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USS Seawolf (SS-197) 

Lost on Oct 3,1944 with the loss of 83 officers and men and 17 US Army troops when she was sunk just north of Moritai by USS 

Rowell, a Destroyer Escort (DE). In this tragic error, Rowell mistook Seawolf for a Japanese submarine that had just sunk another 

Destroyer. Seawolf ranks 7th for enemy ships sunk. 

USS S-44 (SS-155) 

Lost on Oct 7, 1943 with the loss of 56 men when it was sunk off Paramushiru, Kuriles. S-44 was on her 5th war patrol after attacking a 

target thought to be a merchant on the surface, S-44 found herself in a losing gun battle with a heavily armed Japanese destroyer. Two 

men were taken prisoner and survived the war.  

USS Wahoo (SS-238) 

Lost on Oct 11, 1943 with the loss of 80 men near La Perouse Strait. Under command of one of the great sub skippers of World War II, 

LCDR "Mush" Morton, Wahoo was on her 7th war patrol. Wahoo had won a Presidential Unit Citation and ranks 5th in the number of 

enemy ships sunk. She was lost to depth charges dropped by a Japanese patrol aircraft.  

USS Dorado (SS-248) 

Lost on Oct 12, 1943 with the loss of 77 men when she was sunk in the western Atlantic near Cuba. Newly commissioned, she had 

departed New London and was enroute to Panama. She may have been sunk by a U.S. patrol plane that received faulty instructions 

regarding bombing restriction areas or a German U-boat that was in the vicinity. 
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USS Escolar (SS-294) 

Lost on Oct 17, 1944 with the loss of 82 men. She was on her 1st war patrol and was most likely lost to a mine somewhere in the 

Yellow Sea.  

USS Shark II (SS-314) 

Lost on Oct 24,1944 with the loss of 87 men when she was sunk near Hainan. The second boat to carry this name during World War II, 

she was on her 3rd war patrol. Shark was sunk by escorts after attacking and sinking a lone freighter. Compounding the tragedy, it 

turned out that the freighter had 1,800 U.S. POW's on board. 

USS Darter (SS-227) 

Lost on Oct 24, 1944 when she became grounded on Bombay Shoal off Palawan and was then destroyed to prevent her falling into 

enemy hands intact. The entire crew was rescued by USS Dace. Winner of one Navy Unit Commendation, Darter had sunk a heavy 

cruiser and damaged another and went aground while attempting an "end around" on an enemy formation in hopes of getting in an 

attack on a battleship.  

USS Tang (SS-306) 

Lost on Oct 25,1944 with the lost of 78 men in the Formosa Strait. Tang was on her 5th war patrol. Tang ranks 2nd in the number of 

ships sunk and 4th in tonnage, and had won two Presidential Unit Citations. During a daring night surface attack, Tang was lost to a 

circular run by one of her own torpedoes. Nine of the crew were taken prisoner, including CDR. O'Kane and five who had gained the 

surface from her final resting place 180 feet below. All survived the war, and CDR O'Kane was awarded the Congressional Medal of 

Honor.  

USS O-5 (SS-66) 

Lost on October 29, 1923 with the loss of 3 men when rammed and sunk by SS Abangarez off the Panama Canal. 

 

 

San Diego Base, United States Submarine Veterans Inc. 

Minutes of Meeting - 11 August 2015 
1901 - Base Commander Bob Bissonnette called the meeting to order 

Conducted Opening Exercises - Pledge of Allegiance lead by Treasurer - David Ball 

Base Chaplain Russ Mohedano lead the prayer and conducted Tolling of the Boats lost in the month of August. 

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette recognized Past Commanders, dignitaries and guests.  

Secretary Jack Kane announced 32 members and three guests present. 

The minutes of the 14 July 2015 meeting were approved as published in the Sentinel. 

 

Treasurer David Ball gave his report. Checking Balance $5106.00 with total assets of $20,349.79.  A copy of the Treasurer's Report will 

be filed with these minutes.  

Base Commander Called For Committee Reports  

Chaplain Russ Mohedano reported the following on the Binnacle List:  George Koury, Frank Walker. 

Parade Chair Joel Eikam announced the next parade is in Poway on 12 September starting at 0900 Muster at 0800.  A vote was taken 

and passed, we will attend the Mother Goose Parade in El Cajon on Saturday, 21 November 2015 if they still have openings.  

Membership Chair Ray Febrache announced we now nearing 300 members again. Ray is working on getting our list updated with 

National.   
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 No Scholarship report this month.  

Storekeeper Phill Richeson announced he has vests available. See him at break if you need one. 

Senior Vice Commander Warren Branges announced the next breakfast is 30 August 2015.  

Senior Vice Commander Warren Branges reported that the 52 Boat Memorial is real close to finishing all the paperwork needed for 

conversion to a 501.3(c) Charity. The IRS has approved, only need paperwork back from the State of California.  The USS Sculpin 

marker replacement is due to be installed on 12 August 2015. The remaining 4 replacement markers will be in by Veterans Day. The 

next "All Flags Day" is 18 September 2015, POW/MIA Remembrance Day.    

 Base Commander reported that new Banners for the Float are nearing completion. Thanks to Jim Hare for donating the new side 

banners and a new carry banner. 

Eagle Scout Co- Chairman Nihil D. Smith reported that the program is alive and well at San Diego Base. Nihil and Co-Chair Glen 

Gerbrand have done 43 Eagle Scout Awards since the program was established. Anyone who would like to help with this program and 

presentations see Nihil at the break. 

1938  - Base Commander called for a break. 

1951 - Base Commander called the meeting back to order. 50/50 drawing was held.  

