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Today In Undersea Warfare History: 

1944 | USS Jack (SS-259) returned to Fremantle, Australia. For her highly successful and aggressive 1st, 3rd, and 5th war patrols, Jack was awarded the coveted Presidential Unit Citation.
1991 | USS Kentucky (SSBN 737) is commissioned at Groton, Conn., the third Navy vessel to be named after the Bluegrass state. The Thoroughbred of the Fleet is an Ohio-class ballistic missile submarine.
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U.S. Undersea Warfare News
Sailors and Marines Enhance Partnership With Singapore Armed Forces

During 21st CARAT Exercise 

From Task Force 73 Public Affairs, July 13
SINGAPORE – The 21st annual Cooperation Afloat Readiness and Training (CARAT) Singapore exercise commenced July 13 at Changi Naval Base, with an opening ceremony and a host of bilateral exchanges. 

CARAT Singapore is part of a series of bilateral naval exercises between the U.S. Navy and the armed forces of nine partner nations in South and Southeast Asia. The exercises provide a regional venue to develop strong maritime partnerships that contribute to the greater peace and stability of the region.

"This marks the 21st year that the U.S. and Singapore armed forces have come together for CARAT, and our enhanced military partnership today reflects the maturity of this relationship," said Rear Adm. Charlie Williams, commander, Task Force 73. "CARAT Singapore provides our forces with a complex and dynamic training environment that continues to increase our combined capabilities." 

CARAT Singapore 2015 will feature robust shore and sea phases that span across the spectrum of naval operations. The sea phase will consist of complex scenarios with ships, submarines and aircraft, and will culminate in a combined torpedo exercise. The exercise will conclude on July 24. 

"Exercise CARAT has, over the years, provided both navies with invaluable training, and enabled interoperability," said Rear Adm. Lew Chuen Hong, fleet commander, Republic of Singapore Navy. "I believe that our close friendship and deep mutual understanding form the basis of trust."

During the shore phase, professional symposia and subject matter expert exchanges will allow U.S. and Singaporean participants to share best practices and enhance cooperation. Classroom and field training events will cover operational planning; an aviation symposium; visit, board, search, and seizure drills; submariner classroom exchanges; military medicine classes; and military law enforcement training. 

More than 700 U.S. Sailors and Marines will participate in CARAT Singapore 2015. Participating U.S. assets include the guided-missile destroyer USS Lassen (DDG 82), the littoral combat ship USS Fort Worth (LCS 3), the Los Angeles-class attack submarine USS Houston (SSN 713), the Military Sealift Command Henry J. Kaiser-class fleet replenishment oiler USNS Pecos (T-AO 197), a P-8A Poseidon maritime patrol aircraft, a Navy Riverine squadron, and U.S. Marine Corps military police. 

CARAT Singapore will also feature, for the first time, the utilization of the Fire Scout unmanned helicopter, currently embarked aboard USS Fort Worth (LCS 3) as part of the composite helicopter detachment, as well as the Scan Eagle unmanned aerial vehicle from the Republic of Singapore Navy. 

According to Cmdr. Robert Francis, Lassen's commanding officer, for participating U.S. ships, CARAT Singapore provides an invaluable opportunity to conduct sophisticated training scenarios with a capable partner navy. 

"CARAT Singapore provides USS Lassen and her crew with a great opportunity to operate alongside a partner navy in Southeast Asia in a complex and challenging training environment," he added. "By operating closely together, we learn from each other, and enhance our interoperability."

Following CARAT Singapore, additional bilateral phases of CARAT will occur from July through November 2015, with Bangladesh, Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand and Timor-Leste.

As U.S. 7th Fleet's executive agent for theater security cooperation in South and Southeast Asia, Commander, Task Force 73 conducts advanced planning, organizes resources and directly supports the execution of maritime exercises, such as the bilateral CARAT series, the Naval Engagement Activity with Vietnam, and the multi-lateral Southeast Asia Cooperation and Training with Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand. 
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3 Phoenix, Inc., Chantilly, Virginia, Is Being Awarded A $8,634,738 Modification To Previously Awarded Contract

3 Phoenix, Inc., Chantilly, Virginia, is being awarded a $8,634,738 modification to previously awarded contract (N00024-13-C-6264) for continuing engineering services to support software development, procurement of Commercial Off-the-Shelf (COTS) products, and hardware/software integration required to provide improved technology for U.S. Navy Open Architecture (OA) and Network Centric Operations and Warfare (NCOW) systems in support of Virginia Class submarines and other submarine/surface ship systems. The Naval Sea Systems Command, Washington Navy Yard, District of Columbia is the contracting activity.
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18,000-Ton Submarine In Japanese Port Shows Depth Of U.S. Ties

Isabel Reynolds, Bloomberg News, July 14

The USS Michigan is an 18,000-ton demonstration of deepening U.S.-Japan military ties against the backdrop of an increasingly muscular China.

