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DISCOVER
A NEW GALAX 4

Our commercially based modermzatlon program restores reliability and
reduces operating costs for the C-5 —the backbone of Amerlca s strategic airlift fleet.

s Increased reliability and over 20 pércent more thrust from General Electric CF6-80C2 engines,
backed by more than 40 million hours of airline operations. ¢

* Meeting 21st Century GATM requirements with Honeywell's Versatile Integrated Avionics (VIA) system,
used on 80 percent of today's new U.S. commercial transports.

e L ockheed Martin experience as the designer and builder of the C-5 - leading a team
that guarantees mission capability.

The C-5 modernization team... c-y//

a new Galaxy for a new millennium. Lockhieed Martin Haneywell GE Aircraft Engines
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Editorial

By John T. Correll, Editor in Chief

Joint Fire Drill

WHEN a joint force engages the
enemy, the battlefield will be
divided by the Fire Support Coordi-
nation Line, located somewhere in
front of our own ground troeps. For
good reasons—among them, the
danger of hitting friendly forces—the
delivery of ordnance, including air-
to-ground munitions, inside that line
must be cleared with the land force
commander.

In the closing days of the Gulf War
in 1991, the FSCL was drawn too far
forward, letting Republican Guard
forces fleeing from Kuwait escape.
Army artillery fire couldn’t reach them,
and the Air Force wasn't allowed to.

Until recently, that was the best
known example of the “joirt fires”
problem. Largely unnoticed by out-
siders, it has been simmering in the
Pentagon for almost 10 years. It
reached the boiling point this spring
when the Air Force formally objected
to new joint doctrine that would have
given the ground commander control
of all “fires”—including Air Force
counterair, strategic attack, interdic-
tion, and electronic warfare—in an
“area of operations” reaching well
beyond the FSCL.

But that gets ahead of the story.

The sticking point was Joint Publi-
cation 3-09, “Doctrine for Jo nt Fire
Support,” on which work began in
1988. The Army was designated “lead
agent” for this project and used the
opportunity to strengthen its position
at the expense of the Air Force.

The Goldwater—Nichols Act of 1986
gave theater commanders sweeping
authority in “areas of responsibility”
in which operations or conflict might
occur. A change added later and with-
out fanfare authorized the theater
commander to assign “areas of op-
eration” within the AOR to the land
and sea component commanders. No
provision was made for an air com-
ponent AO.

Meanwhile, the draft of Joint Pub
3-09 was altering concepts ard defi-
nitions. A new term, “joint fires,” re-
placed the older one, “joint fire sup-
port,” which had been undersiood to
mean fires direcily aiding the land
forces. “Fires” were redefined to in-
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clude all “lethal or nonlethal weap-
ons effects.”

The Army, supported by the Navy
and the Marine Corps, held that the
land or naval component commander
had “primacy” over operations and
control of fires within the area of op-
eration. The Air Force argued alone
that the AO is not an AOR and that
the joint force commander’s author-
ity should not be supplanted. The

The Army wants the
ground force com-
mander to control all
“fires”—whether they
support the ground
operation or not.

Army wanted the ground force com-
mander to control all operations,
whether they supported the ground
operation or not. That would take in
virtually all Air Force combat capa-
bility except for airlift, reconnais-
sance, and strveillance.

The size of an AO is not prescribed,
but it extends beyond the Fire Sup-
port Coordination Line to a “forward
boundary.” Earlier assumptions set
the FSCL abcut 20 miles in front of
our ground forces. Recently, however,
the Army has claimed the FSCL
should be hundreds of kilometers
ahead, with the forward boundary
even more distant.

The joint fires issue was settled,
supposedly, at a “tank” meeting of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff May 12. Joint
Pub 3-09 was adopted with some
modifications. Among them was a
stipulation sought by the Air Force
that any commander so designated
by the joint force commander has the
“latitude” to plan and execute mis-
sions of theater-wide importance with-
in land and naval AOs.

Within days, there was disagree-
ment about the understanding
reached. Joint Pub 3-09 had been
haggled over and coordinated so
much that various interpretations
were possible. The next step in de-
sermining what it means will be how

it is put into practice and how battle-
space control is allocated in joint op-
erations and exercises.

Part of this is a power struggle,
pure and simple. It makes no sense
for the ground component commander
to decide the targets, timing, and pri-
orities for airpower in engagements
unrelated to the ground battle.

