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LEARNING FROM AND PREVENTING FUTURE 
TRAINING MISHAPS 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS, 
Washington, DC, Tuesday, March 23, 2021. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:58 p.m., via Webex, 
Hon. John Garamendi (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN GARAMENDI, A REPRE-
SENTATIVE FROM CALIFORNIA, CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON READINESS 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. I call to 
order this hearing of the Readiness Subcommittee of the Armed 
Services Committee. 

First, some administrative and technical notes. 
Members are reminded that they must be visible onscreen within 

the software platform for the purposes of identity verification. 
Members must continue to use the software platform’s video func-
tion while attending the hearing unless they experience connectiv-
ity issues or other technical problems that render the member un-
able to fully participate on camera. If you are experiencing such 
technical difficulties, please contact the committee staff for assist-
ance. 

When you are recognized, the video will be broadcast via the tele-
vision internet feeds. You will be recognized as normal for ques-
tions, but if you want to speak at another time, then you must seek 
recognition verbally. 

Please mute your microphone when you are not speaking, and re-
member to unmute prior to speaking. 

Be aware there is a slight lag between when you start speaking 
and when the camera shot switches to you. 

Please also remember to keep the software platform’s video func-
tion on for the entire time you are attending this hearing. 

If you leave for a short period for reasons other than joining a 
different proceeding, leave the video function on. 

If you are leaving for a different meeting and you are absent for 
a significant period of time, you should exit the software platform 
entirely and then rejoin when you return. 

Be advised that I have designated a committee staff member to 
mute unrecognized members’ microphones, if necessary. 

Please use the platform’s chat feature to communicate with staff 
regarding technical and logistical issues. 
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Finally, there is a 5-minute countdown clock on the software 
platform’s display, but if necessary, I will remind you when your 
time is up. 

Next, I seek unanimous consent to permit a noncommittee mem-
ber to participate in this hearing after all committee members have 
had an opportunity to ask questions. 

Is there objection? 
Seeing and hearing none, so ordered. 
And that noncommittee member will also have the normal 5- 

minute period. 
Now, with that out of the way, a few opening remarks. 
First, I welcome my guests. I will introduce you at the end of my 

short presentation. 
While the Pentagon spends billions of taxpayer dollars on planes, 

ships, missiles, and other sophisticated weapon systems, more 
troops are dying in training than in combat, often in aging and 
poorly maintained war machines. 

Between 2006 and 2018, 32 percent of Active Duty military 
deaths were the result of accidents, while 16 percent of service 
members who died during that time were killed in action. 

Even as combat operations overseas have decreased, noncombat 
deaths have exceeded the number of military members killed in ac-
tion every year since 2015. 

The toll is staggering. 
The National Commission on Military Aviation Safety, whose 

findings we will be discussing today, found more than 6,000 avia-
tion mishaps between 2013 and 2019, killing 224 pilots and air 
crew. 

The Government Accountability Office [GAO] is nearing comple-
tion of their review of 4,000 tactical vehicle accidents over the past 
10 years that have led to the loss of 120 soldiers and Marines. 

Of course, we continue to remember the 17 sailors lost in the 
Surface Navy collision of 2017 and another 9 who recently lost 
their life off San Clemente Island in California. 

Let me be clear. Whether the trends are rising, falling, or facility 
unpredictably, any preventable loss of life is unacceptable. It is 
shameful that the nation with the most powerful military in the 
world loses more service members in noncombat settings than in 
war. 

While the services focus on the conduct and the results of indi-
vidual accident investigations, I fear that we are missing the bigger 
picture. These mishaps reveal that the basic elements of manning, 
training, and equipping are challenged across the force. 

In addition to causing loss of life, this neglect is diminishing the 
readiness and effectiveness of our military. 

We have seen in recent years that in order to pursue moderniza-
tion initiatives, the services have shortchanged unit manning, fly-
ing and training hours, depot maintenance, and spare parts. 

This leaves our operators insufficiently trained and equipped and 
too often unavailable for use with poor materiel and condition. 

This assumption of risk is not a foregone conclusion. The services 
can and should choose to shift their priorities to elevate manning, 
elevate training, and elevate safety and sustainment. 
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This may mean buying fewer new ships and planes. It also 
means taking seriously the cultural factors that the Navy, the 
GAO, and the Aviation Commission have all identified—specifi-
cally, a widespread complacency towards safety standards and a 
casual disregard for basic risk management practices. 

And, finally, it should also mean taking meaningful steps to curb 
the combatant commanders’ insatiable demand for the use of the 
force. 

I know these are hard choices, but they are the right choices to 
avoid creating a force that is not only hollow, but vulnerable. 

Now, with that, I yield to Ranking Member Lamborn for his 
opening comments. 

Mr. Lamborn. 

STATEMENT OF HON. DOUG LAMBORN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM COLORADO, RANKING MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
READINESS 

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Chairman Garamendi. 
Today we will hear testimony from the Vice Chiefs of the Navy, 

Army, and Air Force, as well as the Vice Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps, about their efforts to learn from and prevent noncom-
bat mishaps. 

I want to thank all our witnesses for their time and service to 
our country. I also want to welcome my friend and colleague, Rep-
resentative Vern Buchanan, of Florida, to this hearing. 

We owe it to our service men and women to eliminate prevent-
able accidents, period. Readiness is not just having enough spare 
parts on the shelves or enough aircraft to fly. Readiness is also en-
suring our service members are proficient in their jobs and pre-
pared to perform their duties that our Nation assigns them. This 
requires lots of time spent in tough, realistic training conducted in 
a controlled and safe environment. 

Unfortunately, this is not always in ready supply, particularly 
when there is unpredictability in the defense budget process and 
an insufficient top line that forces leaders to choose between exe-
cuting the mission today or preparing for the future fight. This is 
something we in Congress have the power to fix. 

Over the past several years, our subcommittee has held several 
hearings and briefings focused on military aviation safety, the state 
of Surface Navy readiness, and ground vehicle mishaps. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask that you mute at your end. 
The services and the GAO have also engaged with their own 

analysis, studies, and programs. In 2019, this subcommittee di-
rected the GAO to conduct a review of the relationship between 
tactical vehicle mishaps and training vehicle safety and training 
range conditions. 

While that review is not yet complete, we expect it will provide 
insights into the factors contributing to nearly 4,000 tactical vehi-
cle mishaps over the past 10 years, leading to the loss of 120 serv-
ice members. When the report is available, I expect the recommen-
dations to be implemented. 

We continue to see a trend in deadly aviation accidents. The fis-
cal year 2019 NDAA [National Defense Authorization Act] created 
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the National Commission on Military Aviation Safety to assess the 
causes contributing to military aviation mishaps. 

Results of that effort indicated that insufficient training and ex-
perience, sustainment issues, funding, OPTEMPO [operations 
tempo], and workforce attrition were all contributing factors. 

I expect to hear today what the services are doing to address 
this. 

Since significant incidents and collisions in 2017, the Navy has 
conducted two primary reviews. Five years later, it is not clear that 
the reforms instituted are enough to protect our sailors and Ma-
rines. Quite simply, we need to do better for our service members. 

Today, our witnesses will discuss these important efforts to ad-
dress underlying issues driving accident trends and share the ex-
tent to which each military branch has taken steps to implement 
concrete recommendations to mitigate and prevent accidents. 

Finally, I would like to mention trends. 
While trends are important indicators of success and failure, we 

must not be complacent when trends are looking good. One Class 
A mishap or loss of life is one too many. 

I am particularly interested in how the services are looking at 
Class B and C mishaps, as well as near misses, to examine root 
causes that may inform proactive solutions to more serious issues. 

I want to thank the witnesses for your engagement today on this 
important topic. I look forward to hearing to how your service is 
taking actions to prevent today’s accidents while we all work to en-
sure that service members have the time, tools, and training to be 
successful in the future. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Lamborn, I will unmute, and you can mute. 

Good lesson for all of us. 
I am going to introduce each of the participants separately. I am 

going to start with General Joseph Martin, Vice Chief of Staff of 
the Army. 

I was running through your resumé, and you have covered al-
most every possible place and commanded or otherwise been in 
charge of something in every possible place where there could have 
been an accident. So, I suspect you are well versed on this entire 
set of issues. 

General Martin, you have got 5 minutes, and your written testi-
mony will be placed into the record. Without objection, so ordered. 

General Martin, please. 

STATEMENT OF GEN JOSEPH M. MARTIN, USA, VICE CHIEF OF 
STAFF, U.S. ARMY 

General MARTIN. Chairman Garamendi, Ranking Member Lam-
born, and distinguished members of the Subcommittee on Readi-
ness, on behalf of the Acting Secretary of the Army, the Honorable 
John Whitley, and the Chief of Staff of the Army, General James 
McConville, thank you for this opportunity to discuss how the 
Army learns from training mishaps and how we are preventing fu-
ture mishaps. 

Also, thank you for your steadfast support to our soldiers, our ci-
vilians, and our family members. It is clear you have the best inter-
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ests of our brave men and women at heart, and I appreciate your 
shared concern for their safety and well-being. 

As you know, the Army is a people business. Our people are our 
number one priority. We know they are on loan from their families 
and the American people and are our greatest strength. 

It is our responsibility to create a safe work environment where 
our soldiers are able to learn, to grow, and to achieve the results 
that they need to in those goals. 

We are working hard to create an environment free of harmful 
behaviors like sexual harassment, sexual assault, racism, extre-
mism, and suicide. 

But it doesn’t stop there. Placing our people first also includes 
creating an environment that is conducive to the conduct of safe 
and effective training at the individual and crew level where mis-
haps tend to occur. 

We have made some progress over the past few years. For fiscal 
year 2020, Army aviation mishaps dropped to a 10-year low. 

This was not at the expense of readiness or flying hours. Over 
the same period, our combat aviation brigades reported the highest 
overall readiness levels, and our Active Duty operational readiness 
rate remained above 80 percent. 

For ground vehicle mishaps, over the last 5 years our average is 
the lowest since the Army began to keep records in 1972. 

That doesn’t mean that we are satisfied. This fiscal year, we 
have lost 11 soldiers to Class A aviation mishaps and 2 soldiers to 
Class A tactical vehicle mishaps. 

That is 13 soldiers who won’t be returning to their families. That 
is 12 families who will never see their father, their mother, their 
son, or their daughter again. 

This is completely unacceptable, and we won’t be satisfied until 
all of our soldiers return home safely from their training events or 
deployments. 

Our Army is a learning organization. We conduct professional in- 
depth investigations into each and every mishap. The United 
States Army Combat Readiness Center ensures we understand not 
only the causes of mishaps, but also formally staffs and tracks rec-
ommendations. 

Our process gives us a good understanding of the ‘‘why.’’ Most of 
our mishaps result from the failure to follow the appropriate stand-
ard or the failure to respond appropriately to the conditions of the 
environment surrounding that particular soldier or weapon system. 

Training and disciplined risk management is the key to our suc-
cess. But our focus on training and repetition at the lowest level 
will increase the proficiency of our soldiers in our formation, and 
we intend to decrease the number of mishaps across the board. 

I look forward to this discussion and your questions. Thank you 
for your time. 

[The prepared statement of General Martin can be found in the 
Appendix on page 43.] 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very much, General. 
I will now turn to Admiral William Lescher. 
Again, just running through your resumé, you have seen almost 

every possible place where somebody could have an accident. And 
so please speak to us. 
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And, again, 5 minutes, and your testimony will be in the formal 
record. Without objection, so ordered. 

Admiral Lescher. 

STATEMENT OF ADM WILLIAM K. LESCHER, USN, VICE CHIEF 
OF NAVAL OPERATIONS, U.S. NAVY 

Admiral LESCHER. Thank you, and good afternoon, Chairman 
Garamendi, Ranking Member Lamborn, and the distinguished 
members of the House Armed Services Subcommittee on Readiness. 