1951 - Unfinished Business 

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette reported that the Annual Picnic was a success. Submarine Tours went well, everyone got good chow 

and a the weather was fantastic. Shipmates from Scamp Base, Trieste Base and Doug Smay Base attended, as well as many from San 

Diego Base. As a side note - Tours of the new Virginia Class boats will be offered when those class boats visit San Diego.  We also 

have 4 folding Captain's Chairs (in their bags) that were left at the picnic. See the Secretary if they are yours.  

Senior Vice Commander Warren Branges reported that even more stringent requirements are in place for Base access.  Warren is 

working on putting together a procedure with the new Base Security Officer to have 5512 Forms on file for those Base Members who 

don't have CAT or Retired Military ID Cards. He will work on that procedure right after the National Convention. All bases in the U.S. 

have gone to Threatcon B - Modified.  

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette announced the Annual San Diego Base Christmas Party will be held on 19 Dec 2015 at the VFW 

Hall, 4730 Twain Avenue, San Diego, CA 92120. Festivities start at 1330 with dinner served at 1400. Menu will be Pork Chops and 

Cornish Hens. Cost $20. We will begin taking reservations and monies at our meeting on 13 October 2015.  

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette announced that Manny Burciagia has been appointed to fill the Junior Vice Commander vacancy 

caused by Jack Lester's passing.  

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette reported that he is working on getting a tour Terri Ulmer's six acre Destroyer Wheelhouse WWII 

Tribute and Museum for David Kauppinen, Rocky Rockers and himself. After the tour he will make a recommendation concerning 

displaying Submarine Memorabilia at that site.  

2030 - New Business 

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette proposed that San Diego Base hold a recognition ceremony for WWII Submarine Veterans and their 

families on 29 November 2015 in conjunction with our Base Breakfast. The ceremony would be held at 1100 after we treat each WWII 

Submariner and their families to breakfast. More details to be provided at our Base Meeting on 12 October 2015.  

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette announced that a new storage facility is needed for the "52 Flag" trailer. It is currently stored in 

Oceanside by Rocky Rockers. Rocky has sold his car and can no longer haul the trailer to Point Loma for "All Flag Days". Anyone who 

has a suggestion please contact Bob Bissonnette or Warren Branges. We are currently looking in to storage at MCRD or a commercial 

facility in the Point Loma Area.  

Base Commander Bob Bissonnette reported that we received a $500 donation from the Submarine Book Fair held last year on USS 

Midway. A spirited discussion was entered into as to the disposition of those funds. The funds came with a proviso for use. A motioned 

was made, seconded and passed that we send those funds on the Dolphin Scholarship Fund.  

2036 – Good of the Order 

A Memorial Service will be held for Jack Lester at St. Andrews Lutheran Church, 830 Lake Murray Drive, San Diego, CA on Saturday, 

26 September 2015.  The service will start at noon. 
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Chaplain Russ Mohedano reported that the SDSU Mechatronics Club won First Place at the 18th Annual International RoboSub 

Competition held at Navy Space and Naval Warfare Systems Center Pacific, Point Loma on 18 July. His son Ryan, our most recent 

scholarship recipient, is an integral part of the team. SDSU won over a elite field of college entries from all over the US and as far away 

as India and China. Russ will have short video of the competition to show at our next meeting.  

A Sunset Toast Memorial Service will be held for Bill Miller at 6:30pm on August 14th, 2015, aboard Camp Pendleton at the Del Mar 

Beach Resort space 45. Casual or Aloha dress. 

The Meeting was adjourned at 2045 

Jack Kane, Secretary 

/s/ Jack E. Kane 

Sailing List for 11 August 2015 

Bill Earl    Manny Barciaga   Dennis Mortinson 

Jack Kane   Joe Sasser   Nihil D. Smith 

Jack Ferguson   Dennis McCreight  Ron Gorence 

Bob Bissonnette   Rocky Rockers   Michael Hyman 

Bob Farrell   Angelo Fraticelli (Guest)  Warren Branges 

Phill Richeson   Benny Williams   Mert Weltzien 

Phillip JL Richeson  Anita Williams (Guest)  Dennis Mortenson 

Russ Mohedano   Robert Golembieski  William Johnston 

David Ball   Ray Ferbrache   Ed Farley 

Peter Lary   Alfred Varela   Jim Nugent 

Paul Hitchcock   McCail Smith Jr. (Seattle)  Joel Eikam 

Bud Rolleson   Bob Welch   Jessie Taylor 

 
 

 

 
Russia And America Prep Forces For Arctic War 

David Axe, The Great Debate (Reuters Blog), Oct 5 

 

President Barack Obama’s recent trip to Alaska helped draw attention to global climate change – and to the national-security tensions that 

could result from a warming Arctic region. 

Surveyors believe that the seabed under Arctic waters could contain hundreds of billions of barrels of untapped oil. As the North Pole 

becomes more accessible, and so more valuable, Arctic countries – each with its own and in some cases overlapping territorial claims – are getting 

ready for some serious competition. 

The United States and Russia are geopolitical rivals and uneasy Arctic neighbors. More and more Russian and U.S. military forces are 

deploying on and under the Arctic Ocean. 

But Washington and Moscow are approaching their Arctic build-ups quite differently. The Kremlin holds the advantage on the ocean’s 

surface; the Pentagon dominates beneath the waves. Though Russia and the United States both train Arctic ground troops, Washington is also building 

a northern strike force of high-tech stealth warplanes. 

These different approaches are the results of military policies and priorities going back decades. Moscow chose to invest in icebreakers to 

work along its vast Arctic frontier, while Washington spent its money on submarines and warplanes that are equally useful outside the polar regions. 

