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Death and Valor on an American Warship Doomed by its Own Navy 
I wanted to include the full story in newsletter 10-5, but required a subscription to enter the ProPublica website. Fortunately, 
one of the readers managed to get the article, and as the article is vdery long, I have decided to include the link. The article 
also contains some video and other visual materials, so I suggest that you use the opportunity to read what happens when a 
ship is involved in a collision at sea. https://features.propublica.org/navy-accidents/uss-fitzgerald-destroyer-crash-crystal/ 
 

Defence barely rates on political party manifestos 
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Medevac using an Oryx. 

 

 

As Election Day nears – today in two months South 
African voters go to the polls in national and 
provincial elections – defence in the wider sense of 
the word does not rate highly on the manifestos of 
the country‟s larger political parties. The manifesto 
of the ruling ANC does not mention “defence” as it 

applies to the national defence force, border and maritime protection or military deployments to support continental 
peacekeeping and peace support missions. The Democratic Alliance (DA) alludes briefly to defence while the Freedom 
Front Plus (FF+) puts forward its plan to rejuvenate the SA National Defence Force (SANDF). The African Christian 
Democratic Party (ACDP) and Economic Freedom Fighters (EFF) manifestos make no mention of defence. The KwaZulu-
Natal headquartered Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) will release its manifesto for the May 8 elections this weekend. The DA 
concentrates solely on border protection with its manifesto stating the party has a plan to secure South Africa‟s borders and 
stop illegal immigration. The party maintains it will deploy 22 companies to protect South Africa‟s landward borders, without 
specifying a timeline. This is the number of companies originally planned for the border protection tasking by 2020. Financial 
constraints have seen the number rise to 15 and stagnate there. Mmusi Maimane‟s party will also, according to the 
manifesto, strengthen South Africa‟s border posts which will be corruption-free and provide effective border security and 
control. Pieter Groenewald‟s FF+ demands effective border control with the party manifesto stating if this is effectively done 
it will restore the integrity of South Africa‟s land borders. On defence, the FF+ manifesto has it that “the quality of a defence 
force is determined by its equipment and people. South Africa falls short in both of these. The country‟s military force 
deteriorated significantly as a result of long term financial shortages and neglect due to poor maintenance. A more serious 
problem is the lack of expertise and discipline in the defence force. At the moment, the only thing in South Africa‟s favour is 
there is no obvious and immediate foreign threat. “The FF Plus will combine the difficult task of re-establishing competence 
in the military force by enforcing strict discipline. The aim is to have a professional defence force with the will and ability to 
effectively defend South Africa. Within fiscal limitations, equipment and weaponry will once again be procured. The EFF 
2019 election manifesto has 31 sections devoted to among others, corruption, crime, “State capacity”, justice and 
correctional services, national infrastructure and international relations. It makes no mention of border security (land or 
maritime) or other currently ordered SANDF commitments. The ACDP manifesto includes sections on service delivery, small 
business development and poverty alleviation, education, “access to health”, transport and infrastructure, rural and 
agricultural development and community safety.         Source: https://www.defenceweb.co.za 
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Sixth Fleet Commander Visits French Aircraft Carrier FS Charles de Gaulle 
Release Date: 3/8/2019 11:08:00 AM  
From U.S. Naval Forces Europe-Africa/U.S. 6th Fleet Public Affairs  
MEDITERRANEAN SEA (NNS) –  
The U.S. 6th Fleet commander, Vice Adm. Lisa Franchetti, at the invitation the operational commander for the 
Mediterranean, Vice Adm. Charles-Henri du Ché, visited the French aircraft carrier FS Charles de Gaulle March 7 as the 
ship and its carrier strike group (CSG) began its long-planned deployment. While on board, Franchetti toured the ship, 
observed flight operations, and received a presentation on the integration of U.S. and partner forces with the French CSG 
during the Charles de Gaulle‟s major naval deployment. “I greatly appreciate Vice Adm. du Ché‟s invitation to fly out to the 
Charles de Gaulle,” said Franchetti. “It was a tremendous privilege to see Rear Adm. Lebas and his strike group operating 
together at sea. This deployment provides an excellent opportunity for the US and other NATO allies to work together and 
strengthen our combined high-end warfighting capabilities.” Franchetti also had the opportunity to meet with U.S. Navy and 
Air Force officers participating in the Personnel Exchange Program, along with a liaison officer from the U.S. Army, serving 
aboard the French aircraft carrier. Participating in exchange programs with countries like France improves U.S. 6th Fleet‟s 
interoperability with partner navies and services. “Our relationship with France is strong and deeply-rooted in a shared 
commitment to ensuring the maritime domain remains free, supporting security and prosperity throughout the region,” said 
Franchetti. U.S. 6th Fleet assets routinely exercise and operate with our French counterparts in exercises throughout the 
European region. Most recently, the Arleigh Burke-class guided missile destroyer USS Donald Cook (DDG 75) and two P-
8A Poseidon maritime patrol aircraft participated in the French exercise FANAL, the multinational advanced training period 
for the CSG, its units and staff to enhance training and combat readiness as a collective group. Continuing to integrate in 
training, exercises, and real world operations with the French navy, a long-standing ally, will remain a top priority for 
Franchetti and the U.S. 6th Fleet. U.S. 6th Fleet, headquartered in Naples, Italy, conducts the full spectrum of joint and 
naval operations, often in concert with allied and interagency partners in order to advance U.S. national interests and 
security and stability in Europe and Africa.          Source: https://www.navy.mil 

  
 
PACIFIC OCEAN (March 7, 
2019) Landing Craft, Utility 
(LCU) 1651, assigned to 
Naval Beach Unit (NBU) 7, 
enters the well deck of the 
amphibious transport dock 
ship USS Green Bay (LPD 
20). Green Bay, part of the 
Commander Amphibious 
Squadron 11, is operating in 
the region to enhance 
interoperability with partners 
and serve as a ready-
response force for any type of 
contingency. (U.S. Navy photo 
by Mass Communication 
Specialist 2nd Class Anaid 
Banuelos 
Rodriguez/Released) 