On behalf of the sailors, civilians, and families of the United 
States Navy, I thank you for the opportunity to testify today on 
this important topic of service mishaps and the impact of these 
mishaps on our people and our readiness. 

Our Nation depends on a Navy that maintains their advantage 
at sea. To provide that Navy, we must effectively learn from mis-
haps and must share that learning to accelerate insights and best 
practices, and we must institutionalize that learning to drive sus-
tained change to behavior. 

Today, we also see a strong opportunity to accelerate a number 
of emerging initiatives to mitigate risk before the mishaps occur. 
We are increasingly using data-driven prioritization of risk coun-
termeasures and data-driven understanding of root cause to com-
plement and eventually reduce reactive mishap-driven understand-
ing of risk. 

Examples of this approach span all of our major warfare commu-
nities and have been contributing to an overall Navy trend of re-
duced mishap rates. 

As was mentioned earlier, the tragic 2017 collisions involving the 
USS Fitzgerald and the USS John S. McCain were a wakeup call 
and a strong impetus for today’s progress. 

The surface fleet aggressively engaged in broad reform, imple-
mented safety teams focused on human factors and risk analysis, 
and developed comprehensive crew endurance management policies 
that are producing a cultural shift within the surface fleet. 

A lower threshold as well for sharing concerns and insights, and 
increased reporting of lower level events and near misses, has also 
served to strengthen the surface community’s safety culture and 
lower mishap rates. 

The overall trend in our surface fleet is positive, but a significant 
area of sustained poor performance remains. 

The Bonhomme Richard fire last July marked the 15th signifi-
cant fire, shipboard fire, in the past 12 years, and it has dem-
onstrated that previous leadership interventions of the type the 
fleet commanders aggressively instituted this past July and Octo-
ber have not resolved the shipboard fire root causes sufficiently to 
drive enduring change in the frequency of these mishaps. 

Early this year, I directed a separate, broader deep dive review 
to eliminate systemic issues with regard to standards, culture, and 
environment driving the daily discipline in shipboard stowage, 
cleanliness, and readiness, and to recommend necessary actions to 
establish enduring change in fire safety culture and practices. 

In 2019, Naval Aviation Class A to B mishaps declined for the 
first time in a decade, and in 2020 the declining A to B mishap 
trend continued with zero Class A fatalities achieved for the first 
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time in a century. However, we also saw the Class A mishap num-
ber increase slightly and Class C Aviation Ground Mishaps in-
crease. 

To accelerate learning here, Naval Aviation has increased the 
use of flight line spot checks, employed predictive analytics, which 
I would love to talk more about in the hearing, and leveraged les-
sons from the surface and the submarine communities. 

We have also pursued a more effective approach to training, re-
quiring aviators to earn the right to fly, to demonstrate a pro-
ficiency in both fundamentals and tactics in a range of simulators. 
These actions have put us in a solid vector to continue reducing 
aviation mishaps and improve safety outcomes. 

Our submarine force had zero groundings or collisions in 2020. 
This is the result of leaders driving outcomes with a strong ana-
lytic tool, OBIEE, and it highlights units at increased risk of ad-
verse safety or operational outcomes; also used the increased use 
of near-miss reporting and analytics, and strong discipline in im-
plementing lessons learned from prior near misses. 

The submarine fleet has been contributing well and overall to 
Navy improved safety and performance by broadly sharing a num-
ber of best practices with our surface and aviation enterprise as 
well as the Naval Safety Center. 

Of course, all of these warfare communities are focuses on ensur-
ing that we are setting our sailors up to succeed in executing their 
missions with the right training, the right tools, and policies under-
pinning a strong, well-functioning safety culture. 

I look forward, Chairman, to exploring these topics further with 
the committee today, and I thank the committee for your leader-
ship and your partnership in sustaining focus on the critical issue 
of safety performance. 

[The prepared statement of Admiral Lescher can be found in the 
Appendix on page 54.] 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Admiral Lescher, thank you very much for your 
testimony. Again, we will look at your written testimony. And yes, 
we will get back to predictive analytics somewhere during the 
course of this hearing. 

Our next presenter is General David Allvin, United States Air 
Force. 

General. 

STATEMENT OF GEN DAVID W. ALLVIN, USAF, VICE CHIEF OF 
STAFF, U.S. AIR FORCE 

General ALLVIN. Chairman Garamendi, Ranking Member Lam-
born, and distinguished members of the subcommittee, on behalf of 
the Acting Secretary of the Air Force, John Roth, and the Chief of 
Staff of the United States Air Force, General C.Q. Brown, Jr., 
thank you for the opportunity to provide an update on this impor-
tant issue and for your continued support and advocacy of our most 
important resource, our airmen. 

Safely executing the high-end training required to preserve the 
readiness during this era of renewed peer competition is incredibly 
important. Your Air Force remains committed to building a culture 
of safety that preserves the considerable investment that the Amer-
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ican taxpayer has made in our service, and more importantly, safe-
guards the sons and daughters placed in our care. 

Our focus remains on preventing mishaps before they occur. We 
have strong programs that proactively identify risk and are consist-
ently looking for ways to make our operations more effective and 
safe. 

And when the mishaps do occur, we are committed to learning 
from them through data-driven analytics and a continued focus on 
a readiness culture so that we can prevent similar occurrences in 
the future. 

While our overall Class A, B, and C mishap rates have all de-
clined since we formally briefed this subcommittee on the subject 
in 2018, we continue to have unacceptably high rates of training 
mishaps, including seven that cost the lives of airmen last year 
alone. 

Like you said, Mr. Chairman, one avoidable mishap remains too 
many. We are all committed to doing all the things we can to bring 
down those risks. 

Our internal analysis, recently bolstered by the December 2020 
release of the National Commission on Military Aviation Safety re-
port, highlights several key areas that can help contribute to safe 
and effective training in an operational environment for our air-
men. 

These include sustaining investments in our flying hour pro-
gram, reinforcing the aviation supply and maintenance system, a 
culture of transparent communication and accountability, returning 
bandwidth to our line units for reinvesting in training, expanding 
access to high-quality simulators and training devices, and retain-
ing the seasoned operators to build the next generation of airmen. 

We look forward to partnering with the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense, our joint partners, and this subcommittee to fully cap-
italize on the commission’s insights to deliver the safe and effective 
training environment that our airmen and our Nation deserve. 

Thank you again for your interest in safety, your advocacy for 
the same, and for your continued support to fund these activities 
to keep our airmen safe. I look forward to the questions. Thank 
you. 

[The prepared statement of General Allvin can be found in the 
Appendix on page 65.] 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, General Allvin. 
We will now move to our final presenter, General Thomas of the 

U.S. Marine Corps. 
General Thomas. 

STATEMENT OF GEN GARY L. THOMAS, USMC, ASSISTANT 
COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS, HEADQUARTERS, 
U.S. MARINE CORPS 

General THOMAS. Chairman Garamendi, Ranking Member Lam-
born, and distinguished members of this subcommittee, thank you 
for the opportunity to testify on the issue of learning from and pre-
venting future training mishaps. 

As the Commandant stated in his planning guidance, the Marine 
Corps is a naval expeditionary force-in-readiness, and that readi-
ness is a strategic warfighting advantage for the Nation. 
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In order to maintain that strategic advantage, we must be able 
to train to and operate in austere environments at sea, in the air, 
and ashore without unnecessary sacrifices of personnel and equip-
ment. 

Over the past several years, the Marine Corps has diligently 
worked to reduce training mishaps. We have taken an institutional 
approach to improving safety performance, including a new stand-
ards-focused safety management system, better reporting and in-
formation-sharing tools, and service-wide changes based on inves-
tigation findings. 

While we have made significant improvements, there is still 
much work to do. Ensuring institutional change occurs and lasts is 
my personal priority. 

Leadership remains the bedrock of Marine Corps initiatives to 
improve safety culture, reduce mishaps, and increase readiness. 

The institutional changes I just mentioned, among others, are 
empowering our leaders to encourage greater hazard and mishap 
reporting, incorporate lessons learned, and make better decisions. 

Active leadership, enabled by resources, will help us to continue 
to reduce mishaps and generate readiness. 

The Marine Corps remains committed to ensuring the safety of 
our Marines, sailors, and civilians as we train to be the most ready 
when the Nation is least ready. 

As of today, we have had zero fatalities in aviation and ground 
training mishaps this fiscal year. We are working very hard to 
maintain this as our standard. 

We appreciate your support and oversight as we continue to im-
prove our safety performance and advance the lethality of the Na-
tion’s naval expeditionary force-in-readiness. 

I look forward to answering your questions. 
[The prepared statement of General Thomas can be found in the 

Appendix on page 79.] 
Mr. GARAMENDI. General Thomas, thank you very much. 
We will now go to the question and response part. Before I ask 

my opening questions, I am going to read the gavel order so that 
everyone has an opportunity to know who they will follow. 

As is the tradition, I will open, Mr. Lamborn, then Courtney, fol-
lowed by Wilson, followed by Speier, Moore, Strickland, Scott, Slot-
kin, Kahele, and Buchanan. We will go in that order. 

So let me go ahead and begin here. 
The National Commission on Military Aviation Safety concluded 

the high rate of aviation mishaps can be attributed to numerous 
factors, including inadequate pilot training, maintainer training 
and experience, insufficient maintenance, unpredictable funding— 
I think that is our problem, and hopefully we will address it—and 
then a high operational tempo that causes fatigue and burnout. 

And so to all of the witnesses, I will go at this in the same order. 
We will start with the U.S. Army. We are talking aviation here 
specifically. 

General Martin. 
General MARTIN. Chairman, thank you. 
So we have been thoroughly briefed, and I have read cover to 

cover the National Commission for Military Aviation Safety, its 
findings and its recommendations, and we are tracking that 17 out 
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of 25 of them are applicable to the Army. We have already imple-
mented 4 out of those 17, specifically maintenance proficiency 
badges, PERSTEMPO [personnel tempo] tracking, tuition assist-
ance for our airframe and power plant service members in their 
credentialing, and then restoring the home station flying program 
by supplementing it this year with OMA [Operation and Mainte-
nance, Army] dollars to bring up the proficiency level training of 
our aviators. 

There are several other efforts that we are doing to get after 
some of the recommendations within there, but of significant im-
port to the Army is the insufficient flying hours, and we have ad-
dressed that with the flying hour program supplement. 

And then decreasing proficiency. I have signed out a memo—ac-
tually three memos—to the force to direct them to focus on the pro-
ficiency levels and also isolate the mechanics, so that the mechan-
ics focus on maintaining the aircraft and they are not distracted by 
other activities. 

And then last one I will talk that is of importance is the relent-
less OPTEMPO. And we have attacked that by telling our com-
manders and assisting them with this to decrease the number of 
CTC [Combat Training Center] rotations that our aviation brigades 
are participating in. 

They are still participating in every rotation, but it is not a com-
bat aviation brigade per rotation. That has had a significant impact 
on decreasing the OPTEMPO in our formations. 

And so there are a couple examples of some of the things we are 
doing to get after the findings. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Yes. I need to unmute. 
Admiral Lescher. You are next, Admiral. 
Admiral LESCHER. Thank you, Chairman. 
Yeah. Very quickly, across that appropriate list of things for us 

to be focused on. 
Pilot training. I touched on it briefly in the opening comment. 

What we have seen since the National Commission on Military 
Aviation Safety, which had many findings that were very much on 
the mark, one specific context element that changed from when 
they visited Lemoore, when they visited and talked to Navy is the 
journey we have had in driving mission-capable aircraft up. 

