
[image: image1.jpg]UNDERSE B
AR





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







  


Today In Undersea Warfare History: 

1943 | USS Razorback (SS-394) departed from Pearl Harbor, HI. for her 1st war patrol East of Luzon as a member of an offensive group in support of the mid-September Palau landings.
1949 | USS Tusk (SS-426):  While steaming through a gale off the coast of Norway, Cochino suffered an explosion in one of her batteries. Tusk rushed to the aid of the stricken submarine, providing medical supplies for Cochino's injured by way of life rafts.

U.S. Undersea Warfare News
New U.S. Security Strategy Doesn’t Go Far Enough On South China Sea Article

Andrew S. Erickson, China Real Time (Wall Street Journal Blog), Aug 24

Pentagon: More Firepower for Asia-Pacific Region

Stew Magnuson, National Defense, Aug 24

Joint High Speed Vessel Launches 2 UAV Types In Fleet Experimentation

Megan Eckstein, U.S. Naval Institute News, Aug 24

Navy Senior Chief Named American Culinary Federation’s Chef of the Year

Jim Garamone, DoD News, Aug 24

Why Defense Can’t Buy Cyber Stuff Fast Enough

Daniel E. Schoeni, e Government Executive, Aug 24

International Undersea Warfare News
Taiwan Still In Market for US Submarines: Defense Ministry 
Staff, Want China Times, Aug 25

Deployed N. Korean Submarines Returning to Bases After Deal (S. Korea)
Staff, Korea Herald, Aug 25

Australia’s Big Submarine Debate: The Case for an On-Shore Build (Australia)

Göran Roos, The National Interest, Aug 24

Russia and China Kick Off Naval Exercise In Sea of Japan

Franz-Stefan Gady, The Diplomat, Aug 24

A Meeting of Fears, Not Minds

Jonathan Eyal, Singapore Straits Times, Aug 24

U.S. Undersea Warfare News
New U.S. Security Strategy Doesn’t Go Far Enough On South China Sea Article

Andrew S. Erickson, China Real Time (Wall Street Journal Blog), Aug 24

The Pentagon just released an “Asia-Pacific Maritime Security Strategy.” The document articulates three regional maritime objectives heretofore insufficiently stressed and linked: “to safeguard the freedom of the seas; deter conflict and coercion; and promote adherence to international law and standards.” Long-overdue, the strategy represents a positive contribution, but remains far from sufficient.

First, the strengths:

The Pentagon understands the importance of following the money. It documents the importance of international sea-lanes in general, and the Indian Ocean, South China Sea (SCS), and East China Sea (ECS) in particular, to American interests. Two-thirds of world oil shipments transit the Indian Ocean, with more than 15 million barrels of oil transiting the Malacca Strait daily in 2014. The Asia-Pacific boasts eight of the ten busiest global container ports. The SCS alone is home to 10% of global fisheries production and may contain 11 billion barrels of oil and 190 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. Nearly 30% of global maritime trade transits its waters annually, including about $1.2 trillion in ship borne trade bound for U.S. ports. ECS figures are 200 million barrels of oil and 1-2 trillion cubic feet of natural gas.

The publication builds on recent Office of Naval Intelligence and Pentagon reports to document dramatic Chinese maritime force structure progress. China’s navy “now possesses the largest number of vessels in Asia, with more than 300 surface ships, submarines, amphibious ships, and patrol craft.” China’s 303 naval combatants dwarf the 202 possessed by Japan, Indonesia, Vietnam, Malaysia and the Philippines combined.

China’s 205 maritime law enforcement (MLE) vessels likewise dwarf the 147 deployed by those same nations. Of these, 110 of China’s MLE vessels are “small” (500-1,000 tons), as compared to 129 of its neighbors’. Japan has 25 and Vietnam 50, leaving Indonesia with 5, Malaysia 0, and the Philippines with 4. Now consider (as the report fails to mention) that the Tanmen Village branch of China’s Maritime Militia – an entirely separate force – has itself already acquired 17 of 29 preordered 500-ton displacement steel-hulled trawlers. When it comes to maritime vessel numbers, excluding U.S. forces, China already dominates the region, from top to bottom. And the buildup continues.

The publication documents that Chinese island building in the SCS has added 2,900 acres of artificial land, dwarfing Vietnam’s 80, Malaysia’s 70, the Philippines’ 14, and Taiwan’s 8. China has built 17 times more artificial island area in 20 months than rival claimants combined over the past 40 years. It has generated 95% of all artificial land in the Spratlys. The Pentagon rightly emphasizes that all sovereignty claims must be based on natural land features, and calls out all parties making excessive claims.

Reassuringly, the report documents tangible American commitment to the region. As part of home-porting 60% of its naval and overseas air assets to the Pacific by 2020, the U.S. is upgrading its forward-deployed carrier; home-porting its three newest stealth destroyers; and deploying its newest air operations-oriented amphibious assault ship, two additional Aegis-capable destroyers, an additional attack submarine, and manifold advanced aircraft. It is funding wide-ranging weapons modernization, with – at long last – increased focus on missiles.

Washington is increasing presence, exercises, and capacity-building with regional partners. It is putting its metal, mettle, and manpower where its mouth is, maintaining 368,000 personnel in the Asia-Pacific – 97,000 west of the International Date Line. This is a powerful deterrent against any efforts to use force, or the threat of force, to resolve the region’s many island and maritime claims disputes.