While Obama was in Alaska, the White House announced that the administration would push for more and better icebreakers. After decades 

of neglect, the U.S. Coast Guard, which operates all U.S. icebreakers, possesses just three of the tough, ice-shattering vessels, and American companies 

own another two. These five ships must divide their time between the north and south poles, plowing paths through sea ice so other vessels can safely 

navigate frigid waters. 

“The administration will propose,” the White House explained on its official website, “to accelerate acquisition of a replacement heavy 

icebreaker to 2020 from 2022, begin planning for construction of additional icebreakers and call on Congress to work with the administration to 

provide sufficient resources to fund these critical investments.” 
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But even after adding a few icebreakers, Washington will still be far behind Moscow in this category of Arctic weaponry. The Russian 

government owns 22 icebreakers; Russian industry possesses another 19 of the specialized vessels. Moscow has another 11 icebreakers under 

construction or in planning. 

To be fair, Russia’s Arctic coastline is many hundreds of miles longer than that of the United States. In theory, Russia’s icebreakers are 

spread out over a wider area during routine, peacetime operations. In wartime, however, the Kremlin could quickly concentrate its icebreakers, which 

could carve channels for Russian warships far more quickly than the Pentagon could do for its own ships. 

But the United States’ Arctic strategy depends less on surface ships than Russia’s strategy does. Instead, the U.S. military is betting on 

submarines to exert its influence in the far north. 

“The submarine is the best platform to operate in the Arctic,” Commander Jeff Bierley, skipper of the U.S. Navy submarine Seawolf, told 

Reuters, ”because it can spend the majority of its time under the ice.” 

The U.S. fleet operates 41 nuclear-powered attack subs with equipment for sailing under – and punching through – Arctic ice. Russia’s ice-

capable attack-submarine force numbers just 25 vessels. 

These U.S. subs likely deploy more regularly than Russia’s do. Amid economic volatility, the Kremlin has struggled to consistently fund 

naval deployments. Meanwhile, every two years the U.S. Navy sends a pair of attack subs into the Arctic Circle on a training and scientific mission. In 

the years between these ice experiments, Seawolf-class subs based in Washington state sail through the Bering Strait and under the ice cap, crossing 

over the top of the world and traveling from the Pacific Ocean to the Atlantic and then back. 

The Navy designed Seawolf and her two sister ships specifically for Arctic operations. The vessels have ice-scanning sonar and equipment to 

help the subs force their way through the ice cap to reach the surface during emergencies. 

On the ice, the two countries are at near-parity. The U.S. Army oversees three combat brigades in Alaska, each composed of roughly 3,000 

soldiers. One brigade features paratroopers, another is in Stryker armored vehicles and a third is made up of reconnaissance troops. 

The paratroopers regularly practice parachuting onto the Arctic ice. During one February 2015 training exercise, called Spartan Pegasus, two 

C-17 and two C-130 transport planes based in Alaska dropped 180 paratroopers plus two vehicles and supplies onto a training range north of the Arctic 

Circle, where temperatures hover around 20 degrees below zero Fahrenheit. 

“The purpose of Spartan Pegasus,” the Army stated on its website, “was to validate soldier mobility across frozen terrain, a key fundamental 

of U.S. Army Alaska’s capacity as the Army’s northernmost command.” 

The Strykers are less mobile. A C-17 – the U.S. Air Force keeps eight of the four-engine cargo planes in Alaska – can carry several Strykers, 

which weigh roughly 25 tons each, but the Air Force doesn’t often practice landings on Arctic runways. The Canadian air force does, however. It 

staged its own C-17s landings and take-offs from Arctic villages in temperatures as low as minus 60 degrees Fahrenheit. 

So in theory the U.S. Air Force could move the Army’s Alaska-based Stryker brigade to Arctic battlegrounds. A C-17 can also drop Strykers 

via parachute, though the Air Force has only done this in tests. 

The Russian army’s Arctic command is smaller. It controls just two brigades with armored vehicles. But combat units from outside the 

command regularly head north for training, in particular, paratroopers and the transport planes that ferry them. One Arctic exercise in March reportedly 

involved 80,000 soldiers, sailors and airmen plus more than 200 aircraft. An official photo from the war game depicts an An-72 transport plane and 

white-clad infantry on an airfield carved in the snow. 

Russia has proved it can patrol the airspace over the Arctic. The U.S. Air Force, however, holds the northern advantage. In addition to C-17 

and C-130 transports, the American air arm maintains E-3 radar planes and three fighter squadrons in Alaska – two with 20 high-tech F-22 stealth 

fighters each and one with 18 older F-16s. 

In coming years, up to two squadrons of new F-35 stealth fighters will join the F-16s at Eielson Air Force Base near Fairbanks, Alaska, 

which will increase the Alaskan fighter fleet by at least a third. In February, the Air Force wrapped up cold-weather testing of the F-35 that proved the 

new radar-evading warplane can function in the Arctic climate. 

“We’re pushing the F-35 to its environmental limits,” said Billie Flynn, an F-35 test pilot, “ranging from 120 degrees Fahrenheit to negative 

40 degrees, and every possible weather condition in between.” 

In a kind of literal Cold War, Russian forces will continue to dominate the surface of the Arctic Ocean while the American military preserves 

its edge below and above the ice. Meanwhile, both countries are training thousands of ground troops for Arctic ops – just in case the Cold War turns 

hot in the thawing polar region. 

David Axe is the editor of War Is Boring and a regular contributor to the Daily Beast. 

 

ONR Tests the Latest in Underwater Drone Technology 

Kevin McCaney, Defense Systems, Oct 5 

 

The Navy, which has big plans for underwater drones, continued to develop its future fleet recently with two weeks of demonstrations at 

Naval Air Station Patuxent River, Md.  

Hundreds of participants from six countries demonstrated and tested 40 unmanned underwater vehicles (UUVs), operating autonomously or 

by remote, performing tasks such a locating and neutralizing mines to mapping a ship's hull, according to an Office of Naval Research release.  