So they were at a point where we were at 55 percent mission ca-
pable. Today, we are sustaining 80 percent with an important jour-
ney that is beyond the scope of this conversation. 

That, in terms of pilot training, both the use of more available 
aircraft and mission-capable aircraft is helping, and also the sims 
[simulators] I talked about, where we have, I think, one of the 
areas where the commission said, hey, are we using too many 
sims? 

We are using sims in a way I think that is powerful, and we are 
seeing in terms of outcomes things change. The standard scores of 
pilots through training are increasing with the use of the sims, the 
time to training is decreasing, and the same number of flights are 
being flown, in terms of the actual events. So the sims are very 
complementary, and they are creating a better output. 

In pilot training, for sure one thing we are keeping a close eye 
on is recovering from the time when the T–45 in our advanced 
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strike training, engine suppressed throughput at the same time as 
we were also recovering from physiological episodes. And so we 
worked hard to get back to the capacity of the training pipelines, 
pilot training. 

Continuing. Maintenance training. Happy to talk at length. I 
think we have a strong program here, and we are evolving it from 
our current A School sequenced construct to Ready, Relevant 
Learning and distributed learning. 

Insufficient maintenance is an interesting observation. I think, 
as we talked about briefly yesterday, Chairman, the insufficient 
maintenance is not the issue. We have learned through two deep 
dives in fiscal year 2018 [inaudible] that is actually a maintenance 
program reset to update the maintenance program, the current 
configuration, the current components, that is indicated that we 
are doing maintenance at a period [inaudible] required, in some 
cases maintenance not required from an engineering-driven per-
spective and having our SYSCOM [systems commands] doing the 
analysis. So I think that is an important element for us to look at. 

Unpredictable funding. I appreciate working with the committee 
to help us here. I would highlight two instances. OPN–8 [Other 
Procurement, Navy, Budget Activity 8] spares have an impact on 
readiness. We, unfortunately, in the Navy trained the committees 
to mark that account with poor execution 2 to 3 years ago, but in 
both OPN–8 spares and the flying hour program we are executing 
those programs strongly, and we would like to work in partnership 
with the Readiness Committee to bring those across the line in the 
defense appropriations bill. 

Finally, OPTEMPO. The fleet is stressed for sure. We are looking 
to strongly control OPTEMPO. We are looking to control scheduled 
churn within that high OPTEMPO. 

The response there is to have strong programs in place to assess 
and assist our people and strong leadership as we work through 
the world getting the vote and the strong OPTEMPO. 

Back to you, Chairman. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. General Allvin. 
General ALLVIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
And I will repeat what my colleague said. These are four very 

meaty issues that I think are definitely worth a deep dive, and we 
have given it one. 

I would say that coincidentally, the same year that—about when 
this commission started its work, we had our operational safety re-
view, and we found many of the same issues. So we have been able 
to move out with some things. So I will go down the list as well. 

With respect to pilot training, as you know, Mr. Chairman, we 
have a bit of a throughput problem, and we have a long-term pipe-
line problem with the pilots. 

And so we have undertaken a new way, looking at the next pilot 
training approach, to make sure we have more immersive training, 
to make sure it is something that is more amenable to individual-
ized training for each of the UPT students, undergraduate pilot 
training students. 

But I will repeat what Admiral Lescher said about aircraft avail-
ability. You know, with our T–6s, we tackled, along with the Navy, 
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some of these physiological event issues, and that impacted the 
availability of the aircraft as well as the safety while in flight. 

And so through some great work through our physiological event 
action team and working with the Navy as well, we have seen a 
fivefold decrease in those physiological events, which not only is 
more safe operation in and of itself, but it actually increases our 
confidence in that particular training platform. 

But a renaissance in the way that we train pilots to make sure 
that it is consistent with 21st century education and training tech-
niques is key to our way forward there. 

With respect to maintainers, we saw the very same thing, that 
the idea is really about the experience of the maintainers. And part 
of this is they are so interlinked with some of the other challenges 
we have. 

Part of our transition into the modernization was to leverage 
some of our maintainers and have them be maintainers in the new 
fleet. But as we continue to struggle with being able to divest the 
legacy fleet, we find that we are stretching our maintainers thin. 

So we since 2017 have added 4,000 maintainers to the fleet. So 
that is a good start. But obviously, if you add 4,000 new maintain-
ers, then the relative experience of your entire maintenance fleet 
drops down. So we need to help season those maintainers. 

And through the things like credentialing and other things, we 
are looking at incentivization to keep those maintainers in their ca-
reer field, but also keep them doing the maintaining, which is 
something that the commission also pointed out, have pilots fly, 
have maintainers maintain. 

So we also cut back in 1,800 additional administrative assistants 
to do the admin work that some of our pilots and maintainers were 
having to do. So we slid some of that back because we found, as 
a product of what we had done almost a decade ago of trying to 
cut as much manpower as we could to save money, that we had 
people doing more than just their core competency. 

So we reversed that. We also did a scrub and reduced 46 addi-
tional duties that just weren’t adding value and consolidated an-
other 15. 

But the idea of keeping maintainers on the track and getting 
them more experience, we are moving hard on that one as well. 
The funding, Mr. Chairman, would be greatly appreciated. 

And the high tempo, we really are managing risk. And we look 
at the demands that come to us from the joint force, and as they 
come to our service, we manage risk and look at the readiness of 
the force and the availability to do that, and we do our very best 
to meet the demands as they are given to us. 

But we have a keen eye on the relative risk over time that is be-
coming an increasing burden. Buying down today’s risk at the ex-
pense of tomorrow’s, that is one thing our Chief and Secretary are 
looking more and more at because we don’t want to be the force 
that 20 years from now they look back and said, you were the guys 
who left us unable to compete against China, for example. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. General, thank you very much. 
We are now looking to the final person to speak to this issue. 
General Thomas, if you will bring us up to date on the Marine 

Corps with regard to this oversight by the commission. 
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General THOMAS. Thank you, Chairman. 
The Marine Corps agrees with the commission’s findings, and we 

are taking a deliberate look at all of the recommendations. But we 
particularly agree with the observation on the power of consistent 
funding, and we thank this committee for their support in that re-
gard. 

Many of our ongoing initiatives are aligned with the commis-
sion’s recommendations. For example, reducing OPTEMPO of our 
operational forces is a key aspect of that, and we have been able 
to reduce the demand signal on many of our units over the past 
few years. 

Improved qualification tracking, of course, improving materiel 
readiness, and ensuring that our air crew get adequate flight 
hours, in all of these areas we have seen improvement. 

As my teammates mentioned, with regard to pilot training, we 
also have in some ways a throughput challenge. We are working 
closely with our Navy teammates to do simple things in terms of 
increasing the number of instructors and standing up a second fleet 
replacement squadron for F–35 as we begin to scale. 

Those initiatives, along with some of the 21st century learning 
approaches that Admiral Lescher highlighted, are going to, we be-
lieve, greatly improve our posture. 

In terms of maintenance personnel, it is primarily a function for 
us of maintaining our experience base. It is largely a retention 
issue. And we are getting after that with reenlistment bonuses of 
$20,000 for very experienced maintainers. And we have noticed 
that over the past few years 2,100 Marines have taken us up on 
that incentive. 

We appreciate the opportunity to use the report to also help us 
improve our safety record as we go forward. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. General, thank you very much. 
A lot more to be discussed on each of those issues, and I suspect 

my colleagues will tease out other details along the way. 
Mr. Lamborn, it is your turn. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I know that the services are focused on identifying contributing 

factors to Class A accidents that involve high dollar amounts and 
permanent disability or death. But the near misses, the Class C 
mishaps, and the present but not contributing factors in Class A 
mishaps can reveal the canaries in the coal mine that could cause 
the next accident. 

And along the same lines, in August 2018 GAO found gaps in 
DOD’s [Department of Defense’s] approach for collecting, reporting, 
and analyzing the data from mishaps in general. 

So a two-part question for each of you. What are you doing to act 
on the problems that lower level mishap incidents reveal? And 
what steps are you taking to improve the reporting of data on all 
of these mishaps? 

In no particular order. Let’s go in the same order that you testi-
fied earlier. 

General MARTIN. Congressman, there are two things I would like 
to talk about very quickly. 

So born at our Combat Training Centers, where we have got 
probably the highest fidelity and clearly the most dangerous condi-
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tions where we train in a live training environment, born out of the 
CTCs is this what we call the mishap pyramid. 

It is based on a German—Bird and Germain theory that if you 
have so many near misses, they will equate eventually over time 
to so many Class D accidents, so many Class C accidents, so many 
Class B accidents, and in the end, you are going to have a cata-
strophic outcome and a Class A mishap. 

And so, literally, at our Combat Training Centers, they count the 
number of accidents. The observers, coaches, and trainers, they tell 
on—they report on all the accidents. The unit is required to report. 
So there are summary reports, and literally you watch the volume 
of accidents come in, and it allows the leadership to see in each of 
the after-action reviews, hey, we have had so many of these types 
of accidents, we are on our way to a more severe outcome. 

That has proved out pretty beneficial, and it has changed the cul-
ture in our home station training environments as a result of that. 
And so that Bird and Germain theory that was born out at NTC 
[National Training Center] is applied to the rest of the Army. 

And that is how we look at lower mishaps, because, you will re-
member, especially when you are talking aviation, the difference 
between a near miss and a Class A accident in some cases is frac-
tions of a second. And so we have got to be mindful of near misses. 

And then the second point I would like to bring up is in October 
of last year, we launched the Army Safety Management Informa-
tion System [ASMIS] where we replaced a clunky, Industrial Age 
process of accident reporting where you had to fill out the same 
form no matter if it was a cut on a finger or an aircraft hit the 
ground. It was the same accident form. It was very laborious, and 
it was somewhat daunting. 

Well, with this new system we can see a lot more accidents. In 
fact, we have 97 percent better compliance rate and timeliness rate 
of turning in accident reports because if it is a Class D or a near 
miss, it is something that can be reported very quickly. 

And it also includes a non-attributional, anonymous feature 
where you can report an accident and no one will know you re-
ported an accident. 

And so we think that ASMIS, the Army Safety Management In-
formation System, is going to help us better see that data on those 
lower severe outcome accidents to inform changes to our processes 
and our procedures in the United States Army. 

Thank you. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Okay. I would like to hear from the Navy next. 
Navy, are you there? Admiral. 
Admiral LESCHER. I am struggling with the mute/unmute. I 

think I am up now. 
So I will build on what General Martin said in a couple ways. 
For sure, the side picture is correct that Class C’s and near 

misses are a fundamental driver of us learning, understanding, and 
taking action on them. We have been looking at Class C’s, I think, 
in a number of interesting ways. 

One element I will start with that is not a success yet is conver-
gence training, If you look to the airlines in aviation and look at 
fundamental training of elements that are often the root cause of 
aircraft move accidents and the type of accidents we see that gen-
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erate Class C mishaps. And what we have seen after 18 months 
or so of that is that it is not moving the needle. 

So, again, we are very focused on understanding where we are 
just seeing activity and where we are seeing outcomes that are fun-
damentally addressing the root causes. 

And so what we have learned with convergence training, which 
was fundamentally pre-, post-move alignment on a quick run- 
through of operational risk management, it wasn’t moving the nee-
dle. 

Two things going forward that I think are high potential. We 
have 2 years now of experience using an aviation experience metric 
that correlates with readiness, that lets us really understand and 
allocate our people in a way that maximizes readiness. We call this 
the aviation and maintenance experience metric that looks at type/ 
model/series experience, that looks at qualifications, such as qual-
ity assurance qualifications. And we can use it very effectively. 

