escort came into view "head on," Snapper fired a "down-the-throat" shot at the frigate Mutsure, that blew the enemy's bow completely off and enveloped her in flames as she sank.
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U.S. Undersea Warfare News
U.S. Pacific Fleet's Submarine Force to Hold Change of Command Ceremony 

Submarine Force Pacific Fleet Public Affairs

PEARL HARBOR, HAWAII – Rear Adm. Phillip G. Sawyer will turn over duties as Commander, Submarine Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet (COMSUBPAC), and Commander, Task Force 34 and Task Force 134, to Rear Adm. Frederick J. Roegge in a ceremony scheduled for Thursday, Sept. 3, 2015, at 10 a.m. at the submarine piers on Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam. 

Sawyer assumed command in August 2013 and ran the daily business of 60 percent of the U.S. Submarine Force. This included oversight of the Pacific portion of the nation's ballistic missile submarine force, on behalf of U.S. Strategic Command.  Sawyer was instrumental in the integration of women as members of eight submarine crews and has laid the groundwork for women to enjoy further opportunities to serve in the submarine community.

During his command, Sawyer deployed 42 submarines through 29 attack and guided missile submarine deployments and 40 strategic deterrent patrols in support of six combatant commands.

Sawyer’s leadership provided COMSUBPAC’s forces with a vision for maintaining dominance of the undersea domain while guiding the professional and personal development of submarine force personnel. Some of Sawyer’s achievements include:   

•
Maintaining a constant focus on forward operations with consideration to the Pacific Rebalance, resulting in the location of four submarines to Naval Base Guam. 

•
Overseeing efforts to improve worldwide undersea rescue capabilities, resulting in the certification of state-of-the-art rescue vessels assigned to Undersea Rescue Command. 

•
A drive to maintain and enhance operational readiness of the more than 12,000 active-duty Sailors, civilians and Reserve personnel assigned to the Pacific Fleet Submarine Force, ensuring combat readiness of the force, trained and equipped to accomplish the mission. 

•
Enabling the submarine community’s operational forward presence, supporting allies and maintaining vital intelligence gathering and strategic deterrence missions that help ensure the security of vital U.S. interests in the Pacific and around the globe. 

Sawyer will remain in Hawaii, taking over as deputy and chief of staff for U.S. Pacific Fleet.  Roegge most recently served as director, military personnel plans and policy division, at the office of the Chief of Naval Operations in Washington, D.C. 

The ceremony’s guest speaker is scheduled to be Adm. Cecil B. Haney, commander, U.S. Strategic Command.  Adm. Scott H. Swift, commander, U.S. Pacific Fleet, will be in attendance to receive the report of relief. 

The Pacific submarine force provides anti-submarine warfare; anti-surface ship warfare; precision land strike; intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; and early warning and special warfare capabilities to U.S. Pacific Command, and strategic deterrence capabilities to U.S. Strategic Command.
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U.S. Sec. of the Navy Ray Mabus: Iowa and American 

Ray Mabus, Ames Tribune, Sept 1

Today, I am visiting Ames to name the Navy’s newest Virginia Class submarine, USS Iowa (SSN 797). A ship’s naming is the first milestone in bringing it to life, and here continues the long tradition of strong connection between the people of Iowa and our Navy. It is also an opportunity to highlight our commitment to increasing Navy fleet size.

The Navy and Marine Corps team offers the best value to advance our global security and our economic interests in the face of fiscal challenges and an increasing array of threats and demands. 

What the Navy and Marine Corps uniquely provide is presence, around the world, around the clock. Maintaining that presence means we get there faster; stay there longer; bring everything we need with us; and get the job done without needing anyone else’s permission.

Born a maritime nation, America has always known success depends on an exceptional Navy and Marine Corps. Article One of our Constitution authorizes Congress to “raise” an Army when needed, but to “provide and maintain a Navy.” From the first six frigates to our growing fleet of today, Sailors and Marines have proven the founders’ wisdom. 