This is not to disparage the value
of ground forces. Nor is it to fault the
land component commander fer be-
lieving in his force. However, his con-
centrazion is on shaping the close
battle. His perspective is essentially
local and two-dimensional.

His opriorities are inherently differ-
ent from those of the joint force com-
mander, who must think about ob-
jectives and targets of strategic
importance. They are also different
from those of the air component com-
mander, whose perspective wll be
higher and deeper, and who will fo-
cus more on th=ater problems and
possibilities than on linear movements
of front-line maneuver elements.

Ground force partisans believe, as
they did in the 1940s, that everything
else—especially airpower—is subor-
dinate to the land battle, and that
airpowsr’s role is to support them,

There was great consternation
among those who thought that way
in 1991 when Army Gen. H. Norman
Schwarzkopf, commander of the al-
lied coalition, began Operation Des-
ert Storm with a strategic air cam-
paign rather than with a ground
offensive supported by airpower.
There was even greater consterna-
tion when it worked.

Another surprise was the losses:
148 US battle deaths and 467
wounded. The forecast for a tradi-
tional campaign had been 20,000
casualties, including 7,000 killed in
action. The ground forces were ex-
pected to absorb most of that.

The net effect of Joint Pub 3-09 is
to undercut the flexibility of airpower—
the component more likely than any
of the others to amplify our advan-
tage in theater battle.

That is to no one’s benefit. It is
just bad doctrine and it sets up strat-
egy that is even worse. =
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| WEATHER OR NOT YOU'’VE GOTTOLAND
PLSR WILL BRING YOU DOWN SAFELY.

Since the beginning of the decade, USAF aircraft have flown to and landed in all but five of the
world’s recognized sovereign nations. Maintaining this capability is essential to our successful
implementation of Global Reach. The USAF must be able to deploy any aircraft, anywhere, anytime,
in any weather.

The Precision Landing System Receiver (PLSR) from GEC-Marconi Hazeltine is helping to make that
possible. Our PLSR is the only operational Multi-Mode Receiver (MMR) to incorporate Protected FM
Immune ILS, MLS, VOR, GLS and a LAAS Data Link, and is available today. In fact, the system is
already installed and a proven success on USAF C-17s.

PLSR features a robust avionics architecture, P/Y code-secure mode Differential GPS (DGPS) and
capability to provide GPS enroute navigation. The DGPS is both LAAS and WAAS capable. In addi-
tion to its low installation cost, PLSR replaces existing ILS avionics with a same or smaller footprint.

And it utilizes the same guidance presentation to the pilot as standard ILS systems.

PLSR from GEC-Marconi Hazeltine. Because, weather or not, you've got to land safely.

GlEC-Marconli
Hazeltine

GEC-Marconi Hazeltine Corporation
164 Totowa Road, P.O. Box 975, Wayne, NJ 07474-0975 Phone: 973-633-6020 Facsimile: 973-633-6188




Design Is Lacking

As an Air Force Academy graduate
and retired Air Force pilot, | am fully
in favor of a memorial dedicated to
the men and women of the Air Force,
past and present. | am also very glad
to hear that the proposed memorial
will not encroach on the environs of
the Ilwo Jima Memorial. [See “Let-
ters,” May, p. 15.]

| am not so pleased with the design
of the Air Force Memorial itself. From
the artist sketches available thus far,
the design does seem to be a triumph
of concept over “kitsch,” as the chair-
man of the Commission of Fine Arts
might put it. Viewed from abave, it is
a very striking star desi¢cn. Unfortu-
nately, the view from the sides seems
to be farless impressive. In fact, from
a distance, to my uneducated eye,
the two-dimensional side view re-
sembles nothing so much as a futur-
istic ashtray or perhaps the lower
part of a bomb casing with fins. |
certainly hope that the reality will be
better than what has been shown
thus far, since visitors to the site will
not have the advantage of an over-
head view.

While | can understand thata Com-
mission on Fine Arts, lacking any
emotional attachment to the men and
women of the Air Force, might not
see the need for a more human con-
nection, | am somewhat puzzled that
the memorial leadership was not more
sensitive to this requirement. At this
point, | cannot imagine pointing out
the memorial from ground level to my
grandchildren and seeingin their eyes
the visual impact that, for example,
the lwo Jima Memorial brings. Per-
haps someday we can lovingly place
a sculpture of abattle-damaged B-17
atop the “ashtray.”

Maj. Mike Spehar,
USAF (Ret.)
Mascouzah, Il

What Rope?

