
5-year Army Aviation Class A  
Mishap Review

In fiscal year (FY) 24, Army Aviation experienced 15 Class A flight mishaps and a mishap rate 
well above the five-year average of 0.85. FY24’s manned Class A flight mishap rate was 1.90 per 
100,000 flying hours. The last time the mishap rate was above 1.90 was FY08. Based on this, the 
Directorate of Analysis and Prevention (DAP) Aviation Division at the U.S. Army Combat Readiness 

Center conducted a five-year review of Army Aviation Class A flight mishap trends. During this five-
year period, Army Aviation experienced 49 Class A mishaps comprised of 40 flight, two flight related 
and seven aviation ground. 

To better analyze Class A flight mishap trends 
during this period, DAP-Aviation used FY22, which 
was the lowest Manned Army Aviation mishap rate 
in recorded history with a rate of 0.5 per 100,000 
flight hours, as the anchor point. As the outlier in 
mishap rates, FY22 was analyzed separately while 

the rest of the five-year period was divided into 
the two years prior and two years after FY22. The 
two leading mishap events from FY20 to FY24 were 
incorrect response to an actual/training emergency 
procedure or a loss of tail rotor effectiveness mishap 
(see Figure: 1).

Figure 1: Class A Aviation Mishaps FY20-24
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For this discussion, we will focus 
on the Department of Defense 
Human Factors Taxonomy 8.0, 
looking at both the unsafe acts (what 
happened) and the latent failure 
codes (why it happened). Unsafe 
acts are the actions committed by 
an operator or mishap person that 
results in the execution of a human 
error or unsafe situation. These 
unsafe acts are further divided into 
errors (unintentional deviations from 
standards) and known deviations 
(intended and deliberate deviations 
of standards). Errors are further 
broken down into “performance or 
skill-based” errors and “judgement or 
decision-based” errors (see Figure 2). 

Latent failures or conditions 
explain why the unsafe act 

occurred and for every unsafe 
act there can be multiple 
latent failures that directly 
or indirectly influenced the 
unsafe act to occur. It is helpful 
to think of latent failures as 
systematic deficiencies in an 
organization that circumvent an 
organization’s system of checks 
and balances (holes in the layers 
of defense), setting conditions 
for a mishap to occur. These 
latent failures are grouped 
into five groups referred to as 
System Inadequacies. The five 
group names for these System 
Inadequacies are Individual, 
Leader, Support, Training and 
Standards (see Figure 3 for a 
detailed explanation).

Fiscal Years 20-21
In FY20, Army Aviation 

experienced a Class A mishap 
rate of 0.63 that was comprised 
of five mishaps within 789,678 
flight hours. FY21 had seven 
Class A mishaps for a rate of 0.87 
with 805,838 flight hours flown.

Figure 2: Unsafe Act Categories

Unsafe Acts are the actions committed by an operator or mishap 
person that results in the execution of a human error or unsafe 
situation. The actions are closely related or tied directly to the 
operator or mishap person. 
There are two distinct categories of unsafe acts: (1) errors and (2) 
known deviations. 
*The error category includes two subcategories: (1) performance-
based errors and (2) judgement or decision-making errors. 

Figure 2: Unsafe Acts

Unsafe Acts
(Active Failures)

Errors Known 
Deviations

Performance 
or Skill Based

Judgement or 
Decision Based

Figure 3: System Inadequacy Categories

Individual Failure

Individual Not 
Responsible

Yes

Leader

Support

Training

Standards

Did any of the following issues contribute: 
Physical or mental issues / State of Mind / 
Sensory related / Mental Awareness

Did an individual’s action or 
inaction contribute to the 
mishap or the severity of the 
damage of injury? Yes

No NoIndividual

Leader Failure

Leader Not 
Responsible

Yes

Did leader(s) fail to make on the spot
corrections, emphasize perlormance
standards or act when required?

Did a leader’s actions or 
inactions contribute to the 
mishap?

Yes

No No

Support Failure

Support Not 
Responsible

No

Was the type, capability, amount, or
condition of support sufficient to perform
tasks in a safe manner?

Was there support available to 
perform tasks in a safe manner, 
e.g., personnel, equipment, 
material, supplies, services?

No

Yes Yes

Training Failure

Training Not 
Responsible

No

Was the training correct, complete, 
and sufficient for performing the task 
to standard?

Did leaders or individuals 
receive training on tasks 
related to the mishap?

No

Yes Yes

Standards Failure

Standards/
Procedures Not 
Responsible

No

No

Yes Yes

Do standards/procedures exist 
for the task?