We are doing an offshoot of that to look at aviation boatswain’s 
mates, which are the people on our flight decks, on our big deck 
amphibs, on our aircraft carriers who are doing so much of the ac-
tivity that is at risk of being a Class C when you bump an aircraft 
in a move, et cetera. 

And we see that there is initially from the data already that we 
could be much more informed about understanding with this ana-
lytic approach the experience of an aviation boatswain’s mate in 
terms of familiar with that type of ship, in terms of number of de-
ployments, in terms of other fundamental quals [qualifications], 
and use that to allocate that and make sure, for example, on spe-
cific ships or specific moves, that we have a properly experienced 
supervisor driving the evolution. So I would highlight that as one 
element. 

Another element that is going forward, we have some experience 
working with industry on specific [inaudible] risk and problem-solv-
ing process which is basically a deep dive effort and a very dis-
ciplined way to find root causes. And we had an opportunity to do 
three of these pilots, and one of them is in fact [inaudible]. 

So I will pause there in the interest of time, but the same type 
picture. 

I guess—I am sorry—the second question was on data, do we feel 
we are getting the data. 

I think you are tracking, sir, that we are using and have joined 
now the same risk management information database and ap-
proach as the Air Force and the Marines. And so standardized data 
sets. 

And while it is a moving target, we are 98 percent complete in 
terms of the current target in terms of data completeness. So our 
sense is that we are on a strong vector to make sure we have stan-
dardized, complete data to help drive these insights. 

Over. 
Mr. LAMBORN. And briefly, the Marines and Air Force. 
General ALLVIN. I am sorry. Go ahead, Gary. 
General THOMAS. Thank you, General Allvin. 
Just, Congressman, in terms of how we are acting on the prob-

lems that these lower level mishaps reveal, we are looking at it 
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through two lenses. First, hazard reporting, followed by informa-
tion sharing. 

And this is something that General Martin spoke to, but I would 
also like to emphasize is that we have introduced new tools that 
not only makes the reporting of hazards that Marines see much 
easier, we have also made it where they are anonymous. 

And, again, it just encourages Marines down at the deck plate to 
identify those things that they may see every single day. And then 
we are able to aggregate those and look at it across the entire insti-
tution. 

And then in terms of information sharing in the Department of 
the Navy, of course, we have this Streamlined Incident Reporting 
System, as well as a mishap lesson learned website. Again, that 
makes the lessons learned that have been cataloged over a number 
of years readily available to commanders, O–5 commanders, on a 
daily basis. 

In terms of the data collection, again, I would like to emphasize 
something that Admiral Lescher said, that we are completely 
aligned with the Navy in fielding this Streamlined Incident Report-
ing System. It is a Department of the Navy initiative that is based 
on a very successful and mature Air Force system. 

He mentioned that we have standardized data. I would just add 
to that that we actually use the same data collection fields. And as 
he said, I think we are 98 percent common in terms of our ap-
proach. And we look forward to continue supporting ongoing stand-
ardization efforts to improve data collection across all the services. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Thank you. 
And very briefly for the sake of time, Air Force. 
General ALLVIN. Yes, sir. I will be brief because most of the 

things I would say have already been said. 
We also have a very robust—we investigate every Class C mis-

hap that happens at each wing. Those get elevated all the way up 
to the four-star level, and the results of those are reviewed on a 
semiannual basis. And every one of the findings of every one of 
Class C, Class B, Class A mishaps are tracked to closure at the 
four-star level, and that allows us to see not only individual inci-
dents but across incidents for trends. 

With respect to the data, we have all of those same things. The 
database is getting better. The fields are consistent so we can start 
reading each other’s data, learning across service as well. And we 
also have the identity-protected inputs that allow our airmen to be 
able to identify hazards and identify culture and climate issues 
with respect to safety that they may not otherwise be able to do. 

Thank you. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Okay. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, back to you. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. A good set of questions, great answers. 
I am going to give the gavel order once again. Courtney, Wilson, 

Speier, Moore, the next four up. 
Mr. Courtney. 
Mr. COURTNEY. Great. 
Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, thank you, Ranking Member 

Lamborn, for holding this hearing, and to the witnesses for their 
testimony. 
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Admiral Lescher, on page 3 and 4 of your testimony you talked 
about the sort of post Fitzgerald and McCain reforms. Again, there 
was the comprehensive review which we went through on the sub-
committee back in 2017 and 2018 with the 111 recommendations. 
Many of those were actually codified in the NDAA [National De-
fense Authorization Act] that year. 

And I was noticing where you kind of updated the fact that the 
readiness certification of the crews has now reached a 100 percent 
certification process, which is actually a pretty shocking improve-
ment. 

When GAO did the report back in 2017 the certifications were 
really actually kind of frightening in terms of how low many of the 
sailors and the crew were. 

So I want to just see if you could sort of explain, was it giving 
the type commanders more power, because that obviously was iden-
tified as a problem in terms of the tug of war between the type 
commands and the operational commands? 

I mean, is their ability, maybe, to sort of, pull the safety brake, 
as Admiral Richardson said back in those hearings that we held, 
forcing the issue, where we make sure that everyone is certified be-
fore a ship goes underway? Is that what is happening? 

Admiral LESCHER. Yes, sir. It is good to see you again. 
And that is exactly what is happening. I mean, your instinct is 

exactly on the mark. So Roy Kitchener at SURFOR [Naval Surface 
Force, U.S. Pacific Fleet] and Brendan McLane now at SURFLANT 
[Naval Surface Force, Atlantic] have—we put the firebreaks in, 
which was a fundamental diagnosis, that we had lost the firebreaks 
between the maintenance, the training, and then the deploy phase. 

And so in terms of a culture change, which I hinted at a bit, 
there is a fundamental culture change of ending this idea of waiv-
ers. There have been no waivers. They require four-star level now. 
And there is multiple examples of where from a man, train, or 
equip perspective the type com [commander] has said to our fleet 
commanders, ‘‘Hey, I have got to change this engine, I have got to 
redo this exercise, I have got to have the time to do this right,’’ and 
they are supported. 

So your diagnosis there is correct, sir. 
Mr. COURTNEY. Well, it is really encouraging to see that, again, 

people got their heads together and identified what the problem 
was and solved it without—again, it really didn’t require nec-
essarily infusions of big amounts of money or resources. It was just 
really trying to change or put in safeguards. Congratulations to the 
Navy for making that happen. 

General Thomas, your report and your testimony at the end 
talked about the AAV [assault amphibious vehicle] accident that 
took place in San Clemente, the tragic accident. 

So it is my understanding that a report is imminent in terms of 
describing, I guess, what the Navy—the Marine Corps investiga-
tion produced. 

And one question in addition to just that is, was the use of those 
AAVs paused in the wake of the accident? And has there been any 
modifications made to those platforms during that pause? 

General THOMAS. Thank you, Congressman. 
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Just in terms of the investigation, the investigation is complete. 
We are informing the families of the investigation findings this 
week. Making sure the families are informed and answering their 
questions is a priority for us. And we look forward to releasing the 
results of that investigation near simultaneously to the committee 
once those family notifications are complete. 

In terms of the actual waterborne operations, they were sus-
pended to complete a review of our equipment, our procedures, and 
training. With a couple of exceptions, the first three-star in the 
chain of command has the ability to waiver that in reasons of oper-
ational assessing. 

For example, we are conducting limited water operations to com-
plete entry-level training requirements, and we are committed to 
ensuring a safe return to water ops as soon as we can. 

And to your question in terms of the vehicles, when we sus-
pended water operations we did a thorough inspection of all vehi-
cles, whether related to any concerns about this particular mishap 
or not, and reported that and made some just maintenance effort 
to ensure that all of those vehicles were within standards. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Great. Thank you, General. I appreciate it. And 
I am sure once the report is out, we will continue this dialogue. 

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. Courtney. 
There is a great deal of interest among the committee members 

on that particular issue. The timing didn’t work out well. We will 
probably do a briefing. And any of the members of the committee 
and any others that want to involve themselves either next week 
or the following week, probably the following week. We will see 
what happens here. 

And, General Thomas, we will invite you back for about an hour 
to discuss that particular incident. 

Very good. 
Okay. We are now going to turn to Mr. Wilson. 
Mr. WILSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 

Lamborn. We appreciate the dedicated panel participating today, 
extraordinary individuals on behalf of our country. We appreciate 
it. 

Admiral Lescher, to further the excellent review by Congressman 
Courtney, I was grateful to visit the USS Fitzgerald in Japan sev-
eral years ago and saw where our sailors were tragically killed, and 
appreciate your efforts to make sure an accident never occurs 
again. 

The Navy concluded that fatigue was a contributing factor to 
both the McCain and Fitzgerald collisions. The substantial body of 
research indicates that the fatigue causes impaired judgment, de-
creased concentration and reaction times, and contributes to poor 
mental and physical health. 

This issue is not isolated to the Navy, but how has your service 
made progress on changing the culture of sleep deprivation on 
ships and submarines? What lessons learned can you pass along to 
your teammates? 

Admiral LESCHER. Thank you, sir, for the question, and I appre-
ciate you getting on site as well. 
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There has been a comprehensive culture change, most starkly in 
the surface community. So my background, I grew up as a helo 
[helicopter] pilot that deployed on our surface ships, our small sur-
face ships as an HSL [Helicopter Anti-Submarine Squadron, Light] 
pilot. So, I consider myself a student of the surface warfare culture. 

And there was a stark difference. I, as an aviator, would get up 
and I would have my crew rest, and I would ensure I had a circa-
dian rhythm before I would fly. And my teammates across the pas-
sageway did not have that same discipline, and there was an ele-
ment at times of the SWO [Surface Warfare Officer] culture where 
it was a point of pride to operate sleep-deprived. 

That has fundamentally changed, and it fundamentally changed 
with Roy Kitchener, our surface three-star SWO boss, implement-
ing an instruction this year, the Comprehensive Crew Endurance 
Management Policy. 

And the community had been thinking about this idea of setting 
their watches to preserve circadian rhythm, to preserve crew rest, 
to preserve sleep, but it had been dabbled in. Roy made it a re-
quirement, a policy. 

And when you go aboard our ships now and you talk to the sail-
ors and ask them to talk about how they stand their watches, you 
will see that that has been made a requirement and it is a part 
of the fundamental culture. 

The other element that is interesting is there is quite a bit of on-
going work on all the elements you talked about, fatigue, sleep dep-
rivation, with Naval Postgraduate School [NPS]. So the surface 
community has worked closely with them. 

One other element I would highlight of the surface community is 
there are experiments going on right now, a pilot going on right 
now as we speak aboard Essex with 300 sailors using a wearable 
device. So they are reporting. You know, you have seen these com-
mercially [inaudible]. Athletes use them. And the sailors are hav-
ing these assessments of how they slept, et cetera, available to be 
brought into a watch bill software to optimize that as well. 

And it is not just the surface force. Again, in the interest of brev-
ity, I will go fairly quickly. 

The submarine force, I think you know a couple of years ago they 
shifted from 6- to 8-hour watches. They are doing a lot of ongoing 
work as well with the medical community and NPS on lighting, on 
meal schedules, on training schedules, and in aviation. 

Notwithstanding that we have had strong fatigue management 
in the air crew, what is new starting in 2018 is our 3710 instruc-
tion, our general NATOPS [Naval Air Training and Operating Pro-
cedures Standardization] instruction mandates that we apply that 
to the maintenance professionals and the admin folks as well. 

So now it is not just air crew. It is wanting the full team, mainte-
nance as well as air crew, being focused on being properly rested 
and properly prepared to do the mission. 

Over. 
Mr. WILSON. Well, as a Fitbit fan myself, I know how you can 

maintain a person’s sleep habits. And so that is very, very helpful. 
And, General Martin, I am really grateful to represent Fort Jack-

son. And in the NDAA there was included an amendment that re-
quires DOD to examine emergency response capabilities and serv-
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ices in the military installations, to explore the benefits of requir-
ing medevac helicopters and a fully stocked military ambulance to 
be more readily on hand to respond to training accidents. 