Regarding [retired Air Fcrce Lt. Col.
Douglas W. Schott’s] letter [“Letters,”
May, p. 8] that stated, “If the Japa-
nese had prevailed, [Gen. Curtis E.]
LeMay would have swung at the end
of a rope following his conviction for
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war crimes ... ."—if the Japanese had
prevailed, with the leadership they
had at the time, [ find it hard to be-
lieve thatthere would have been many
trials. Perhaps [there would have
been] many firing squads and other
atrocities like they committed cn the
Asian continent and in the Philip-
pines.
Lt. Col. Tom Stanton,
USAF (Ret.)
Huntington Beach, Calif.

“Better Duck”

On p. 28 cf the May [issue’ is a
photo of a recent monument com-
memorating the nation’s first tornado
prediction made by Maj. [Ernest J.]
Fawbush and Capt. [Robert C.] Miller
at Tinker AFB, Okla. On March 22,
1948, | was the airdrome cfficer on
duty at Tinker. | was not too busy in
the evening at about 10:20 p.m. when
| heard many axplosions. | saw a red
glow from severe fires across the
runway in the vicinity of the Douglas
Building.

Those of us in base operations at
that time were sure we were being
bombed. Soon thereafter I received a
call from the control tower operators
that the glass in the tower had shat-
tered and they were in need of medi-
cal attention. Debris was all over the
place. | called Maj. Gen. [Fred S.]
Borum who was at a party at the
Officers Club and informed him that
we were in a disaster mode. He said
he knew there was a storm but it
didn’t seem too severe. The destruc-
tion was estimated at more than $350
million. Airplenes were destroyed,

Do you have a comment about a
current article in the magazine? Write
to “Letters,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. (E-mail: letters@afa.org.) Let-
ters should be concise and fimely.
We cannot acknowledge receipt of
letters. We reserve the right ta con-
denss letters. Letters without name
and city/base and state are rot ac-
ceptable. Photographs canrot be
used or returned.—THE EDITO3S

some thrown up on top of the Doug-
las Building, some even wrepped
around telephone poles. A clerk in
the air freight terminal was operating
a teletype machine when a 10-inch-
diameter steam pipe crashed down
from the roof and missed his head by
an incn.

This storm was not predicted. Less
than a week later we had some threat-
ening clouds and a squall line was
approaching very rapidly. | was in my
apartment [in] Midwest City, not too
far from the base, when | called and
spoke to Bob Miller, Fawbush’s as-
sistant. | asked him if he thought we
might have a tornado. He replied that
he didn’t think so, and instantly | saw
one drop out of the clouds (it was still
daylight). | said to him, “Well, Bob,
you better duck; there is one right on
top of your head!” He answered,
“There is!l?” and left the phone dan-
gling off the hook.

This second tornado was even more
destructive than the first and dropped
down almost at the same spot on the
base. It rolled up quite a few B-29s
that were parked on pierced steel
planking in temporary storage on the
base. It looked as if the steel plank-
ing [were] wrapped around every one
of the B-29s. My car was parked be-
hind base operations and it was to-
taled. All told, this second experi-
ence cost us more than the first.

| knew both Ernie Fawbush and
Bob Miller quite well, having flown for
years at Tinker, and knew them 1o be
the best Air Force forecasters | 1ave
worked with, After these two d sas-
ters, they went on to do a great job in
trying to predict tornadoes when many
other forecasters said it couldn’t be
done.

Lt. Col. Walt Echwald,
USAF (Ret.)
Falls Church, Va.

No Screw Up

[In] the May issue, [the] p. 167
photo featuring Lockeed Martin’s Paul
Metz at the West Palm Beach Chap-
ter meeting [has] pictured as a guest
at the meeting retired Maj. Gen. Os-
car Senter (so captioned).

I would hope my former boss didn’t
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screw up in his final days on active

duty, but I'm sure he retired as a
lieutenant general.

Col. John K. Carney,

USAF (Ret.)

Springfield, Va.