Are they clear/practical?
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Within these two fiscal years, there were 14 
skill-based errors, one judgment error and one 
known/intended deviation (see Figure 4). The Class 
A mishaps in FY20-21 had 27 Individual, 14 Leader, 
four Standards, four Support and three Training 
Latent Failures (see Figure 5). Put another way, the 
predominant unsafe acts were unintentional errors 
(the what) and were caused by Individual and Leader 
System Inadequacies (the why). To a lesser extent, a 
lack of support, training and standards contributed 
to the FY 20-21 mishaps. This is not surprising since 
it is a Human Factors taxonomy and compels at least 
one individual system inadequacy per unsafe act. 

Fiscal Year 22
The anomaly year, the best recorded in Army 

Aviation history, had four Class A mishaps for a 
mishap rate of 0.5 with 803,683 hours flown. In 
FY22, all the unsafe acts associated with Class A 
flight mishaps were unintentional errors. Three 
skill-based errors and one judgment error (see 
Figure 6). The System Inadequacy categories 
showed seven Individual and three Leader 
Latent Failures (see Figure 7). Unintentional 
errors (the what), along with Individual 
and Leader System Inadequacies (the why), 
continued to drive the Class A mishap human 
errors in FY22.

Fiscal Years 23-24
In FY23, Army Aviation experienced a Class 

A mishap rate of 1.08 that was comprised of 
nine mishaps within 835,278 flight hours. FY24 

had 15 Class A mishaps for a rate of 1.9 with 790,982 
flight hours flown. The unsafe acts during this time 
were 24 skill-based errors, 12 judgement errors 
and three known/intended deviations. From these 
unsafe acts, there is a noticeable increase in skill-
based errors (see Figure 8). 

The System Inadequacy categories showed 63 
Individual, 50 Leader, 16 Standards,16 Support 
and 18 Training Latent Failures (see Figure 9). 
There was a proportional increase of individual 
and training system inadequacies to the increased 
mishap rate (100% in number of Class A mishaps 
between FY20-21 and FY23-24). Of note, there was a 

Figure 4: FY20-21 Unsafe Act Codes

14 Skill-Based Errors
 1 Judgment Error
 1 Known/Intended Deviation

Figure 5: FY20-21 System Inadequacies

27 Individual System Inadequacies
14 Leader System Inadequacies
 4 Standards System Inadequacies
 4 Support System Inadequacies
 3 Training System Inadequacies
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disproportionally high increase in Leader and 
Support system inadequacies (see Figure 10).

When taken into context with the increase 
of unintentional unsafe acts by individuals, 
the increase of Leader and Training System 
Inadequacies are indicative of inexperience or 
inadequately trained Soldiers and leaders, which 
is consistent with the mid-level experience 
gap that Army Aviation is currently facing. For 
the increase in Support and Standards System 
Inadequacies, I referred to the definition in DOD 
HFACS 8.0, which states: 

“Support System Inadequacies are when 
insufficient resources are a factor. Specifically, 
when the type, amount, capabilities, or condition 
of the support is insufficient to correctly perform 

Figure 6: FY22 Unsafe Acts

3 Skill-Based Errors
1 Judgment Error 

Figure 7: FY20 System Inadequacies

 7 Individual System Inadequacies
 3 Leader System Inadequacies

Figure 8: FY 23-24 Unsafe Acts

24 Skill Based Errors
12 Judgment Errors
 3 Know / Intended Deviations
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the mission or task. Support includes 
personnel, equipment, material, supplies, 
infrastructure services or facilities.”

“Standards System Inadequacies 
exist when [it] is determined standards, 
regulations, policies, or procedures, were 
unclear, impractical, inadequate or did not 
exist.”

Taking these two definitions at 
face value, one can surmise this is also 
consistent with the mid-level experience 
gap in both Army Aviation warrant officers 
and non-commissioned officers who are 
being asked to perform tasks above their 
experience and skill level. It also illustrates 
the importance of written standards and 
the support structure needed for Soldiers 
whose fluency of experience requires 
additional resources for safe execution. 

So, what can we do about it? Being mission 
focused with our training plans can go a long way 
to avoiding unnecessary risks and executing the 
essential elements of risk management in the 
Commander’s Aircrew Training Program manual by 
ensuring: 

(1) Leader training and certification.

(2) Leader positioning.

(3) �Progressive training (crawl, walk, run).

(4) �Shared understanding through mission 
command philosophy (knowing unit/Soldier 
capabilities).

(5) �Rigorous Pilot-in-Command, Flight Lead, and 
Air Mission Commander programs.

Being focused on these essential elements help 
mitigate the hazards of distraction (high operations 
tempo), transitions (leader turnover) and 
expectation vs. reality (lack of experience). 