One focus of the Pax River technology demonstrations, held during the second half of September, was mine countermeasures, known as 

MCM. In one test, UUVs from Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States worked together with a manned U.K. surface vehicle to search for 

mines. Also tested-on several different platforms-were sensors that can detect mines beneath the ocean sediment. Meanwhile, robotic arms built with 

3D printing inspected ships' hull for attached explosives, then managed to neutralize them. 

"This is the cutting edge," Dr. Walter Jones, ONR's executive director, said of the demonstrations, which not only help improve the 

technologies but also promotes cooperation among U.S. and coalition forces. 
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"The MCM program-with vital contributions from partner commands and our international allies-is making great leaps in developing and 

fielding autonomous, unmanned systems," said Dr. Jason Stack, program officer and lead for ONR's Mine Warfare program. "MCM and [explosive 

ordnance disposal] represent some of the dull, dirty and truly dangerous jobs performed every day by our sailors and Marines. These emerging 

technologies will assist these men and women by making their jobs faster and safer." 

For all the progress the military and industry have made with UUVs, the Navy knows it's just getting started. At a forum hosted by the Center 

for Strategic and International Studies in August, Navy officials described plans for a vast undersea network of unmanned systems, which Chief of 

Naval Research Rear Adm. Mathias Winter compared to the Interstate Highway System. 

"Undersea dominance - that is an inherently Department of Navy domain. And we are just scratching the surface in some of the capabilities," 

Winter said. "Thousands of miles of logistical networks to allow large scale deployment of UUVs, allowing them to communicate, engage, resupply . 

those technologies are focused around the same technologies that support our directed energy, our unmanned systems and our electric weapons."  

The fleet of UUVs would range from the small hull-inspectors to large unmanned submarines. To get there, the Navy and its partners will 

have to develop technologies such as the sense-and-avoid ability that also is being developed for unmanned aircraft, and reliable underwater 

communications and navigation, as well as the capabilities that were demonstrated at Pax River. 

In addition to Canada and the U.K., the demonstration also included uniformed and civilian participants from Australia, New Zealand and Germany.  
 

 
NASA Submarines? Space Agency Consults Navy Sub Force As It Considers Manned Mars Voyage 

AP, Oct 5 

 

GROTON, Conn. - As NASA contemplates a manned voyage to Mars and the effects that missions deeper into space could have on 

astronauts, it's tapping research from another outfit with experience sending people to the deep: the U.S. Navy submarine force. 

The space agency is working with a military laboratory at the submarine base in Groton, Connecticut, to measure how teams cope with stress 

during month-long simulations of space flight. 

While one travels through outer space and the other the ocean's depths, astronauts and submariners face many of the same challenges. 

Isolated for long stretches of time, they rely on crewmates for their lives in remote, inhospitable environments. 

"We have a shared interest with the Navy in team resilience," Brandon Vessey, a scientist with NASA's human research program, told The 

Associated Press. "When you stick people together for a long period of time, how are they going to do?" 

The Navy research that piqued NASA's interest started about five years ago when the Groton-based Naval Submarine Medical Research 

Laboratory, at the request of the submarine force, began examining ways to make tactical teams work together better. 

Through observation of submarine crews, the Navy scientists developed a way to evaluate how teams are performing. The study singled out 

important team practices including dialogue, critical thinking and decision-making and developed a way to assess how teams respond to setbacks. The 

research was made available more than a year ago to submarines' commanding officers, but it has not yet been institutionalized by the Navy. 

"If this tool can identify precursors of when a team is about to change, that's particularly what we're hoping for," said Jerry Lamb, the lab's 

technical director. 

The experiment with NASA is expected to begin in January or February. The space agency is taking a bigger interest in human behavior 

issues as it pursues the capability to send humans to an asteroid by 2025 and to Mars in the 2030s. 

NASA is using a capsule about the size of a two-bedroom apartment at the Johnson Space Center in Houston to study how astronauts might 

perform and behave during lengthy missions. Four volunteers at a time live and work for 30 days at a time aboard the habitat, known as the Human 

Exploration Research Analog, which includes an airlock and is supported by a small version of mission control. 

Video and audio recordings of the subjects from the experiment with the Navy lab will be sent to scientists in Connecticut for their analysis. 

Ronald Steed, a former submarine commander who participated in the Navy's research, said the experience aboard a space ship will resemble 

that of submariners more as it travels farther into space and faces a longer delay in communications with Earth. 

"Like a submarine commander can't always call to shore, you can't just call back to Earth for advice," he said. "The commander's going to 

have to have a set of tools that let him or her look at the crew and make a determination about where they are." 

 

 

China’s Nuclear Submarine Distraction  

Robert Potter, The Diplomat, Oct 1 

 

The People Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) is presently undertaking a substantial modernization effort. This process has been the center of 

significant analysis for the better part of twenty years. Although it is quite clear that the development of a modern navy is a core component of Chinese 

government policy, this initiative is presently stuck between competing efforts. On the one hand, the People’s Republic is attempting to develop a naval 

capability that is modern and maximizes China’s present advantages. On the other, sits a desire to have a navy of a great power. 

In many ways these efforts channel into the same programs. For example, China’s successful efforts to produce long production runs of 

surface combatants is widely recognized. But not every decision that the PLAN faces is absent a tradeoff between the development of capability and 

accumulation of prestige. 

This is not the first time that a Chinese government has faced this sort of decision. During the self-strengthening movement of the late 

nineteenth century, the Qing Dynasty developed one of the largest fleets in the world. It was the fleet of a great power, consisting of large battleships 

and cruisers. The Qing government developed this fleet with the expectation that the prestige it conferred was representative of capability. The United 

States itself used its fleet of battleships to announce its presence on the world stage in the early twentieth century. However, the Beiyang Fleet, when 
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tested, was soundly defeated by a better managed but less powerful Japanese fleet. Essentially, Qing Dynasty China had produced a very sharp tip of 

the spear while neglecting to actually develop the shaft. 

