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Royal Navy to Lose its Anti-Ship Missiles 
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The UK Ministry of Defense has decided not to fund a replacement for the Royal Navy's aging Harpoon anti-ship 
missiles – meaning that after 2018, its frigates and destroyers will lack a long-range surface warfare capability for the 
foreseeable future. "It's a significant capability gap and the Government is being irresponsible. It just shows that our 
warships are for the shop window and not for fighting," said Rear Adm. Chris Parry, speaking to the Telegraph.  

In addition to the loss of the ship-launched Harpoon, the service's Lynx Wildcat helicopters will lose their anti-ship 
missiles next year. These will not be replaced until 2020, when the lightweight Sea Venom will enter service, leaving a 
gap of at least two years. The Sea Venom's 30kg warhead is designed to be effective against smaller targets (corvette 
and smaller), with a more limited "precision" targeted strike capability against larger vessels.  

Analysts expect the Sea Venom's range to be between about 15-40 nm. Larger Russian surface combatants, like the 
Kara and Kirov classes, carry S-300 surface-to-air missiles with a range of 50 nm – eliminating the Wildcat's ability to 
strike from a standoff distance. The loss of the Harpoon, which has been in service since 1984, leaves the Royal Navy 
with its Mk 8 4.5 inch deck guns, which can reach to a range of about 17 nm.  

The news follows shortly after the U.S. Navy's announcement that it will not be buying a precision land-attack munition 
for the Advanced Gun System, a self-loading 155mm deck gun mounted on the new Zumwalt class of destroyers. 
Due to the Navy’s slashed order for the Zumwalt class, the rounds would be procured in smaller quantity, leading to 
a prohibitively high cost of over $800,000 per shot. Source : The Maritime Executive 

I sincerely hope there is a plan B! A 30kg warhead cannot hope to replace the Harpoon’s 221kg! 

Fleet of international warships to help out with earthquake response 

A fleet of international warships is bypassing Auckland's historic naval celebrations and heading for Kaikoura to assist 
with the earthquake response. The fleet includes the first United States warship to visit New Zealand in 33 years. The 
USS Sampson was due to enter Auckland Harbour today for the International Naval Review as part of celebrations 
for the 75th anniversary of the Royal New Zealand Navy. The historic visit is the first since the Anzus rift in the 1980s 
sparked by New Zealand's landmark anti-nuclear policy. 

However Defence Minister Gerry Brownlee confirmed that New Zealand had accepted offers of help with the quake 
recovery from five nations attending the International Naval Review - the United States, Australia, Canada, Japan and 
Singapore. "The USS Sampson, an Arleigh Burke-class destroyer, has departed from the Hauraki Gulf and is now on 
its way to Kaikoura, where it will deploy two MH60 helicopters to help as required. The US has also offered a P-3 Orion 
for surveillance flights," Brownlee said. 

The Australian Defence Force has diverted the HMAS Darwin from her planned participation review. "The Darwin is 
expected to arrive off the Kaikoura coast on Wednesday evening and will deploy its Seahawk helicopter from offshore. 



Canada is sending its frigate the HMCS Vancouver." Brownlee said the New Zealand Navy had already sent HMNZS 
Canterbury and HMNZS Wellington to Kaikoura and would also send HMNZS Te Kaha and tanker ship, HMNZS 
Endeavour. Source : nzherald.co.nz 

Germany retires last fast attack craft 
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The German Navy decommissioned the last of its fast attack craft during a ceremony on Wednesday at 
the Warnemünde Navy Base in Rostock. With the decommissioning of the last four Gepard-class fast attack craft and 
therefore the last fast attack squadron, the navy is closing a chapter of its history that started in 1956 with the delivery 
of first boats from the Royal Navy. The ceremony was attended by both military and public officials as well as the 
current Inspector of the Navy, Vice-Admiral Andreas Krause. The boats were formally removed from the service by 
Rear Admiral Jan C. Kaack, 1st Flotilla commander. 