LTC Sean O’Connell
Aviation Division Chief 
U.S. Army Combat Readiness Center

Figure 9: FY 23-24 System Inadequacies Conclusion

63 Individual System Inadequacies
50 Leader System Inadequacies
16 Standards System Inadequacies
16 Support System Inadequacies
18 Training System Inadequacies

System 
Inadequacies

FY 20-21 FY22 FY 23-24
Percent Increase Between  

FY20-21 and FY 23-24

Individual 27 7 63 133%

Leader 14 3 50 257%

Support 4 0 16 300%

Training 4 0 18 350%

Standards 3 0 16 433%

Figure 10: System Inadequacy Changes



ADDENDUM 1 to H-64-22-AMAM-05 
Tail Rotor Blade Inspection Updates

AH-64: Use of the Force Trim

The AH-64 flight control system 
is designed to aid pilots 
in flight and reduce their 
workloads inside the cockpit. 

Data from recent Class A accidents  
and experimental flight testing  
(AH-64E Unanticipated Yaw Study 
was published on October 10th by 
the Aviation Flight Test Directorate at 
the U.S. Army Test Center, Redstone 
Arsenal) show pilots are not using the 
force trim system correctly and do not 
understand the heading hold mode. If 
pilots use force trim improperly, they 
may encounter an unanticipated yaw 
event or uncommanded flight control 
input that could result in aircraft 
damage or personnel injury. Improper 
use of the flight control system is 
not necessarily the sole cause of unanticipated 
yaw events in the AH-64E. However, this article 
aims to clarify the functions of, and relationship 
between, the SCAS, SAS, and force trim systems 
to help pilots maintain aircraft control and 
reduce the likelihood of unanticipated yaw. 

The flight management computer (FMC) applies 
inputs to the flight controls via the Stability 
Command Augmentation System (SCAS), providing 
10% authority in the collective, roll, and yaw axes 

and 20% authority in the pitch axis. SCAS enables 
functions such as hold modes and stability and 
command augmentation. The pilot interacts with 
this system via the force trim function, which can 
interrupt the FMC inputs to the flight controls and 
center the Stability Augmentation System (SAS) 
sleeve within the servo-actuator, allowing full SCAS 
authority. 

Through data collection and pilot observation, 
aviators make significant flight control 
manipulations without interrupting force trim when 

maneuvering the aircraft. In addition to 
the added workload on the pilot due 
to fighting against the magnetic brakes 
and feel springs, flying in this manner 
can cause an unanticipated yaw. While 
operating the aircraft below 40 KTS, the 
heading hold is active unless force trim 
is interrupted. When decelerating from 
high-speed flight (>40 KTS) to slow-
speed flight (<40 KTS)—such as when 
conducting an approach to an Out-of-
Ground Effect (OGE) hover—heading 
hold becomes active without indication 
to the crew. 

If the pilot does not interrupt force 
trim and make appropriate pedal 
inputs to maintain heading, the SAS 
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can saturate, and the helicopter may no longer be 
able to maintain its heading without pilot action. 
In this case, “SAS SATURATED” will not be displayed 
to the crew for the yaw axis with the Attitude (ATT) 
or Altitude (ALT) hold modes off, nor will the aural 
tone be heard. When the SAS saturates, and further 
yaw SAS input is required to maintain heading, the 
helicopter will begin to yaw (most likely to the right). 
If the yaw SAS reaches its limit (in other words, it 
becomes saturated) while applying power to achieve 
In-Ground Effect (IGE) or OGE hover power, the right 
yaw will accelerate as the collective is increased to 
stop the aircraft from descending. In this case, the 
pilot must be ready to react and provide pedal input 
to prevent the yaw; otherwise, it could accelerate to 
an unrecoverable profile. 

That said, the recommended technique for 
manipulating flight controls is with the force trim 
release (FTR) switch actioned/pressed. In other 
words, the pilot should press the FTR, manipulate 
the controls to their desired position, and then 
release the FTR switch. FTR manipulation should be 
a continuous process as the pilot maneuvers the 
aircraft. This technique has several benefits: 

1. �The magnetic brakes release when the pilot 
presses the FTR switch, making it easier for the 
pilot to manipulate the controls. 

2. �It allows the SAS to center, giving more 
authority to the SCAS system (3-5 seconds 
provides time for the SAS to center). 

3. �It interrupts the command signal sent to the 
flight controls from the Flight Management 
Computer (FMC). Ultimately, this technique 
helps prevent SAS saturation and reduces the 
pilot’s workload. 