This struggle between prestige and capability is not a uniquely Chinese problem. When Gustavus Adolphus had the warship Vasa built it was 

designed to be a symbol of Swedish power. The ship capsized less than a mile into its maiden voyage – it was too top heavy. One only really needs to 

look at the popular discussions that surround aircraft carriers today and the battleships of the past to see that appearing as powerful can sometimes 

distract from building the capability that generates power. 

The tradeoffs between these variables can be seen in the PLAN’s efforts to develop undersea capability. This process began in 1993 when 

Beijing purchased four Russian Kilo Class submarines. These submarines gave the PLAN access to a level of technological capability that it could 

apply to future native designs. However, China made the decision to transition from depending on Russia for its ships to the development of locally 

produced designs. 

To build an effective modern undersea capability, China will have to produce a large-scale production run of a native design or continue to 

purchase from Russia. The first option requires the PLAN to reverse a long history of building not particularly capable nuclear submarines. In 1971, 

China produced the Type 91 Submarine, a platform notorious for its noise and poor radiation shielding. In 1981, the PRC produced the Type 92. There 

is an open question as to how many were made, with rumors that a second was lost to an accident. In either case, the platform never entered into large-

scale production. 

Since that time China has struggled to produce a capable nuclear-powered attack submarine. The PLAN suffers from a very limited capability 

to engage in effective antisubmarine warfare. This compounds the need for Beijing to develop a strong platform in that space. The PLAN presently 

fields significantly more diesel submarines but converting this capability into a modern force of nuclear-powered attack submarines still appears to be a 

distant dream. Efforts to develop nuclear-powered attack submarines have not resulted in a platform that Beijing has been prepared to produce in the 

sort of numbers one would expect of a successful design. For example, the Type 93 nuclear powered attack submarine will probably be limited to a run 

of five and is considered to be louder than 1970s-era Soviet nuclear submarines. The replacement for the Type 93, the Type 95 is estimated to be louder 

than a Russian Akula built 25 years ago. This makes the Type 95 an unlikely candidate for mass production as well. 

Concurrent with these frustrating realities is the PLAN’s efforts to produce a domestic nuclear ballistic missile carrying submarine force. 

Hans M. Kristensen finds it puzzling that Beijing would seek to field such a force, even though it is presently attempting to do so. Kristensen points to 

the fact that Chinese submarines would be vulnerable to the United States Navy and that Beijing has already invested significant resources hiding its 

nuclear deterrent on land. In spite of this, China is investing significantly in producing ballistic missile submarines. Kristensen is right that this decision 

is not rational, that China has no history of running long-range nuclear deterrent patrols, and that the submarines are not all that capable. 

Yet the same is true of the PLAN’s aircraft carriers. The explanation is also the same: prestige. The Soviet Union and the United States 

operated ballistic missile submarines and their deployment is the mark of a great power. A strict effort to focus on capability would produce different 

priorities but the PLAN exists not just to be a navy but to be the navy of a great power. This desire might have a negative impact on PLAN and its 

modernization program, but naval procurement policy is not always rational. 

What this means is that while China is attempting to develop the navy of a great power, other states are gaining on it. Vietnam has purchased 

Kilo Class submarines from Russia. Japan is also midway through the production of its Soryu-class of attack submarine. Most importantly, the United 

States has been stepping up production of its Virginia-class nuclear-powered attack submarines. The PLAN has produced substantial numbers of less 

capable diesel submarines, but it remains a long way short of closing the undersea gap with the United States. 

Analysts predict regularly that China is seeking to develop its undersea capability and that it has the potential to produce a modern navy. 

Both of these statements might be true, but it could equally be argued that China’s ambition to develop the navy of a great power is getting in the way 

of its efforts to build a modern navy. 

 

 

Vladimir Putin’s Naval Ambitions Have Only Begun 

Sean Liedman, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, Sept 30 

 

Considering that he earned his spurs in the culture of the KGB, Russian President Vladimir Putin has demonstrated surprisingly strong 

navalist tendencies over the past eighteen months. 

Adding irony to this new focus on the sea, his presidency began with allegations that he mishandled the disaster of the sinking of the “Kursk” 

submarine in 2000, just three months after he was inaugurated as Russian president. However, last week’s deployment of Russian military forces to 

Syria confirmed that maintaining naval access has become a centerpiece of President Putin’s foreign policy and may shed light on future Russian 

foreign policy goals. Two other recent developments confirm this trend of restoring Russian naval power: the annexation of Crimea in March of 2014 

and the release of the Maritime Doctrine of Russian Federation 2020 in July of 2015. 

The Russian annexation of Crimea restored firm Russian control over the port city of Sevastopol, which is the home of the Russian Navy’s 

Black Sea Fleet and Sevastopol Shipyard. Sevastopol Shipyard played a key role in modernizing the Russian Navy over the past decade – even though 

it was located on sovereign Ukrainian territory but leased back to Russia under the Black Sea Fleet Agreement of 1997. 

The Maritime Doctrine of Russian Federation 2020 leads off with the provocative phrase: “Historically, Russia – the leading maritime 

power...” and goes on to divide Russian naval policy between six regions: the Atlantic, Arctic, Antarctic, Caspian, Indian Ocean, and Pacific. Upon 

release of the Maritime Doctrine in July, Deputy Prime Minister Dmitry Rogozin told IHS Jane’s Defense Weekly that “...the Atlantic has been 

emphasized because of NATO expansion, the need to integrate Crimea and the Sevastopol naval base into the Russian economy, and to re-establish a 

permanent Russian Navy presence in the Mediterranean.” 