Throughout history, American leaders across the political spectrum have understood the vital significance of sea power.

More than 80 percent of the world’s population lives within 60 miles of the sea; 90 percent of global trade goes by sea; and 95 percent of all voice and data transfer goes under the ocean. Some 40 million American jobs are directly linked to seaborne international trade.

For seven decades, the presence of our Navy and Marine Corps has been the primary protector of maintaining open sea lanes and freedom of commerce.

Maintaining our naval presence requires a properly sized fleet. On Sept. 11, 2001, the fleet stood at 316 ships. By 2008, it had declined to 278 ships. In the five years before I became secretary, Navy contracted for only 27 ships, not enough to stop the slide in the size of the fleet.

In my first five years, we contracted for 70 ships, halting and reversing the decline. By the end of the decade, we will once again top 300 ships. Building those ships also provides thousands of high-skilled, good-paying jobs, not just in Navy shipbuilding yards, but for subcontractors in nearly every single state in our nation.

Even here in Iowa, though seemingly far from ocean, the shipbuilding industry and Navy play a role in the regional economy. The shipbuilding and repair industry contributes more than $146 million annually to Iowa’s state GDP, as well as more than 1,800 jobs; and the defense industry contributes an additional $259.4 million.

The shelves of your stores are all stocked with “just in time” deliveries from around the globe. And they are there because the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps are present across the world’s oceans, keeping the sea lanes open and ensuring maritime security.

More importantly, we cannot have a strong Navy and Marine Corps without the American people, and I greatly appreciate these opportunities to come see first-hand the result of our partnership with a community. USS Iowa will soon sail the world’s oceans in defense of our country, and her journey is starting right here.

One of USS Iowa’s greatest strengths will be the highly trained, always strong, always faithful United States Sailors and Marines. Around the world, far from their homes and families, they are deployed in defense of America. We truly are America’s “Away Team.” Today, the partnership between our men and women in uniform and the people of Iowa is playing a vital role in maintaining American seapower and presence around the world. 
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'Pressure Hull Complete' Construction Milestone Achieved on Washington

Staff, Seapower, Sept 1

Huntington Ingalls Industries (HII) announced in Sept. 1 release that the Virginia-class submarine Washington (SSN 787) is “pressure hull complete,” signifying that all of the submarine’s hull sections have been joined to form a single, watertight unit. 

Washington will be the U.S. Navy’s 14th Virginia-class submarine and the seventh to be delivered by HII’s Newport News Shipbuilding division.

“Pressure hull complete is an exciting step toward the boat’s completion because it’s the point when the submarine really starts to take its final shape and is the last major construction milestone before christening and delivery next year,” said Jim Hughes, Newport News’ vice president of submarines and fleet support. “As with all of our Virginia-class submarines, Washington represents a true team effort that involves our partners at General Dynamics Electric Boat, the Navy, our suppliers and the Washington crew.”

Washington’s construction, which began in September 2011 under a teaming arrangement between Newport News and Electric Boat, marked the beginning of the Virginia-class program’s two-submarines-per-year build plan. The ship is currently 83 percent complete.

“Over the last year and a half, I have enjoyed watching the many parts that make up a submarine come together,” said CDR Jason Schneider, Washington’s commanding officer. “I can truly say Washington now looks like a submarine on the outside. I look forward to seeing the systems that make up the internals of the submarine continue to come together as we approach launch and delivery.”
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Sub From Pearl Docks at Guantanamo Bay

William Cole, Honolulu Star-Advertiser, Sept 1 

The USS Columbus out of Pearl Harbor did something on a recent deployment that a U.S. submarine hadn't done in roughly a half-century: It made a port call at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.

Joint Task Force Guantanamo added extra drama to the arrival in a public-affairs news story.

"The early morning hours of June 23 were reminiscent of a scene from the popular Tom Clancy movie 'The Hunt for Red October' as a submarine appeared in the distance near the southern boundary, slowing cruising into Guantanamo Bay," the command wrote.