What progress has the Army made to adopting these require-
ments? 

General MARTIN. Congressman, thank you. It is good to see you 
again. 

We are aware of the amendment. I have actually read the 
amendment itself. And OSD has not tasked that out yet. We antici-
pate it will be forthcoming. And we look forward to supporting the 
study that is in the amendment to take a look at it. 

That being said, as a former senior commander of two installa-
tions in the United States Army, I can’t tell you how important it 
is to have appropriately equipped and rehearsed medical capability 
that is responsive at each and every one of your installations. I 
couldn’t agree more. 

Mr. WILSON. Thank you very much. As an Army dad and also a 
Navy dad, I am really proud of what you are doing. 

I yield back. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. Wilson. 
Ms. Speier, you are up next. 
Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Chairman, I want to forgo my turn for about 10 

minutes so I can get to my destination and ask my question when 
I am not in a car. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. We will be watching you, and when we see you 
settle down and stop bouncing around, we will call on you. Thank 
you. 

We will skip then to—I suppose we need to go to a Democrat. So 
that would be, Ms. Strickland, you are up. And then we are going 
to go to Mr. Moore. 

Ms. Strickland, we jumped ahead and didn’t give you much 
warning. 

Mr. Moore then, you are up, and then we will get back on track. 
Mr. MOORE. Excellent. Thank you, Chairman. 
Generals and Admiral, thank you for being here. 
My district hosts the Command Mission and Control Center for 

the Utah Test and Training Range [TTR]. And this is a top priority 
for them. They have a great track record. They make this very 
much a priority. So thank you for the work you are doing to get 
here. 

And I would actually just like to call out the commission. As I 
have gone over the summary here, this is very poignant and pro-
vides really good information, and I encourage my colleagues to 
really dive into this. 

But insufficient experience, high OPSTEMPO, and workforce at-
trition, those are real issues that can directly go towards training 
mishaps. And the solutions that are provided are flying hours and 
retention bonuses. I welcome comments on that. 

Let me ask my first question, though, to General Allvin. 
Also, the commission referenced sustainment challenges and un-

predictable funding as contributing factors to training mishaps. 
Could modernization and optimization efforts, specifically at test 

and training ranges, are these going to help mitigate some of these 
challenges? 
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General ALLVIN. Congressman, thank you for the question. 
I definitely think that there is a link to that. The quality of the 

ranges and the ability to get the type of training which, moving for-
ward, trying to replicate what is an advanced threat and not hav-
ing the right sensors, the right support equipment, all of that, will 
force us to try and train a different way. 

And any time we train a little bit differently than how we fight, 
it has two impacts. One of those is we have less confidence in our 
ability to actually prosecute the targets we need to or penetrate the 
airspace we need to, et cetera. 

But the other part is it actually, once you start detracting from 
that, you start going off script, and there are safety impacts to 
that. 

So I do believe that there is a linkage there, and I believe that 
as we move into a more modern range structure and support, our 
big challenge is going to be in the transition. 

I mean, if we could fast-forward and look into the future and 
have everything modernized and all of the flight support equip-
ment, all of the platforms at the same level of technology advance-
ment, we will be in good shape. 

But trying to bring legacy systems in the same environment as 
the new systems is going to be increasingly challenging. And I 
think there is not only a readiness risk, but there are training effi-
ciency risks. And when you have training efficiency risks, safety 
often comes along with that. 

So I would agree with that statement. 
Mr. MOORE. Thank you. 
And as I have interacted with commanders at our Air Force base 

here in Utah, they know their airmen best. I feel like there is a 
great relationship that they have. 

And as we talk about the fact that retention bonuses haven’t nec-
essarily worked, even though it is part of the solution, they haven’t 
necessarily worked in keeping them from going to commercial avia-
tion, do you feel that squadron commanders have the adequate au-
thority to be honest brokers when negotiating aviation bonus con-
tracts? 

General ALLVIN. I think squadron commanders, I think they do 
have the authorities. What we need to do is ensure that the anal-
ysis that we do gets communicated and transferred to them so they 
can best advise. 

Because you make the exact point, Congressman. They are the 
ones who interface with the aviators, and they are the ones who 
understand what the value proposition is for those aviators, wheth-
er an extra X thousand dollars is really what is going to seal the 
deal for a longer commitment or if there are other levers that the 
Air Force should be pulling. 

So we have air crew summits very frequently that discuss this. 
What do we think the sweet spot is? And, of course, that varies 
with the economy, as we know. 

But the economy is just one variable. We have to do the best job 
of understanding what that pull is, but also understanding how to 
better communicate the value proposition of what the Air Force of-
fers and working on all those other issues that are quality of life, 
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quality of force, that will keep them there beyond just the dollar 
values. 

Because if we try to go one for one with the airline, as the econ-
omy picks back up again, it will be a losing proposition. We have 
seen that, a couple iterations over the last decade. 

Mr. MOORE. You just answered my next question, because I was 
going to ask to what extent is OPSTEMPO a part of that, but you 
have addressed that with quality of life. 

OPSTEMPO, the need for the mission, that got them in that seat 
in the first place, and encouraging them to do that. 

I will leverage the last few seconds with continue to talk about 
workforce attrition. They leave critical vacancies in the organic in-
dustrial base. 

Do you believe that DOD has adequate hiring authorities to ad-
dress workforce attrition and the growing competition? 

General ALLVIN. In the very brief time I have, I would say that 
those are, indeed, challenges. We see not only diminishing manu-
facturing sources for equipment and supplies, but also to get the 
right labor market in to be able to do the rapid innovation that we 
need to keep up. That is going to be critical. I would love to talk 
more on that as well. 

Mr. MOORE. Yeah. We have been focused on airmen, but, obvi-
ously, there are so many more job opportunities that we can main-
tain that talent. 

I yield back. Thank you, Chairman. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. Moore. 
And thank all of our committee for being very attentive to the 

time as well as the witnesses. Appreciate that. 
I see Ms. Speier is still in her car, so we will skip back to Ms. 

Strickland. 
If you are with us, it is your turn. 
Ms. STRICKLAND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chair. 
Service members put their lives on the line to serve our country, 

and, obviously, we have to do everything we can to ensure their 
safety. 

I am concerned, however, that Congress has found itself having 
to create commissions, and some of these services have had to 
launch comprehensive reviews after the series of incidents. 

And these actions make it seem as though the safety offices may 
not be properly resourced or connected to these accidents. 

And so I have a few questions. 
Do safety offices have the capacity, the ability, and the authority 

to identify and investigate the root causes of training accidents? 
And I would like to direct that toward General Martin and also 

General Allvin. 
General MARTIN. Congresswoman, thank you. Appreciate the 

question. 
First and foremost, what I would really like to do is I would like 

to personally invite you and any other members of the committee 
for a visit down to the Combat Readiness Center at Fort Rucker, 
Alabama, so you can see the exquisite capability we have there 
that we use not only to identify the root cause, the causation of 
each accident, but also to manage the data that comes in from the 
various accidents that are reported across the board. 
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As it pertains to the capabilities within each formation to ensure 
that we mitigate risk, in the United States Army risk mitigation 
is a commander’s program. 

It is enabled by safety professionals. And those safety profes-
sionals are placed throughout our ranks and our formation, and we 
use them to help us as subject matter experts and also conduits to 
the rest of the enterprise, since they talk to each other about dif-
ferent things, to help commanders promulgate safety programs. 

But, that being said, we have recently done a study, based on 
some information from a GAO audit, to take a look at our man-
power. 

And we are looking at increasing the number of safety profes-
sionals we have at certain locations in our formations to get after 
some more of that additional subject matter expertise that we need 
to make sure we enable that commander’s program to happen. 

Thank you. 
Ms. STRICKLAND. Thank you. 
General ALLVIN. Congresswoman, thank you for the question. I 

think it is a very important question too. 
I believe that one of the most important parts of our safety pro-

gram is sort of the independence that the safety apparatus has, per 
se. 

I think the idea that at the squadron level, if there are levels of 
mishaps that are the lower level, that is well handled within the 
squadron. But once the cost of lives or resources elevates that, then 
that comes outside of the chain of command. 

And so the idea that they have the authority, that without influ-
ence, you know, within the particular command, to be able to have 
access to the resources, we immediately, when an accident hap-
pens, we immediately sort of sequester that and make sure we hold 
the evidence, if you will. 

And then we bring in, if the accident is serious enough, we bring 
in external, so they will have free rein to have all the information 
they need and the reporting chain that comes all the way up here 
to the headquarters. 

I think we could always—and I will agree with my Army col-
league Joe there—we could always deal with having a greater 
number of people to be in there observing and have more safety 
professionals. But I do have confidence in the independence of our 
entire safety system to have access all the way up to the Chief of 
Staff. 

Ms. STRICKLAND. Okay. And then one more question. 
Can you tell me what percentage of training accidents occur be-

tween Active Duty, National Guard, and Reserves? And, again, 
back to our Army and Air Force leaders, because I am responsible 
for JBLM [Joint Base Lewis-McChord]. 

General ALLVIN. Congresswoman, I am going to jump in real 
quick so we can get back to General Martin. 

I do not have the specifics. We have them broken out by aviation 
and ground. But I can give you very detailed, if I can take that for 
the record, we can have that back to you posthaste, because we do 
have those broken out, but they are separately between aviation 
and ground incidents. 
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And I understand. Thank you for JBLM. I was stationed there 
at one point. 

[The information referred to can be found in the Appendix on 
page 91.] 

Ms. STRICKLAND. All right. Thank you. 
General MARTIN. Congresswoman, I need to take that for the 

record as well, if I could, please. 
[The information referred to was not available at the time of 

printing.] 
Ms. STRICKLAND. All right. Thank you for your answers. And, 

again, thank you for your service. 
I yield my time. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Ms. Strickland, that was a very interesting 

question. It had not occurred to me that we really need to look at 
the three different pieces that make up a full unit, and maybe 
there is a significant differential. I will be interested in having that 
information. 

Ms. STRICKLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. I notice Ms. Speier is no longer bouncing 

around. 
Would you like to have your 5 minutes? 
Ms. SPEIER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Go for it. 
Ms. SPEIER. Let me start off by saying to this distinguished panel 

before us, in my recent visits to some of our installations, in terms 
of evaluating the culture and the status of our service members, it 
is amazing how forthright spouses are. 

And at a recent visit to Fort Hood, one of the spouses said to me 
in an open gathering of spouses that the concern of the OPTEMPO 
was so great that she would come home at night and was always 
afraid that she was going to find her husband in the shower hang-
ing. 

So I encourage you to create opportunities to meet with the 
spouses. 

I would like to go back to the AAV incident, the tragedy that 
happened last summer that Congressman Courtney had spoken 
about earlier. Only 7 of the 16 Marines survived. And I understand 
that part of the problem was the escape hatch and their inability 
to open the escape hatch. 

Has that issue been resolved? This is for General Thomas. 
General THOMAS. Thank you, Congresswoman. 
What I would say is, you know, while the investigation is com-

plete, we are about halfway through notifying the families of the 
investigation findings, and that will occur during this week. As you 
know, making sure the families are fully informed and answering 
their questions is our first priority. 

We are happy to come back to the committee and discuss ques-
tions about the material readiness, specifically to your question, on 
the escape hatch. 

Ms. SPEIER. All right. It sounds like you are not going to answer 
the question right now, and I don’t have a lot of time. So I want 
to move on to another issue. 

