DANIEL S. APPLETON, Ph.D.
CAPTAIN, U.S. NAVY (RET)

850 Coast View Drive

Laguna Beach, CA 92651

19 November 1987

Hon. Henry L. Garrett III

Under Secretary of the Navy

Department of the Navy

Washington, D. C. 20350

Dear Mr. Secretary:

I request that you consider transmitting the following comments and recommendation concerning shipboard battle training to the members of the Blue Ribbon Committee deriving lessons-learned from the 17 May attack on the USS STARK.

A principal conclusion of the formal investigation of the attack on STARK was that the Commanding Officer had failed to train his Condition III CIC and bridge watch teams effectively (p. 35 Vol I of RADM Sharp's 12 June report).

Suppose we could reexamine this assessment as it might have been viewed on the day before the attack. How could the Commanding Officer, or his Department Heads, or even the CIC or bridge watch leaders themselves, have been able to decide beforehand whether or not their teams had been trained "effectively"?

The answer is, they could not have—at least, not with the information tools the STARK had to work with at the time, or that any ship in our Navy has available today. There are, however, good and feasible  ways to assess team effectiveness with continuous reliability.

Knowing how well every combat and watch team has been trained  requires answers to three critical questions:

1. What skills is each team supposed to possess? For these two STARK teams, there would have been dozens of such idealized skills, many peculiar to their special operating environment.

2. To what degree does each team possess each of these required skills., on any day, in the judgment of qualified shipboard leaders?

3. How shall it be known, by those who need to know, which of the required skills each team does and does not adequately possess?

As a matter of practical certainty, in no U. S. ship today does there exist a highly visible record showing team training goals and progress for each watch team of each section of each high-threat readiness condition. Thus, not only is it virtually impossible for any CO or his subordinate leaders to reliably and continuously assess team "effectiveness "; neither is it possible for the teams themselves to know what to train for from day to day or watch to watch, or to know whether their efforts are producing measurable progress. In the STARK's case if such a technique had existed, very likely the key watch teams would have been better—perhaps adequately—prepared.

The attached draft pamphlet titled "Warship Emergency Training" looks for answers without increasing administrative burdens. The concepts in this pamphlet are based on the following background work. I have visited and conducted interviews during the past several years in 16 ships, most of them underway. Letters have been exchanged with 150 shipboard personnel. Meetings have been held with more than 50 Fleet training instructors. Several articles have been published—two of them Naval Institute prizewinners—and a dozen studies distributed for comment. A thousand letters have been written to a wide range of Naval commands and professionals, with over 400 comments received. Twenty visits have been conducted to major Naval commands concerned with shipboard affairs. Eight years have been devoted to graduate study and research of theories concerned with organization, information, evaluation, motivation, and military and naval history, all with the primary purpose of seeking ways of strengthening human performance in naval combat without increasing administrative workloads. I have also held four sea commands.

Among the concepts described by the enclosed pamphlet, the most basic and important are two: (l) cohesive shipboard combat teams[pages 11-2 and IV-4] and (2) continuous visibility of goals and progress [page III-4]. These two concepts could be tested in a live shipboard environment at small cost and without interference with shipboard activities. Three critical questions could be usefully examined by such a test:

1. Is it feasible to identify and document, in conveniently referable form, all the team training skills a ship's company should ideally possess? (See page III-3 of the enclosure.)

2. Is it feasible to devise an effective and economical technique, including hardware, for providing continuous shipwide visibility of team training goals and progress for all high-threat readiness conditions without adding to administrative burden?

3. Is it reasonable to conclude that these concepts, if methodically developed, could assist the Fleet in its efforts to establish level readiness with respect to battle training?

Twenty-seven years ago, a similar type of limited test gave birth to the current Planned Maintenance System (PMS). The two key concepts noted above—of cohesive combat teams and visual displays of goals and progress—closely parallel the PMS concepts of Work Centers and maintenance requirement cards.

I understand the natural reluctance of senior Department officials and active Fleet warfare commanders to consider seriously the "suggestions" of a retired officer. However, I ask you to take into account the preparatory work I have accomplished, which I believe is unusual, and contemplate the potential value of conducting a limited test for the purposes herein described. In this regard, I would be pleased to perform whatever supportive work the Secretary may consider useful at no cost

A recommendation similar to the foregoing has been submitted to the Chief of Naval Operations, to the Commanders in Chief, U. S. Atlantic and Pacific Fleets, and to the Commander, Naval Surface Force, U. S. Pacific Fleet.

Very respectfully,

DSA

End: Warship Emergency Training (Draft 11/87)