That last phrase (“...to re-establish a permanent Russian Navy presence in the Mediterranean”) serves as a clear signal of one of the principal 

policy objectives of Russian military forces to Syria last week – the preservation of Russian naval access to the Syrian ports of Tartus and Latakia. 

During remarks at the German Marshall Fund in Washington, DC on September 28, General Philip M. Breedlove, Supreme Allied Commander, Europe 
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(SACEUR), said he believes Putin’s top priority is to protect Russian access to airfields and warm water seaports in the Eastern Mediterranean. The 

second priority, in service to the first, is to prop up Russia’s host, the embattled regime of Syrian President Bashar al-Assad. Then third, he said, “After 

all of that, I think that they will do some counter-ISIL work to legitimize their approach to Syria.” 

After Russian defense spending hit rock bottom in 1998, a decade of increased investment in modernization and maintenance has renewed 

Russian aspirations of exerting global influence with a similarly global navy. Although that navy is ready to sail, it still needs access to bases for 

logistics support for sustained deployments abroad. While the Russian Navy does not yet have the capacity to generate the scope and scale of Soviet 

Navy deployment patterns during the Cold War, it has restored its capacity to maintain presence where core Russian interests are at stake – such as in 

Syria. 

During the Cold War, the Soviet Navy enjoyed access to bases in Algeria, Libya, Egypt, and Yugoslavia to sustain continuous naval 

influence in the Mediterranean Sea. The recent trend toward Russian maritime expansion could serve as a harbinger for future Russian foreign policy 

initiatives. In late August 2015, the Russians persuaded Spain – a member of NATO – to allow a Russian Kilo-class diesel submarine to refuel and re-

supply on the Spanish island of Ceuta as it transited from the North Sea Fleet to the Black Sea Fleet. 

Moving forward, keep an eye on Libya as another potential focus area for restoring Russian naval access. While the current political situation 

in Libya is tenuous, the conditions are set for Russia to attempt to restore its access to naval bases and further sustain naval presence in the western 

Mediterranean and eastern Atlantic oceans – all under the cover of “fighting international terrorism.” 

Captain Sean R. Liedman, U.S. Navy, was the commander of Patrol and Reconnaissance Wing Eleven operating the P-8A and P-3C maritime 

patrol and reconnaissance aircraft. He has twice served in the Air Warfare Division on the Chief of Naval Operation’s staff and also as the executive 

assistant to the deputy commander of U.S. Central Command. 

 

 

Revealed: Why China Is Selling Submarines to Pakistan  

Benjamin David Baker, The Diplomat, Sept 28 

 

As previously covered by The Diplomat, Pakistan announced earlier this year that it has agreed to purchase eight modified Type 41 Yuan-class diesel-

electric submarines from China. These boats will provide Islamabad with much-needed Anti-Access/Area Denial (A2/AD) capabilities against the 

Indian Navy in case of war. This would be especially useful in case of an Indian blockade of Pakistan’s coast and could give New Delhi grounds to 

pause before deploying its planned new aircraft carrier, the INS Vikrant.  

A Yuan-class submarine is undoubtedly a great piece of kit. It is China’s first class of submarines to incorporate an indigenously designed- 

and constructed Air-Independent Propulsion system (AIP), giving it a cruise speed of 18 knots and an operational range of 8,000 nautical miles. 

Although the export version of the Yuan, named the S-20, does not automatically come fitted with the AIP, Pakistan has apparently been able to secure 

it for its subs. Furthermore, the Yuan is integrated “with advanced noise reduction techniques including anechoic tiles, passive/active noise reduction 

and an asymmetrical seven-blade skewed propeller.” 

Combined with the AIP, this makes the Yuan-class the quietest non-nuclear sub in the PLAN. Furthermore, the Yuan has an impressive set of 

teeth. Aside from six tubes firing standard 553mm torpedoes, it is equipped with the YJ-8/8A Anti-Ship Cruise Missile (ASCM). While this weapon 

only has a maximum range of between 30-42 km, there are plans to equip the Yuans with the YJ-18 ASCM. These missiles have a reported range of 

220 km and, represent a real A2/AD “force multiplier” for the Yuan. Whether Pakistan will attempt to acquire these missiles, or opt to go for another 

option (such as their indigenously produced Hatf VII Babur) is unknown. 

The sale raises one crucial question: why is China selling Pakistan these subs?  There is undoubtedly a commercial aspect to this transaction 

(it is unknown how much Pakistan will pay for these boats, although it is certainly in the multi-billion dollar range). However, one potential reason 

which is worrying analysts in New Delhi is that this represents a step in China’s possible ambitions to have a toehold in the Indian Ocean. Without 

opening the can of worms that is the “String of Pearls” debate, it’s worth looking at this possibility. 

Here are the facts: Firstly, the Indian Ocean is important for China for a range of reasons. The amount of Chinese sea-borne trade which 

passes through the Indian Ocean sea-lane is staggering. These sea-lines of communication (SLOCs) represent a lifeline for the Chinese economy, not 

least in terms of imports of natural resources, especially hybrocarbons, and exports, in terms of manufactured goods. Any naval strategist worth his salt 

has read Alfred Thayer Mahan, and will immediately recognize the importance of securing a trading state’s SLOCs. China is no exception. 