Built during and for the Cold War era, the boats were predominantly used in the littoral regions of the Baltic Sea in the 
beginning. The changing operational demands and deployments of the German Navy eventually saw the fast attack 
craft switch from cold Baltic to warmer waters of Africa. In the past eleven years, Gepards showed their prowess with 
deployments to UNIFIL and operation Enduring Freedom. According to the German Navy, the boats spent 2,300 days 
deployed to the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL). 

The German Navy received the first fast attack craft from the Royal Navy on May 29, 1956. The delivered boats were 
the previously seized S1 and S3 that were to be known as Silbermöwe (Seagull) class in the newly formed German 
Navy. After the Silbermöwe, Germany commissioned 30 Jaguar-class and 10 Zobel (Sable) class boats which were 
replaced by 20 Tiger-class vessels. Tiger-class in turn were replaced the Albatros and later Gepard-class fast attack 
craft. Germany had a total of eight Gepard-class attack craft in service. Four vessels were decommissioned between 
2012 and 2015 with Hermelin, Zobel, Frettchen and Hyäne following suit this year. Source : Naval Today 

Bangladesh receives two refurbished Type 035 submarines from China 

The Bangladesh Navy has taken delivery of two refurbished Type 035 (Ming)-class diesel-electric submarines (SSKs) 
from China, the Bangladesh defence ministry's inter-services public relations directorate (ISPRD) confirmed with IHS 
Jane's on 15 November. The boats, which were previously in service with the People's Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) 
with pennant numbers 356 and 357, were handed over to Bangladesh Navy chief, Admiral Nizamuddin Ahmed, on 14 
November at a shipyard in Dalian, China. 

The SSKs have since been named Nabajatra, and Joyjatra respectively, said Taposhi Rabeya, a spokeswoman at the 
ISPRD, in response to questions from IHS Jane's . "The vessels are expected to arrive in Bangladesh either in January 
or February 2017", she added. Citing a Dhaka-based news agency, IHS Jane's reported in December 2013 that 
Bangladesh has acquired the two submarines under a BTD16 billion (USD203 million) contract. The report also noted 



that Bangladesh is believed to be building a submarine base near Kutubdia Island in preparation for the submarine 
deliveries. 

According to IHS Jane's fighting Ships, the 1,800-tonne Ming class features an overall length of 76 m, and overall 
beam of 7.6 m and a hull draught of 5.1 m. The platform has a top speed of 18 kt when dived, 15 kt when surfaced, 
and 10 kt while snorting. The submarine features eight 533 mm tubes that can deploy the weapons such as the Yu-4 
anti-surface heavyweight torpedo, and can carry up to 32 naval mines in lieu of torpedoes. Each boat can 
accommodate a crew of 57 including 10 officers. Nabajatra and Joyjatra are scheduled to undergo a series of crew 
familiarisation exercises over the next few weeks, in preparation for their departures to Bangladesh in early 2017. 
Source : HIS Jane’s 360 

This will irritate the Thai Navy as the Bangladeshi Navy has only recently raised the requirement. The 
number of submarine operating navies continues to climb and underlines the value of submarines. 

Australia receives first P-8A anti-submarine and surveillance aircraft 
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Boeing has delivered its first P-8A Poseidon surveillance and anti-submarine aircraft to the Royal Australian Air Force 
on November 16. The Prime Minister of Australia, Malcolm Turnbull MP, together with other government and defense 
officials welcomed the new Poseidons at the Royal Australian Air Force base Fairbairn in Canberra. The $5.4 billion P-
8A program will provide Australia’s future manned maritime patrol and response aircraft capability, replacing in part 
the AP-3C Orion aircraft. 

The P-8A Poseidon is 39.5 metres long, with a maximum takeoff weight of 85,820kg and a wingspan of 37.6m. 
Powered by two jet engines, it has a top speed of 907km/h with a maximum range of 7,500km. Australia is expected 
to operate a total of 15 aircraft with initial operational capability (IOC) for the first eight P-8A’s scheduled for the 
period 2017 – 2020. This is the first of 15 aircraft the government committed to in the 2016 Defence White Paper, with 
12 already contracted to be delivered by March 2020. Source : Naval Today 

We can but look on with jealousy. 