The command said it was the first time since the mid-1960s that a submarine had been to Guantanamo. The U.S. Pacific Fleet Submarine Force at Pearl Harbor also noted it was the first-ever visit by a Los Angeles-class sub.

The deployment, which saw the Columbus sail through the Panama Canal twice before its return to Pearl Harbor on Aug. 11, also was unusually short at just three months, compared with the usual six or seven months at sea.

The Pacific Fleet sub command downplayed the significance of the visit to the controversial base, which still serves as a detention facility for 116 prisoners from the U.S. war on terrorism. No prisoners were dropped off or picked up by the Columbus, said Cmdr. Brook DeWalt, a spokesman for the Pacific sub force.

"The submarine was there at (Guantanamo) solely for a port visit during the three-month deployment," DeWalt said. The region, however, is controlled by U.S. Southern Command and is much closer for East Coast submarines.

The Caribbean duty for a Hawaii-based sub "is really more about noting the ability to operate anywhere we are needed," DeWalt said. The deployment boiled down to a "global force management issue, based on combatant command needs and force availability."

"(Southern Command) may say, 'Hey, we need naval coverage, not necessarily a submarine, but capabilities that our submarines provide, like other (Navy) platforms may provide,'" DeWalt said. "It just happened to be us, and this (sub) and this particular time to cover and provide a presence in that area. It just so happened we had a short window where that submarine could actually fit the bill."

The Pacific Fleet sends a sub to the Caribbean every year or two, he added.

"It's good management on our part to make sure our submarines have the ability and understanding to operate in all environments," DeWalt said.

There's no question, though, that the port call was unusual.

Christopher Harmer, a senior naval analyst with the Institute for the Study of War and a retired Navy officer, said, "Guantanamo Bay is not a good port for submarines to call at, as evidenced by the fact that the U.S. Navy has not put a submarine into port there in about 50 years."

Maintenance facilities "are somewhere between sparse and nonexistent," and the base is "completely locked down, so it's not as if the crew gets to wander around and see some of Cuba," he said.

That said, Harmer said he doesn't think anything unusual, missionwise, was associated with the port call.

"Submarines do more classified missions than the rest of the U.S. Navy fleet put together," he said. "The Navy regularly deploys submarines with classified itineraries and missions; if there was anything secret going on, the Navy would not have announced the port call into Guantanamo Bay."

As to potentially why the Navy put a submarine into Guantanamo Bay for the first time in some five decades, Harmer noted, "The Caribbean is not an ideal place to pull pierside, (and) there are not a lot of secure port facilities, so it may be that Guantanamo was the least bad option."
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Yet Another Construction Failure

James Dunnigan, Strategy Page, Aug 31
The U.S. Navy continues having problems with quality control (QC), or, rather, the lack of it. The latest incident was revealed on August 5th when the navy ordered its three most recently built Virginia class subs to restrict their operations until ten suspect (of being substandard) sections of pipe can be inspected and, if necessary, replaced. There are another 40 of these components in subs under construction but taking care of those won’t delay submarine operations. The QC problem has been getting worse since the 1980s and one 2009 incident became widely known. In this instance a welder at the Quonset Point (Rhode Island) shipyard performed substandard welds that were not caught immediately by the quality control system. These welds were not in critical areas but at least one sub already in service was involved. 

Earlier in 2009 a weld inspector at the Newport News shipyard was found to be falsifying the inspection of welding jobs on four Virginia class submarines and a Nimitz class carrier. Some 10,000 welds had to be re-inspected, as these are how many the now dismissed inspector handled in four years on the job. Each Virginia class sub has about 300,000 welds that have to be inspected. Normally, only a few will fail inspection and have to be redone. A few defective welds can cause the loss of a submarine, or serious damage aboard a carrier. Two methods are used to inspect welds, magnetism, or a special liquid. It's easy to fake the inspection, thus these quality control inspectors must be carefully selected. This turned out to be just one of many instances where the system failed.  