 

2nd Nuclear-
Powered Attack Submarine on its Way to India from Russia 
March 8, 2019 
Guwahati: A second Akula-II nuclear-powered attack submarine from Russia will be brought on lease by India as the two 
countries is hammering out a deal worth around Rs. 3crores on the condition of anonymity.The Indian Navy leased one 
Chakra II, Akula-II attack submarine from Russia in 2012 for 10 years for operation. According to an official of Indian Navy, 
the second Akula-II being leased is likely to join the Navy in five to six years which will be called Chakra-III. This will be the 
third Russian submarine to be leased to the Indian Navy. Meanwhile, Spokesman of Defence Ministry Colonel Aman Anand 

refused to comment on the deal. Military affairs expert Rear Admiral Sudarshan Shrikhande (retd) while speaking about the 

deal said that if a second nuclear-powered attack submarine is leased, it would significantly add to the Navy‟s underwater 
domain capability. The deal will also take us ahead on the operational, tactical and technical as well as eventual 
indigenization curves. Shrikhande further said that the Navy‟s ability to maintain peace in the Indian ocean region depends 
on nuclear-powered attack submarines. The nuclear-powered attack submarines also helps the Navy to a good measure of 
underwater domain dominance depended. India currently operates 13 ageing conventional submarines apart from an Akula-
II nuclear-powered attack boat. The 13 ageing conventional submarines include one Scorpene-class submarine INS Kalvari 

https://www.navy.mil/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Akula-class_submarine


and the indigenous nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarine INS Arihant which successfully completed its first 
deterrence patrol in November 2018. 
According to a report, the second Arihant 
class submarine called Arighat was 
secretly launched in 2017 and is likely to 
join the naval fleet in 2021. Moreover, it has 
been informed by an official of Navy that it 
will induct its second Scorpene class 
submarine Khanderi in the end of April. 
Commissioned in December 2017, INS 
Kalvari is the first of six Scorpene 
submarines being built at Mazagon Dock 
Shipbuilders Limited in Mumbai under 

license from French firm Naval Group previously called DCNS under Rs. 23,562 crore programme called Project 75. 
The Navy hopes to induct all the six diesel-electric attack boats by 2020 and the lease of Chakra-II could be extended 
beyond 2022. Shrikhande said that one hopes that the lease of Chakra II is extended and if two such boats are operated it 
would be good. Experts said that India‟s sub-sea power is way behind China‟s and the neighbour‟s underwater capability is 
far superior with more than 60 diesel-electric attack submarines and a mix of 10 nuclear ballistic missile submarines. 

  Source: https://www.sentinelassam.com  

 
Somalis should be wary of treason by Somali politicians in sea row with Kenya 
Jibril Aw Mohamed  
Jibril – an international policy professional currently serves as a professor at the Ohio State University in the United States. 
He earned an undergraduate degree in economics and graduate degrees in public policy and international affairs. Jibril 
serves as an expert consultant on Somali affairs with governments and international organizations in the Horn of Africa and 
in the US. He lives with his wife and children in Columbus, Ohio where he is a commissioner on the city‟s human rights 
commission. He can be reached at jibrilmo@gmail.com  
Over the past decade, Kenya has done a lot of maneuvering to extend its sea resources at the expense of Somalia. With the 
help of other powers, Kenya initiated memorandum of understanding with Somalia in 2009. The gist of this MOU was to  

(i) show that there was an area of Somalia‟s Indian Ocean territory that was in dispute. The MOU states “The 
delimitation of maritime boundaries in the areas under dispute … shall be agreed between the two coastal 
States on the basis of international law…and  

(ii) to give each other consent to submit claims to UNCLOS.  To this effect, the MOU states that Kenya and 
Somalia will each “make separate submissions to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf 
(herein referred to as “the Commission”), that may include the area under dispute”.  The MOU was nullified 
by the Somali parliament.  However, Kenya took a number of military and diplomatic steps to grab Somali 
territorial waters: 

 Kenya invaded Somalia in 2011 with the goal of creating a „buffer zone‟ in Jubbaland.  Later on, its military joined 
the African Union Mission in Somalia (AMISOM). In addition to seeking to use its military presence inside Somalia 
as justification for its unbridled sea grabbing, the Kenyan forces worked hard to undermine the Federal 
Government of Somalia by detaining and humiliating cabinet ministers.Additionally, the United Nations Security 
Council accused Kenyan forces of environmental crimes and illegal charcoal trade that directly benefits Al 
Shabaab. 

 Kenya lobbied for the appointment of Mohamed Ali Guyo as the IGAD envoy for Somalia. In the most recent 
session of the IGAD ministers held in Djibouti on February 28, 2019, the responsibilities of this Kenyan diplomat 
were expanded “to include the red sea and the Gulf of Aden.” Kenya has also been recently reelected to the 
African Union Peace and Security Council and it is a candidate for the African Union Peace and Security Council 
in 2020. 

 Collaborating with countries such as Norway, Kenya sought to pressure Somali politicians to proclaim that its 
territorial waters to extend only 12 nautical miles, contrary to law No. 37 of September 10, 1972, which expressly 
states Somalia‟s territorial sea to extend 200 nautical miles. During this illegal process, the United Nations 
Monitoring Group for Somalia included in its report the expected result of such proclamation: 

 Building a wall inside Somali territory in order to change the existing boundary in such a way that new border 
points that favor Kenya‟s quest are installed. 

 Putting pressure on Somalia to withdraw maritime case at the ICJ Kenya expelled Somalia‟s ambassador in 
Nairobi and accused Somalia of auctioning oil blocks in the Indian ocean. Kenya has already issued exploration 
licenses in the area before the International Court of Justice to various oil companies.  