The deterrent value of submarines 

I spoke on the subject of the deterrent value of submarines at the Submarine Institute of Australia annual conference 
recently. I was preaching to the choir with that crowd, but I’m often asked at public events why we’re planning on 
spending so much on submarines. I had three main messages: 

1. Our planned submarine capability is sufficient to have a strong deterrent effect on other middle powers. 

2. Deterring a determined nuclear weapon power requires a nuclear weapon capability because a conventional 
response can only get you so far. If we think we need to deter China, we need the US around. 

3. If we’re serious about having a deterrent submarine force, we need to bring the timetable for construction and 
delivery of the future boats forward. 



The first shouldn’t be controversial. Deterrence is the art of being able to credibly threaten a would-be adversary with 
more pain than gain. And one of the best ways to do that is with a weapon which is effective and hard to counter. A 
submarine’s stealth allows it to do just that, including threatening an adversary, even close to their own bases. A 
capable submarine arm could go a long way to preventing a near-peer from being able to make effective use of the 
ocean—which in turn should make them think twice about starting something. 

Economic trends suggest that our region will continue to grow faster than we will. Regional military modernisation will 
erode our current capability and/or capacity advantages, and we won’t be able to count on winning a symmetric 
conflict. So we need to think about what we’d need in the way of asymmetric capabilities in order to be able to take it 
up to a capable near-peer adversary. 

A skeptic might reasonably ask who that adversary could be, and I’ll admit that there’s no obvious contemporary 
threat. But, if for no other reason than geography, we’ll always have to watch developments to our immediate north. 
Australia and Indonesia nearly came to blows in the 1960s, and there were heightened tensions over East Timor in the 
1970s and again in 1999. Indonesia is now in a happier place than defence planners could have credited 15 years ago, 
and it would take supreme incompetence on the part of both parties for us to come to blows again. But Defence 
planners have to be glass half empty types. Political trends aren’t always benign, and future developments could take 
us back to a place where our interests come into conflict. 

Major powers present a very different calculus. And we’re really talking about China. I suppose we can’t entirely rule 
out a problem with Russia, but even they would have to push China aside further north to credibly threaten Australia’s 
direct interests. There’s no doubt that the rise of China presents Australia with its most serious strategic challenge for 
the first half of this century. Australia’s intelligence agencies reached the same conclusion, as reflected in successive 
defence white papers. 

A credible deterrent to Chinese power must include enough conventional force to make the costs of conventional war 
unpalatable, and the backup of nuclear weapons to counter a nuclear threat. Having an ally in the region that has 
significant conventional and nuclear capabilities is the only affordable way for Australia to achieve that goal. Recent 
defence white papers reached the same conclusion: Australia’s best strategy is to encourage the US to strongly engage 
in the Asia–Pacific region, and the best way to do that is to be a more robust and capable ally. 

A couple of forward deployed Australian submarines won’t deter a country that has a fleet of over 70 nuclear and 
conventional boats—and which hasn’t been deterred by the USN’s nuclear submarines (or by the threat of nuclear 
escalation). But by investing more in our own capability, we simultaneously add to total alliance power and take the 
argument about freeloading allies off the table in Washington. It’s notable that the incoming President has criticised 
Japan and South Korea as net takers of security, but has been much less inclined to criticise Australia. 

I’ve convinced myself that more and better Australian submarines are a good idea. But there’s one aspect of our 
submarine plan that still vexes me: the timetable for delivery. The 2016 White Paper says this: ‘…the growth of China’s 
national power, including its military modernisation, means China’s policies and actions will have a major impact on the 
stability of the Indo-Pacific to 2035.’ But the Navy will commission the first of Australia’s future submarines not long 
before that, and won’t have 12 until 15 years later. 

