Enclosure to CAPT DS Appleton ltr to SecNav, CNO, and Members f Congress dated 20 March 2002 subj "Help needed to enable American warship crews to cope with the violence of battle."


SAILORS IN AMERICA'S NAVAL WARSHIPS ARE NOT PREPARED TO COPE WITH THE VIOLENCE OF BATTLE

Daniel S. Appleton PhD CAPT USN (Ret) DSA@1940.usna.com
Dear Sir or Madam:
This discussion is submitted because its subject is important both to the National Defense and to the lives of American Naval seamen in case of future international conflict  or terrorist assault against American warships. The following  comments result from sixty years of professional experience and research.

Ideally, the Navy's goal of Expert Ability To Fight (EATF) should mean ability to perform all designed functions expertly under conditions of extreme stress, massive violence, and/or attempted enemy surprise. In recent years, shortcomings in EATF contributed to the disasters involving PUEBLO, STARK, VINCENNES, IOWA, and COLE, as well as many of the human consequences of WWII including Pearl Harbor. We have yet to visualize how our ships would fare facing 200-knot and wake-following torpedoes in the "ultimate" missile-intensive littorals of the South China Sea potentially including the Taiwan Strait.

During recent emergencies—Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, Yugoslavia, Afghanistan—some ships have been forced to deploy weeks or months before scheduled training and other preparations have been completed, potentially directed to enter combat at lower than "basic" levels of training. As the fleets diminish in size, these occurrences will increase. In addition, as crew sizes are reduced to save funds, Naval operational and force commanders will be increasingly faced with the dilemma that people are not only the most indispensable but the most vulnerable of all resources in every fighting ship. EATF will be increasingly tested.

There are four principal shipboard human-impact resource systems that need budgetary help in determining and developing advanced techniques for strengthening warship fighting abilities. Each of these affects, and is affected by, all of the other three.

Resources  are needed for protecting sailors against extreme stress and massive violence.

 “Battle uniforms” for most crew​members today are still nothing but regular work clothes: dan​gerously ineffective against fire; useless against heavy shock; de​mean​ing in ap​pear​ance for “warriors.” Mattresses in berthing spaces and artificial deck coverings emit toxic fumes under high heat. Battle dress​ing sta​tions intended for care of wounds are small and inef​fi​cient.  Instruments in "Auxiliary" dressing stations are" unprotected against violent shock. Strong head cover​ings are rarely avail​able until peo​ple ar​rive at battle sta​tions, predic​tably too late to protect against sudden violent impact against ship’s structure. No effective means exist to help move laden stretchers from one deck to an​other. Ships have no experience in caring for large numbers of female wounded. Visual lookouts, indispensable to ship defense, have no designed physical protection and must abandon stations in case of even a threat of chemical or biological attack. Re​quirements for wearing of ID tags to help recog​nize dis​figured ca​su​al​ties have been discon​tinued. Potable water—the primary first-aid for severe burns—is unavailable at fighting stations. Most ships are littered with loose, heavy equipment capable of injuring personnel or blocking passages, but possess no convenient means of quickly securing such equipment.

Resources are needed for focusing battle training toward expert performance under conditions of stress and violence. 

When under​way time is restricted because of budgetary limitations or a need to re​duce tempos of op​erations, and if at the same time the num​ber of required underway exercises remains nearly con​stant, one predictable result is that many exercises are conducted hurriedly and with consequent re​duced benefit. Since live exercises also rarely incorporate consid​eration of damage or human casualties, another result is an increased need for on-station battle drills to be adequately scheduled and skillfully planned and conducted. However, admin​is​tra​tive and training pa​per​work plus main​te​nance work​loads are now so heavy that battle and high-threat watch station team training is possi​ble an average of only twenty minutes per week over a two-year training cy​cle—with more than 30% per​son​nel turnover ex​pectable during each year. Drastic means need to be developed and implemented to reduce administrative workloads on the crews of Naval ships in order to permit time to develop battle skills.
Resources are needed for making readiness goals and progress visible. 