Once Somalia adopts the EEZ under the UNCLOS regime, Somalia and Kenya would be required to initiate a separate 
process to negotiate a mutually acceptable maritime boundary. This would open the possibility of an adjustment of the 
maritime boundary from its perpendicular position towards a position following the line of latitude. While Kenya is busy 

https://www.sentinelassam.com/
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https://www.ogj.com/articles/2011/09/kenya-total-joins-five-lamu-basin-offshore-blocks.html
http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/2013/413


annexing parts of Somalia by building walls inside Somali territory and claiming Somalia‟s territorial waters as its own, 
successive Somali governments have preferred to pursue deals with international opportunists instead of defending Somali 
sovereignty to the hilt, for the benefit of the nation‟s security in the diplomatic, naval, economic, and environmental arenas. 
In fact, Somali both past politicians who signed the MOU with Kenya and current politicians have proven to be Kenyan 
puppets. For example, reliable sources confirmed that the proposal to include the Somali sea geopolitics to the 
responsibilities of Mr. Guyo, who is a senior Kenyan security officer was sponsored by none other than Somalia‟s foreign 
affairs ministry.  Somalia also promised to support Kenya over Djibouti in their bid to join the UN Security Council in 2020. 
Given these trends, Somalis should be alarmed by the prospect of Somalia losing part of its territory due to the treasonous 
dealings of corrupt Somali politicians. The Somali people should be wary of the activities of corrupt, unaccountable 
politicians and take notice of the enormous ramifications for the future of the Somali state and its people of this case. We 
should all be untitled to defend our resources from foreign predators and their treasonous local collaborators. And once a 
government that enjoys full legitimacy is restored, we should conduct a comprehensive review of all the agreements, 
proclamations and deals that were signed under a transitional/provisional constitutional authority at a time when Somalia 
was the most corrupt country in the world.        Source: https://www.somaliaffairs.com 
 

Operationalizing Distributed Maritime Operations 
March 5, 2019  
By Kevin Eyer and Steve McJessy 

     
PHILIPPINE SEA (Nov. 8, 2018) The aircraft 
carrier USS Ronald Reagan (CVN 76), left, and 
the Japanese helicopter destroyer JS Hyuga 
(DDH 181), right, sail in formation with 16 other 
ships from the U.S. Navy and Japan Maritime 
Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) during Keen 
Sword 2019. Keen Sword 2019 is a joint, 
bilateral field-training exercise involving U.S. 
military and JMSDF personnel, designed to 
increase combat readiness and interoperability 
of the Japan-U.S. alliance. (U.S. Navy photo by 
Mass Communication Specialist 2nd Class Kaila 
V. Peters) 
 
 