® He did indeed retire as a lieuten-
ant general. Our oversight.—THE EDI-
TORS

Naming Bases

Glad to see that Falcon AFB, Colo.,
gotrenamed to Schriever AFB ["Guide
to Air Force Installations,” May, p.
123]. Great idea! Now, how long will
it take for the name Doolittle to [be]
used for an AFB? If any one personin
the history of USAF deserves to have
his name on a base, this man is one.
I wrote to Gen. [Ronald R.] Fogleman
about this several years ago, and he
wrote back that he handed it off to the
civil engineering area. To date, noth-
ing. | feel that perhaps Eglin could
become Eglin—-Doolittle, or even
Edwards [could] become Edwards—
Doolittle. Perhaps otherreaders have

better suggestions.
MSgt. David W. Menard,
USAF (Ret.)
Huber Heights, Ohio

Military Stores

| have read several times now the
article "More Questions About Mili-
tary Stores" [p. 66]in the April issue.
| have spent more than eight years in
advanced economic and financial
analysis since | retired from active
duty. | am skeptical of the analysis
given in the article; | am even more
skeptical of some of the numbers
used to make the point of the article.

First, measuring the impact of DoD
retail sales while ignoring the total fi-
nancial impact of any military installa-
tion is sloppy and inappropriate analy-
sis. The economicimpact of any military
installation on the region in which it is
located is large and positive.

Second, the subsidy costs of DoD'’s
1995 retail activities in the US [p. 67]
are highly suspect and smell of a na-
ive Consumer Reports—style economic
analysis. In short, it misstates the case
and misses the point. Economically
speaking, those [cosis not paid by
DoD] revenue items are forgone only
inthe sense that the investment made
in military installations could have been
spent on some other productive use,
if the military investment decision had
not been made.

The chart implies that, somehow,
these regions’ businesses and tax-
ing authorities are being denied rev-
enues to which they are entitled. That

is flatly wrong. These regions are
merely the direct beneficiaries of in-
vestments made from the wealth of
the entire US, and they reap the fi-
nancial rewards of selling goods and
services to the federal government;
of additional civilian jobs (and in-
come) that would not otherwise have
been available; and the additional
spending which military personnel
assigned to these installations de-
vote to the regional economies.

Third, the DoD retail systems are a
substantial economic incentive for a
large part of the force. According to
the chart on p. 69, 86 percent of the
force accounts for 78 percent of the
retail sales; these are the enlisted
folks. The point is that the DoD retail
system is being used by the people
who need it most and that, appar-
ently, it offers the majority of the
force an economically efficient way
to spend their incomes. Taking away
the DoD retail system and replacing
it with a cash payment is, at best,
only a partial solution to this per-
ceived problem. A large number of
the force[s] live on or near their in-
stallations; the DoD retail system
certainly offers those folks a degree
of efficiency not easily compensated
for in cash.

Fourth, we have the military retired
population living in the regions around
these installations. The claim that
retirees spend on high-markup luxury
goods is specious and ignores the
fact that most retirees live on rela-
tively small and fixed incomes which
are considerably reduced with each
change to the system of military ben-
efits. The retirees of today were in-
duced to make their careers in the
military service through the offer of
benefits such as DoD retail stores. It
probably will not be lost on the active
duty force that they will be adversely
affected when it comes time for them
to retire.

While the accounting exercise pre-
sented in the article seems like a
serious indictment of the DoD retail
system, it is the case that the exer-
cise is flawed and fails to consider
relevant issues. If defense spending
is to be reduced, it should be reduced
by closing redundant bases. The sav-
ings from a few base closings domi-
nates the savings from reducing or
eliminating DoD retail stores while
allowing a retention tool to continue

to operate.
Lt. Col. Gerald P. Hanner,
USAF (Ret.)
Papillion, Neb.

It was heartwarming to read in the
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April issue of Air Force Magazine
that you are on top of the commissary
situation. The commissary system is
great for the morale of both the active
duty and retirees who served our
nation well. The commissaries should
remain open!

One big way to ease the financial
pain of $936 million [in] appropriated
funds would be to increase the sur-
charge from the current 5 percent to
13 percent. At first a 13 percent sur-
charge seems high, but consider no
commissaries and then paying 8 per-
cent sales tax "on the outside.” So 13
percent is really 5 percent plus the 8
percent that would be tacked onto
the food costs in civilian food stores.

For every 1 percent in surcharge,
$50 million flows into DeCA. Cur-
rently $250 million is generated by
the 5 percent surcharge. A 13 per-
cent surcharge would bring in $650
million, almost making the commis-
saries self-sufficient.

Allowing the National Guard and
Reservists to utilize the commissar-
ies without limitations would help,
too, and it’s the moral thing to do!