Now, the weaknesses:

From the start, the strategy goes too far in attempting even-handedness, employing equivalency language suggesting that multiple claimants are at fault – even as it documents that China has committed the lion’s share of recent negative behaviors, and has amassed capabilities dwarfing those of all other SCS neighbors combined. It should go further and state clearly that Beijing’s 9-dash line claim has no basis in international law.

Moreover, its extreme emphasis on minimizing tensions makes Washington look timid and deterred. In a lengthy section on “reducing risk,” the strategy repeatedly emphasizes that U.S. interlocutors express “concerns” to Beijing, with no sign that their words have any impact. Further undermining leverage by ruling out cost-imposition preemptively, the document declares that China has been invited to participate in the RIMPAC 2016 exercises at a similar level to 2014. This suggests a core weakness of President Obama’s leadership, particularly the optics: he appears uncomfortable with acknowledging the enduring role of material power in international affairs, and with wielding it as necessary to command respect and ensure the achievement of U.S. objectives.

What the strategy should communicate instead is American willingness to impose friction to counter a series of highly negative Chinese behaviors in recent years. China has lambasted and pressured its neighbors, harassed U.S. and other regional survey ships (cutting cables on Vietnamese oil and gas surveyors) and reneged on its promise to return to status quo ante after the 2012 Scarborough Shoal Standoff. It also dangerously approached U.S. cruiser Cowpens in 2013 and a U.S. P-8 aircraft in 2014, and has drilled in Hanoi-claimed waters while using force to fend off Vietnamese vessels – not to mention its aforementioned industrial-scale island building. All the while, the U.S. has been excessively restrained. Having paid few costs for this misbehavior, Beijing continues pressing forward.

The strategy’s myopic focus on freedom of navigation (FON) as almost an end in itself misses a key strategic communications opportunity: FON is rather a means to preserve regional economic, political and military access. Such access is essential to counter a progressively more worrisome situation in which, as Naval War College Prof. Peter Dutton notes, “the laws, rules, principles and norms that brought increasing stability to the global maritime domain over the course of the 20th century are under pressure from Chinese behavior.”

In sum, the report represents progress, but much work remains. Here’s what the Obama administration still needs to do to defend U.S. interests and the global system, and thereby shore up its Asia-Pacific legacy:

1.
Issue a comprehensive Asia-Pacific Strategy. Such a document would offer the broader context lacking in the Pentagon’s publication and clarify to allies, partners and potential challengers alike that all key executive branch stakeholders are on board – currently not a universally-shared perception.

2.
Call out China’s “Little Blue Men.” Just as Russian President Vladimir Putin used so-called “Little Green Men” in the 2014 Crimean Crisis, Chinese President Xi Jinping is now accelerating the development of maritime militia elements in part to advance China’s position in claims disputes, particularly in the South China Sea. Before these irregular forces interpose themselves at Second Thomas Shoal or some other contested location, the U.S. government must publicize the details of their existence and clarify that their use to resolve disputes or impair foreign vessels operating legally in international waters will not be tolerated.

3.
Create friction to impose costs on harmful Chinese behavior. Washington must seize the initiative and demonstrate that it is resolved to keep the region open for all to use freely and without fear. The U.S. response to actions by Saddam Hussein’s forces during Operation Southern Watch offers an extreme conceptual example of creative cost imposition. With respect to Sino-American relations, by contrast, friction can be managed; thanks in part to substantial shared interests, Beijing has as much incentive as Washington to avoid escalation.

Andrew Erickson is a professor at the U.S. Naval War College and a research associate at Harvard’s Fairbank Center. Co-founder of China SignPost, he blogs at www.andrewerickson.com.

Back to Top
Pentagon: More Firepower for Asia-Pacific Region

Stew Magnuson, National Defense, Aug 24

A Defense Department Asia-Pacific maritime security roadmap released Aug. 21 calls for more personnel and weapon systems to be forward deployed in the region.

The “Asia-Pacific Maritime Security Strategy” said the Pentagon in the near future will be “bringing its finest capabilities, assets and people to the Asia-Pacific region.”

The region has for decades remained free from major conflicts, the congressionally mandated report noted. “However, the security environment is changing, potentially challenging the continued stability of the region.”

Included in its list of assets being sent to the region would be the first forward-stationed F-35B Marine Corps joint strike fighters, which will be based in Iwakuni, Japan. The new aircraft carrier USS Ronald Reagan will replace the USS George Washington this year. Japan will also host the newest air operations-oriented amphibious assault ship, the USS America, by 2020, two more Aegis-capable destroyers and the latest class of stealth destroyers, the DDG-100.

“The department will also procure 395 F-35 aircraft over the next several years, many of which will be deployed to the Asia-Pacific region,” the report said.

It will base an additional attack submarine and two additional Virginia-class submarines in Guam.

The Defense Department is embarking on a comprehensive weapons modernization program relevant to the maritime domain, the report said. The Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile and a new long-range anti-ship cruise missile that “will improve the ability of U.S. aircraft to engage surface combatants in defended airspace” are part of this program.

“The department is also making substantial investments to develop the MQ-4C Triton unmanned aerial systems, which will provide broad area situational awareness to our operational commanders,” the report said. Other intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance platforms that will be deployed in the region in increasing numbers are the E-2D Hawkeye carrier-based airborne early warning and control aircraft and the P-8A Poseidon maritime surveillance aircraft.