Pilots must understand the flight control system, 
its functions, and how their inputs affect the system. 
The technique above is preferred, but pilot 
judgement is also paramount. Some instances may 
not require utilizing this technique, such as when 
hold modes are engaged, flying in instrument 
meteorological conditions, or performing a hovering 
pedal turn. Pilots must continuously be in control of 
the aircraft and make the appropriate flight control 
inputs when required. Over-reliance on the SCAS 
system and/or hold modes could be dangerous if the 
pilot does not monitor the aircraft. If pilots 
encounter an unanticipated yaw, they must make 
pedal inputs to correct the yaw. If the yaw is out of 
control, the pilot must use the recovery procedure 
published in STACOM 24-04. The AH-64E 
unanticipated yaw study published by the Aviation 
Flight Test Directorate can be found in the 
Knowledge Sharing folder of the DES SharePoint 
(USAACE Directorate of Evaluation and 
Standardization - Home). 

CW4 Andrew Wiegand
Directorate of Evaluations and Standardization (DES)
Attack Branch (AH64E/D) Maintenance Examiner

https://armyeitaas.sharepoint-mil.us/sites/TR-ACoE-DESRUCKER
https://armyeitaas.sharepoint-mil.us/sites/TR-ACoE-DESRUCKER
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As the Army moves to modernize and 
increase lethality and capabilities, one 
of its major focuses during the next 
several years will be increasing Small 

Unmanned Aircraft System (SUAS) capabilities 
at all echelons, particularly battalion-level 
and below. Current conflicts and engagements 
have shown how capable and lethal SUAS can 
be in the modern fight when injected at those 
levels. With the increase in capabilities at lower 
echelons, there are gaps in understanding the 
control measures and safety considerations 
necessary for UAS in airspace.

This lack of understanding already existed with 
previous SUAS and will possibly only widen with 
the increase in systems. The lack of understanding 
is particularly persistent in non-aviation units 
where UAS systems will be used. The question 
then, is how the military will reduce this risk in the 
future? How do they develop the knowledge and 
understanding in units that have no real aviation 
background or understanding of the ancillary 
impacts of their systems?

I have personally seen within units a general lack 
of education and training when using SUAS. Airspace 
is often not fully understood, restrictive operating 
zones (ROZ) are undersized for the mission, lack 
of knowledge of the battle space and a lack of 
effective immediate communication when needing 
to perform immediate deconfliction. This is normally 
an issue when in a complex training environment. 
This doesn’t even include the potential issues on the 
National Guard side where units need to understand 
the classes of airspace, the restrictions on SUAS 
and all the coordination involved when possibly 
supporting domestic operations.

One of the solutions may already be available to 
the Army within their current formations. In most 
brigades in the Army, there exist UAS subject matter 
experts. These are the 150U UAS warrant officers 
and15W UAS operators. These UAS SMEs over the 
last few decades have primarily served as operators 
for the RQ-7 Shadow UAS. They have not had to deal 
much with managing or flying the SUAS systems 

issued to many battalions, but these Soldiers have 
the most experience and knowledge when it comes 
to UAS. UAS platoons are knowledgeable in airspace, 
operations, standards and safety when it concerns 
operating UAS in airspace.

With the sunsetting of the RQ-11 and RQ-7, now 
is a perfect opportunity to use this knowledge to 
develop strong and safe SUAS programs within 
the formations. Infantry, engineer, military police 
and other organizations do not receive the level 
of training and experience that a 150U or 15W 
can provide. Because of this, they often lack a 
good understanding of the safety measures and 
requirements when flying their systems within the 
airspace. The UAS SMEs can help teach, structure and 
build these SUAS programs based off the programs 
they maintained for the legacy airframes. Qualifying 
the 150U and 15W on these newer SUAS platforms 
would also help with their understanding of how 
best to implement and mold these programs. 
Leadership must buy in on this, though, by providing 
the time, resources and personnel, so the SUAS 
programs can be effectively developed. There is 
inherent risk in pushing the UAS SMEs who are 
awaiting new platforms out of their discipline 

Forum 
The Future Proliferation of Small Unmanned Systems

Op-ed, Opinions, Ideas and Information  
(Views expressed are to generate professional discussion and are not U.S. Army or USACRC policy)
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into non-UAS duties, causing degradation in the 
knowledge and skills that have been gained over 
years of experience. Utilizing the existing expertise 
and knowledge is one of the best courses of actions 
available.

Manned aviation is encouraged to involve 
themselves more in the development of these 
programs since many of these new systems will be 
competing for the same lower altitudes as rotary 
wing aircraft. This is why it is imperative that aviation 
units coordinate with the BCT to help develop these 
programs and safeguards at the lowest level. The 
best place for them to do this may be through the 
Brigade Aviation Elements and 150Us that exist 
already within the BCT. Aviation units can help 
provide oversight and evaluation of the standard 
operating procedures and TTPs.