Equipped with about 150 Tomahawk guided missiles, the 170-meter (560-foot), nuclear-powered submarine glided into the port of Yokosuka earlier this month. The floating display of strike capability arrived just 50 kilometers (31 miles) from Tokyo as Prime Minister Shinzo Abe was preparing to ram legislation through parliament to let Japan defend its only formal ally.

The legal changes back up his 2014 reinterpretation of the nation’s pacifist constitution and would allow Japanese troops to fulfill guidelines set in April on expanding cooperation with the U.S. around the world. The ruling Liberal Democratic Party intends to pass the bills Thursday, Kyodo News said.

“Japan cannot defend the lives and property of its people alone,” Yukio Okamoto, a diplomat-turned-political analyst, told a parliamentary hearing about the bills on Monday. “These laws will strengthen the alliance with the U.S.”

The Michigan’s newly appointed captain, Joe Turk, showed reporters around the Ohio-class submarine, including the torpedo launcher and a lock-out chamber that lets special forces divers exit while submerged. Able to produce oxygen and fresh water, the Michigan’s deployments are limited only by the food on board.

Japan has stepped up joint activities with the U.S. in recent years, particularly training for its nascent marine corps such as the re-taking of captured islands. Japan is embroiled in separate disputes over the sovereignty of islands with China, Russia and South Korea.

Pacifist Constitution

Ships from the two forces conducted a monthlong joint cruise in the South China Sea in October, and Japanese troops are currently taking part in an exercise with U.S. personnel on the sidelines of a larger U.S.-Australian exercise near Darwin.

Japan’s inability to participate in “collective self-defense” limits its ability to perform some types of exercises with the U.S., according to Narushige Michishita, a professor of security studies at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo.

Rather than take part in joint search-and-destroy exercises while in Japan, the U.S. Michigan’s crew of about 165 kept co-operation with Japanese counterparts low key. They visited one another’s ships and discussed training topics.

Many Japanese are concerned about the potential threat from China as the neighbors jostle over rights to a chain of uninhabited East China Sea islands.

Polls show people are also wary of the closer military links to the U.S. that the new laws could bring. A survey published by the Asahi newspaper on July 13 found 31 percent of respondents said the coming changes would help keep Japan secure, while 42 percent said they wouldn’t.

“The good news is that the Self-Defense Forces will now be able to work very closely, not only with the U.S., but other countries,” Michishita said.
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Here's What's Next For The Future Of Amphibious Warfare

Ryan Faith, Vice News, July 13

Last Thursday, the current commandant of the U.S. Marine Corps, Gen. Joseph Dunford, was stuck in one of the world's gnarliest job interviews: persuading members of the Senate that they should stop being cranky for one damned minute and confirm his nomination for chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Should he succeed, he'll have the top post in the land for anyone in uniform: military advisor to the president of the United States.

Because the chairman has the job of providing the president with sound military advice, there's always some speculation about what particular words of wisdom he'll be sharing with his boss. There is no way, of course, to predict every sweet nothing that will pass from Fightin' Joe's lips to the commander-in-chief's sweet, tender ears, but it is instructive to look at what's been on Dunford's mind these last few weeks.

After he was nominated for the chairmanship, Dunford spoke to the Congressional Shipbuilding Caucus, giving an overview of the direction of the Marine Corps going forward, including the development of a concept known as "seabasing." Granted, his speech touched on a lot of issues that are at the top of the USMC to-do list, but the timing on seabasing is an interesting vote of confidence for an elusive, emerging, and potentially game-changing way of fighting wars.

It's interesting because it means he chose to promote something that, frankly, the Marine Corps doesn't do that well... yet. In other words, the top marine and soon-to-be-advisor to the president thinks that even if it's not ready for prime time today, it will be soon enough, and it's worth betting on right now.

Almost exactly a month before that talk, the U.S. Navy and Marines simultaneously completed Exercise Culebra Koa 15 and wrapped up the inaugural Pacific Command (PACOM) Amphibious Leaders Symposium (PALS 15). Culebra Koa was an exercise to test and develop technologies and concepts related to seabasing, while PALS invited the Marine Corp's professional peers and counterparts from all over the world to watch the Navy and Marine Corps try to get their act together.