The Navy will increase the number of ships assigned to the Pacific fleet by about 30 percent, the report said. By 2020, 60 percent of naval and aviation assets will be home-ported in the region.

While Japan will remain the “cornerstone” of U.S. forward deployed assets, Guam is set to be a major strategic hub of operations for the joint forces. The new joint high speed vessel is set to be deployed there by 2018, it said. In addition, new training ranges will be developed in the Northern Mariana Islands to “enhance the readiness of our forward forces to respond to regional crises,” the report said.

The report outlined numerous partnerships in the region. The Defense Department is spearheading, along with Singapore, the establishment of a regional maritime domain awareness network. “No coastal state can provide effective maritime domain awareness on its own,” the report noted.

Many of these partnerships appear to be bulwarks against a rising China. The U.S. military is forming other partnerships with Chinese rivals Vietnam and India. It is expanding maritime engagements with Japan, Malaysia and Indonesia, it added.

“China’s rise as a political, economic and military actor is a defining characteristic of the 21st century; and we have a broad, complex relationship that has both elements of cooperation and competition,” the report noted. “As a result, our defense engagement strategy considers both elements.”

“China is modernizing every aspect of its maritime-related military and law enforcement capabilities, including its naval surface fleet, submarines, aircraft, missiles, radar capabilities and coast guard,” the report said.

Despite a large portion of the report being devoted to China and its perceived transgressions in disputed territories such as the Spratly and Senkaku Islands, the report noted that China participated on a limited basis in the 2014 Rim of the Pacific exercise and will be invited to do so again. The document spelled out the many regional issues, mishaps and territorial claims involving China that have exacerbated tensions in the region.

“China is using a steady progression of small, incremental steps to increase effective control over disputed areas and avoid escalation to military conflict,” the report said.

The Defense Department is undertaking a series of measures that are designed to reduce tensions and mitigate the risk of incidents between the U.S. and Chinese forces as well as China and regional rivals such as Japan, the report said.

Along with the U.S. military shifting more firepower to the region, other nations are upgrading their capabilities. Vietnam is “pursuing an ambitious modernization program,” the report said. The Philippines is also looking to upgrade its aging ship fleets. Japan will be developing an amphibious assault force as well as modernizing its ISR assets.
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Joint High Speed Vessel Launches 2 UAV Types In Fleet Experimentation

Megan Eckstein, U.S. Naval Institute News, Aug 24

As the Navy tries to figure out what to do with its growing fleet of Joint High Speed Vessels, a recent experiment showed the platform could serve as a staging base for unmanned aerial vehicles.

The Navy Warfare Development Command partnered with U.S. 4th Fleet and Military Sealift Command to put the Scan Eagle and Puma unmanned aerial systems on USNS Spearhead (JHSV-1) for two two-week periods this summer, with positive results.

Lt. Mark Bote, the experiment lead for the Joint High Speed Vessel 2015 Fleet Experimentation (FLEX) – conducted in conjunction with the Southern Partnership Station series of events – said the idea of the dual-UAV operations was to determine how Puma and Scan Eagle “could fit into potential adaptive force packages in the future and how to use the JHSV in a more diverse way.”

The Navy knows the JHSV – with its large mission bay, high speed and flight deck – could be used for more than its intended mission of intratheater lift. The Navy is now running experiments like this one to study which ideas for adaptive force packages would optimize the platform’s capabilities and combatant commanders’ needs.

As a whole, Bote said the 2015 FLEX agenda focused on several mission areas, including expeditionary mine countermeasures, JHSV as an afloat forward staging base, expanding JHSV’s maritime command and control, and JHSV as a counter-trafficking platform. The Spearhead experiment with Puma and Scan Eagle helped inform both the AFSB and counter-trafficking portions.

For 4th Fleet, finding new ways to conduct counter-trafficking missions is important: the Oliver Hazard Perry-class frigates are all gone from the fleet, and the new Littoral Combat Ships have so far only deployed to the Asia-Pacific region. Deployments to other regions will not begin until the LCS class has more operationally available ships and crews.

Still, Rear Adm. George Ballance, commander of U.S. Naval Forces Southern Command and U.S. 4th Fleet, told USNI News in an email that the demand for presence has not slowed.

“The U.S. Navy continues to provide surface, submarine and air forces to the U.S. Southern Command area of responsibility to support the multi-national, multi-agency counter illicit trafficking mission and other USSOUTHCOM missions. With these forces, we continue to support military to military exchanges, international exercises like UNITAS and PANAMAX, and deployments like Continuing Promise, Southern Partnership Station and Southern Seas which allow our U.S. military teams to work alongside our Caribbean, Central and South American partner nation militaries to build relationships and capabilities.”

To meet those requirements, he encourages creativity.

“The U.S. Navy continues to look at innovative ways to support our missions around the world. Through partnering with NWDC, we at Naval Forces Southern Command [and] 4th Fleet have tested several new ways to accomplish the Navy’s missions, whether it be with the Aerostat, the Puma, or through new means to refuel our patrol craft sized ships at sea. We are providing an operating area in which to test innovative ideas that can be applied around the globe,” he said.

Though NWDC is still analyzing data from the experiment, early indications show the Scan Eagle and Puma – a Group 2 and Group 1 unmanned aerial system, respectively – operated well from the JHSV.

“What we were looking for these UAVs to do is to help do especially the monitoring portion of that [counter-trafficking] mission set, to help with ISR (intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance), to find and detect and then monitor the boats that are around the area,” Bote said, adding that the UAVs were designed for that type of mission but have typically been used over land, not sea.