Dr. David Chigos
San Diego

| am continually mystified by the
so-called “subject matter experts” in
Congress when it comes to military
affairs. The number of congressmen/
women serving today who have ever
actively served in any branch of the
military service is, by published re-
ports, at its lowest point ever. Their
experience levels, or perhaps their
interest, especially in terms of en-
listed matters, appears to be much
lower.

We didn’t join the enlisted corps to
get rich; we are professionals, held
to a higher standard, who take great
pride in standing on the front lines to
defend the national interests of the
United States. But as professionals,
we don't expect to be spurned by the
very people in Congress whose lives
(and very lucrative livelihoods) we
protect. Our pay has been, and will
continue to be, much lower than the
national index. One of the few ways
we can compensate for this gap is by
saving money at the commissary and
exchange.

In the article, the CBO stated it’'s
“not a cost-effective alternative to cash
compensation.” Congress claims that
a pay (not allowance) increase would
solve the problem. First, military pay
is taxable (allowances are not), trans-
lating to a smaller than advertised pay
increase and more taxes owed at the
end of the year. We would, in effect,
be subsidizing ourselves. Next, Con-
gress wants the [active duty] and re-
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tirees to shop downtown. These goods
are also taxed, which means the mili-
tary member is being taxed at both
ends of the scale. And by the way, will
retirees see this same increase in
retired pay if Congress dissolves the
benefit? You retirees know the an-
swer to that. | suppose if | were as rich
as the people in Congress, | might not
object.

CBO states that a pool of $500
million would be used to increase
military basic pay about one-half of 1
percent. As a 24-year chief master
sergeant, that equates to a whopping
$17 a month. Oh boy, steak every
night. Do the math for a young air-
man or NCO. Oh, and that’s before
taxes.

Other issues regarding the com-
missary were misleading or incor-
rect. First, the surcharge is not a
profit margin. Commissaries do not
make one dime on its customers.
There is no capital investment—all
[surcharges are] used for utilities,
supplies, equipment (to include re-
frigeration units, forklifts, cash regis-
ters, and checkout stands, etc.), and
renovation or construction of new
commissaries. Absolutely none of this
is paid with taxpayer dollars but by
the customers themselves through
the surcharge.

Second, the subsidy cost chart of
DoD retail activities in the US for
1995 is incorrect. These numbers are
somewhat misleading. DoD gets more
than a fair return on its military in-
vestment. The return on capital can
be intangible, such as more produc-
tive troops who are more willing to
take on the harsh environments and
assignments of which civilians do not
understand or appreciate. It helps
professionals stay in service, know-
ing that, when they retire, these ben-
efits will be available as deferred
earnings for years of service and the
associated hardships.

If we continue to allow this non-
military Congress to decimate our
benefits one by one, we will soon be
the hollow force we hear so much
about. Smaller retirement packages,
longer deployments, more peace-
keeping missions, more taxes, and
less benefits. 1s this the congres-
sional wave of the future? Then |
think I'll retire today, but before | do,
| owe it to my professional troops to
speak in their behalf. “Congress, for
once, stop listening to the money of
the lobbyists and start listening to the
people who serve our country!”

CMSgt. Ronald R. McMasters,
Kadena AB, Japan

Guard Controversies
James Kitfield’'s sources have not
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done justice to either the Air Force or
the Air National Guard. [See “Guard
Controversies,” April, p. 30.] It was
neither 20 years ago nor the 1972
Total Force concept that saw the birth
of the successful integration of the
components. Thatbeganin the 1950s
under Brig. Gen. Earl T. Ricks as
deputy chief of the National Guard
Bureau for Air and was brought to
fruition in the 1960s by Maj. Gen.
Winston P. Wilson as Ricks’ succes-
sor and later chief of the bureau.

Application of the USAF Opera-
tional Readiness Inspection under
standardized criteria [for] all compo-
nents was central to that success.
Likewise, continued rejection of the
ORI concept by the Army is at the
heart of its current problems.

The Army Guard’s bitterness over
treatment of the 48th Armored Bri-
gade during the Gulf War derives
from the fact that the Army’s subjec-
tive rating system permitted the 48th
to be judged at an inflated level of
readiness when, in peacetime, it was
politically convenient to do so and
then downgraded when war blew away
the political myths.

The Army War College's 1972
“Army Study of the Guard and Re-
serve” predicted in precise terms what
would happen to the Guard combat
brigades unless both the ORI con-
cept was adopted and the Guard’s
regimental Officer Personnel Man-
agement System was replaced by a
centralized system on the model of
the Marine Corps Reserve.