Culebra Koa wasn't showing off something that had already been mastered; the exercise was the walk part of a "crawl, walk, run" evolution. The "run" phase for seabasing, the point at which the USMC has a reasonable operational handle on all this stuff, isn't scheduled until next spring, at another exercise. Bringing in professional colleagues from around the world to watch something that's not quite ready for prime time says a lot about how excited they are about seabasing.

This all leads to the obvious question: What the hell is this "seabasing" I am talking about?

Well, U.S. Navy Vice Adm. Charles W. Moore and Marine Lt. Gen. Edward Hanlon said in 2003 that "Twenty-first century Sea Basing will be our nation's asymmetric military advantage, contributing immeasurably to global peace, international stability, and warfighting effectiveness." Hanlon also wrote, along with Rear Adm. R. A. Route, that "[Seabasing] is a quantum leap forward in naval power projection capabilities... across the range of military operations." More recently, Lt. Gen. Ken Glueck, in an interview with VICE News during Culebra Koa 15, described seabasing, in turns, as a "paradigm shift," "timeless," and "disruptive." (And I'm pretty certain he wasn't just spitting out jargon-speak bullshit either).

Or as one senior marine officer put it, "If seabasing were a powdery substance, Clausewitz would have snorted it."

"Yes, fine," I hear you saying, "the marine brass think it's swell, Ryan, but what the hell does it do?"

Seabasing is the ability to actually use the ships at sea as an honest-to-God base (hence the clever name "seabasing"). This is basically about the ability to shift vehicles, people, and supplies from one ship to another, or even to a landing craft, without having to go to a port to do it. One ship, the Mobile Landing Platform (MLP), is part loading dock and part beach, and allows cargo ships to unload as if it were a pier, but landing craft to load and unload as if it were a beach. It's an adaptor plug that connects amphibious landing craft to a ship that otherwise must use fixed facilities to load and unload. Beyond that, there's a high-speed vessel that gives commanders new ways to move more stuff faster, kind of enhancing the operation of other ships. These two developments work together to provide the very first baseline capability to use the sea as a base to project ground combat power, rather than just as a launching point for a force that needs to seize or build a base on shore.

Seabasing, when you peel away all the hype, is about doing the entire to-do list for a ground combat force (e.g. logistics, communications, fire support, intelligence support, etc.), but not doing it on the ground. In other words, it concerns how seapower is applied on land to places ships can't go. But really, seabasing is like love and long division: incredibly simple and dauntingly complex at the same time. Yes, it's super simple in that it applies seapower across the shore. But the complex take is that it really is a timeless, disruptive paradigm shift. Seabasing has been around since the Vikings were raiding English villages, but it's also something never seen before. It's about naval power – except when it's about ground combat power, or maybe even airpower. It's... vexing.

Let me back up a bit.

Military power is projected from bases. The further away you get from a base – that is, the longer you have to fly, sail, drive, or march to get to the fight – the less able you are to kick ass when you actually get to fighting. Navies get around this by using ships, which (when they're in good repair and fully stocked) act as miniature bases.

Navies are also entirely about land. Land is where all the people and countries and politics are. Since war is basically about affecting people, countries, and politics, navies therefore exist to affect people on land or defend against someone else trying to mess with folks on your land. The fact that a navy has a hard time driving a strike group a couple hundred miles inland to act as a base presents obvious challenges for a navy trying to affect things on land.

There are three primary options that a navy has to reach out to places it can't get to: aircraft, bombardment (i.e. guns and missiles), and various sorts of ground combat forces. Aircraft carriers are portable bases for aircraft. Surface vessels and submarines can act as portable bases for ordnance used to blow stuff up on land. But as it turns out, amphibious assault ships are only kinda, sorta bases for ground forces. I guess you could argue that point either way, but if you say that amphibious assault ships are bases for ground forces, I will insist you put a pretty goddamn big asterisk next to that. Most of the time, an amphibious force is a way to deploy and employ a ground force either limited in size or for a limited amount of time. If they want to stay longer or get bigger, they either have to nab someone else's base (i.e. port infrastructure) or set up an on-shore pop-up base of their own.

Technically speaking, yes, a navy can already use ships at sea as a base for ground operations. Kind of. There are three basic restrictions on when a seagoing amphibious force is a base, and when it's just a way to stage the takeover or construction of a base. The first is location. If an amphibious force wants to open the door for a really big follow-on force, it needs to capture a seaport to offload ships full of gear and people – which means that an opponent really just needs to defend the ports, not the entire coastline. The second limitation is time. A force needs to seize a port or build a port of their own before their supply situation gets too heavily taxed. If they screw around too long, supplies run out, and they get pounded flat. The third limitation is size. A force on shore can extend their time on the beach almost indefinitely, just as long as there aren't very many people that need food and vehicles that need fuel.