“There are challenges associated with bringing any new technologies on a Navy ship, especially a new Navy ship such as a JHSV,” he added, but said that all the air vehicles and their control equipment fit nicely onto the JHSV flight deck and mission bay, with plenty of room for personnel to operate and maintain the systems during the two at-sea tests. Bote said the experiment, which included day and night operations, showed the JHSV was “very versatile” and “gave us a lot of leeway on how we designed where we put things and how we were launching and recovering UAVs.”

Engineers will now study whether the two UAVs performed to their full potential from the JHSV, compared to their performance on larger platforms like destroyers and amphibious ships. That data and other lessons learned will be forwarded to Military Sealift Command, U.S. Fleet Forces and 4th Fleet to inform future experiments and the potential creation of a UAV-based adaptive force package for JHSVs.
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Navy Senior Chief Named American Culinary Federation’s Chef of the Year

Jim Garamone, DoD News, Aug 24

WASHINGTON – Say "military cook" to most Americans, and they will conjure a picture of Cookie in the Beetle Bailey comic strip.

They certainly wouldn’t conjure a picture of Navy Senior Chief Petty Officer Derrick D. Davenport, an executive chef with the Joint Staff and the 2015 American Culinary Federation’s Chef of the Year.

The Chef of the Year is the highest award presented by the federation, and Davenport is the first military chef to earn it since the award was established in 1963. He competed for the award at the ACF’s annual convention in Orlando, Florida, earlier this month.

Unlike Cookie who is forever pictured in a stained T-shirt stirring sauce or slopping chipped beef on a tray, Davenport is a slim and trim culinary specialist who is the executive chef/senior enlisted aid to Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Army Gen. Martin E. Dempsey.

Growing Up In The Kitchen

Davenport said he got his start watching his father and grandmothers cook in Detroit.

“My dad is the family cook, and one of my grandmothers is a professional cook, and the other is just a good Southern cook,” Davenport said during an interview. “I always hung around the kitchen with all three of them. Early on, my grandmother said I’d watch episodes of PBS’s Julia Child just as much as Sesame Street. I always gravitated to the kitchen and cooking.”

He went to a culinary school in Livonia, Michigan, and then worked at restaurants and country clubs in and around Detroit for a few years before joining the Navy in 2000.

“I always wanted to serve my country,” he said. “One of the master chefs I worked for was in the Navy back in the Vietnam era, and he’d always regale his class with sea stories and all the great times he had.”

Davenport remembered that when he was looking for his next challenge. His recruiter told him the Navy was the only branch that worked for presidential food service, “and that kind of became my goal.”

Career On Land, At Sea

First, though, he served aboard the fast attack submarine USS Annapolis out of Groton, Connecticut, for five years, and then served as an instructor at Great Lakes Naval Training Center located near Chicago.

Davenport served 14 months in Herat, Afghanistan, in 2006 and 2007. He was able to get out of the forward operating base and see some of the western Afghanistan city.

“We built a couple of schools and I worked with the Afghan National Army,” he said. “I would walk to the Afghan DFAC to train the Afghan cooks how to cook.”

The instruction was to teach the Afghans the hygienic way to cook, Davenport said.

“We would make sure they handled stuff that they butchered correctly – no cross-contamination. We made sure they cooked to the proper temperature. I learned a lot from their style of cooking, as well,” he said.

Culinary Talent

Davenport was selected for the chairman’s staff because they needed a chief who could both cook and lead. The test was they gave him a basket of food and said he had 30 minutes to craft a menu and make a three-course meal.

“I did seared tuna with an Asian slaw, chicken breast risotto and a Grand Marnier mousse for dessert,” he said. “I was hired on the spot.”

Davenport worked for former Joint Chiefs Chairman Navy Adm. Mike Mullen for three years and stayed when Dempsey became chairman.

Davenport uses fresh in-season produce and fruit when he cooks. He said the Dempseys give him a lot of latitude.

“They give us full creativity to do what we want within the dietary restrictions of the guests,” he said. “We cook healthy foods and try not to overdo it on the calories.”

Competing Around The Country

For the Chef of the Year competition, Davenport first had to compete regionally. He won that competition in Buffalo, New York, in January. The secret ingredient he had to cook was rabbit.

In Orlando, the secret ingredient was squab and frog. That competition was like Iron Chef in front of an audience of chefs. The rules are four courses in one hour with no advance prep.

“I tried to keep everything summery and light because hey, it’s July in Orlando with 100 percent humidity,” he said.

The first course was tomato consomme with tomato compote and a frog fritter on top of that.

“The second course was a smoked squab breast ... and a small salad and some pickled fruits with citrus vinaigrette and a goat cheese soufflé,” he said. “The third course I sort of paid homage to my Dad and grandmothers – those good Southern cooks – so I was thinking shrimp and grits, but I couldn’t use shrimp so I substituted frog legs.”

The fourth course was squab with the dark meat made into a sort of sausage and the breast meat in the center. Davenport had two apprentice chefs helping, but they could not touch the secret ingredient.

And he won.

“The judges said we had the cleanest and most organized kitchen. They loved the way we worked in the kitchen before they even got to the food,” he said. “There was no gear adrift, as we say in the Navy, and the tables and cutting surfaces were always wiped down. It’s from my Navy training to keep it clean because if you’ve got a food-borne illness on a ship, you are killing the mission because everybody is down for the count.”