During this period of transition, leaders can begin 
creating strong programs of education and training 
down to the lowest level. By maintaining and 
applying experience appropriately, the Army can 
mitigate most future issues while preserving a 
strong, lethal UAS force. This will not be 
accomplished without the buy-in of leaders at all 
levels and for the UAS SMEs within each formation to 
be proactive in the development of SUAS programs 
throughout the brigades. 

CW3 Mitchell Veino 150U/IO
Det. 1, D Company, 578th Brigade Engineer 
Battalion
Camp Roberts, California

10

https://safety.army.mil/MEDIA/Video-Library/Video-Player/VideoId/550/asmis-training
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Forum Op-ed, Opinions, Ideas and Information  
(Views expressed are to generate professional discussion and are not U.S. Army or USACRC policy)

Electronic Flight Bags (EFBs) and Personal Electronic Devices (PEDs) in the aircraft
Electronics that are used in the cockpit must be covered by an air worthiness release (AWR).

The above warning is from the H-60M operators manual and similar language can be found in all other 
rotary winged aircraft operators manuals. Each Army MDS that allows EFB use has an AWR that provides 
operating conditions/restrictions. Specific tablet models are prescribed and required application software 
is specified. A circled red X status symbol and entry in the aircraft logbook requiring operating within the 
limitations and restrictions of the AWR is required.

Cellular transmitters are prohibited for inflight use by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC).

Excerpt from Title 47 U.S. Code of Federal Regulations:
�22.925 Prohibition on airborne operation of cellular telephones.

�Cellular telephones installed in or carried aboard airplanes, balloons or any other type of aircraft must 
not be operated while such aircraft are airborne (not touching the ground). When any aircraft leaves the 
ground, all cellular telephones on board that aircraft must be turned off. The following notice must be 
posted on or near each cellular telephone installed in any aircraft:

�“The use of cellular telephones while this aircraft is airborne is prohibited by FCC rules, and the violation 
of this rule could result in suspension of service and/or a fine. The use of cellular telephones while this 
aircraft is on the ground is subject to FAA regulations.”

These rules apply to EFBs and to your personal cell phone. Cellular transmission must be inhibited by 
placing devices in airplane mode or other means. 

ELECTRONIC INTERFERENCE (EMI)
No electrical/electronic devices of any sort, other than those described in this manual or appropriate 
airworthiness release and approved by USAAMCOM AMSRD-AMR-AE-U are to be operated by 
crewmembers or passengers during operation of this helicopter.

WARNING

A recent contributed 
article to Risk 
Management digital 
magazine highlighted a 

couple of potential issues in our 
aviation formations: personal 
electronic devices in the cockpit 
and aviation crews removing 
gloves in flight to manipulate 
Electronic Flight Bags. In the 
article, a full-sized personal iPad 
fell off the dash of an Apache 
and struck the collective head, 
causing the aircraft to descend 
into the trees and resulted in 
Class C damage. 
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An additional hazard to consider
An additional consideration when flying with EFBs and PEDs is battery fires. The H-60M operators manual 

has the following warning that could be applied to any Army aircraft: 

Don’t fly gloveless
AR 95-1 (Chapter 5-7) requires aviation commanders to establish an EFB program that ensures 

standardization, device content, accountability, adequate crew training and redundancy in the aircraft if 
an EFB is used. The pilot in command is responsible for ensuring the crew complies with EFB policies and 
procedures. The same regulation requires flight gloves to be worn in Chapter 8-8. 

Touchscreen Flight Gloves NSNs:

Desert Tan, Type II, Class 2 
NSNs: Size

8415-01-657-0325 4

8415-01-657-0328 5

8415-01-657-0334 6

8415-01-657-0336 7

8415-01-657-0347 8

8415-01-657-0351 9

8415-01-657-0356 10

8415-01-657-0361 11

8415-01-657-0364 12

Sage Green, Type II, Class 5 
NSNs: Size

8415-01-657-0520 4

8415-01-657-0533 5

8415-01-657-0534 6

8415-01-657-0535 7

8415-01-657-0536 8

8415-01-657-0539 9

8415-01-657-0545 10

8415-01-657-0549 11

8415-01-657-0552 12

LITHIUM BATTERIES
Lithium batteries, including but not limited to lithium-ion batteries, utilized in computers and carry-
on equipment, may experience thermal runaway, spontaneous ignition or explosion if disassembled, 
physically damaged, short circuited, overcharged, or exposed to fire or high temperatures. Avoid solar 
heating of lithium batteries, devices with lithiuk batteries installedf, and do not place near sources of 
heat.  Thermal runaway may produce both flamable vapor and oxygen. In the event of thermal runaway, 
the carry on/worn equipment containing the battery should be jettisoned from the aircraft immediately. 
Use of fire extinguisher agent or water may temporarily slow thermal reaction while the quipment is 
removed from personnel/aircraft. Do not cover or enclose the device in an attempt to smother the fire, 
as this wil insulate the battery pack and encourage further thermal runaway. A lithium battery fire may 
be difficult to extinguish and reignition is highly likely. Thermal runaway of batteries in rack-mounted 
equipment should be treated as an aircraft fire.