Secondly, China has recently deployed submarines to the Indian Ocean. (This, incidentally, included the visit of a Yuan-class boat to 

Karachi.) According to Beijing, these are primarily there to participate in the ongoing anti-piracy campaign in the Gulf of Aden. While this is at least 

partially true, it is also likely that they are conducting exercises, surveys, and perhaps even combat patrols which can be useful for future operations in 

the Indian Ocean. Thirdly, Beijing does care about its image and is “realistic” about its power-projection capabilities. According to a recent US Naval 

War College report, it’s unlikely that China will construct overseas bases in the same way that the United States or France have in the near future in 

fear of alarming other stakeholders and overstretching naval resources needed closer to home. Finally, China is a long way from the Indian Ocean, and 

Pakistan is its closest partner in the neighborhood. 

Even if its subs can stay at sea for months without refueling at a time, its crews can’t. Having a well-fitted anchorage close to a submarine’s 

intended area of operations makes it much easier to rotate crews, take on fresh supplies, and carry out maintenance. The PLAN has already called on 

ports in Oman, Djibouti, and Aden during its anti-piracy campaigns in the Gulf of Aden. However, this has so far only included surface vessels. 

Submarines often require more specialized facilities to function effectively. Locating a resupply place (not base) in the friendliest state in the area 

makes sense. 

A Pakistani naval facility which already berths compatible subs sounds like a good fit for such a “place.” It would remove the need to 

permanently station a large number of personnel and equipment abroad, while providing adequate maintenance facilities for the sort of routine repairs 

that submarines unavoidably need in order to function smoothly over long periods of time. This wouldn’t represent the first time this kind of 
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arrangement has occurred. For example, the British Oberon-class was used by several other allied states during the Cold War, including Australia and 

Canada. The fact that these navies operated the same class of vessels facilitated maintenance during exercises and visits. 

 

 

How America Used 3 Stealth Subs to Show China Who's Still the Boss of the Pacific 

David Axe, War Is Boring, Sept 25 

 

Nuclear powers rarely go to war with each other, but that doesn't mean they don't threaten to do so. Indeed, military posturing is an integral part of what 

Forrest Morgan, an analyst for the RAND Corporation, called "crisis stability." In other words, "building and posturing forces in ways that allow a 

state, if confronted, to avoid war without backing down." 

Long-range heavy bombers are some of the best forces for crisis stability, Morgan wrote in a 2013 study for the U.S. Air Force. Bombers are 

powerful, mobile, and visible — perfect for signalling strength and intent. 

On the other hand, the U.S. Navy's submarine-launched cruise missiles are less effective — even counterproductive — for crisis stability … 

because they're invisible most of the time. "SLCMs could contribute to the instability," Morgan wrote. "[T]he opponent's anxieties might be magnified 

by the ability of SSGNs [cruise missile subs] to posture in stealth nearby." 

But Morgan pointed out one instance when the Navy's Ohio-class SSGNs actually did help stabilize a crisis back in 2010 — a feat mostly lost 

to history. "In July 2010, three SSGNs surfaced nearly simultaneously in Western Pacific and Indian Ocean waters, allegedly to signal U.S. displeasure 

over Chinese missile tests in the East China Sea." 

Major missile tests are potentially provocative and destabilizing. America's intent in the aftermath of the Chinese tests was to signal U.S. 

strength with just the right amount and kind of potential force. Submarines seemed to fit the bill, as if Washington were saying to Beijing, "Sure, you 

might surprise us with your missiles. But we remember we have plenty of missiles of our own — and they're not far from you." 

Greg Torode reported on the incident for the South China Morning Post: 

The appearance of the USS Michigan in Pusan, South Korea, the USS Ohio in Subic Bay, in The Philippines and the USS Florida in the 

strategic Indian Ocean outpost of Diego Garcia not only reflects the trend of escalating submarine activity in East Asia, but carries another threat as 

well. … 

Between them, the three submarines can carry 462 Tomahawks, boosting by an estimated 60 percent — plus the potential Tomahawk strike 

force of the entire Japanese-based Seventh Fleet — the core projection of U.S. military power in East Asia. … 

One veteran Asian military attaché, who keeps close ties with both Chinese and U.S. forces, noted that "460-odd Tomahawks is a huge 

amount of potential firepower in anybody's language." 

"It is another sign that the U.S. is determined to not just maintain its military dominance in Asia, but to be seen doing so — that is a message 

for Beijing and for everybody else, whether you are a U.S. ally or a nation sitting on the fence." 

 

 

China’s Growing Submarine Strength Worries U.S. 

Vikas Shukla, Value Walk, Sept 21 

 

In February, Vice Admiral Joseph Mulloy admitted that China had more diesel- and nuclear-powered submarines than the United States. The 

U.S. Navy currently has 71 submarines. Santa Clara-based think tank Rand Corp said in its latest report that the U.S. should reduce its focus on giant 

aircraft carriers in the Pacific Ocean and instead focus on submarines and space warfare. 

Two scenarios that could lead to a China vs. U.S. conflict 

Rand Corp studied the military capabilities of China and the United States. They compared two countries using ten "scorecards" in maritime, 

cyber, space, nuclear, and air strengths. The think tank projected capabilities of China and the U.S. through 2017. According to Military.com, two 

scenarios could lead to a major conflict between the two countries: Beijing invading Taiwan, and second, forcibly occupying the Spratly Islands. 

China is currently building a third airstrip in the Spratly Islands even as Washington has denounced Chinese militarization of the archipelago. 

China is nowhere close to the United States in terms of military capability. But it doesn't need to match the U.S. to take control of the South China Sea, 

which is at the doorstep of China and thousands of miles away from the U.S. 

Can U.S. challenge China in the South China Sea? 

Lead author of the report, Eric Heginbotham, said neither country wants war, but the balance of power will directly affect calculations of 

each country. China's ability to challenge the U.S. Navy's surface fleet has grown manifold in the last two decades. Beijing has deployed sophisticated 

cruise missiles, developed long-range surveillance systems, built stealth submarines equipped with cruise missiles, and acquired strike aircraft with 

long ranges. 