The senior chief will stay with the chairman until he retires next month, and then the chef of the year will move to the White House Mess for his next assignment.
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Why Defense Can’t Buy Cyber Stuff Fast Enough

Daniel E. Schoeni, e Government Executive, Aug 24

Cyber warfare has arrived: the Defense Department is under attack, and national security is at stake. Yet in a field defined by rapid growth, DoD arms itself at the same pace with which it buys major weapons, an acquisition cycle of seven to 10 years. The “arsenal of democracy” has already provided the tools for hastening this process in the form of agile methods. The Pentagon has been reluctant to adopt different methods for software than it uses for other acquisitions. But unless it does so, it will lose its edge.

One need only consult the headlines to recognize that cyberattacks are a daily occurrence; attacks on prominent public and private institutions are so common that they barely register. But even if these headlines have lost their shock value, our networks remain vulnerable.

What is worse, far from being immune to cyberattacks, DoD faces greater threats because it is such an attractive target. Not only is it the world’s dominant military force, but it is probably more dependent on information technology than any other military. Fully 90 percent of its weapons systems’ functionality depends on software. This makes DoD a low cost/high reward target that is irresistible to adversaries.

In the 1990s, then-Defense secretary William Perry advocated use of commercial-off- the-shelf goods and services. His initiative extended to software. But COTS software is not the problem. The problem lies with the sort of software that isn’t available from commercial providers. Microsoft does not sell a commercial version of software designed for steering submarines, piloting drones or dropping bombs. For such unique software, the Pentagon must either write its own in house or contract out for such services. And in both cases the process takes far too long.

The reason that bespoke software acquisitions takes so long is that DoD relies on the waterfall method, long been discredited in the private sector. In a nutshell, this is a top-down approach that relies on establishing beforehand what the requirements are. But requirements are notoriously hard to pin down. Customers rarely know what they want up front and requirements change during development. Waterfall imposes the order that the Pentagon brass craves but does so at the expense of price, quality, and (most importantly to cyber defense) speed.

The solution is agile development. Agile doesn’t presume that it is possible to know what customers want beforehand. Instead, it utilizes an iterative process: Customers are given prototypes to tinker with, they provide feedback, programmers adjust the next version accordingly, and then the process starts anew. In this manner, agile eliminates waterfall’s documentation requirements. As waterfall critic Barry Boehm has written, “a prototype is worth 100,000 words.” Problems are identified and fixed early in the process, saving time and money. For 20 years, observers have recommended that Defense officials use iterative methods. The 2010 National Defense Authorization Act specifically mandated agile. Yet apart from using the word “agile” more often (to appease Congress?), little has changed. Waterfall prevails.

That is not because the Defense Department is too big to be nimble. In fact, the U.S. government was a pioneer in iterative methods starting in the 1950s. This included the Army’s artillery command-and-control command system, the Navy’s Trident submarine, the LAMPS helicopter-ship system, and the Air Force’s air defense system. Nor was DoD alone. NASA also used iterative methods to acquire software for Project Mercury, which was the first manned spaceflight.

The problem lies not with laws, but with DoD culture. Although mandated only five years ago, agile has been permissible for two decades. The department is not agile because it has chosen not to be. That is in part because senior procurement officials are more comfortable with waterfall, in part because the department is hierarchical and senior leaders prefer the sense of control waterfall confers, and in part because of ignorance. Mary Ann Lapham of the Software Engineering Institute observes there is still widespread confusion among acquisition professionals about whether agile is legally permissible.

Congress is not blameless. While agile eliminates documentation in favor of prototypes, onerous reporting requirements mean DoD will never be as agile as the private sector. But the Pentagon cultural inertia is still more to blame than is Congress. Because the problem is mainly cultural, tweaking regulations is not the solution. Agile reforms will not work until the culture changes. The front line must know what their options are, understand what agile is, and be committed to applying it. Better laws or regulations, no matter how well-worded, cannot do that.

One final caveat. There is a need for timelier solutions because an acquisition cycle that keeps pace with technology is essential to cyber defense. But danger lurks in the opposite direction. Speed is not everything. Tension may arise between agility and cybersecurity. Sometimes secure systems come at the expense of speed, cost, or quality; a system that is late, costly, or ineffective may be preferable to one that is unsecure. Harnessing agile’s advantages while also recognizing and compensating for its disadvantages will not be easy.

Three things are certain: Speedier acquisitions may not be not sufficient, but such speed is necessary for cybersecurity; agile is faster and cheaper and delivers better quality than waterfall; and doing and being agile will require substantial cultural changes within the Defense Department.

Maj. Daniel E. Schoeni has been on active duty in the U.S. Air Force JAG Corps since 2004, and is assigned to Hanscom AFB, Massachusetts. He has doctorate degrees from Brigham Young University and the University of Iowa and procurement law degrees from the University of Nottingham and George Washington University.
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International Undersea Warfare News
Taiwan Still In Market for US Submarines: Defense Ministry 

Staff, Want China Times, Aug 25

A day after Taiwan's president, Ma Ying-jeou, said the country is committed to building its own submarines, the country's Ministry of National Defense reiterated on Monday that it has still not given up on the idea of buying submarines from the United States.

Ministry spokesperson Major General Luo Shou-he said submarines are on the priority list of weapons Taiwan needs because they have a strong deterrent value and can help protect the safety of the country's marine territories.

Taiwan is pursuing the expansion of its submarine fleet through two channels: continuing to seek arms sales from the United States and building submarines on its own, Luo said.