Origins and Implications 
While the concept of Distributed Maritime Operations (DMO) may represent the major, new thrust in the Navy‟s warfighting 
thought, it does not arrive out of a vacuum. In order to fully understand both the concept and implications of DMO, it is 
essential to first understand the seminal documents and thoughts out of which it grew. The kernel ideas as to what DMO 
might one day become has existed in Navy circles for some time, and these have grown organically along with certain 
elemental technological steps. The first of these steps began with the advent of a significant Soviet threat arising with the 
fielding of a major anti-ship cruise missiles capability in the late 1950s. In response, the Navy undertook two significant 
programs; a shift in defensive primacy from guns to missiles, and; the development of Tactical Data Links (TDL). Missiles 
provided the necessary speed and reach, and “TADILs” were designed to share each connected unit‟s radar picture among 
all TADIL capable units in the local force. For the first time forces were knit together by more than flashing light, signal flag, 
and radio communications. The second major event was the development of the Aegis Combat System (ACS), which began 
in the mid-1960s and came to fruition in the late 1970s. It is generally understood that with the advent of the ACS, ships 
achieved a near full integration of the disparate, elemental combat systems in those ships. Everything in an Aegis ship‟s 
combat systems was suddenly able to work together, synergistically. The last step necessary in moving from non-integration 
at any level to full integration of a force occurred with the Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC), which came out of “the 
black” in the early 1990s. In a nutshell, CEC operates in a fundamentally different manner than do classic data links. Unlike 
TDLs, rather than sharing only highly processed symbology in a time-late and low granularity manner, CEC shares raw 
sensor data directly off a sensor‟s buffers, unprocessed, and with such speed and volume that it appears to each every 
participating unit as if any netted sensor is an actual element of every other unit‟s own Combat Management System (CMS). 
With CEC, an identical, real time, fire-control quality picture of the surrounding battlespace is resolved in every connected 
unit. Before CEC, an Aegis ship could only engage a threat once that threat was detected by its own radar. With CEC 
however, if another ship or aircraft detects a threat, any ship in the CEC network can potentially engage that threat because 
it appears to that ship‟s CMS that, “their radar is my radar.” At last not only were Aegis units in a local force internally 
integrated into a coherent whole, but the entire force was capable of behaving as a single, fully integrated CMS. 
But the potential of CEC was much bigger. (Then) Rear Admiral Rodney P. Rempt, Director of Theater Air and Missile 
Defense on the Navy Staff, saw a more sophisticated future still. A future in which the Navy‟s tactical grid would one day be 
understood as, simply put, an agnostic network of weapons and sensors, controllable by any number of nodes, and without 
regard to where those weapons or sensors or controlling nodes might be deployed or even in which unit they existed. In the 
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future, if an inbound threat were to be detected, this agnostic, dispersed grid would determine which sensor(s) would be 
most appropriate, and then, when necessary, the system would pair the most capable and best located weapon with that 
sensor(s) in order to efficiently engage the threat. Imagine a hypersonic threat launched from a threat nation. In this agnostic 
grid, the launch is detected by multiple, mutually reinforcing methods, including satellites of various types and capabilities, 
as well as by other systems, including for example, intelligence networks. Immediately, other sensors are cued and brought 
to bear. The mode of a theater AN/TPY2 radar is automatically changed to maximize its tracking capability. As more sensors 
are automatically brought to bear, a precise track, including origin and aim-point is generated. At the same time, decisions 
are made at the strategic and operational levels; decisions dramatically aided by the application of artificial intelligence: Is 
the threat real? What asset(s) is under threat? What hard and soft-kill techniques and systems are best employed? What 
systems are both in position and possess the capability and capacity necessary for engagement? What is the optimal 
engagement timeline? What additional sensors should be brought to bear, and when? Jamming? Chaff?  Decoys? From 
whom and when?  Who shoots? When do they shoot? What ordnance do they shoot?  How many rounds?  Orders are 
automatically issued to concerned units, yet the entire network, including other decision nodes remain fully cognizant of the 
larger picture. The system has built in redundancies so that if one node is destroyed, another automatically and seamlessly 
steps in. And, all of these decisions can be automated, if desired, in order to maximize speed and the optimal response, 
provided that commanders allow for that automation. Ultimately, only the necessary and best systems are matched to the 
threat, at only the right time, maximizing effect and minimizing the waste of limited resources. The most effective and 
efficient method of engagement becomes routine. So, in fact, if one understands this networked grid of sensors, weapons 
and controlling nodes, whether at the tactical, operational, strategic or joint levels, then one begins to grasp both the 
operationalized reality of DMO, and many of the steps necessary in making DMO a reality. Early, proto-progress has already 
been made in this direction. For example, Naval Integrated Fire Control-Counter Air (NIFC-CA), enabled by CEC, allows 
ships to engage air threats located far over the shooter‟s radar horizon. CEC also enables the “Engage-on-Remote 
capability which allows one unit to launch defensive missiles against a threat prior to detection of the threat with that ships 
own sensors. Also, in-flight retargeting allows dispersed units to contribute to an in-progress kill chain ensuring that the data 
remains as current as is possible. Still, there has been less incentive, post-Cold War, than might have otherwise been 
expected in a Naval Surface Force determined to lead in this arena. As the primary mission of the Navy shifted away from 
sea control and into power projection, directed against less sophisticated challengers, the need to operationalize this vision 
was far less dire. Moreover, in a resource constrained environment, leaps forward were forestalled. For some time, other 
needs and priorities took precedent. 
The Motivation to Leap Forward 
In January 2016, Admiral John M. Richardson, Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) released a document entitled, A Design for 
Maintaining Maritime Superiority. This paper discussed the necessity of a return to a larger strategy of Sea Control, following 
a lengthy, post-Cold War, period in which no blue-water challenger presented, and during which “Power Projection” was the 
Navy‟s primary strategic approach. Moreover, this document set the table for the Navy‟s return to “Great Power 
Competition,” sighting China and Russia as primary threats to U.S. and global interests. Perhaps most importantly, while 
DMO per se, was not mentioned, the CNO created a context in which DMO became the only viable solution: “We will not be 
able to „buy‟ our way out of the challenges that we face. The budget environment will force tough choices but must also 
inspire new thinking.” The implications of this phrase were, and are, of enormous significance and these are only now 
coming more fully into the light. In January, 2017, Vice Admiral Thomas S. Rowden, Commander, Naval Surface Forces, 
responded to the challenge posed by the CNO‟s, A Design for Maintaining Maritime Superiority with his Surface Force 
Strategy, Return to Sea Control. This document discussed an approach which it called “Distributed Lethality.” Distributed 
Lethality or “DL” may perhaps be best understood in the context of the catchphrase: “If it floats, it fights.” DL was intended 
as an operational and organizational principle, which will ultimately ensure that U.S. sea control will be reasserted and then 
sustained, despite a persistent decline in overall fleet size. DL was aimed to reinforce initiatives intended to drive 
collaboration and integration across warfighting domains; synergies, out of which the sum would exceed the parts. More 
specifically, and from a programmatic point of view, DL required an increase in the offensive and defensive capability and 
capacity of surface forces, now and in the future. The 2017 Surface Force Strategy describes Distributed Lethality as being 
composed of three tenants: 

 “Increase the lethality of all warships”: There is a clear tension between the undiminished, if not growing, 
mission sets assigned to surface ships, especially in light of the geographic demands associated with a return to 
Sea Control, and the total number of ships available. Moreover, in light of the collisions experienced in the summer 
of 2017, a lack of sufficient time and funding for maintenance was observed. Correction of this issue will inevitably 
result in fewer ships available at any given time as maintenance shortfalls are corrected. 

Back to the tag-line, “if it floats, it fights,” this should be considered to represent the realized necessity that cruisers, 
destroyers, and frigates cannot be endlessly tied to High Value Units (HVU) whether those are amphibious ships or 
permanently constituted Carrier Strike Groups (CSG). Those ships must also have an ability to defend themselves, of 
course, but also a capability to strike hard in order to contribute to the larger mission of sea control. This suggests a 
compelling need to “upgun” these platforms, making them dramatically more capable both defensively and offensively. 

 “Distribute offensive capability geographically”: This speaks to a wider dispersion of ships, in order to hold an 
enemy at risk from multiple attack axes, and force that enemy to defend an increased number of vulnerabilities, 

https://www.navy.mil/cno/docs/cno_stg.pdf
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created by that dispersion. This point suggests what will become clear later, and that is the disaggregation of 
forces, which is part and parcel of DMO. So, in a genuine DMO environment, amphibious ships and aircraft 
carriers may be required to operate independently for periods of time. 

In 2018, the Harry S. Truman Carrier Strike Group (CSG), demonstrated a new concept called, “Dynamic Force 
Employment (DFE).” The strike group was the first to venture north of the Arctic Circle in nearly three decades, spending 
significant time patrolling the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom (GIUK) Gap. Fundamentally, DFE speaks to deploying 
Navy forces in a much more diverse set of environments than those which have become common since the close of the 
Cold War. In the case of East Coast CSGs, standard deployments have featured passage through the Mediterranean to 
launch air strikes on Middle East targets from either U.S. 6th Fleet or U.S. 5th Fleet waters. According to the CNO, “…we 
don‟t have to go too far back to sort of recapture what it means to be moving around the world as a strike group or an 
individual deployer and really kind of making everybody guess, hey where‟s this team going to show up next? What are they 
going to bring to us next?”  In short, there are tremendous incentives to spread the available force, for a variety of reasons, 
and this will require making each unit more capable of operating independently. 