Since the 1990s the navy has seemed unable to cope with persistent problems in its ship construction programs. These difficulties include poor quality, unexpected delays and inflated prices. All this made it difficult to maintain the size and effectiveness of the fleet. One of the major problems is the practice of "low balling." This is where the shipbuilder gives the navy a very low estimate of what a proposed ship is going to cost. Then, when construction is under way, costs creep up, often resulting in the ship costing more than twice the original estimate. When this practice began after World War II it was with the cooperation of the navy that wanted to have an easier time convincing Congress to allow construction of new ships. 

Since 2000 the navy has been saying; "no more". The ship builders respond with; "OK" but nothing seems to change. The low balling and all the other problems continue. All current ship building projects are over budget. The worst case is the LCS (Littoral Combat Ship), which was to be the poster boy for doing it right. Didn't work out that way. In 2006, when building plans for the LCS were laid out, each one was to cost $223 million. By 2010 the estimated price was $460 million, and the navy admitted that the ultimate price would probably be higher and it was. Congress is outraged, as always, and demanded that the admirals do something. Nothing really changed.  

The real problem is "sole source" procurement of the most expensive ships (carriers, subs and destroyers) plus the Navy's penchant for frequently changing design specifications without regard to impact on cost or the schedule. The problem goes back to when the navy destroyed the Navy Yard system, which was the best check on corruption and carelessness in shipbuilding. By the 1990s all these yards were closed or just used for maintenance. Without the navy yards building ships how does one bring back quality production, or even prove it can be done better, if there are no government owned ship yards that enable the navy to find out how it can be done better? 

The shipbuilding industry will sometimes blame the unions. However, Norway, Denmark, Japan, Korea, etc., maintain effective, efficient shipbuilding operations and have strong unions. But the basic notion of having navy-owned yards was so that the service (and the taxpayer) could have an independent "authority" on ship construction and repair. 

Examples abound. Back in the '30s, with substantial construction contracts being issued again, the Navy placed orders for three very similar classes of destroyers, two to be built in private yards and one in navy yards. There were about a dozen ships all together. The end result was that the navy-built ships came in on time, on budget, and with few teething problems, while the privately built ones ran over in time and money and required some additional work after completion. 

Post-World War II, the shipbuilding industry decided it needed the work more than the navy yards did. A series of interesting laws got passed that marginalized the navy yards. One good one was a law that came out of the Virginia congressional delegation that mandated that modernization, maintenance, and repair jobs be done at yards in proximity to where ships were based. This was very good for Newport News, but meant that navy yards in places like New York, where there were usually no ships based, became "uneconomical." We've only got a few navy-owned yards now, and none of them do construction. 

The private shipbuilders and the shipping lines, plus their local members of Congress, have also contributed to the decline of the merchant marine, though they blame the unions, OSHA, EPA, "cheap foreign labor," etc., and so forth. Books have been written about this (like "The Abandoned Ocean: A History of United States Maritime Policy"), but not enough of the right people read them, or wanted to act on the evidence presented. The problem, as in so many areas of military procurement, is politics. The defense budget is seen as a source of votes, above all. No politician will admit it, but the facts speak for themselves.
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International Undersea Warfare News
Trident Surfaces Again (UK)

Stuart Nathan, The Engineer, Sept 2

One might ask why a publication concerned with engineering matters might concern itself with such an obviously political question as whether the UK ought to renew the Trident submarine-launched nuclear missile system. The answer ought to be equally obvious: although the issue of retaining Trident is indeed a political one, virtually all of the practical ramifications of the decision are engineering-related, and most of those directly affecting UK industry. Renewing Trident will take an enormous chunk out of the British economy (the amount is uncertain and rises every time anyone looks at it, but the Ministry of Defence’s estimate at 2013-2014 prices was between £17.5bn and £23.4bn — a range which we could point out would give enough change if it came in at the cheaper end to build several hospitals or a big section of HS2. Other estimates of cost run as high as £100bn, including maintenance costs), and the bulk of the budget would go on building four nuclear-powered submarines. That’s a considerable number of direct jobs, not to mention keeping the supply chain of the marine-oriented end of the defence supply chain in business for decades. But we don’t build weapons systems with the capability of wiping out half of the cities on the planet in order to keep people in jobs.