The Naval Service has tradition​ally and strenu​ously ob​jected to doc​umenting either the de​signed or the current ca​pabil​i​ties of its ships (as the Senate Armed Services Committee has often observed). Without such a baseline, the Navy still has no de​pend​able method of gaug​ing and com​municating changes in ship​board fighting ca​pabili​ties. Current procedures for measuring and reporting “readiness” do not permit identifying changes in combat capabilities except when affected by gross reductions in available resources. In​deed, Naval com​manders to​day have no means of knowing and communicating the precise fight​ing ca​pa​bili​ties of each of their ships including the residual ca​pabilities that fol​low battle damage. 
Ability of ships’ crews to see what’s been achieved or not achieved on a continuous basis and without paperwork is indispensable for strengthen​ing mo​tivation to​ward im​prov​ing abil​ity to fight or for planning battle training. But changes in levels of fight​ing ca​pabili​ties, being unmeasured and undisplayed, are invis​i​ble to those who strive to im​prove them or to Command​ing Offi​cers re​sponsible for achieving them. (All ships have been advised by this writer of availability of materials to  overcome this situation, and twenty-five ships have requested such materials.
)
Resources are needed for clarifying chains of responsibility for battle readiness and battle and control. 

The officially prescribed standard ship​board or​gani​za​tion is based on elements called Work Centers, Di​visions, Departments, and Technical Supervisors, and on as​signments of more than a hundred externally mandated collateral responsibilities. This struc​ture distributes re​spon​sibili​ties for doing routine work, not for battle control or battle training. Many of the responsibilities of Technical Supervisors overlap those of Division Officers. On average, up to half the shipboard people on bat​tle or high-threat watch sta​tions func​tion under lead​ers out​side their normal work units.  Nevertheless, no continuous off–station chain of com​mand from Commanding Officer to team leader (a term rarely defined) is account​able for battle control, battle train​ing, or the overall readiness of each team, including its as​sociated structure and equipment. This fact applies within each high-threat watch sec​tion wherein ini​tial com​bat is by defini​tion likely to oc​cur. No ef​fort is made nor meth​ods taught to help leaders define per​formance goals, keep track of progress, or build psy​cholog​ical strength by im​prov​ing co​hesion and moral strength within each combat and watch team.  Battle control and battle readiness responsibilities are rarely desig​nated as “primary duties” in rosters listing on-board func​tional assign​ments of offi​cers and se​nior petty of​ficers.

Needs for the Future
No Naval agency ex​amines the above ship​board management and leadership func​tions as an in​te​grated system encom​passing people, struc​ture, equipment, and procedures, and nor has any explicit responsibility ever been established for this pur​pose.

I believe the Service is in serious need of a comprehensive and budgeted program to consider and propose measures to assist on-board leadership in strengthening the fighting abilities of our surface warship crews and that such a program should be designed by a working conference of flag-level officials of the U. S. Navy and the U. S. Coast Guard.

This writer would be pleased to assist in any way feasible without cost to the government. 

Writer has held four sea commands, served as Asst Chief of Staff (Training and Readiness) for a Fleet Type Commander, designed and conducted a one-year readiness optimization experiment  in a fleet ship, designed a readiness-based battle efficiency  competition for a flotilla of 13 ships of different types, conducted a one-year readiness measurement evaluation in seven deployed ships, originated and  directed the Navy Readiness Analysis System and the DOD Output Measurement System, initiated and directed the OPNAV Fleet Readiness and Training Division, served as SECNAV briefing officer for Fleet Readiness, prepared a bibliography of readiness-related documentation for the Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, and received CNO commendations for originating the Navywide Planned Maintenance System (PMS) and Personnel Qualification Standards (PQS) system.
� The proposed procedure is titled "Command Training Assessment Cards (CTACs)". It applies the principles of on-board visibility employed by  the Planned Maintenance System to the elements of Objective Based Training.
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