The ACVs [amphibious combat vehicles] are now, I guess, in pro-
duction, and they have wheels instead of tracks. They are similar, 
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I understand, to the LAV–25s [light armored vehicles] and can op-
erate at 60 miles per hour and climb a 60-degree angle and in 
many respects very similar to the LAV. 

An Orange County Register article recently indicated that Ma-
rines were very concerned about this new vehicle. They were con-
cerned about the turning radius and the potential for rollovers. 

So I guess my first question is, will the ACV training be more 
rigorous? And how are we going to protect against rollovers? 

General THOMAS. Congresswoman, rollovers for any armored ve-
hicle is always a concern. In 2019 we had seven rollovers and the 
tragic loss of several Marines. In 2020, we had two. And in 2021, 
thus far we have had zero. 

We have to, for all of our vehicles, including ACV, we have to im-
prove our training to avoid these types of mishaps. One of the 
things that we are doing is we are increasing the number of driving 
events or training events for all the crews going through that par-
ticular syllabus. 

And one of the things that we are doing with our new Safety 
Management System is for commanders of all these units to char-
acterize the risk that they face in their particular location and 
their mission, and then to ensure that they are providing adequate 
supervision, detailed planning, and detailed debriefs for all of these 
missions that involve these vehicles. 

Ms. SPEIER. All right. 
So in terms of more rigorous training that is being contemplated, 

how do we guard against rollovers if they are a risk that we fre-
quently encounter? 

General THOMAS. Congresswoman, what I would say is this. The 
best way to do that—there are several areas that we have identi-
fied that are causal factors to rollovers. As I mentioned, one of the 
things we have to do is increase the number of driver training 
events. 

We also have to make sure that our ranges are very well under-
stood and all hazard areas are very well marked. 

And then it gets back to detailed planning with the crews, with 
supervision of commanders. And that is the way that we are going 
to prevent those rollovers. 

Ms. SPEIER. Are there simulators that are available in the mar-
ketplace to practice potential responses to rollovers? 

General THOMAS. We have simulators as a part of our training 
system which have very good capabilities, but the Marines have to 
do actual training in the vehicle itself—in rough terrain—that 
takes into account all the other factors that I just described. 

Ms. SPEIER. All right. My time is expired. Thank you. 
And thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Ms. Speier, while you are still available, the 

issue of the AAV off the coast of California [inaudible] did come up 
[inaudible] late next week, once the Marine Corps has finished [in-
audible] the families. And we will let everybody have a few days’ 
advance notice. That will be a telephone briefing. Okay? 

Ms. SPEIER. All right. Thank you. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Very good. Thank you. 
The gavel order remains Scott, Slotkin, Kahele, and Buchanan. 
So, Austin. 
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Mr. SCOTT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
One of the reasons we have fewer combat incidents that lead to 

death is because of how hard we train inside the United States. 
And while I do agree that we need to certainly limit [inaudible] as 
best we can, but the rigorous training is the reason that we don’t 
lose more men and women in combat than we do. 

And so we can’t cut all of the risk out, especially with regard to 
EOD [explosive ordnance disposal] training and high-risk training, 
and expect that our men and women are going to be prepared for 
combat when that situation and the need for their expertise arises. 

So, with that said, General Allvin, one of the things I was very 
impressed with is when the Yanky 72 accident occurred, is how 
good the investigation was with regard to narrowing down exactly 
what led to the accident, and then how fast the Air Force re-
sponded to changing the processes with regard to the propellers. 

So I want to just tell you, the loss of life in Yanky 72, we obvi-
ously mourn those soldiers and the sailor that we lost, but I was 
pretty impressed with the investigation that came about. 

In your testimony, you talk about maintenance effectiveness and 
how maintenance effectiveness drives higher aircraft availability 
rates, and then the availability rates leads to obviously the amount 
of training that we are able to do and, hopefully, that leads to 
fewer accidents. 

The advanced manufacturing technologies, like 3D printing, ro-
botics, and artificial intelligence that the Air Force is now using to 
improve maintenance timelines, can you describe some of the sus-
tainment challenges and the remedies of those challenges that are 
driving low aircraft availability and fewer available training hours 
and how we use these advanced methods to fix that? 

General ALLVIN. Yeah, Congressman, I am happy to do so, be-
cause I have got to tell you, this is one of the more exciting areas 
that I think we can really make some progress in. And it starts 
with the data. It starts with being able to have an analytic baseline 
to do this. 

And I think a couple of things that are going on. The condition- 
based maintenance, which is not something we invented in the Air 
Force, the airlines have been doing it for a while, but the idea of 
theory of constraints and taking sensor-based analysis, putting sen-
sors on particular parts of the aircraft and testing them and moni-
toring the heat, the vibration, et cetera, et cetera, is really going 
to help. 

I would like it to go faster. I would think one of the reasons why 
the airlines have really advanced theirs as much, because, as you 
know, Congressman, one of the things about being able to do AI 
[artificial intelligence] and machine learning, you need lots of data. 
You need massive computing power, which we have. But you need 
lots of data. 

And so the airlines have been able to take lots of data for like 
type aircraft and move that forward. 

Ours, we have a little bit less of a homogeneous fleet and mis-
sion, but we are moving out on that and trying to find those things 
through the theory of constraints and look at those long lead items. 

And understanding we also have to have an aggressive diminish-
ing manufacturing sources and material solutions program to be 
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able to understand not only what are the parts that are going to 
be the critical path that are going to need to be maybe proactively 
replaced. 

But also, when you have got diminishing manufacturing sources, 
to your point, on some of these additive manufacturing techniques, 
we may be able to generate those parts without having to go and 
be sort of vendor locked or have single-source suppliers. 

So those are just a couple of the areas. I think it is just a broad, 
broad area that we can really look into a new way of extending and 
making sure aircraft availability is at its peak. 

Mr. SCOTT. Thank you, General. 
And just for the committee’s sake, I mean, if we want to increase 

the level of flying hours, then we have to increase the aircraft 
availability. And that gets back to, I think, the predictive mainte-
nance and some of the other things that we are doing that make 
more planes available for our pilots. 

So, again, I have been impressed with the ability to find out ex-
actly what caused an accident, the ability to remedy that so that 
it does not happen again. 

And thank you all for your service. 
And, again, we have got to train hard because we fight hard. And 

the reason we are as successful in combat as we are is because we 
push the limits inside the United States when we are training. 

With that, I yield. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very much, Austin. 
And also, General Allvin, you touched on a couple of things we 

have discussed before. The condition-based maintenance is one. 
And then Austin just used the other word, which is ‘‘predictive.’’ 
These two things, this committee is way into this. 

And then the [inaudible] analytical [inaudible]. So the gathering 
of information from ancient, I guess, clipboards that are sitting in 
some file someplace on a C–130 that is 40 years old. So we want 
to gather up all that information. 

We are going to push this really hard, because it does deal with 
the safety issue as well as the flying hours and all the things that 
we have talked about here. 

And I have got all of you gentlemen up here. I had an earlier 
meeting this morning. I am going to go to Ms. Slotkin in just a mo-
ment. 

But we had an earlier meeting this morning about a company 
that is able to produce things that are not available anywhere, that 
broken piece that you absolutely have that you can no longer can-
nibalize from some piece of airframe somewhere. 

I am thinking that we might have a virtual session and invite 
into that session any and anybody that thinks that they can meet 
this particular problem, a very acute problem of parts and pieces 
that are no longer available and no longer can be cannibalized, and 
then get the appropriate people on and let them strut their stuff 
and you guys can go from there. 

Okay, enough for me. Ms. Slotkin, you are up. 
Elissa. Hello. Elissa, if you are out there, we will come back to 

you. 
I am going to stay with—then that would be Mr. Kahele. 
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Given that it is still 3 hours earlier in Hawaii, Kai, if you are 
available. One more call to Kai. Kai, if you are out there, it is your 
turn. 

All right. We now turn to Mr. Buchanan, not a member of the 
committee, but we have run through the committee members. I be-
lieve we are going to have a couple of committee members that will 
return after you finish. 

Mr. Buchanan, your question. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I want to thank 

Ranking Member Lamborn for this opportunity today. 
I am from the Tampa Bay area in Florida. I called on the com-

mittee to hold a public hearing on military training accidents last 
August, so I want to thank you for that opportunity. 

Can you hear me all right? 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Yes, we can. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. Okay. 
I became involved with this issue after being contacted by one of 

my constituents, Kimberly Weaver, and learning of the heartbreak-
ing and preventable death of her son, Army Specialist Nick Pani-
pinto. He is a 20-year-old. 

Nick died in a training accident at Camp Humphreys in South 
Korea in 2019. A tragic series of errors and training failures con-
tributed to Nick’s death, including a lack of medical services on the 
base and significant delays in a medical response to the scene of 
the accident. Nick eventually arrived at the hospital 2 hours after 
the accident and died from his injuries later that day. 

That is why I offered an amendment last year to the NDAA 
which has since become law, requiring the Pentagon to examine 
emergency medical services and capability at U.S. military bases 
around the world and outside, ideally even in the U.S., but outside 
the U.S., and report back to Congress. 

Gentlemen, I want to thank all of our witnesses here today. 
Thanks to your leadership, we have got the best military on the 
planet, but we can always, as someone said, do better. 

And I guess one of the things when we started looking at the 
facts of this is that in 2017, just 1 year, that they had 20 killed 
in combat and 80 killed in training. And then as we looked at it, 
there’s many times where there’s quite a few more killed in train-
ing than in combat. 

So, General Martin, I would like to get your thoughts on where 
you see—what is acceptable. I mean, we don’t want to lose one air-
man or one person in the Army, but I would like to get your 
thoughts in terms of when we see these numbers, so many more 
are getting killed in training than in combat. How do you respond 
to that? 

General MARTIN. Congressman, first and foremost, my thoughts 
and prayers go out to that family. My son is a soldier in the United 
States Army, and I can tell you I can’t imagine a day without him. 
And it has just got to be—I can’t imagine it. 

And, as a former commander of two installations and com-
manders of formations across the board in and out of combat, I will 
tell you that every single one of the accidents that I have seen hap-
pen are preventable. They are all preventable. 
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And so, with that in mind, we can never ever stop our relentless 
efforts to get after mitigating risk in our formations. 

What we do is very, very difficult. We ask our soldiers and our 
formations to do a lot. And in order for them to be able to do the 
mission that they do there is a lot of dangerous activity. 

So commanders at echelon are required to mitigate the risk to 
their formation. They are required to certify the soldiers on their 
equipment. They are required to ensure that as those soldiers oper-
ate that equipment independently, they do it under safe conditions; 
a risk assessment, identifying all the hazards and mitigating those 
risks, is done in concert with that. 

And if they are operating in a tactical environment, commanders 
are responsible for their operating environment, the soldiers be-
neath them, to identify the hazards that are in that environment 
and mitigate those risks. 

And on that day—— 
Mr. BUCHANAN. General, let me ask you, because we just have 

a certain amount of time. Why didn’t they have in the case—you 
might not know exactly, but in Korea here at the base they were 
training—medevac helicopters and fully stocked ambulance? 

Overseas it seems like we don’t have as much capability imme-
diately to help these young men and young women ideally. I am 
sure some places are better than others, but that is the sense of 
what we came up with, in terms of Korea, on this base. 

General MARTIN. Congressman, I have read that accident inves-
tigation cover to cover. And based on my experience, I would call 
what happened in Korea an anomaly and a very unfortunate anom-
aly. 

And so I understand the amendment that you have introduced 
that has become law, and I understand that we are to conduct and 
explore a study into exactly what the capability is across all of our 
installations in the Army. 

I can tell you the two that I served at most recently, both instal-
lations that was the standard. But we need to make sure. And so 
we are committed to support the efforts of this study. 