Taipei has brought up its request for submarines at the annual Taiwan-US defense industry conference each year and has never changed its thinking about purchasing arms from the US, the spokesperson said.

As for plans to have the submarines built locally, Luo said the idea has drawn the attention of industrial, academic and government sectors in the United States and triggered considerable discussion.

The ministry will continue to promote the plan by integrating defense and diplomatic resources, and it hopes the US and other countries will cooperate with Taiwan to provide it with submarines as early as possible, Luo said.

President Ma said Sunday that Taiwan needs diesel-electric submarines rather than nuclear-powered vessels and has decided to build the type of subs it requires.

During a visit to a propeller factory in southern Taiwan's Pingtung county, Ma said that nobody in the United States builds traditional diesel-electric subs any more. The US builds nuclear-powered submarines, Ma said, describing them as not suitable for the waters surrounding Taiwan.

"We have decided to build diesel-electric submarines on our own. We can source the technology at home but the weapons systems must be introduced from abroad," Ma said.

The US agreed to sell subs to Taiwan in 2001 but the deal has been shelved for 14 years without progress, Ma said. "We've come to the point where it is kind of getting hard to take."

Asked about future arms procurement bids, Luo said Taiwan will continue to pursue the acquisition of submarines and related technology from the US.

Although the US does not build traditional diesel-electric subs any more, Luo said, it can sell Taiwan the vessels through other means and channels.
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Deployed N. Korean Submarines Returning to Bases After Deal (S. Korea)

Staff, Korea Herald, Aug 25

About 50 North Korean submarines that had been moved to the frontline amid heightened military tension are now returning to their home bases, a military source said after the two Koreas reached a deal.

More than 50 out of North Korea's around 70 submarines had previously been detected away from their bases for operations after the country threatened an "all-out war" against South Korea and ratcheted up its combat readiness posture.

"The 50-something submarines that had been away from their bases since Aug. 21 have shown signs of returning back to their home bases," the military official said, adding that they had been moving in North Korea's inland sea. 

Other military officials indicated that the return of the submarines could be related with Typhoon Goni that is approaching the Korean Peninsula or the vehicles' insufficient underwater navigation capacity.

North Korean submarines can stay underwater up to three days before needing to surface to replenish oxygen, exposing themselves to surveillance.

The military officials said they will continue their anti-submarine patrol efforts to guard against any possibility of the North Korean submarines crossing over the Northern Limit Line to the southern side.

North Korea is known to operate 77 submarines that are 1,800 tons, 325 tons and 130 tons in size. The country is also believed to have recently built a 2,000-ton submarine that can fire ballistic missiles.

North Korea's maneuver was detected hours after the two Koreas reached an agreement on ways to defuse heightened military tension on the peninsula in marathon negotiations.

North Korea expressed regret over its land mine attack on the South and promised efforts not to repeat provocations in the agreement, while the South decided to halt its propaganda loudspeaker broadcasts critical of North Korea along the border. (Yonhap)
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Australia’s Big Submarine Debate: The Case for an On-Shore Build (Australia)

Göran Roos, The National Interest, Aug 24

Pressure on the three contenders for Australia’s future submarine contract is mounting. At issue is their readiness to build all or part of the next fleet in Australia—assuaging the political vulnerabilities of the Abbott government. The imperative for an on-shore build is more than just political, however. Australia’s naval capability and economic stability depend on it.

Building overseas would strike a blow to Australia’s sovereign capability. The reason lies in the inextricable link between data ownership and both submarine sustainment and national capability to upgrade the submarine system: control over and understanding of the intellectual property is essential for a naval power to retain capability. 

While Germany’s ThyssenKrupp Marine Systems (TKMS) and France’s DCNS have pledged to share technology, Japan’s pledge is mired in caution. Culturally and politically, Japan isn’t accustomed to sharing its intellectual property.

Yet the maintenance of sovereign capability has to be non-negotiable if Australia is to invest its $20 billion wisely. Value for money is also an imperative—upheld in Commonwealth procurement legislation designed to deliver the best return on taxpayer dollars.

The economic benefits of an on-shore build are well documented, with one model predicting that the Australian economy would be $21 billion better off. While the model’s methodology has been questioned, this debate has been largely theoretical.

The economic impact of an offshore build remains undeniable. Paying $20 billion to an offshore manufacturer will have an impact on Australia’s economy. When multiplier and spillover effects are taken into account, the impact is greater still.

Multiplier effects arise from both the need for sub suppliers (i.e. one job in the prime generates several jobs at sub suppliers) and the value of every dollar spent, as currency circulates through an economy. A dollar in wages becomes a dollar in consumer spending.

Spillover effects arise from knowledge, skills and capabilities that are spread across the economy following a complex manufacturing process. The more complex the system, the greater the opportunity for spillovers, generating exportable innovation. Since submarines are three times more complex than surface combatants in terms of their design, construction and sustainment, the spillover effects are higher. The benefits not only have impact on the shipbuilding sector, they generate highly skilled workers in engineering, IT and manufacturing.

Sending $20 billion overseas for an offshore build would remove $20 billion from the economy. In contrast, investing the same amount on-shore would deliver a multi-billion dollar return in terms of innovation, exports and employment.

Australia prides itself on its innovation. A hybrid build on-shore, in collaboration with an overseas manufacturer, is one way to ensure that new skills, intellectual property and technology are acquired and retained. It makes no sense to relinquish those assets to another nation, jeopardizing thousands of jobs.