Let’s get serious. A larger fleet of more capable submarines allows us to retire strategic risk. They’d provide us with a 
potent deterrent against middle powers. They’d help us be a capable and credible ally to the US, and thus lower the 
costs to the US of remaining deeply engaged in our region. But the major power balance in our region could change 
dramatically in the next 20 years. The dust could be settling just in time for our new boats to start arriving. The reason 
we’re being so lackadaisical about it isn’t strategic logic—it’s the politics of local builds. As Mark Thomson pointed out 
yesterday, industry policy is holding Australia’s strategic policy captive. Source : Australian Strategic Policy 
Institute 

Although this is specific to the RAN, I feel it is applicable, if adapted to local circumstances, to many 
other navies with a similar problem. Well some of it anyway. 

Trump wants 350-ship Navy, but how and why? 

There could be a lot more ships in the Navy’s future, though it remains unclear where the money will come from and 
exactly how those ships might be used. President-elect Donald Trump pledged to boost the fleet to 350 ships, a 
proposal advocated by an outgoing Virginia congressman reportedly being considered as the next Navy secretary. “My 
plan will build the 350 ship Navy we need,” Trump said in an Oct. 21 speech, according to his campaign website. “This 
will be the largest effort at rebuilding our military since Ronald Reagan, and it will require a truly national effort.” 



The speech provided no additional details. However, U.S. Naval Institute News reported that a source close to Trump 
attributed the idea to Rep. Randy Forbes, whose southeast Virginia district is part of the Navy’s East Coast hub. The 
Navy’s 272-ship deployable fleet is operating under a 30-year shipbuilding plan that would bring it up to 308 ships. 
However, just getting the service up to 308 would require $4.5 billion more in annual shipbuilding spending than 
planned, according to the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office. 

Getting to 350 would cost about $4 billion more annually on top of that, according to a Nov. 9 Congressional Research 
Service report. That doesn’t include several billion dollars more in maintenance, staffing, weapons acquisition and 
long-term costs. The large increase in shipbuilding would be paralleled by spending increases in other areas, if 
Congress agrees to Trump’s campaign pledges. Trump called for increasing the active-duty Army to 60,000 soldiers 
and the Marines by 20,000 service members, Trump supporter Sen. Jeff Sessions, R-Ala., told Defense News last 
month. 

To spend more on shipbuilding and personnel, Congress would likely have to repeal or alter a law that subjects 
spending above budget caps to across-the-board cuts known as sequestration. “Well, it would be a need for a 
spending increase, there is just no doubt about it,” Sessions said. “And it is painful for me as a budget person to 
acknowledge that we can’t stay at a sequester-like level. We are just not going to be able to do that.” 

There are several notional plans for what a 350-ship plan would look like, most of which converge in key areas. As 
Cold War-era submarines retire, the fast-attack fleet is projected to decrease 25 percent by 2029. Multiple 350-ship 
plans call for 12 additional fast-attack submarines, which cost about $2 billion each. The Navy is dependent on two 
shipyards to build its submarines. Those same contractors will also likely be working on 12 replacements for the 
nuclear ballistic-missile sub fleet, which begins retiring in 2027. 

“Going from building two Virginia Class submarines per year to four would not be as simple as adding more money to 
the ship construction account,” Jerry Hendrix, senior fellow at the Centre for a New American Security, wrote this 
month in support of the 350-ship Navy. “Welders certified to work on nuclear-powered vessels take a year or more to 
train and certify, and the companies involved cannot cut corners for fear of damaging their reputations and stock 
prices.” 

A 350-ship plan could build 16 more ships in the cruiser/destroyer classes, which would more than double current 
building plans. The Navy previously tried to retire some of its older, Ticonderoga-class missile cruisers but met 
opposition in the House’s Seapower subcommittee, which was chaired by Forbes. “This administration has tried to take 
out 11 of our cruisers,” Forbes said last month, while talking along with Sessions to Defense News. “You have to have 
those multiple cruisers or destroyers to do that 360-degree flight. It makes good sense to us to continue to modernize 
our cruisers.” 

A future frigate planned as a heavier version of the littoral combat ship could also see greater procurement, according 
to some scenarios. In all, a Congressional Research Service theoretical 350-ship plan estimates that the Navy would 
need 45-58 more ships built on top of the 41 it is planning to have built. If Congress and the administration can free 
up funding and the industrial base can build them all, the question remains: what will the additional ships be doing? 