And, again, I am so sorry for the loss of your constituent’s son. 
Mr. BUCHANAN. And let me mention, General, I was very dis-

turbed when I learned from Nick’s mother that he didn’t have a li-
cense to operate the vehicle. And I don’t know, but it sounds like 
a serious vehicle. You would know. M2A3, a Bradley Fighting Vehi-
cle. Sounds like a serious vehicle. 

But it seems like there is no requirement for training, no class-
room instruction before you start to road test these. In fact, accord-
ing to a sworn statement from his unit master driver, his com-
ments were their unit driving training program is nonexistent. 

We have the greatest military in the world, the greatest leaders, 
including yourselves. How can something like this happen if that 
is the case? Again, a serious vehicle, no training, he is out driving 
it. It doesn’t even seem possible to me. 

But I will let you respond to that if you have any sense of it. 
General MARTIN. Congressman, that is the classic example of a 

deviation from an existing standard. Army Regulation 600–55 in its 
current state and the state that it was back then required all driv-
ers to be trained and certified. It is a three-phase program. That 
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hasn’t changed. The rigor of that program has changed with the 
changes in the regulation. 

But he should have been. And he shouldn’t have been able to op-
erate the vehicle without a license. And because of that, in the ad-
ministrative investigation that resulted from that there was neg-
ligence that was identified at multiple echelons in the command, 
and the chain of command took appropriate action against those in-
dividuals who failed that soldier on that day. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. And I will just tell you, the family, Nick’s family 
would appreciate assurances that steps will be taken going forward 
so that parents don’t have to go through this again. And I think 
that is the reason I got involved and active in making sure we 
passed this bill. 

But also they just want the assurance from the Army and from 
you that we are going to do everything we can to make sure some-
thing like this doesn’t happen again. 

General MARTIN. To his family, my condolences. I am committed 
to making sure that doesn’t happen again. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Thank you, General. And thanks for your leader-
ship. 

And, again, we have got the best military on the planet. I know 
things happen. But, again, this I am sure will provide a lot of reas-
surance to Nick’s family. 

Thank you and God bless. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Buchanan, the hearing record will be avail-

able, and you could pass that on to the family, you just heard from 
the vice chair where the U.S. Army is on that question. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. And thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor-
tunity to visit today, okay? Thank you. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you. 
Before we start the second round, we have got about another 25 

minutes before we are scheduled to terminate. 
Dr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, if I could, this is Congressman Green. 

I haven’t had a chance to go yet. I am in the queue, I think. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Actually, you are not, but you certainly did the 

right thing. You are now. 
Dr. GREEN. Well, thank you. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Your turn, Dr. Green. Go for it. 
Dr. GREEN. Thank you very much, Chairman. I appreciate that. 
Ranking Member Lamborn, thank you, too, for holding this hear-

ing. 
I want to thank all of our witnesses for being here today and for 

their life of service to this great country. 
And, General Martin, it is a pleasure to see you leading at this 

level. My family, with a young infantry officer serving in the 101st 
Airborne Division, sleeps a little better knowing that you are the 
Vice Chief of the Army. 

For the rest of the members on the committee, I served as a 
flight surgeon and took part in numerous investigations of acci-
dents. The impact of these on families and on the unit and even 
the entire service is profound. And we just heard as one of our 
members questioned about a death of a constituent, it is horrific. 

And we need to ensure we are giving these leaders the resources 
they need to train and train for war in a safe way. You can’t zero 
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risk, but the better resourced the services are, the less likely acci-
dents are to occur. 

It was stated earlier in testimony that training impacts acci-
dents. If you train less, the potential for accidents increases. And 
I recall from my days in the Army that the Army had a minimum 
number of flight hours for each aircraft type below which they ex-
pected accidents to increase. 

And I wondered from our Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy 
witnesses today, do you guys have a set number of flight hours per 
aircraft below which you expect accidents to increase? 

General ALLVIN. Congressman, you said Air Force first. I will go 
ahead and lead out with that. 

We actually in the Air Force, we don’t have a predictive measure 
that just has number per aircraft. It really is on an individual 
basis, and sometimes individuals fly multiple aircraft. 

There is a window that we do watch, and that happens down all 
the way at the squadron commander level. And let’s say for a 
multi-crew aircraft, there is a certain amount of hours when we 
look. 

And perhaps an aircraft commander, once they achieve maybe 
over 100 hours as an aircraft commander until they get to an in-
structor level, there is a certain threshold in which they are a little 
bit more likely, because they feel very confident and they haven’t 
had their refresh. 

So there are periods of vulnerability. 
Dr. GREEN. Yeah. I remember that in the Army. The Army had 

that too where over the course of a pilot’s career, there was that 
point where they got a little overconfident and then a point where 
that sort of went away. 

But I meant do you have a measurable—it sounds like you don’t. 
Perhaps Navy, Marine Corps, just yes, no, do you all have a set 

number per month you got to hit or you expect accidents to in-
crease? 

Admiral LESCHER. Congressman, Bill Lescher here quickly from 
the Navy. 

We do have our number we use. It is called tactical hard deck, 
and it varies by the type/model/series. But it is something we track 
closely to keep our units above the tactical hard deck. It does have 
that feature you talked about where they are seen as a knee in the 
curve for propensity for mishaps. 

Over. 
Dr. GREEN. Could you get that number to my office? I would real-

ly appreciate that. 
And our Marine, General Thomas, do you guys have that num-

ber? 
General THOMAS. Congressman, we do. We are aligned with the 

Navy on the tactical hard deck. It does vary per type/model/series, 
but nominally, 15 hours from a programming perspective is what 
we shoot for. 

Dr. GREEN. Obviously, dollars in the DOD budget determines 
flight hours, whether it is maintenance dollars or fuel cost. 

Could I ask each of you, if the DOD budget is cut 10 percent, will 
the flight hours decrease per month? And, if so, if we cut this budg-
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et like some people are suggesting, can we expect more accidents 
if those training hours go down below that hard deck? 

General MARTIN. Congressman, I will answer first from the 
Army. It is good to see you as well. I hope you are well. 

You know, regardless, you have got to train our formations and 
you have got to have the courage to never quit. And if you do that, 
you will be able to see the mission through. [It is] 10.6 hours, for 
our Active Component, it is 10.6 hours per crew per month. It is 
6.5 hours for Army National Guard. And it is 5.7 hours for the 
United States Army Reserve. 

And just to answer a potential follow-up question, the reason 
why they are different is because we work 5-year cycle for Guard 
and Reserve for training, where Active Component it is less than 
the 1:5 ratio. It is a 1:2 ratio in terms of deployment to dwell. And 
so that is why those numbers are different. 

But if the dollars go down, our home station flying programs 
could be impacted. I couldn’t guarantee that, because it depends on 
where we prioritize that in reference to all of our other operational 
and maintenance requirements across the Army. But it is some-
thing that we are going to have to watch very closely, and suffi-
cient funding is critical to our aviation training program. 

Dr. GREEN. One quick question for you, General Martin. If you 
could talk a little bit about how the Army is doing risk manage-
ment training for the company grade level. I know I have seen 
some of the senior grade brigade commander-level stuff. Could you 
talk about what needs to be improved and sustained in the com-
pany grade level? And that will be my last question, Chairman. 

General MARTIN. Congressman, I will answer it mindful of your 
time. I will be very quick on this. 

We train it in all of our professional military education courses, 
but we also train it in our pre-command courses. But really where 
the training happens is at our Combat Training Centers and what 
has happened at home stations as a result of that. It is something 
we ram home often as we continue to train in a very dangerous col-
lective training environment. 

Dr. GREEN. Thank you. 
Thank you, Chairman. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Dr. Green. 
One of the fortunate things is this committee has members who 

really have a lot of experience in specific areas. And you were drill-
ing into an area, Mr. Green, that I am going ‘‘hmm.’’ I want you 
to continue to drill down on those things that you are interested 
in. 

Dr. GREEN. Yes, sir. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. We are going into a second round of questions 

here. I would start with myself, but I have had the opportunity to 
talk to all of these gentlemen prior to this hearing, so I won’t add 
at this point other than to make—well, I will make my closing com-
ment. 

And then, Mr. Lamborn, if you want to come up with any second 
round of questions. 

Before you do, Mr. Lamborn, there are a couple of members of 
the committee that may have returned that we skipped over. 

Mrs. Luria, if you are here, it is your turn. 



33 

Mrs. LURIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
It is good to be able to be part of this conversation. 
And I will just focus specifically on the Navy. And I know that 

we had these two tragic incidents in 2017 with the USS Fitzgerald, 
the USS John S. McCain. 

And, Admiral Lescher, in your testimony I was very interested 
in that section. You specifically outlined the 111 recommendations 
that were made in the follow-on report. 

And in your testimony, at the bottom of page 3, I just wanted to 
see if you could provide some more clarity on this statement: ‘‘Im-
provements have been made in Surface Warfare Officer training.’’ 
Then you list some other items. 

So do you have specific metrics you can cite to say what improve-
ments have been made and how you have been able to measure 
this over time since 2017? 

Admiral LESCHER. Yes, ma’am. 
So I know you are quite familiar with the Readiness and Reform 

Oversight Council. So some of the metrics would be in the training 
itself. 

Again, I know you are familiar with in terms of the Basic Divi-
sion Officer course, the JOOD [Junior Officer of the Deck] course, 
the certifications, the assessments that come out of that. So those 
are certainly tracked as well as the go/no-go process on those ele-
ments. 

Some of the other metrics in terms of manning. We for sure keep 
track on fit/fill and TYCOM [U.S. Navy Type Command] manning 
actions, critical NEC [Navy Enlisted Classification] shortfalls. 

In terms of training metrics, the milestone assessment perform-
ance I talked about in the SWO manned progression. Looking at 
the logbook data. Again, I believe you are familiar with that anal-
ysis. 

SWO qualification timelines is a metric that is important. Tier 
one, Tier two certifications course. 

But then equip again. SEANAV [Naval Sea Systems Command] 
figure of merit, INSURV [Board of Inspection and Survey] perform-
ance, deferred maintenance. 

Other metrics would include near-miss reporting trends. And I 
think I highlighted in my written testimony we are seeing as part 
of the strong culture change that Roy Kitchener is driving a strong 
increase in the reporting of near-miss and HAZREPs [hazard re-
ports] as well. 

So I would highlight those as some of the metrics that we use 
to keep a close eye on the implementation of the RROC [Readiness 
and Reform Oversight Council]. 

Mrs. LURIA. Well, thank you. And it sounds like you have devel-
oped quite a few metrics. 

Are there any problem areas within that data or negative trends 
that you have identified over the course of the last 4 years and 
since implementing these? 

And I also noticed that you mentioned that you have improved 
in combined integrated air and missile defense and anti-submarine 
warfare training as well. Are there any particular areas within 
that that are of concern? 



34 

Admiral LESCHER. I would highlight, ma’am, as probably at the 
top of the list of concern right now is [inaudible] material condition. 

I think you were offline earlier when Congressman Courtney 
asked about how we were driving some of this change. And really, 
by bringing alive the power of the TYCOMs, and the TYCOMs to 
have a strong voice: Hey, do not progress. I have to replace this en-
gine. I have to redo this exercise. My fleet commander is listening. 

But in terms of other—so I think that is a strong element. In 
terms of where we can do better, as we look at INSURV perform-
ance, I look at PMS [planned maintenance system]. I look at the 
ability. Do we have the proper manning to do the maintenance? 

And so this is leading to some thoughtful conversations about 
things such as—it was touched on by the chairman earlier—some 
of the condition-based maintenance pilots we have on Detroit—we 
have one on a DDG, one on an [inaudible]—as well as bringing in 
some of the lessons we have learned from aviation journey, where 
we went from 255 up jets for 10 years to today’s 341. 