Given current economic conditions, the need for investment at home to create job opportunities into the future is all the more urgent. Commodity prices have fallen, unemployment has increased.

Now is the time to extract guarantees from the three contenders. Germany’s TKMS has said it could turn Australia into a regional submarine industry hub for Asia, by building the next fleet here. The region is entering a phase of expansion in terms of submarine acquisition and sustainment, with naval powers competing to maintain parity.

Singapore is buying submarines from Germany to complement their upgraded submarines from Sweden; Vietnam is buying from Russia; Indonesia is buying from South Korea. Thailand is expected to buy from China, while Malaysia has bought from France. Australia’s challenge, and opportunity, is to identify how its own fleet can compete, while ensuring that any tactical advantage benefits both its economy and defense. Notably, the Taiwanese have decided to build their own submarines for this very reason: recognizing the link between defense, employment and skills retention.

France’s DCNS says it sees no barrier to building in Australia and has also pledged to share intellectual property in a bid to offer Australia control over capability. DCNS is also offering a logical path to a future potentially nuclear powered submarine fleet.

Japan’s Kawasaki Heavy Industries and Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, which is widely expected to win the contract, has also pledged to hand over data (although it is rumored that they are unwilling to hand over the most advanced and latest submarine technology). But when it comes to a domestic build in Australia, the Japanese remain cautious, doubting that Australia lacks the technology—in particular the materials manufacturing expertise—to contribute to the project successfully.

Recognizing that an off-shore build would cause political upheaval—as warned by South Australian Senator Nick Xenophon during his recent visit—Japan is now exploring other options including collaboration with an international partner. One of several partners under consideration is Saab, another is BAE. 

As the debate currently stands, the federal government can’t afford to spend billions of dollars on the next submarine fleet—and gamble its prospects at the next election—without providing firmer guarantees regarding jobs, naval capability and economic security. After making its promises on submarine jobs, the government should explain how it proposes to keep its word.
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Russia and China Kick Off Naval Exercise In Sea of Japan

Franz-Stefan Gady, The Diplomat, Aug 24
The military exercise includes an amphibious and airborne landing by Russian and Chinese troops.

This week, Russia and China have begun a naval exercise – dubbed Joint Sea II- in international territorial waters in the Sea of Japan and off the coast of Russia’s Primorsky territory – approximately 250 miles away from Japan. The exercise for the first time includes a joint Sino-Russian amphibious assault drill.

The war games, which are scheduled to conclude on August 28, include 22 vessels, 20 aircraft, 40 armored vehicles and 500 marines, according to RT.

“During the active phase of the maritime maneuvers to last till August 27, the sailors work out the issues of join anti-sabotage, anti-submarine, anti-vessel and anti-aircraft defense. Besides that there’ll be gunnery drills with different types of surface, underwater and aerial targets,” Roman Martov, Russia’s Eastern Military District spokesman, told TASS.

The naval exercise – themed “Joint maritime transportation protection and joint landing missions” – will conclude with an amphibious and airborne landing of Russian and Chinese troops at the Cape Klerk firing range in the southern Primorye Territory. “It’s [the] first time ever such an operation is to be held on the Russian soil,” Martov added. It is also the first time that People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) units are participating in military drills in the Sea of Japan.

As I reported earlier, in May 2015, China and Russia held a much smaller naval drill code-named Joint Sea 2015 that involved nine ships from both countries in the Mediterranean Sea. The navies conducted live-fire drills, underway replenishment and escort operations.

The naval maneuvers “showed that Russian and Chinese seamen can effectively fulfill tasks in such a difficult region as the Mediterranean Sea,” according to the Russian Navy’s Deputy Commander-in-Chief Vice Admiral Aleksandr Fedotenkov.

“Unlike many other war games staged in the Asia-Pacific region, the Joint Sea series focus on emergency response under multiple circumstances, instead of simulating an offensive against a third party,” according to a Xinhua commentary. “As for the far-fetched idea of an emerging China-Russia military alliance, it seems that only the most insensible ones could buy,” the commentary noted.

The naval drill currently taking place aims to bolster equipment interoperability between the two navies, and despite Chinese and Russian claims to the contrary, it is also meant to send a clear political signal to the United States and its allies in the region that Sino-Russian military ties are deepening. Beijing and Moscow have held regular joint naval drills since 2011.
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A Meeting of Fears, Not Minds

Jonathan Eyal, Singapore Straits Times, Aug 24

Growing Russian-Chinese military links belie deep differences between a rising and declining power 

LONDON – Western military planners, and particularly those in Washington, are watching closely as China and Russia launched their largest joint naval exercises last week, bringing together seven Chinese ships with 18 Russian vessels in the Sea of Japan. For, although Chinese officials have been careful to point out that the manoeuvres are "not targeted at any third party and are not relevant to the regional status-quo,” Russian Defence Minister Sergei Shoigu made no effort to hide his own country's opinion that the United States was the chief factor in China and Russia conducting more exercises.

"We believe that the main goal of pooling our efforts is to shape a collective regional security system," Mr. Shoigu said, in a clear reference to the enduring presence of U.S. naval power in the Pacific.

Facts speak for themselves.