WARNING

Commanders, provide crews with required gloves 
for EFB use or require crews to use a stylus. Pilots-in-
command, enforce the standard your commander 
has set. You wouldn’t let your pilot fly without his 
helmet or boots, would you? Pilots-in-command, 
ensure aircrew and passengers understand the 

restrictions regarding cellular use in flight and what 
to do if a lithium-ion battery fire occurs. Consider a 
no cell phone policy during pre-flight, ground 
handling and maintenance operations, as well, to 
reduce the occurrences of our most preventable 
mishaps. 



Blast From The Past: Articles from the archives of past Flightfax issues 
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MANNED

UH-60  

• �During a scheduled vibration data collection 
engine run, the maintenance pilot observed a low 
oil pressure condition during the engine shutdown 
sequence. Upon inspection of the engine, the oil 
cap was misplaced and engine oil was in the engine 
bay area. 

• �The aircraft had a preventive maintenance daily 
inspection performed and the engine was serviced 
with oil. It is suspected that the cap was not secured 
properly, and during the run the pressure inside 
the engine dislodged the cap and allowed oil to 
be purged out of the reservoir, resulting in low oil 
pressure during the run. (Class C) 

• �While training in the local restricted area, three 
UH60s were flying in a multi-ship formation at 
terrain/NOE altitudes practicing low-altitude 
maneuvers. While initiating a descent at a downhill 
slope area, the pilot on the controls misjudged the 
hill location and struck the tail wheel on the crest of 
the hill. The crew landed at a nearby safe location 
and identified the tire had come off the bead of 
the wheel, and the wheel had cracks and chipping. 
(Class E) 

AH-64  

• �During takeoff for a training 
flight mission, the crew experienced a Generator 
1 failure. The crew declared an emergency 
and landed back at the airfield. There were no 
indications during run-up or prior to takeoff. This is 
the seventh generator failure incident for this unit 
since July of 2023. (Class D)            

H-72  

• �During a routine training 
flight, the A/C compressor 
belt broke and was ingested by the engine. 
This caused damage to the No. 2 Engine axial 
compressor (MOD 2) and the gas generator (MOD 
3). MOD 2 and MOD 3 replacement were required, 
along with the A/C compressor, compressor drive 
belt and receiver/dryer. The aircrew did not notice 

any abnormalities, noises or vibrations and were 
unaware that the A/C belt had broke. Damage was 
found on post-flight by maintenance personnel. 
(Class C) 

CH-47F 

• �On departure conducting 
LOAs at about 75’ AGL, aft right work platform 
locking pin sheared and the platform opened in 
flight, causing significant damage to platform and 
support stringer. 

• �During preflight, the flight engineer noticed a 
problem with the right aft pylon forward latch. He 
made mention to the pilot in command (PC). The 
PC noticed the pin was loose and lifted the pin to 
close the latch. They decided to wait until their 
return to have maintenance replace the latch. Upon 
takeoff, the work platform worked the pin loose, 
allowing the wind to open the door and flexing 
the work platform until it dislodged the aft latch. 
This caused the work platform to open completely, 
ripping the support cable from the aircraft main 
attachment. (Class C) 

UNMANNED  

MQ-1C 

• �Aviation Maintenance personnel were attempting 
to connect a tug to the towbar to tow it to the 
flightline and begin pre-flight for a 1200L takeoff. 
The towbar was connected to the AV front landing 
gear first and then SM No. 1 gave instructions to SM 
No. 2 to reverse the tug and connect to the towbar. 
Instead of hitting the brakes as he closed in on the 
towbar, he mistakenly pressed his foot on the gas 
pedal. When this happened, it temporarily forced 
the GE to lift, which caused the rudders to make 
slight contact with the ground. No injuries were 
sustained due to the mishap. (Class E) 

Selected Aircraft Mishap Briefs
Information based on preliminary reports of aircraft mishaps reported. 

18



19

Near Miss Briefs 
Information based on reports via the Near Miss Reporting Tool. 