 “Give ships the right mix of resources to persist in a fight.” This point talks to an increase of defensive 
capability in ships, not only against kinetic threats, but also cyber and electronic warfare. Every ship must be a 
shooter and also every ship‟s sensors must contribute to the larger network. Now all units become integrated, not 
only internally, but within the larger network, providing geometric synergies. In order to do this, it is essential that 
ships are able to send and received large amounts of timely and secure data as required, even when under cyber 
and electronic attack. 

What is not discussed directly, but what must be appreciated, is the point that DMO is the necessary connective tissue, 
which must be built in order to stitch these up-gunned, widely dispersed ships together into a coherent whole. 
In December 2018, the CNO released, A Design for Maintaining Maritime Superiority, Version 2.0.  According to the 
CNO, this update more clearly aligned with both the latest National Security Strategy (NSS), released December 2017 and 
the supporting National Defense Strategy (NDS) of January 2018. While a new National Military Strategy (NMS) will follow, it 
is plain that these documents orient national security objectives more firmly toward great power competition with China and 
Russia. It was here, in this document, that DMO made its first official, public appearance. The CNO called to “Continue to 
mature the Distributed Maritime Operations (DMO) concept and key supporting concepts. Design the Large Scale Exercise 
(LSE) 2020 to test the effectiveness of DMO. LSE 2020 must include a plan to incorporate feedback and advance concepts 
in follow-on wargames, experiments, and exercises, and demonstrate significant advances in subsequent LSE events.” 
Further, the Navy was tasked to: “Design and implement a comprehensive operational architecture to support DMO. This 
architecture will provide accurate, timely, and analyzed information to units, warfighting groups, and fleets. The architecture 
will include: 

 A tactical grid to connect distributed nodes. 

 Data storage, processing power, and technology stacks at the nodes. 

 An overarching data strategy. 

 Analytic tools such as artificial intelligence/machine learning (AI/ML), and services that support fast, sound 
decisions. 