While the Chinese and Russians have staged periodic naval exercises for more than a decade, the ships taking part in the naval manoeuvres – which are set to run until Aug 28 – are far better equipped than those put to sea in the past. Both nations are investing heavily in their navies. And both will be practising a joint amphibious assault on an imaginary enemy's land-based fortifications, just the sort of manoeuvre calculated to send shivers down the spines of leaders in Japan, the Philippines and Vietnam. Nevertheless, the growing Russian-Chinese military alliance should not be taken too seriously. For it is still not a meeting of strategic minds in Beijing or Moscow, but a haphazard arrangement between a rising and a declining power. The Chinese certainly understand this; the only question is whether the Russians, who are far needier in this case, also comprehend this reality.

Common Threats

The Chinese and Russian governments now describe their relationship as a "strategic partnership,” since the two nations see themselves as the victims of previous colonial wars and powers.

Both Russia and China are also ethnically diverse, vast countries which are hard to govern, with a history of domestic collapse and the loss of vulnerable bits of their territories. Preventing the recurrence of such troubles by insisting on tight domestic controls and a fierce defence of existing borders and international law concepts, such as the sovereignty of states, is a shared objective in Beijing and Moscow.

And both Russia and China see the West in general and the U.S. in particular as an obstacle and often a threat to their long-term strategic aspirations.

Yet the similarities end there. The current position and the future trajectories of Russia and China cannot be more different. In 1990, the USSR had one quarter of China's population, but the Soviet economy was 11/2 times bigger than China's. However, just a year later when the Soviet Union disintegrated, Russia ended up with one-eighth of China's population and only half of China's economy, the sort of abrupt change in the strategic balance seldom before encountered in the country's history.

And, since then, it's all been downhill for leaders in Moscow. Russia's gross domestic product is now less than a fifth that of China, and, by 2030, it may be no more than 12 per cent.

More significantly still, the Chinese military now outspends Russia's by a factor of two-to-one. In short, the Russians are no longer China's "Big Brother"; they barely qualify for the status of a poor uncle.

And although, for a variety of reasons, the Chinese have gone out of their way to be nice to the Russians and have been very good at indulging Russia's compulsive need to be treated as a Big Power – Mr. Xi Jinping made Russia his first port of call after becoming Chinese president, for instance – the reality is that the world views of strategic decision-makers in Beijing and Moscow remain vastly different.

For Russian officials, the key obsession is to avoid a further decline in their world rankings; for the Chinese, the main preoccupation is how to handle the country's rise without triggering off a global backlash.

Russia uses force first, and only later thinks of the economic consequences of its actions; meanwhile, the Chinese are masters at using economic might as a substitute to the iron fist.

The Russians see their sphere of influence as a defined landmass area which they physically control; the Chinese perceive their influence zones as a more fluid zones in which nations are allowed leeway, within confined but not always fixed boundaries.

And, finally, while Beijing views involvement with Europe and the U.S. as ultimately a transactional issue, a matter of a cold calculation between costs and benefits, Russia's relationship with the

West is all about emotions, about belonging to European culture yet often being rejected by the rest of Europe.

Comparison Of Two Navies

China and Russia deploy the second and third-largest navies by the number of ships, respectively. They also share an interest in acquiring new technologies, such as very quiet submarines, multi-role platforms and hypersonic anti-ship missiles.

But, yet again, the differences between the two navies are more important than the similarities.

Russian naval doctrine, essentially unchanged since the 1970s, emphasises a presence on the high seas and nuclear deterrence; the aim is to have up to a third of Russia's nuclear warheads on submarines.

But the Chinese emphasise asymmetric methods of maritime warfare, which means that China is not proposing to match U.S. naval capabilities, but rather acquire enough capabilities to project Chinese power overseas, protect key Chinese strategic objectives, and deny the U.S. complete freedom of action in the Pacific, especially in waters close to China's coastline, and to Taiwan.

The biggest difference between the two countries lies in the way they propose to use naval power. Russian President Vladimir Putin's intentions to pour large resources into his navy is domestically controversial, because Russian naval investment is usually associated with failure: the Russian navy last won a major battle in 1853 and, for the first half of the 20th century, its most stinging defeats were in Asia, courtesy of Japan.

By contrast, the Chinese navy is increasingly being seen as the true protector of Chinese national sovereignty. Rallying domestic political support for Chinese naval expansion is easy, particularly since the navy appears to be the only Chinese military service able to not only protect land Beijing considers as its own, but also humiliate the Japanese, keep the Americans at bay and hold the prospect of a military recovery of Taiwan.

In short, the entire way Beijing and Moscow look at the use of naval power is almost diametrically opposed. For China, the waters of the Pacific are an absolute priority and necessity; for the Russians, the Pacific is largely a question of status. And then, there is the Arctic, where the Russian navy is actually deeply suspicious of any Chinese moves.

So, why are the Russians and Chinese navies bothering with the on-going high-profile exercise? The Chinese still rely on acquiring – through purchase, industrial espionage or reverse-engineering – technologies which the Russians have, particularly those which relate to special metals used in the construction of submarines as well as other naval engineering capabilities in shipbuilding.

The Russians are also determined to smother China with love, as the only alternative to manage Beijing rise. And both may have a short-term interest as well as deriving some pleasure from baiting Japan, or from poking a finger at the U.S. Navy.

But as Mr. Tony Brenton, a former British ambassador to Moscow and a noted observer of Sino-Russian relations once shrewdly pointed out, the links between the China and Russia are not about love, or even a marriage of convenience, but an "Axis of Insecurity,” an association driven by a range of shared fears, rather than an agreement on how to deal with them.
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