What seabasing promises to provide for the big brass in the U.S. military is options. Generals and admirals love options the way that Wall Street loves money, the way that politicians love being told they're believable, or the way that Madonna loves being complimented for her youthful looks.

For military planners, more options for you means more problems for the guy whose ass you're trying to kick. A lot of planning and thinking at the most senior levels of military command is, therefore, about creating more options for yourself and limiting an enemy's options. Seabasing dramatically shrinks the limitations on location, time, and force size that live in that big asterisk hanging off the shoulder of the word "amphibious." Dramatically reducing those limitations to amphibious assault is the same thing as creating lots and lots of shiny new options.

In practice, seabasing means that a navy can land and support huge forces anywhere up and down the entire coastline, with far, far fewer restrictions on location, scale, and duration. If an enemy has to defend the whole coastline with some major firepower, they're hosed. Any attempt to defend an entire coastline with a ton of combat power will tie up a lot of forces, the vast majority of which will never be able to get to the fight.

A regiment stuck in coastal God-knows-where defending against a hypothetical invasion that never comes is, in some ways, a bigger burden than if they'd just been killed outright. Units stuck in the middle of nowhere still need food, fuel, and supplies. Moreover, it's pretty unlikely that someone will be able to actually defend their entire coastline. A major effort like that is bound to have gaps, seams, holes, and other weak spots big enough to drive a couple armored brigades through.

And if seabasing provides options (which military planners absolutely love), what's the one thing they love more than seabasing? It would be even more seabasing options. Which is what the seabasingist seabasers of the USMC are feverishly working on in anticipation of next spring's exercise and beyond. Glueck, head of Marine Corps Combat Development and Integration, told VICE News that "on a scale of one to 10, with 10 being the best, we're probably at a three to four."

A fair portion of that concept development is going to be flat-out unplanned.

"Seabasing is an open-source architecture. The thing now is to get it out in the hands of the young lance corporals to see what they figure out to do with the stuff," Jim Strock, director of the Seabasing Integration Division at the Marine Corps Combat Development Command, told VICE News. "Seabasing relies on discovering a lot of solutions that are already sitting right in front of you." But beyond running these technologies and concepts through some real-life experimentation to figure out what does and doesn't work, there are some more formal efforts underway to add breadth and depth to the seabasing concept.

The first big limitation on seabasing is what's called the sea state. Sea state basically refers to a scale for how choppy, stormy, and generally crappy the ocean is at any given point. Seabasing inherently involves a lot of getting two very big, unwieldy ships to come together, skin-to-skin, and move very gently and carefully in unison – like two massive but delicate and arthritic whales trying to have sex. A big stormy sea means a lot of delicate bits get mashed; everyone gets sore and embarrassed, and nobody ends up happy.

All the seabasing stuff works fine in sea state 2, but that means waves about a foot high on average, ranging up to maybe a foot and a half. The ideal is to get that operating range up to sea state 3 or even 4. Sea state 3 means an average of a little less than three feet, surging up to four and a half feet. Bumping up the operating envelope to get access to sea state 3 means that seabasing ships should be able to operate and do their little seabasing thing about 70 percent of the time in waters off most of the world's hotspots. Now, if they can manage operating in sea state 4 (waves averaging more than six feet and reaching up to eight feet), that's even better and will allow operations as much as 80 or 90 percent of the time. Unfortunately, that takes some extra cash and has been relegated to the "like to have" category instead of "must have."

To increase that operating envelope, there are a host of different naval technologies researched by the fine folks at the Office of Naval Research (natch). One of them is called the Advanced Mooring System, which, as far as I can tell, is a set of grapples and gigantic suction cups to get two ships all up-close and personal, rather than the more traditional, dangerous, and elaborate process of trying to lash and bind the two heaving vessels together. When the ships are moving according to the motion of the ocean while heaving and grinding against each other, it's incredibly dangerous and puts a huge strain on the wee delicate connecting ramps that the tanks are supposed to use to get from one ship to the next. Swapping out rope and hard effort for fancy suction gear aims to make that a safer process.

A second piece is called the Environmental and Ship Motion Forecasting System, which uses radar and cleverness to monitor incoming waves, which, in turn, tells you about the particular heaves and hoes that will bump and grind the two ships together. Thus, a tank at the top of the ramp preparing to cross from one ship to the next could get a green light/red light indicator signaling whether it is safe to traipse from ship to ship without putting so much load on a twisting, torquing ramp that it would break off.