62285
During the daily inspection after a training 

flight, the Integrated Vehicle Management System 
(IVHMS) wire was discovered to have come loose 
and was partially wrapped around the upper portion 
of the Section 4 tail rotor drive shaft. Safety and 
maintenance personnel were notified. The initial 
diagnosis of the cause is that a service loop on the 
wiring worked its way to close to the Section 4 
driveshaft over time through vibrations. Eventually 
the loop caught on a driveshaft rivet and ripped 
the wires out of the IVHMS accelerometer. There 
was no other damage to the aircraft other than the 
accelerometer and wiring to it needing replacement.

62146
While refueling a UH-72A helicopter, the fuel 

indication on the caution advisory display went 
blank and was associated with a fuel quantity fail 
caution. After troubleshooting the problem, a fuel 
sample was taken to reveal water contamination. The 
contaminated fuel was completely drained from the 
aircraft and replaced with fresh fuel, causing the fuel 
indication to display normally. Another fuel sample 
was taken to confirm that there was no more water 
left in the tank and a ground run was completed to 
ensure the fuel system was fully operational. It was 
discovered that a hatch on the facility’s fuel trucks 
was left open during inclement weather, allowing 
water to contaminate the fuel.

62091
While conducting engagements in an AH-64D, 

the pilot in command (PC) instructed his co-pilot 
gunner (CPG) to de-action the missile system as they 
began their turn away from the templated target 
location. The CPG had their targeting sensor still 
on the target and actioned the gun instead. After 
detecting the improperly actioned weapon system, 
the CPG de-actioned the gun. During the process 
of the gun stowing, the gun contacted the aircraft 
ski. The gun miss-tracked and emergency stowed 
itself, displaying a fault on the page, not allowing 
the crewmembers to know if the gun was caught 
under the ski or stowed properly. The PCs actions 
to determine the gun’s position prior to landing 

allowed for no further damage to the gun or aircraft. 
Upon inspection, it was determined there was no 
damage to the aircraft ski or gun. 

62116
During a pre-phase maintenance test flight 

(MTF) in an AH-64D, the crew experienced a main 
transmission chip caution that caused them to have 
to land as soon as possible. The crew executed a 
precautionary landing without incident. The caution 
remained all the way through the landing of the 
aircraft. There were no injuries to the crew.

61981
Crew experienced a fire light while transiting 

northern Arizona. The crew executed a precautionary 
landing and inspected the aircraft. Flight operations 
executed a pre-accident plan successfully. No fire 
was determined to have occurred. Aircraft was flown 
home successfully. 

62090
During a daytime bag flight in an AH-64D, 

crewmembers were conducting RL progression 
when they experienced a rotor overspeed while 
conducting an autorotation. The instructor pilot 
(IP) was in the front and the pilot (PI) was in the 
back seat. IP had demonstrated four autorotations, 
discussed how the rotor reacts when operating in a 
heavy aircraft, the proper control inputs to establish 
the autorotation and how to check the rotor system 
to maintain the rotor within operating limitations. 
Once established for the autorotation, the PI rapidly 
made control inputs to reduce TQ below 10% (ATM 
Standard: rotor above 101% or TQ below 10% for 
AH-64D) focusing solely on TQ. In the descent, both 
crewmembers allowed the airspeed to get too fast. 
The IP realized the rising rotor speed checking the 
rotor system to maintain the rotor within limits. The 
PI saw the TQ increase from the IP’s correction and 
reduced the collective further to maintain TQ below 
10%. In the descent with the PI’s additional reduction 
in collective paired with high airspeed, the rotor 
rapidly increased to the point where the IP could 
not check the rotor fast enough without placing the 
aircraft in a worse situation. Crewmembers were 
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able to safely recover the aircraft. The overspeed 
happened in the descent prior to the deceleration 
on a windy day with intermittent headwind 
conditions. Upon inspection of the aircraft, the rotor 
speed was 110.32 for .32 seconds. No damage to 
aircraft systems or components.

61731
SM was performing aircraft maintenance duties 

during annual training when he found a bag on one 
of the phase maintenance tables. The SM realized 
that the bag contained critical shims for one of 
the installed vibration absorbers. He immediately 
reported the bag to his supervisor and corrective 
action took place.

61739
During a routine training flight, the crew was 

working on hovering tasks when a bird flew 
directly up into the rotor system and impacted a 
blade. The crew stopped training at that time and 
returned to base. While flying back to base, the crew 
experienced a No. 1 Gen caution and performed 
all checklist steps, regaining the No. 1 Generator. 
Maintenance conducted an inspection and found no 

damage to the blade and that the No. 1 Gen caution 
was unrelated to the incident.