China could seriously damage U.S. aircraft carriers, especially in the first stages of a conflict. In the event China invades Taiwan in 2017, the 

U.S. carriers would be at high risk. They will also face a lesser degree of risk in case of a conflict in the Spratly Islands. The number of diesel 

submarines in Chinese Navy  (PLAN) rose from just four in 1996 to 37 today. And almost all of them are armed with cruise missiles and torpedoes. 

 

 

Study: U.S. Needs More Subs, Fewer Carriers To Combat Chinese Military Growth 

Wyatt Olson, Stars and Stripes, Sept 21  

 

Faced with China’s growing anti-surface ship capacity, the United States should decrease its emphasis on large aircraft carriers in the Pacific 

and spend more on submarines, space capabilities and ways to make air bases and aircraft less vulnerable, according to a report released earlier this 

month by Rand Corp. 
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In the 430-page report, the Santa Monica, Calif.-based think tank analyzed the relative military capabilities of the U.S. and China in certain 

scenarios based on open-source documents. The analysis makes comparisons using 10 “scorecards” covering air, maritime, space, cyber and nuclear 

domains. 

Capabilities were examined at seven-year intervals, beginning in 1996 and projecting to 2017, considering two “plausible” scenarios of 

conflict between the two countries: a Chinese invasion of Taiwan and its forcible occupation of the Spratly Islands. China claims sovereignty over 

both. 

This past year, China expanded a number of the tiny Spratly atolls through dredging and has built several runways – even as the U.S. has 

denounced those moves as militarizing the archipelago. 

“Over the next five to 15 years, if U.S. and (People’s Liberation Army) forces remain on roughly current trajectories, Asia will witness a 

progressively receding frontier of U.S. dominance,” the report said. 

Although China is not close to catching up to the U.S. in terms of overall military power, that’s not necessary for it to control the region at its 

doorstep, the report said. 

“No one wants war; nobody expects war,” said Eric Heginbotham, lead author and political scientist at Rand, when explaining the analysis’ 

purpose. “But I think the balance of power affects calculations on both sides. Balance of power has a major impact on the probability of war.” 

Military dominance by the U.S., however, does not necessarily equate to deterrence in moments of instability when two nations could 

potentially consider the incentives for a first strike, he said. 

“If you have a highly offensive force or set of weapons that are very forward deployed – sort of on the periphery of China – but not resilient 

to attack, then in a crisis, both sides could have incentives to strike first,” Heginbotham said. Attempting to restore U.S. dominance without thinking 

about the impact on crisis stability could inadvertently undermine the value of that supremacy, he said. 

Several broad factors complicate U.S. efforts to maintain military capabilities relative to China. 

Since 1996, China’s ability to threaten the U.S. Navy surface fleet “at significant ranges from the mainland” has burgeoned, the report said. 

China’s anti-surface capability has grown with the development of a long-range surveillance system to track surface ships at long distances, 

deployment of sophisticated anti-ship cruise missiles, acquisition of strike aircraft and ships with long ranges, and the use of larger, quieter submarines 

armed with cruise missiles. 

“The impact of Chinese threats to carriers will likely be greatest during the first stages of conflict,” the report said. 

The U.S. has means to mitigate those anti-surface capabilities, such as anti-missile systems and air patrols from aircraft carriers; however, 

some of those measures diminish the U.S. military’s ability to project power, the report said. 

“Holding carriers farther from the scene of the main battle area would entail longer transit times for combat aircraft, fewer aircraft on station 

and an increased demand for U.S. Air Force tanker support,” the report said. 

In the event of a Taiwan conflict in 2017, U.S. carriers would be at significant risk, and in a Spratly Islands conflict, they would also be at 

risk, but to a lesser degree, the analysis concluded. 

The “growing threat to U.S. surface ships” – as well as the vulnerability of U.S. air bases to Chinese missiles – “is arguably the most serious 

challenge facing U.S. forces in any potential China scenario,” the report said. 

China’s ongoing modernization of air and submarine capabilities that pose a more “certain” threat to carrier strike groups, the report said. 

China’s modern diesel sub numbers rose from two in 1996 to 37 this year, and all but four are armed with cruise missiles and torpedoes. 

Rand modeling found that “the effectiveness of the Chinese submarine fleet (as measured by the number of attack opportunities it might 

achieve against carriers) rose by roughly an order of magnitude between 1996 and 2010, and that it will continue to improve through 2017.” 

“Chinese submarines would present a credible threat to U.S. surface ships in a conflict over Taiwan or the South China Sea,” the report said. 

Meanwhile, the growing size and sophistication of Chinese ballistic and cruise missile forces puts all U.S. regional air bases at risk, 

Heginbotham said. And China’s force of modern fighters and other attack aircraft could deploy quickly and en masse to a geographically close conflict 

involving Taiwan, he said. 

There are options for the U.S. to improve resiliency, such as finding new basing options farther from China, making the force more 

survivable, emphasizing area-denial capacity and ensuring counterattack capability, Heginbotham said. 

“All of that could contribute to deterrence and defense and not result in greater crisis instability,” he said. 
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Sojourner Truth,  

         The Libyan Sibyl 

(Atlantic Monthly, April 1863) 
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    Heroic Deeds of Heroic Men 

(Harper’s Monthly, December 1864) 
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I’ve chosen two Civil War era pieces this 

month for your consideration. The first is an 

interview with Sojourner Truth by the famous 

abolitionist (and author of “Uncle Tom’s 

Cabin”), Harriet Beecher Stowe. If you have 

never heard of Ms. Truth, the following piece 

concerning this Civil War Heroine will be 

informative. The second is a report concerning a 

variety of naval and ground battles from the 

period. I believe you’ll also find it quite 

interesting.  Mike 
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