There are a few other things that are in the mix and are either still under development or have been put in the giant archive of ideas, like a barrier of floaties to tame the waves around the ships, or a crane that can delicately transfer a shipping container from one ship to the other, but the objective in all these is the same. The idea is to make it possible to do all the seabasing logistics stuff in worse weather than otherwise possible and expand the range of things that can be moved from one ship to the next.

The other big category of options that seabasers like Strock are busily working on is expanding the menu of ships that can be connected to one another. Right now, the big focus has been on connecting massive transport ships carrying hundreds of vehicles and getting those connected, via MLP, to landing craft. But beyond that, there are a couple ideas that are in the works (even if they're far-off glimmers of experimentation that won't see implementation for years). For instance, using a transport ship to bring a whole bunch of landing craft to the scene would be super helpful. Putting more landing craft on the scene would increase the rate at which stuff can be moved from ship to shore and back again. Or ships floating off shore could use shipboard fresh-water storage and purification to provide water to folks on shore via a big rubber bag, or even a pipeline directly from the ship to the beach.

Another fascinating idea is plugging a cruise ship into all this, so you can use the ship to deliver a couple thousand ground pounders, park them next to a ship carrying tanks and other vehicles – a veritable "Rent-a-Tank" franchise – and just join crew to vehicles and send them on their merry way. Although it was never explicitly suggested, it seems like it might be possible to provide for pretty much any infrastructure needs, all the way from electricity to sewage treatment to fuel, by placing them on ships and getting creative about how the stuff was connected to each other and to the force on shore.

And as the U.S. continues to shift attention to the Pacific, seabasing will play an increasingly important role, since the Pacific Ocean is, as you might suspect, mostly water. Mostly water means a lot of time chewing on the whys, hows, and wherefores of the ways that naval forces interact with stuff on land, including things like amphibious landings.

Now of course there are problems. There are always problems. A solution without a hitch is almost the textbook definition of too good to be true. There's still the fact that Bad Guys with missiles and submarines are getting better and better at hunting ships, seabasing or otherwise. Or the practical limits to the top-level size of a force that can be fully supported from the sea. Or, hell, any one of a dozen other unexpected disasters and complications.

But in the end, that's all fine for right now. When the early brains of airpower saw aircraft in World War I, they immediately started spooling up a whole raft of theories and what-if scenarios for using planes to win wars.

It's taken almost a century and the advent of mid-air refueling and smart bomb technologies to really start getting reality to begin to live up to the expectations of theory. Similarly, seabasing is a work in progress, and the process of shaking this all out and fleshing out its potential is going to be a work of decades, not years. That said, the future of seabasing holds a lot of promise. Enough promise that it probably won't be too terribly far from Dunford's mind as he discusses various military options with the commander-in-chief.
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On The Edge Of Cutting Too Deep

Editorial, Defense News, July 13

The U.S. Army's announcement that through 2017 it's cutting end strength by 40,000 more troops made headlines last week, but was hardly a surprise.

For years, service leaders have warned that spending caps would lead to a smaller force. The only question was where those cuts would come from.

End strength stands at about 490,000 troops today, down from 566,000 in 2010. By the end of 2018, troops will have been cut from nearly every U.S. and overseas base, shrinking the active force to 450,000 troops.

And without more funding, service leaders made it clear that further cuts are on the table, making all the more likely a 420,000-soldier Army, as hinted at by the latest Quadrennial Defense Review.

Army leaders have fought hard against troop cuts. Now, forced to act, they're making sure to detail the local economic impacts of the latest round of troop reductions.

Congress has responded with outrage that's not only predictable, but also hypocritical: Legislators can't have a hand in slashing defense spending then complain about the impact of those cuts.

In the interests of national security – should lawmakers get to that after all the grandstanding – Congress must honestly debate America's defense future, from strategy to the required resources.

A good place to start would be to scrap defense spending caps that are both disruptive and encourage budgetary sleight of hand to fund needed priorities.

DoD can and should get more efficient – with a flat budget, it can't afford to keep shrinking to cover the rising costs of modernization, training and people. Each of the services has been trading people for programs and training. While size for its own sake is no virtue, it's equally true that size should be scaled to strategic and projected future missions rather than budget alone.

Today, the military services maintain considerable combat capabilities, but the question is at what point will they become too small to support U.S. peacetime needs in an ever-more complex and fast-moving world, much less to meet major wartime demands.

Given the magnitude of looming modernization programs, there will be a temptation to further shrink the force to cover the costs of key priorities, rather than properly commit more resources to underwrite strategic priorities, such as new bombers and ballistic missile submarines.

Moreover, while President Obama last week went to the Pentagon to make it clear that he wants minimal numbers of U.S. troops directly engaged in fighting ISIS in Syria and Iraq, DoD's new National Military Strategy made it clear that America must prepare for prolonged campaigns against adversarial states and violent extremist organizations.