61788
While conducting routine maintenance, 

maintenance technician found a piece of rubber 
stripping below the co-pilot seat. The piece of 
rubber, approximately 12 inches by 1/4 inch, came 
from the seat edge and had worked its way under 
the avionics boxes under the seat. No residual 
damage was found. A FOD check was completed on 
the aircraft, maintenance was completed and the 
aircraft returned to service.

61792
HH-60M was cleared for and established on ILS 

RWY35L while a commercial 737 was cleared to 
maintain altitude and turn downwind to RWY35R. 
The commercial aircraft failed to follow ATC 
instructions and descended in front of and within 
400 feet of the HH-60M on ILSRWY35L. The HH-60M 
IP suspected that the 737 never saw them. The tower 
announced to the commercial 737 to contact the 
tower on landing for the pilot deviation. 
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Manned Aircraft Class A – C Mishap Table                            as of  31 OCT 24

Month
FY 24 FY 25

Class A 
Mishaps

Class B 
Mishaps

Class C 
Mishaps Fatalities

Class A 
Mishaps

Class B 
Mishaps

Class C 
Mishaps Fatalities

1st
Q

tr October 0 0 6 0 0 1 5 0
November 3 1 9 5
December 0 0 8 0

2nd
 Q

tr January 1 1 10 0
February 4 2 7 2
March 3 0 5 2

3rd
Q

tr April 1 1 13 0
May 1 0 9 0
June 0 0 10 0

4th
Q

tr July 0 0 11 0
August 4 1 10 0
September 0 0 8 0

Total
for Year

17 6 106 9 Year to 
Date

0 1 5 0

Class A Flight Mishap rate per 100,000 Flight Hours

5 Yr Avg: 0.99 3 Yr Avg:  1.15 FY 24:  1.90 Current FY: 0

UAS Class A – C Mishap Table                          as of 31 OCT  24

FY 24 FY 25

Class A 
Mishaps

Class B 
Mishaps

Class C 
Mishaps Total

Class A 
Mishaps

Class B 
Mishaps

Class C 
Mishaps Total

MQ-1 1 2 3 6 Gray Eagle

RQ-7 0 7 9 15
RQ-11 1 1
RQ-20 0 0 Puma
SUAV SUAV
Other Other
UAS UAS
Aerostat Aerostat
Total for
Year

1 9 13 22 Year to 
Date

UAS Flight Mishap rate per 100,000 Flight Hours
MQ-1C 
Class A

5 Yr Avg: 7.35 3 Yr Avg:  7.98 FY 24:  1.56 Current FY:  0

Class A - C Mishap Tables
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Review-Focused Training

	

1. Individual, leader, and crew level
2. �Readiness Level. Aviation commanders use a series of RLs to develop individual and crew proficiencies that 

support collective tasks. RLs identify the training phase in which ACMs are participating and measure ACM 
readiness. Commanders evaluate each duty position to determine how it can best support the unit’s METL and/
or collective task(s).

3. �FAC - Flight Activity Category. FAC levels are determined based on flight task requirements and the proficiency 
required by the MTOE or TDA position.

4. Aircrew Training Manual
5. The task title identifies a clearly defined and measurable activity.
	1000-series �tasks are base tasks that generally apply to all aircraft in a specific category. They are the entry-level 

tasks that are common sub-components of more advanced tactical and mission tasks.
	2000-series �tasks are tactical tasks that act as building blocks for performing Army Aviation missions. Some 

2000-series tactical tasks are mandatory (identified in the MTL) and others are optional based on 
the mission of the unit.

	3000-series �tasks are mission tasks that prepare individuals and crews to perform collective operations. Some 
3000-series mission tasks are mandatory (identified in the MTL) and others are optional based on 
the mission of the unit.

1. �IAW TC 3-04.11, Commander’s Aviation Training and Standardization Program, Senior Mission 
Commanders (SMCs) must allow adequate time for aviation units to execute the aviation commander’s 
ATP. This ensures the required levels of proficiency are achieved at the ________, ________, and 
__________, and at echelon (as required), prior to aviation units conducting collective (platoon and 
above) combined arms maneuver training with supported ground maneuver units.

2. What does RL stand for and why is it used?

3. What does FAC stand for and how are they determined?

4. What does ATM stand for?

5. What are 1000, 2000, and 3000 series tasks?

Answers: 

https://safety.army.mil/HOME/Help-Feedback-Contacts
https://safety.army.mil/MEDIA/Safety-Subscriptions-Feeds
https://www.facebook.com/ArmySafety/
http://youtube.com/user/USArmySafety
https://safety.army.mil/ON-DUTY/Aviation/Flightfax
https://safety.army.mil/ON-DUTY/Aviation/Flightfax/Archives
https://safety.army.mil/
https://www.army.mil/
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