C28 What Is Happening to Our Fleet.doc
October 2008

Ruminations of an ancient retired Naval officer concerning:

THE STATE OF COMBAT EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SURFACE FORCES OF THE U.S. FLEET

(Disregard observations that do not apply to new ships)

1) Today’s announced primary objectives of top Navy leadership regarding composition of the surface Fleet focus upon force expansion, crew size reduction, and “quality of life.” Nothing is said about fighting ability or combat effectiveness..

2) Top Navy leaders have written that expert fighting ability should not be mentioned as a Service leadership objective because of potential negative impacts upon recruiting. (Expert Fighting Ability: ability to perform assigned duties expertly under conditions of surprise, stress, and violence.)

3) Warship crews are being drastically reduced in numbers for reasons of economy without analysis of impacts upon combat effectiveness (which is never defined).

4) Females are being substituted for male warship crewmembers without analysis of potential impacts upon combat effectiveness or family morale.

5) Warship crewmembers do not have uniforms suitable for protection under high threat or battle conditions.

6) Public images of U.S. Sailors are primarily images of amusement or recreation rather than of violence or combat.

7) Visual lookouts are being eliminated for reasons of economy without analysis of impacts upon combat effectiveness.

8) Visual lookouts have not been provided with resources for recognition, description, protection, or communication.

9) Living space mattresses and bedding in ships emit toxic fumes when burning.

10) Interior surfaces are not coated with flame-resistant paints.

11) Doctrines have not been developed for transition of a crew from condition watch stations to battle stations after receiving casualties.

12) Means do not exist for movement of laden stretchers vertically through any ship.

13) Passageways are not designed to facilitate rapid movement of casualties.

14) Ships are littered with loose furnishings and other missile hazards for which rapid securing devices under high threat conditions are not available.

15) Fresh water is not available near manned stations for rapid treatment of burns.

16) “Primary” duties of shipboard officers and senior petty officers are assigned for maintenance and administration rather than combat effectiveness.

17) Official responsibilities of command master chiefs do not mention combat effectiveness.

18) In fact, nothing in the standard ship’s organization mentions responsibilities for combat effectiveness.

19) Official responsibilities of shipboard command master chiefs overlap and reduce the responsibilities of commissioned officers and senior petty officers in positions of leadership.

20) Ships’ crews are overwhelmed with administrative requirements imposed by uncoordinated external commanders.

21) Assignments of members and leaders of general quarters and condition watch teams are not visible to a ship’s crew.

22) Many suitable compartments are not equipped to assist in triage.

23) Ships are frequently required to deploy at “basic” levels of training.  However, Commanding Officers have no means of focusing upon or keeping track of improvements of training deficiencies cited by Afloat Training commands.

24) Battle training objectives and criteria are not visible to a ship’s crew.

25) Progress achieved in battle training is not visible to a ship’s crew.

26) Emergency toileting facilities are not available near battle stations.

27) Ships crews exercise at battle stations an average of 30 minutes per week.

28) Ships are no longer manned, organized, trained, or equipped to protect themselves in port against intrusion or violence.

29) Standard Navy leadership instruction programs and texts do not address combat or high stress situations.

30) No official or organization within the Department of the Navy is charged with designing and integrating the standard organization and management systems of Naval ships so as to achieve maximum combat effectiveness..

31) Shipboard medical resources are inadequate to protect or care for female crewmembers under normal or combat situations.

32) Presence  of females in warship crews affects personal and family relationships of all crewmembers.

33) Meaningful descriptors of changes in overall combat effectiveness are avoided for reasons of potential external impacts upon Service budgeting.

34) Substitution of female for male members of warship crews reduces combat effectiveness by limiting human strength and stamina and exacerbating problems of wound care.

35) Warship crews are the most indispensable and at the same time the most vulnerable of all resources in a Naval warship.

36) Naval ships in littoral waters are defenseless against modern weapons already available to potential adversaries.

37) Naval ships are unable to defend against multiple attacking small craft if the bearings of the attackers cross during their assault.

38) The prevailing attitude of many crewmembers is that they don’t expect to be hit, but that if they are, “our damage control teams will take care of everything.”

39) Shipboard battle organizations do not include emphasis upon integration of combat teams as do the structures of Army and Marine Corps units.

40) No command or agency is charged with analyzing relationships among five interacting cancers limiting warship fighting ability: distorted shipboard organization, invisibility of training objectives, administrative overloads, lack of human protection, and inability to plan battle drills.

Further discussions of these observations are in http://www.dacom.com/fighting-ability/ and in C25 ANNOTATED INDEX.doc.  Writer background is at B89 Originator Bio.doc
Also relevant is “Lessons Not Learned – the U.S Navy’s Status Quo Culture” by Roger Thompson (Annapolis, Md: Naval Institute Press 2007).

Overall:  Today’s US Naval Surface Force is at its lowest level of combat effectiveness since World War II. Crew organization is confused, crews are weakened and unprotected, crewmembers are overwhelmed by administration, battle training after ATG is brief and unorganized, leadership goals are never expressed in terms of fighting abilities, progress toward combat effectiveness is invisible.
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