Sustained operations, even peacetime deployments, naturally put stress on the force, which is why sufficient size during an era of complex and sustained threats is vital.

Some lawmakers, decrying a lack of real strategy, want to craft their own approaches to addressing ISIS and other threats. Congress has a long and successful history of shaping thoughtful and lasting strategies initially opposed by DoD, among them the landmark Goldwater-Nichols legislation that promoted the very jointness that today is key to U.S. war fighting. But those successes came at a time when members and their staffers had deep and broad national security expertise and an ability to set partisanship aside to achieve strategic aims.

It's good news if Congress is serious about more broadly debating strategy. It's even better news if members take the time to educate themselves on national security, craft a strategy that puts national interests ahead of party interests and then fully commits necessary resources.
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Sustaining Nuclear Deterrence Requires New Capabilities

Clark Murdock and Thomas Karako, Defense News, July 13

U.S. Defense Secretary Ash Carter recently visited Berlin to assure allies that the U.S. would deter aggression. NATO leaders are worried that Russia might invade the Baltics in a Crimea-style fait accompli, and then threaten nuclear escalation unless the alliance backs down.

Moscow's treaty violations and "nuclear sabre rattling," Carter warned, raise "questions about Russia's commitment to strategic stability" and to "the profound caution that world leaders in the nuclear age have shown over decades to the brandishing of nuclear weapons."

This is but the latest confirmation that we've entered a new nuclear age – one characterized by different rules, more actors, less predictability and the paradox that America's conventional superiority may make deterrence harder.

After noting that opponents might be tempted to employ nuclear weapons to overcome conventional inferiority, the 2014 Quadrennial Defense Review observed that U.S. nuclear forces should deter nuclear-armed adversaries from escalating their way out of failed conventional aggression.

"Escalate to de-escalate" tactics have already been publicly embraced by Russia but could also be used by North Korea or China. Instead of graduated rungs along an "escalation ladder," adversaries may well be tempted to lower their nuclear thresholds to forestall conventional defeat.

Last November, then-Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel called nuclear deterrence the department's "highest priority mission." But it is official U.S. policy to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons and pursue a world without nuclear weapons. This may weaken nuclear deterrence because allies and adversaries will wonder how the U.S. might respond to limited nuclear employment.

Plotting to offset U.S. conventional superiority has prompted some states, like North Korea and Iran, to pursue nuclear weapons, and others, like Russia, to increase their reliance on nuclear weapons.

To keep the nuclear threshold elevated in the minds of potential adversaries, the U.S. must have more flexible and credible means to control escalation. The distinction between strategic and nonstrategic nuclear weapons is long obsolete. Any use of a nuclear weapon could have profound strategic effects.

In a new report, "Project Atom," we recommend that in addition to retaining our traditional strategic deterrent, the U.S. needs to acquire nuclear capabilities that enable it to respond proportionately to employment of a nuclear weapon. Specifically, the U.S. should develop options for more forward-deployed assets and more discriminate weapons.

Proliferation by Iran or others could strain extended deterrence and invite allies to re-evaluate their non-nuclear status. During the Cold War, large-scale conventional aggression was not deterred by U.S. or NATO declaratory policy, but by the significant presence of nuclear weapons in Europe and the Pacific. Establishing credibility may require greater nuclear burden-sharing and forward-basing.

Nuclear submarines and ICBMs should remain the highly survivable foundation of U.S. deterrence. Dual-capable F-35s on land and aboard carriers would provide forward-based or rapidly deployable aircraft. Penetrating bombers remain a visible complement to both missions.

More discriminate weapons may be needed. The future B61 gravity bomb will retain lower-yield options and no longer require a parachute for delivery, catching up to 1990s JDAM-like guidance. Credibility would be further enhanced through low-yield weapons deliverable across the triad, as well as additional nuclear-capable standoff cruise missiles from air, sea and land.

But new thinking from Washington is also required. Both statutory restrictions and policy limitations prevent the U.S. from developing new weapons, components, missions or capabilities. The average weapon in today's stockpile is over 28 years old. Current modernization plans will further limit options, since there is no path to replace the B61-11 earth penetrator. In the near term, the national laboratories could be freed to begin researching new designs for lower cost; more safety, security and reliability; lower yields; and other effects.

After a long procurement holiday, the U.S. deterrent is now entering a bow wave of investment and recapitalization. Over the next two decades, a new set of post-Cold War delivery systems will be built, and many of today's weapons will be life-extended. Infrastructure modernization is also badly overdue; uranium facilities in Tennessee, for instance, date to the Manhattan Project.