Not only will DMO aid in the attack, but it will be critical in the defense. DMO will stretch an adversary‟s ISR capabilities as 
wider areas much be searched to find “Blue” forces. Perhaps more important, widely dispersed forces will hurt “Red‟s” ability 
to mass fires on Blue as their forces much also be more dispersed (though not linked in the same way that is possible in a 
full instantiation of DMO). In other words, the time has arrived to define and build DMO. As to exactly how DMO will look and 
be employed, it is evident that the jury is still, very much, out. Not only is DMO the ultimate fruit of years of thought and 
effort, but it has become a necessity: Fleet size is not increasing, while demand for ships remains unabated. Sea Control 
requires a larger fleet – and if not a larger fleet, then new ways of thinking and fighting. DMO is the leading edge of this 
need. 
Setting a New Table in the Fleet 
With regard to the actual warfighting side of all of this, activity has been initiated. In February 2018, Admiral Scott Swift wrote 
a series of articles for Proceedings Magazine. In order to understand the possible Concept of Operations (CONOPS), which 
will be rendered possible by DMO, it is essential to read Admiral Swift‟s essays. He describes a tactical grid, overseen by an 
operational/fleet-level Maritime Operations Center (MOC) which is charged by a Joint Forces Command (JFC) to implement 
various “effects,” in different campaigns (for example logistic, anti-submarine, amphibious) across time and space in order to 
achieve strategic goals.This is a CONOPS which moves the conduct of warfare to a higher, more broadly-seeing level, 
above the long-standing primacy of the Carrier Strike Group. Further, it seems plain that in order to successfully carry out 
these campaign effects it will be necessary to disaggregate the once sacrosanct Carrier Strike Groups (CSGs). For 
example, a threat submarine is detected in the vicinity of a key logistics asset. The Theater Anti-Submarine Warfare 
Commander (TASWC) is tasked by the MOC to destroy the threat. In order to execute this task, the TASWC may have to 
draw a destroyer from a CSG, not only owing to proximity, but in order to bring that ship‟s sensors and weapons, including 
helicopters, to bear on the target. Once the threat is passed, the destroyer returns to the CSG. In short, a general paucity of 
assets in any high-end fight, in any theater can only be addressed by the precise delivering of only the exact right force to 
the exact right place at the exact right time. The point is that the big picture, regarding these campaigns and the respective 
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effects associated with each campaign, resides up the chain-of-command. This picture, which is essential in operationalizing 
DMO, includes data of all sorts and not simply sensor data. Certainly, the issues associated with classified data being 
shared, system-to-system and unit-to-unit must be addressed, and this will necessarily be a major factor, requiring 
understanding and solution as the system evolves. However, while the current flow of data – and the ability to process that 
data – is directed to the top, this creates a potentially single point of failure. This speaks to a need in future instantiations of 
DMO to render the system “node-less,” by which is meant that more than one command is potentially capable of running the 
show. If the MOC is destroyed, the system will require that another command; another shore command or a CVN or a 
cruiser can seamlessly take over; this is the promise of Artificial Intelligence, more fully realized. However, even if the desire 
to achieve DMO exists at all levels, a certain force level will be necessary in order to operationalize the concept. The 
question is, will that force exist? Currently, the Surface Force has specific numeric requirements for both Large Surface 
Combatants (LSC) and Small Surface Combatants (SSC). Whether these numbers are attainable is in doubt. Whether fleet 
size will continue to decline or whether the LCS class is a meaningful element in the DMO construct are, at this point, 
unknown. The Navy‟s number one priority is building the Columbia class, and this means that in order to accomplish this 
effort sacrifices in other build programs, including the Surface Force, may be necessary. A glimpse at what may be the 
Surface Force‟s intention regarding the address of both raw ship numbers and the requirements of DMO‟s 
operationalization, may have been on display at the 2019 Surface Navy Symposium, in Washington DC. The Navy may be 
arriving at the cusp of a true revolution in the shape of the Surface Force. In addition to the SSC and LSC types, which may 
be thought of as “classic” warships, what was freely discussed was the Surface Forces intention to embark upon the 
construction of an entirely new universe of Unmanned Surface Vehicles (USV), both large and medium in size. It is these 
platforms; the medium being primarily a weapons carrier and the medium being primarily a sensor platform, which may light 
the way to an actually dispersed force of weapons and sensors – achieved within a sustainable budget. These USVs will be 
substantially less expensive than fully manned, multi-mission ships, and they will be the essential population necessary to 
actualize the distributed grid of sensors and weapons which will enable DMO. It is also important to consider that even as 
fleet size remains problematic, the advent of new systems provide a key opportunity, which can be geometrically capitalized 
upon through DMO. According to Dmitry Filipoff of the Center for International Maritime Security (CIMSEC):  “The Navy‟s 
firepower is about to experience a serious transformation in only a few short years. Comparing firepower through a strike 
mile metric (warhead weight [pounds/1,000] × range in nautical miles × number of payloads equipped) reveals that putting 
LRASM into 15 percent of the surface fleet‟s launch cells will increase its anti-ship firepower almost twentyfold over what it 
has today with Harpoon. New anti-ship missiles will cause the submarine community and heavy bomber force to also 
experience historic transformations in offensive firepower. The widespread introduction of these new weapons will present 
the U.S. Navy with one of the most important force development missions in its history. This dramatic increase in offensive 
firepower across such a broad swath of untapped force structure will put the Navy on the cusp of a sweeping revolution in 
tactics unlike anything seen since the birth of the aircraft carrier a century ago. How the Navy configures itself to unlock this 
opportunity could decide its success in a future war at sea. The Navy needs tacticians now more than ever.” 
The Brain of DMO 
If one considers that the vision of DMO has been described for some decades; that a requirement for DMO has been 
forwarded by the CNO; that a detailed thinking process has been undertaken in both the Surface Force and at the Fleet-
level, and that budgetary limitations may force fundamental changes in Fleet composition, then the stage is set to begin 
thinking about the detailed connective tissue necessary to fully operationalize the concept. First and foremost, in order to be 
fully realized, it is essential that Distributed Maritime Operations (DMO) have nodes which are able to control the widely 
dispersed forces elemental to the system. All of these units must be stitched together by what may be thought of as a Battle 
Force Manager (BFM) resident in the many and varied (potential) command nodes. For purposes of security, this capability 
may be fully instantiated in some nodes, and only operationalized in others, as required. But, more than one unit will have to 
have full capability in order to guarantee the reliability and flexibility of the overall architecture. With regard to the specific 
attributes of a BFM – the element of a command node which makes DMO command possible – the first requirement is the 
ability to ensure the composition of a single, commonly held and fully integrated picture of the battlespace, encompassing 
air, surface and subsurface domains, from the seabed to space, a true cross domain picture. Every node in the grid must 
possess a real-time, fire control quality picture, whether at the tactical or operational level, and this picture must be identical 
in every way to every other unit‟s picture. Without this single, integrated, real-time, fire control quality picture, confidence is 
diminished and subordinate systems are dramatically sub-optimized. It should be understood that this required picture of the 
battlespace currently does not exist. Despite the much touted “Common Operations Picture,” the Strike Group/Force, 
Maritime Operations Center (MOC) or Joint Force Commander‟s (JFC) picture of the surrounding world is only similar to (but 
not tactically useful to) that of the Strike Group, the MOC or anyone else. One is reminded of a more powerful, Link 11 
picture from the past. It may be useful at the operational level of warfare in that it provides broad, situational awareness, but 
it is completely insufficient to the challenges inherent to DMO. As for the discrete capabilities resident in a BFM, it requires 
several: 

 The BFM will monitor connectivity with every unit, on every circuit, automatically correcting issues of connectivity, 
and without operator intervention. 

 The BFM “knows” in detail the nature of all ordnance and the weapons posture of every unit in the force. Who has 
what and what is the availability of that ordnance at any given time. 
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 Remote Control Capability: The BFM will be able to change the operational parameters of sensors and weapons 
systems, grid-wide, as appropriate. It also will know the mission, priority, survivability, and material condition of 
each unit, with regard to fuel and damage. 

 Sensor/Weapons/Target Pairing Algorithms. The BFM will understand which sensor/weapon combinations are 
best versus any force threat and automatically issue commands to cause those weapons and sensors, no matter 
where they are located, to work seamlessly together. This will include both hard and soft-kill systems. 

 A system which knows the operational limits of each node, including the weapons/sensor capability and capacity 
of each node, either manned or unmanned. 

 The BFM will require access to and ability to sort enormous amounts of data, including intelligence, while at the 
same time aiding the decision makers by funneling only the most salient and correct prompts to the command 
team. 

 The BFM will include aspects of Artificial Intelligence (AI) in order to ensure that decision-makers are presented 
only information which aids decisions, and holds other information in check unless called for. Moreover, this AI is 
the necessary “brain-power” which enables all other aspects of the BFM, and by extension, DMO. 