The issue has bubbled to the surface again because of George Osborne’s visit to the Faslane submarine base in Scotland, where the Vanguard-class subs that carry Trident are based; it will also house their successors if Trident is renewed. Osborne announced £500m of investment to upgrade the base over the next ten years. Political analysts have been poring over the announcement, and most have interpreted it as a jab at the Labour Party to unsettle it if, as expected, it elects long-term nuclear weapons opponent Jeremy Corbyn as its leader. If this is the case, it seems a bit petty to bring an issue of such import into the Punch-and-Judy slapstick end of politics. The decision on whether to renew Trident does not need to be taken until next March, and while both Conservatives and Labour were in favour at the last election, policies are likely to change under new leadership (the Scottish National Party is firmly opposed, but defence matters are not devolved, so it can’t block the decision).

The Engineer has been sceptical about Trident precisely because it’s such a complex issue. It isn’t one question, but several. As stated above, renewal is an enormously expensive proposition: but if the country needs it to keep the population safe, that shouldn’t be an issue. The world has changed in many ways since the UK first signed up to Trident in 1980, when the Cold War was still in progress and NATO and Soviet nuclear arsenals were ranged against each other. It’s arguable now that we don’t need the sort of system designed to counter another power bloc’s capability, because that sort of power bloc doesn’t exist anymore and the main threat to UK security is now quite different; but Trident is a long-term system and the future is unreadable.

It does seem sensible, when every other aspect of government expenditure is subject to such tight control, that this one should escape scrutiny. If Britain does have to remain a nuclear power, is there not a cheaper way of retaining the capability? Submarines, obviously, are expensive, but there are good reasons for using them: they are stealthy, they can hide, and if an enemy doesn’t know where the operational weaponry is and can’t find it, then they also can’t attack it.

Then there’s the question of why we need to be a nuclear power. It’s not just about defence: deterrent theory, which is why we keep nuclear weapons (the point is to not use them but to point them at people so they don’t attack us) is as much about diplomacy as it is about war. The UK’s status as a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council might be at stake if we relinquish nuclear weapons, but it’s also a matter of debate how important membership is: economic clout is just as important as a measure of international influence and several other nuclear states do not sit on the Council. British prestige does not depend upon nuclear weaponry, and many argue that shoring up conventional defence capabilities would have a greater effect as it would allow us to actually do more rather than just threaten with weapons which, as the brilliant political sitcom Yes, Prime Minister pointed out almost 30 years ago (when the projected cost was £15bn), we not only wouldn’t use but everyone knows we wouldn’t use it (though as Sir Humphrey Appleby said, “even though they probably certainly know that you probably wouldn’t [use it], they don’t certainly know that, although you probably wouldn’t, there is no probability that you certainly would!”).

One commenter on our poll has pointed out that Trident as it stands is two decades old, and you wouldn’t rust a 20-year-old car to start in the morning, let alone get you where you wanted to go. This is true, but a car that’s used several times a week can’t be compared with a missile system that’s been lovingly tended by dedicated staff, maintained in a state of readiness and never used. Just replacing the Vanguards would still not be as expensive as renewing the whole system.

Other more outlandish proposals (courtesy of our editor) include that we just pretend to have renewed Trident. If the whole thing is just a pose anyway, why does it matter if we actually have Trident, as long as our enemies believe we have it? Absurd, maybe. But when it comes to the possibility of nuclear war, absurdity is the name of the game.
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