Current modernization plans are critical just to retain current capabilities, and avoid disarmament by rust. While requiring 3 to 6 percent of the defense budget over the next decade, these investments should be made with an eye to future geostrategic realities.

Broadening options available to a president would strengthen U.S. extended deterrence, discourage proliferation among allies and communicate that there are no potential gaps for adversaries to exploit. This is not about "war fighting" or making weapons "more usable," but making deterrence more credible. Failure to adapt to new realities could invite nuclear use by creating false perceptions that the U.S. would be self-deterred.

Our conventional superiority tempts our adversaries into lowering their nuclear thresholds. A newer, more flexible and more credible U.S. nuclear deterrent designed for 21st century challenges would raise that threshold and help make nuclear employment less attractive.

Clark Murdock is a senior adviser and Thomas Karako is a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.
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British PM: Buy More Drones, Boost Spec Ops

Andrew Chuter, Defense News, July 13

LONDON – British Prime Minister David Cameron called for increased spending by the British military on remotely piloted vehicles (RPV), air surveillance assets and special forces during a Monday visit to the Royal Air Force base at Waddington in eastern England.

Cameron signaled he wants the armed forces to particularly look at increasing counter terror capabilities in the government's strategic defense and security review (SDSR), which is expected to report in the fourth quarter of the year.

"I have tasked the defense and security chiefs to look specifically at how we do more to counter the threat posed by ISIL and Islamist extremism," the prime minister said during a flying visit to the RAF's main RPV and ISTAR operating base, using an alternative acronym for the Islamic State group. "This could include more spy planes, drones and special forces. In the last five years, I have seen just how vital these assets are in keeping us safe."

The Royal Air Force already operates 10 armed General Atomics Reaper drones and the Army has a fleet of smaller Thales UK-built tactical Watchkeeper RPVs.

The Reapers have been widely used by the British first in Afghanistan and now most of the fleet is deployed against the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria.

Along with Tornado strike aircraft, the RAF has hit 300 targets and conducted over 1,000 missions.The British only conduct strike missions in Iraq with Syrian operations being limited to surveillance.

But that may change. Defence Secretary Michael Fallon told news outlets Monday that Parliament needed to decide whether to act in Syria. He said there were no plans for a quick vote on the issue.

The statement from Cameron will increase the expectation that the British will move quickly to fill the requirement for a maritime patrol aircraft, or more likely a multimission machine, once the SDSR reports.

Boeing's P-8 maritime patrol aircraft is a leading contender for that role, and one of the U.S. Navy aircraft is scheduled to be on show at the Royal International Air Tattoo (RIAT), which opens its doors July 17 at RAF Fairford for the three-day public and military event.

The British came close to agreeing to a sole-source deal to acquire P-8s last year, but the move was quashed as Fallon became defence secretary and his predecessor, Philip Hammond, was promoted to foreign secretary.

RIAT will also host two Kawasaki-built P-1 maritime jets as the Japanese aircraft makes its international show debut at the air base.

The Japanese and British governments have had a number of conversations about the possibility of the aircraft filling a gap left in RAF capabilities since the BAE Systems Nimrod program was scrapped in 2010.

The arrival of the jets at RIAT is one of the most public demonstrations yet of Japan's lifting of a decades-old defense equipment export ban of which is beginning to have an impact.

Last year, the Ministry of Defence finished an air ISTAR optimization study looking at the way ahead for capabilities and programs in the future.

A statement issued by the prime minister's office accompanying the Waddington visit said he was also keen for the defense review to explore how best to work with partners like the U.S. to ensure ships such as the new Queen Elizabeth aircraft carrier will be able to "project drones, special forces and strike capabilities to wherever the terrorist threat is found."

Cameron is hosting a reception at No. 10 Downing Street on Monday for some of the crew of the Queen Elizabeth, which is due to begin sea trials in a little over 12 months.

It's the fourth defense-related event senior government ministers have been involved in since the July 8 budget by Chancellor George Osborne committed the new Conservative administration to increases in defense spending.

Osborne visited the BAE fighter and training jet facility at Warton the following day, and Fallon was at the company's nuclear submarine yard July 10.
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Russia, Middle East Will Define NATO’s Emerging Maritime Century

Magnus Nordenman, U.S. Naval Institute News, July 13

NATO may be best known for its protracted counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, or for its current efforts to shore up defenses in Eastern Europe with air and ground exercises. But moving forward NATO must also consider its role in the global maritime domain, as it is central to the twin security challenges of an increasingly aggressive Russia and a crumbling Middle East order that the Alliance faces right now.