There are “religious” issues in operationalizing a BFM. To a certain extent it means that a commanding officer may have to 
cede their absolute control of the systems subordinated to them. Moreover, it is not evident whether the Navy or industry 
fully grasps what will be necessary or of how to get there. What may be necessary in order to get “there” from “here” is a sort 
of modern-day, “Manhattan Project,” incorporating all of those companies and commands with either a stake in the problem 
or a critical capability. Otherwise, one may expect a suitable, capable BFM to only arrive in the long-range time-frame, and 
in balky fits and starts. 
The Two Achilles Heels 
Regardless, there are vulnerabilities here. Only now is the Navy awakening to the fact that a profound vulnerability exists in 
its ability to wage the sort of warfare that has been planned and worked toward for decades. Today, it is increasingly 
understood that Electronic Warfare (EW) is becoming a sort of sand foundation upon which the entire edifice of Navy 
warfighting capability shakily stands. In this case, EW should be thought of as the effort by which unfettered and complete 
access to the entire Electromagnetic Spectrum (ES) is ensured, rather than from the small, tactical perspective of Electronic 
Attack, Warfare Support and Protection. Curiously, this situation has presented itself primarily as a result of the Navy‟s focus 
upon an explosive growth in C5I (Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Combat Systems and Intelligence) 
capability and capacity. Over time, a remarkable and unique ability to bend all elements of a widely dispersed force of 
weapons, sensors, and information into a single, integrated, global Combat Management System (CMS) has been 
developed for and by the U.S. Navy. This CMS enables implementation of the new strategy of DMO: Smart War. The BFM is 
the unit-level foundation which enables that ability. It will exist in all ships and aircraft, perhaps with different capabilities 
which can be enabled as necessary, making the entire system fully redundant and durable. Unfortunately, any sensible 
adversary will recognize the advantage conferred on the U.S. Navy through an undisturbed access to the ES. In a Post-
Arabian Gulf era, it becomes increasingly plain that this uninterrupted and secure flow will be a primary point of attack by 
any enemy possessing the means to do so. So, while it may be desirable to plan to employ this awesome capability, it also 
seems plain that in any real fight, full employment will be problematic. Consequently, the Navy must develop the tactical 
approaches necessary in order to win in an ES-denied environment: An environment in which connections to higher 
authorities – any connections – may either be interrupted or severed. A CO is cut off from both leadership and external 
support for warfighting systems. What to do? Seek and destroy? Wait for a solution from above? Go to port? What about 
fuel? Former Pacific Fleet Commander Admiral Scott Swift evidently grasped the conflict between a maturing, global CMS 
and the possible loss of spectrum with the 2017 publication of his “Fighting Orders.” While the content of these fighting 
orders is classified, the shape of them can be guessed at, and perhaps they offer answers to some of the questions which 
arise in a “Dark Battle” scenario. Nevertheless, it seems essential that still more intense and critical thought be given to 
these issues, and now. And of equal import, these tactics should be practiced. Where shall I go? What shall I do? 
Second, while this issue is somewhat beyond the specific conceptual scope of the DMO problem, there is an overwhelming 
need to address problems with the size of the Combat Logistic Force (CLF). This is particularly the case with regard to 
oilers. A combat ship refuels, in general, once every three days, but this can be stretched provided that increased risk is 
taken as far as available fuel is concerned. As it currently stands the number of replenishment ships available is a problem, 
even in a non-distributed environment. The days of the Navy possessing a sufficient numbers of oilers so that one could be 
attached to each CSG are gone. What will happen as the fleet is broadly dispersed? Where will the fuel come from? 
Perhaps more worrisome, how can stealth be expected to be maintained when it must be clear to even the most casual 
enemy observers that not only are oilers are in terribly short supply, but that they travel directly from one HVU to another. 
Beyond this, oilers are operated by the Military Sealift Command (MSC). Not only are these ships manned by civilians who 
are in no way obligated to go into war zones, but they are completely defenseless without escorts and where oilers may 
warrant an escort contingent on par with that of capital ships.   
Opening the Aperture 
With distribution comes challenges. Not only in terms of connectivity but in terms of the discrete elements in the tactical grid. 
Far from either shore-based assets or the air wing resident in the aircraft carrier, one must ask how ships will be able to 
maintain a picture of the surrounding world beyond the range of their own radar. Any hostile surface ship, for example, more 