And part of that journey was controlling maintenance demand 
signal. This was a really interesting journey where we saw, for ex-
ample, when we had the Naval Aviation Systems Command to do 
a deep dive on the F–18 and then the E–2 maintenance program, 
we were doing maintenance at a periodicity beyond what was de-
manded from an engineering perspective and in some cases simply 
hadn’t been updated. 

So I know Roy is looking at this. So both condition-based mainte-
nance and maintenance reset, to properly scope the PMS to get 
after some of these INSURV trends. 

Mrs. LURIA. Well, thank you. And I know that it has been a re-
cent topic of discussion amongst several members of this committee 
and Seapower that the current law does not continue to require the 
Navy to report INSURV findings to Congress. 

But I hope you would agree that it is a both a useful process and 
inspection and very useful dialogue for those Members of Congress 
to understand the readiness of our ships. And we look to include 
language that will continue those reports, because I think they are 
very meaningful. 

So thank you again for your testimony today. 
And I yield back. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you very much, Mrs. Luria. 
We will begin a short second round. We have got about 10 min-

utes. 
Mr. Lamborn. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Okay, thank you. 
I would like to just quickly touch on technology as a tool to im-

prove safety. 
For any one of you, what technologies might be useful to make 

operating on training ranges safer while still maintaining the tac-
tical feel of operations? 

And whether it is currently in operation or in the development 
stage that you are aware of, are any of you able to answer that 
question? 

General MARTIN. Congressman, I will go ahead and start. I will 
be quick so my colleagues have an opportunity to talk too. 
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I think that the one word that comes to mind is autonomy. I 
want to make sure you understand exactly what I mean. I don’t 
mean the aircraft flying by itself, the vehicle driving by itself, but 
pilots and drivers enabled by autonomy that allows them to take 
some of the tasks that would be demanding their time and their 
thought and let a machine do that so that they can focus on the 
most important tasks. 

In the training environment, that is good. That will actually miti-
gate risk, because more focus on the most important or higher risk 
tasks that pilots or drivers have to do. 

But in combat, it is huge, because you want to focus on the 
enemy. Anything you are doing to not focus on the enemy takes 
you away from focusing on the enemy. 

And so autonomy is probably the single most important thing. 
But folks want to say that, okay, let the aircraft just fly itself and 
we will have people. It is not that simple. Humans have to be part 
of the loop for a whole host of reasons that I don’t have time to 
talk about. 

But that is my thoughts from the Army. 
Admiral LESCHER. Sir, Bill Lescher from the Navy, very, very 

quickly. 
I would offer Live, Virtual, Constructive training is a core area 

that in complementary with flying on the range is a powerful im-
provement to the quality of training. And I believe as well it will 
be nondiscretionary, in the sense that it is a way for to us train 
high-end capability and high-end tactics, techniques, and proce-
dures that we don’t want to reveal more broadly to anybody who 
might be watching. 

But a strong push, for any number of reasons, to get after Live, 
Virtual, Constructive technology. 

The other thing I would highlight, the Navy is—there is so much 
of our high-end aviation training at Fallon, Nevada. 

And we are quite constrained by what we see we need to operate 
to get the proper ranges of weapons, et cetera. And, again, we can 
work together as we work to broaden the range, also to bring the 
best type of technology on board. 

Over. 
Mr. LAMBORN. Admiral, on that point, let me say that we made 

a push in this committee to expand Fallon last year, and we ran 
into some resistance in the Natural Resources Committee. 

I think we need to make another push there and not give up on 
that, so that your naval aviators have the facilities they need to do 
proper training, especially in this new day and age. 

Admiral LESCHER. Yes, sir. It is our top legislative priority for 
our leadership, clearly for our aviators. And I look forward to work-
ing with the committee and continuing to get after that this year. 

Mr. LAMBORN. Maybe I will just turn it back to the chairman, for 
the sake of time. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Thank you, Mr. Lamborn. 
If any of the committee members have a quick question that ab-

solutely has to be asked, raise your hand and go for it. 
Mr. Green. 
Dr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, can you hear me okay? 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Yes. 



36 

Dr. GREEN. Just a quick question for any of the witnesses today. 
Are there resources that we could authorize besides money? You 

know, is it a training system or more virtual training before they 
get in the cockpit that would enhance or decrease accidents? 

I am thinking about what we can do. I know you all know what 
you have to do to keep accidents from happening. What do we need 
to do to support you in addition to just dollars? 

General ALLVIN. I will take a crack at that, Congressman. 
I think we are all entering this journey together, and we have 

touched on a lot, with the advent of technology and bringing on 
new systems, bringing on the things that my colleagues were talk-
ing about—Live, Virtual, Constructive system. 

But, I think, fundamentally, where we could continue to use your 
help in moving forward on this journey together, is the manner in 
which we are going to mature these is different from traditional ac-
quisition programs. 

And so sometimes, if we are going to innovate fast, we need to 
be able to fail fast and have a new way, but still have you preserve 
your oversight. We know that is important. 

So, we are going to be moving into areas where we are going to 
be investigating technologies with respect to command and control 
and leveraging these in ways that don’t look like a traditional ac-
quisition profile, with milestone A, milestone B, and then it ends 
up with a shiny object over at the end. 

But the idea that we can work together as a joint force and in-
vestigate these new technologies, fail fast and fail cheap, while at 
the same time giving you the confidence that you have the over-
sight so we can continue this trust relationship. 

And once we do that and we can transition into this new way of 
developing capabilities in a way that has the proper congressional 
oversight and trust that the funding is going to the right spot, I 
think that is going to be so important to allow us to accelerate. 

It will be better warfighting. It will be better training. It will just 
be a better approach. Because there is a new way that we have to 
be able to develop and field capabilities that is different from the 
20th century things that sometimes we are still shackled with. 

That would be my input. 
Dr. GREEN. Yeah, I want to see organizations that learn in real 

time, and I know you do too. And I just want to make sure you are 
resourced to have real-time performance improvement, process im-
provement happening across the formations, and if there is any-
thing we need to do, to make sure you have got it. That is what 
I am asking. 

So thank you for that. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Green, we are going to let it go at that. 
Dr. GREEN. Okay. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. I think Mr. Moore had a question that he want-

ed to ask. 
Mr. MOORE. No, nothing from the [inaudible], Chairman. We are 

good. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. Good. 
Elaine. 
Mrs. LURIA. No, I am fine. Thank you. 
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Mr. GARAMENDI. Well, we could let the other three witnesses an-
swer Mr. Moore’s question if you would like to, and then I am going 
to shut this thing down. 

Admiral LESCHER. Mr. Chairman, Bill Lescher here. I will take 
a stab at the question as well to build on what General Allvin said. 

One thing I think the committee can do—and it is probably self- 
evident since I know the committee already is working hard at it— 
is to continue to be an advocate in the broader Congress for readi-
ness. 

You know, periodically you hear the self-talk in the building here 
about there are strong constituents and even policy advocates for 
certain pieces of hardware, but where is the advocacy for readi-
ness? And I always educate them, we have those advocates in these 
readiness committees. 

And I think it is important for us to educate more broadly even 
outside the defense oversight committees on the importance of 
readiness. And so I again am looking forward to working in part-
nership with the committee on that message. 

You know, the Congressman asked a question earlier that we 
didn’t broadly answer about, hey, what happens if top line comes 
down? My picture of that is we are not going to accept a hollow 
force. And so we are not going to accept increased risk. 

But we will for sure have a smaller and less lethal Navy as we 
adapt to that smaller top line and do it in the responsible way, by 
not having a hollow force. And so I think that is part of the mes-
sage as well. 

Over. 
Mr. GARAMENDI. General Martin, do you want to add? 
Or, General Thomas, you can add if you like. 
General MARTIN. Congressman, I am going to give the straight 

answer of I endorse what both the Navy and the Air Force rec-
ommended. Both of those areas are important, especially the advo-
cacy for OMA dollars and readiness resources for our formations. 
It is huge. 

General THOMAS. And, Chairman, I would add to all of my col-
leagues’ points that your advocacy for readiness is key. As Admiral 
Lescher said, if we see a reduction in top line, we are going to 
maintain our readiness, but it will force us to be a smaller force. 

And then I would just say that, from a technology standpoint, I 
think that we are moving in the right direction. 

But I would also support General Allvin’s comments that sup-
porting what I would call acquisition agility from the committee is 
going to continue to be important while at the same time preserv-
ing the oversight of the Congress. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I have got about another hour, maybe 2 hours 
of questions I would love to get to all four of you, and some of them 
are slightly off the subject matter. 

With regard to acquisitions in the Air Force, we had a GAO re-
port to us yesterday about satellite systems and GPS [Global Posi-
tioning System] systems. Rather concerning. And that is an issue 
we take up with General Allvin and your colleagues a little later. 

But, clearly, there is an acquisition issue that goes across really 
all of the platforms, particularly the new technologies that all of 
you talked about. 
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With regard to the readiness, we have had many discussions 
about maintaining the equipment. Looking this morning at the 
Early Bird Brief, and I noticed that I have become an advocate of 
not going to buy anything new until we maintain what is old. And 
I mean it. I suspect I may lose that battle, but I am not going to 
go down easy. 

So we are way into maintaining the equipment that we have, 
and you gentlemen have heard me on this before. And I really, 
really mean it. 

So the other part, this hearing was specifically on the safety and 
accidents, but it cuts across to the other things that this committee 
has been working on, maintenance and availability of equipment so 
that you have the chance to practice. So we will continue on those. 

For our presenters, I really appreciate the hearing today. You 
were forthcoming. You answered the questions of the committee in 
a way that was as complete as possible in the time allowed. 

To my committee members and staff that are on, most every 
question leads to another question. And so if you have that follow- 
up question, let us know. And maybe it will be a written, maybe 
it will be a briefing, formal or informal. 

So follow up to all of the committee members, and particularly 
to Mr. Lamborn, who has a specific task on the minority side. 

I look forward to working with all of the witnesses, General 
Thomas, General Martin, General Allvin, and Admiral Lescher. We 
have got things to do together. We will be doing a new NDAA and 
we are beginning that process now. Some ideas have come from 
this hearing and from the other hearings. 

Let it be known, anybody that wants to listen, we are going to 
drive the readiness issue across the board. Things that we didn’t 
talk about here, other things that we will talk about. And along the 
way, hopefully it will turn out better in the future. 

Thank you so very, very much to everybody that has been par-
ticipating on this. A big shout-out to the staff. The minority staff, 
the majority staff did great work lining it up to the witnesses. 
Thank you. 

Have a good afternoon, evening, and we will look forward to our 
next opportunity to talk. 

Thank you all very much. 
This hearing is formally adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION SUBMITTED BY MS. STRICKLAND 

General ALLVIN. During the timeframe FY2015–2020, 8% of Air Force aviation 
training Class A mishaps involved the Air National Guard and 5% involved the Air 
Force Reserve Command, with the remaining 87% of mishaps involving Active Duty 
organizations. Neither the Air National Guard or Air Force Reserve Command were 
involved in any ground Class A training mishaps during this period, with 100% of 
the mishaps involving Active Duty organizations. 

The Air National Guard was involved in 11% of aviation Class B mishaps, 13% 
of ground Class B mishaps, 13% of aviation Class C mishaps, and 11% of ground 
Class C mishaps. 

The Air Force Reserve Command was involved in 2% of aviation Class B mishaps, 
5% of ground Class B mishaps, 6% of aviation Class C mishaps, and 6% of ground 
Class C mishaps. 

Active Duty organizations were involved in 87% of aviation Class B mishaps, 82% 
of ground Class B mishaps, 81% of aviation Class C mishaps, and 83% of ground 
Class C mishaps. [See page 24.] 
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