Looking beyond the current challenges in and around Europe, NATO must also start preparing for a 21st century that promises to not only be globalized, but maritime in nature.

At the recent Sea Sense 2015 conference in London, hosted by NATO’s Allied Maritime Command, senior Alliance leaders warned that allied navies would be increasingly challenged by a newly aggressive and assertive Russia at sea.

They could not be more right.

Russia has tested NATO, its members, and partners below, on, and above the surface in both the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea with stunning regularity. A few examples of this should suffice: Earlier this summer U.S. Naval Forces Europe released a video of a Russian jet closely buzzing the guided missile destroyer USS Ross (DDG-71) while operating in the Black Sea.

The Swedes, Finns and British have searched for suspected Russian submarines close to their coasts. Russian warships also have sought to interrupt the laying of subsurface cables between Lithuania and Sweden.

All of this activity has become part of a new normal in the maritime spaces around Europe, and it is very much part of Russia’s new aggressive posture against NATO and the U.S. presence in Europe.

Put differently, the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea have become central friction zones between NATO and the United States on the one hand, and Putin and Moscow on the other. And much suggests that friction and contest at sea may spread further.

Russia recently signed a port-access agreement with Cyprus (thereby bolstering Russia’s access to the Mediterranean), and Russia’s northern fleet, with which a significant portion of the Russian nuclear deterrent resides, is increasingly active in the high North.

That Russia is expressing its aggressiveness and shows force at sea has a certain logic. The maritime environment has a dynamism and fluidity to it that is just not there on dry land. Crossing a NATO member’s land border with ground power is an obvious red line and could quickly spiral out of control and lead to NATO launching a collective response. That is something that even Putin is not prepared to face at the moment. At sea (and in the air), however, Russia can continue to push and prod to test NATO and national reactions, and perhaps even sow doubt in the minds of publics and policymakers about the credibility of NATO’s defense commitments.

Another maritime challenge looms large to NATO’s south. The ongoing civil war in Syria, and the turbulence around the Mediterranean’s southern rim have spawned an enormous flow of refugees across the Mediterranean. And while the response is not primarily a NATO mission, European warships and even submarines are being pressed into service to monitor the sea, intercept refugees, and suppress the smugglers.

Furthermore, the instability in North Africa and the Middle East may yet generate the need for military intervention at some stage, which would rely heavily on maritime forces for access, fires, supporting operations ashore, and command and control. Indeed, NATO’s air campaign over Libya in 2011 utilized more than 50 warships from NATO nations, ranging from aircraft carriers and frigates to submarines and logistics ships.

But NATO must also consider the global maritime domain beyond the current pressing challenges in Europe’s neighborhood. The maritime domain remains absolutely vital to the economies of NATO members, as over 90 percent of the world’s trade is carried across the oceans in ships. It is also a domain that is increasingly congested and contested by emerging powers, such as China, which have found the global maritime domain to be the primary space in which to express greater international ambitions, and to use its maritime power to guard its increasingly far flung interests and investments. Indeed, earlier this summer China and Russia ran a joint naval exercise in the Mediterranean, at the doorstep of the Alliance. Before the start of the exercise Chinese frigates also entered the Black Sea. NATO is of course not a global alliance, but the transatlantic community must contend with a globalized world.

In order to effectively respond to these maritime challenges NATO must begin the process of resetting its strategic mindset, which understandably became deeply ground- and counterinsurgency- centric over the course of a decade of operations in Afghanistan. NATO also released its own Alliance Maritime Strategy in 2011. It is a short and to-the-point document that effectively and clearly lays out the maritime environment and NATO’s roles and interests in that domain. It is also clearly linked to NATO’s overarching Strategic Concept.

Unfortunately, to date it largely has been drowned out by the series of crises that have struck Europe’s neighborhood, and continued defense-spending austerity. NATO must now get serious about its own maritime strategy, and review, update, and elevate it. Finally, NATO and its members should once again focus on high-end warfighting in the maritime domain. NATO navies have been far from idle over the last 20 years, but much of the maritime efforts has been focused on the lower end of the conflict spectrum, such as counter-piracy, counterterrorism at sea, humanitarian shipping escort, and capacity building. With an aggressive Russia increasingly active in European seas, and a competitive and contested global maritime domain, surface, sub-surface, anti-submarine, and mine warfare are once again extremely relevant for defense and deterrence in Europe.

NATO is at heart a maritime alliance. The name of the alliance itself makes this clear. It is time for NATO to reclaim that spirit and heritage.

Magnus Nordenman is the Deputy Director of the Brent Scowcroft Center on International Security at the Atlantic Council in Washington, DC.
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