than 20 or so miles away may be undetected and undetectable. Not only does this create vulnerabilities for the single unit, 
but it severely limits the ability of controlling nodes – at any level – to fully grasp the battlespace. A larger, more complete 
understanding of the tactical grid is required. Owing to issues ranging from maintenance to crew availability even ships 
equipped with two helicopters cannot sustain around-the-clock air operations – far from it. It seems plain that the solution to 
this must lie in a greatly expanded capability and capacity in terms of ship launched and recovered Unmanned Aerial 
Vehicles (UAV). UAVs will serve several primary needs in a DMO environment; sensors, weapons carriers, and 
communication assets. First, small UAVs with sensors can greatly expand the footprint of dispersed ships. And, if they are 
long duration, this footprint can be maintained around the clock. A good, early example of this type of UAV is the Boeing 
Insitu ScanEagle. ScanEagle carries a stabilized electro-optical and/or infrared camera on a lightweight inertial stabilized 
turret system, and an integrated communications system having a range of over 62 miles (100 km), and it has a flight 
endurance of over 20 hours. Subsequently, improvements to the original design added the ability to carry Synthetic Aperture 
Radar (SAR), infrared cameras, and improved navigation systems. Second, these UAVs can extend the attack reach of 
widely dispersed units. Today, the MQ-8B “Firehawk” is capable of carrying hellfire missiles, Viper Strike laser-guided glide 
weapons, and, in particular, pods carrying the Advanced Precision Kill Weapon System (APKWS), a laser-guided 70 mm 
(2.75 in) folding-fin rocket. Depending upon the size of the flight deck, ranging from the very small in the case of LCS class 
ships to the larger flight decks in amphibious ships, like LPD class ships, the variety and capability of UAVs seems limited 
only by imagination. Third, is the matter of communications relay, without which the “distributed” part of DMO ceases to 
exist. As it stands today, Navy communications face a number of vulnerabilities, not the least of which is a reliance on 
commercial satellite channels. By lowering the connectivity grid from satellite level to long-endurance UAVs, the grid gains a 
redundancy which could make the difference between fighting the next war, “in the dark,” and fully realizing the potential of 
DMO. The same thinking applies to Unmanned Surface Vessels (USV). Based upon the presentations given by the senior 
officers of the Surface Warfare Community at the 2019 Surface Navy Association (SNA) it seems abundantly clear that a 
major shift may be in the offing. Not only is the Surface Force activating a squadron aimed at USV experimentation and 
development, but it is also plain that the Navy intends to move into the USV world in a big way and in the near future. 
Evidently, these USVs will be divided into two primary classes:  Medium-sized, which will be carriers of ordnance, and small-
sized which will be sensor platforms, potentially of great variety. With regard to the Medium USV, the need is abundantly 
clear. A modern Navy has the need for many and varied types of weapons, ranging from short-range point defense to 
ballistic missile interceptors, to anti-submarine weapons to long-range surface and land strike missiles. The number of cells 
resident in even the largest Vertical Launching System (VLS) is 122. It is easy to envision these weapons being expended 
quickly in a real shooting war. Will floating magazines help remediate this problem?  Will they potentially be able to host 
directed energy weapons? As for the small USVs, what sort of sensors are under consideration? The problem is that 
modern radars generally emit a very specific signal, and are consequently, easily identifiable. What can be done to protect 
sensor UAVs from detection and destruction?  If they are only intended to be activated for short periods and then moved, 
how useful can they be? Or, if they are all passive sensors, what is the nature and utility of these. Regardless, they will have 
to pass data and this also creates a threat of counter-detection. Today, not much is yet known about the potential shape or 
nature of these USVs, but they are coming. Having said that, there are aspects of these USVs which should be of enormous 
concern and interest. First, what is the likely stay time on station for these units? How will they arrive on station and what 
sort of mobility will they have? Is it possible for them to move, perhaps hundreds of miles from station-to-station? What 
power source will they employ?  Potentially, either variety of USV will have significant power needs, which speaks to greater 
energy production than may be found in modern batteries. Perhaps more important, and this is especially the case of those 
USVs which carry sensors, how will detection by enemy forces and subsequent capture or destruction be avoided? How 
seaworthy? Semi-submersible weapons carriers?  How will they be serviced and how often will that be required? Perhaps 
more than any element of a DMO instantiation, with the possible exception of a BFM, the nature of these USVs is critical. 
In the Long Run 
This discussion only touches upon the surface of what could well be called a “plastic” discussion. In the course of 
operationalizing a viable DMO system and concept, a voyage of discovery will be necessary, and in this, both blind alleys 
and new approaches will be discovered. What is essential is a clear understanding of what DMO might look like so that a 
path to a solution can then begin to be envisioned. Further, it is critical that those involved in these discussions put aside 
their parochial views in favor of achieving and maintaining a critical edge which will ensure American command of the seas 
for decades to come. It will take much more than directed energy weapons or UAVs or AI to maintain this command. In order 
to attain this goal, the necessary effort lies in stitching these systems all together into a single, fully integrated Combat 
Management System, lying far beyond that which is possible today. 
Steve McJessy is a Reserve Commander, living in San Diego. He also works in the defense industry supporting Navy 
programs. 
Kevin Eyer is a retired Navy Captain. He served in seven cruisers, commanding three Aegis cruisers: USS Thomas S. Gates 
(CG-51), Shiloh (CG-67), and Chancellorsville (CG-62).  
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The US Department of Defense wants to retire an old aircraft carrier early while building two new ones (and adding other 
goodies to their shopping list). Surprise, surprise – politicians from states with the shipyards and naval bases that employ 
their constituents want to keep the old carrier AND build the new ones. America and Americans would be better off if 
Congress retired the USS Harry S. Truman, nixed the DoD request for two new Ford-class carriers, and worked up plans 
for an orderly retirement of several more carriers too. The US Navy‟s surface warfare ship complement is too large, too 
expensive, and too “fighting previous wars”-oriented to serve any rational “defense” purpose. The US Navy operates 20 of 
the world‟s 41 active aircraft carriers, including 11 flat-top “super-carriers,” each Carrier Strike Group disposing of more 
firepower than most countries‟ entire militaries. There‟s precisely zero danger of the US falling into a flattop“carrier gap,” 
even if that was something to be avoided. And it isn‟t. World War Two, in which carriers replaced battleships as the central 
factor in naval warfare, ended three quarters of a century ago. Carriers as such may not be entirely passé, but 1,000-foot 
“super-carriers” like the existing Nimitz-class and the forthcoming Ford-class are. If carriers have a future, it‟s in STOBAR 
(“Short Take-Off But Arrested Recovery”) ships. They‟re smaller, cheaper, less vulnerable, and over the last 75 years aircraft 
have been developed that don‟t need a thousand feet of deck to take off from or land on. The notional lifespan of a Nimitz-
class aircraft carrier is 50 years, but none are quite that old. The USS Nimitz„s keel was laid 50 years ago last June, but the 
ship wasn‟t finished, commissioned, and deployed until the mid-1970s ( it‟s undergone 19 reduced availability periods, 
including two “complex” overhauls, since then; it‟s in the middle of a state of “planned incremental availability” at the 
moment). The reasons these old ships remain in service (and new ones designed on the same general concept are under 
construction) aren‟t defensive, or even military, in nature. They‟re about money. Money for “defense” contractors, money for 
the politicians they contribute to, and paychecks for the employees who vote for those politicians. Unfortunately, once that 
money‟s spent and the ships and weapons make it into active service, the temptation to use them tends to overwhelm good 
sense, dragging America into non-defensive wars neither it nor the world around it needs. The US government‟s “defense” 
budget is the single largest discretionary area of federal spending. It‟s an aging hippie in dire need of a clean shave and a 
buzz cut. There‟s no better place to start trimming than the US Navy‟s carriers and their supporting ships and infrastructure. 
Thomas L. Knapp is director and senior news analyst at the William Lloyd Garrison Center for Libertarian Advocacy 
Journalism. He lives and works in north central Florida. This article is reprinted with permission from William Lloyd Garrison 
Center for Libertarian Advocacy Journalism.              Source: https://original.antiwar.com 
Please note that this piece was written by a pacifist group. 
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