The easiest part of that answer is reducing stress on the available ships and their crews. The Navy had 58 percent of 
its 272 ships underway as of Nov. 10. The rest are in maintenance or preparing for a deployment. The wars in 
Afghanistan and Iraq, combined with commitments in Asia and other priorities, have lengthened ship deployments to 
eight to 11 months in multiple cases. This in turn has stretched the Navy’s maintenance budget and kept families apart 
far longer than the Navy wants. 

Chief of Naval Operations Adm. John Richardson has stated a goal of reducing average deployments to seven months 
by the end of this year. The more difficult part to foresee is what U.S. security needs will be for the next few decades. 
For now, the Navy remains far ahead of any other nation’s navy on a global scale. However, most potential adversaries 
only need to win a conflict regionally. Asia-Pacific analysts point to China’s growing navy and assertive territorial claims 
in conflict with U.S. allies. 

Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and its naval posturing have raised concerns, though Trump’s overtures toward Moscow 
may change the strategic balance in the shorter term. Meanwhile, stationing more ships in Italy or Greece, should 
those countries allow it, could give the U.S. a larger base of operations for Middle East contingencies. 

The Congressional Research Service report on bigger fleets suggested that “a key potential reason for increasing the 
planned size of the Navy … would be to re-establish a larger U.S. Navy forward-deployed presence in the European 
theater, and particularly the Mediterranean.” If Forbes’ point of view gains sway with Trump, the argument may simply 
come down to letting the world know that the U.S. isn’t going anywhere. “Presence, the importance of being there, 



often with very basic, low-end ships that are backed up by the threat of high-end ships, is often enough to uphold 
American interests,” he said. Source : Stars and Stripes 

RFA Argus returns to operations after refit 
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The Royal Navy’s primary aviation training ship RFA Argus was recently validated for multi-spot and multi-aircraft 
aviation operations as she returned to operational status following several months of refit. Over the last four months 
Argus’ ships company comprising of both Royal Fleet Auxiliary and Royal Naval personnel from the Maritime Aviation 
Support Force, (MASF) worked on repairing and upgrading the ship. 

The past six weeks of intensive training program culminated in RFA Argus passing Operational Sea Training (OST). 
“Operational sea training is designed to test all aspects of the ships capability including Warfare, Aviation, Navigation 
and our ability to deal with fire and flood emergencies but also to build a cohesive fighting unit,” said Captain Karl 
Woodfield, Commanding Officer of RFA Argus. 

In total 50 personnel from Royal Naval Air Station’s MASF are deployed onboard RFA Argus. Between them they 
cover a complete spectrum of trades and branches from across the naval service, as well as the FAA. They range from 
such diverse areas as aircraft handlers to logistic support and chefs to medical support. Capt Woodfield continued, 
“RFA Argus is now fully operational and we have resumed one of our primary roles as an aviation training ship. “Over 
the next few months we will be operating off the South Coast providing aviation training for the Fleet Air Arm 
squadrons but we remain at five days high readiness notice to deploy anywhere in the word.” Source : Naval Today 

The line between the Royal Navy and the Royal Fleet Auxiliary is becoming very thin.  

READER COMMENT 

1. I have been following your reporting of the deployment of the Russian Carrier Group from the Baltic to the 
med with great interest. It seems that there is no naval sense made of this deployment. Maybe, just maybe, Putin 
might have deployed this force to the Med so that, when the time comes for his meeting with Trump, he has 
something to "concede" to Trump, like withdrawing his Carrier Group from the Med back to the Baltic, in exchange for 
some other political concession from Trump. Just wondering!! 

And well you may as there has to be some reason for this deployment. 

2. Ref : Russian Navy MiG-29K crashed returning to aircraft carrier. The USN has regularly, over the years, stated 
that that it takes 20 years of committed investment, development and training to build a carrier operations capability.  
Take-off and landing can be achieved in 5 – 8 years.  I think the Russians are paying the price of ‘rust’ built up over 
years of inaction.   

A number of articles are circulating about the Russian Navy being in disrepair. 

AGS 