The Marine system had opened up
all units to returning Vietnam veteran
officers. The Army Guard system
largely excluded such veterans in fa-
vor of incumbents who had never
served on extended active duty and
would not do so until mobilized as
field grade officers for the Gulf War.
That is why the Marine Reserve suc-
cessfully deployed armor units to the
Gulf War and the Army Guard could
not. As Kitfield indicates, the Army
Guard leadership now supports the
ORI concept, but it still fiercely de-
fends the archaic regimental man-
agement system.

Beyond that is the question of why
we go on maintaining duplicative state
and federal reserve systems. The
Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates the waste from that arrange-
ment at $2.6 billion per year, enough
to fund the F-22 program or the Army’s
desperately needed Comanche heli-
copter program.

Col. William V. Kennedy,
USA (Ret.)
Wiscasset, Maine

It is always a pleasure reading of
the successes of the Air National
Guard and the Air Force Reserve.
Could someone consider preaching
to the tone deaf in the Department of
Veterans Affairs? Some 25 years af-
ter the inception of the Total Force,
the VA still does not have a legal
definition of what constitutes active
duty in the National Guard. Title 38 of
the US Code and the Code of Federal
Regulations contains no definition.
“Active duty for training” and “inac-
tive duty for training” are defined but
not “active duty.” All definitions pre-
date 1973.

The VA seems to be locked into a
pre-1973 mind-set. They don’t seem
to understand that members of the
Air National Guard, both as individu-
als and as units, are frequently placed
on Title 10 active duty status under
the direct control of National Com-
mand Authorities. As such, their le-
gal status is exactly the same as
their regular Air Force counterparts.
The VA doesn’t seem to understand
that the Air National Guard doesn’t
issue DD 214s to members complet-
ing periods of active duty. Their ac-
tive duty orders document their ser-
vice.

There is an unfortunate flip side to
this situation. Few members or retir-
ees of the Air National Guard show
much interest in the VA or in the
continuation of its programs. The
veteran population is declining and
the power of veterans organizations
is beginning to wane. This is one
segment of the veteran population
that is doing little to preserve the
veterans programs that past genera-
tions have left to us.

Maj. Dave Broyles,
AFRES (Ret.)
Papaaloa, Hawaii

Enlisted Heroes

As a survivor of 100 combat mis-
sions in F-86 Sabre jets in Korea and
175 in the F-105 Thunderchief flying
out of Takhli, Thailand, | am no
stranger to the heroics of our rescue
forces. [See “Crosses and Stripes,”
April, p. 58.]

| first knew about A1C Charles D.
King on Christmas marning 1968 but
never knew his name until reading
about his award in [the April] issue.
The wounded pilot in this [article] is
Capt. Dick Brownlee.

Brownlee was shot down in his
F-105 late on Christmas Eve, but it
wasn’t possible to attempt a rescue
until the next morning, Christmas Day.
| was one of those flying cover for the
effort. We briefed and took off very

early so as to arrive at the rescue site
at “first light.” As the [article] relates,
the enemy had set up an ambush
which resulted in a failure to com-
plete the rescue. | won’t go into detalil
as to what happened to those enemy
forces—just note that it was a very
bad decision on their part.

Relating this story to family and
friends has been a very emotional
experience for me. | know the same
must be true [for] the family of Air-
man King. They had a very coura-
geous son!

Col. Forist G. Dupree,
USAF (Ret.)
Sumter, S.C.

Remembering the actions and sac-
rifices of our Air Force heroes has
never been more important than it is
today, and your article nicely high-
lights individual ability and bravery
while reminding us of the ultimate
responsibilities involved in military
service.

There seems to be a renewed in-
terest in the human element of Air
Force history, as evidenced by your
recent articles on the Navy naming a
ship Capt. Steven L. Bennett [“Aero-
space World,” January, p. 12] and
[on] the C-17 being named The Spirit
of Sgt. John L. Levitow [“Aerospace
World,” March, p. 14]. Those tributes
are richly deserved and much appre-
ciated.

However, perhaps it is time to go
beyond occasional recognitions such
as these and implement a formal
program that honors all USAF Medal
of Honor, Distinguished Service
Cross, and Air Force Cross recipi-
ents.

My suggestion is to name our stra-
tegic airlift aircraft for Air Force he-
roes, similar to the way the Navy
names ships. | propose strategic
airlifters because they are literally
“ships of the air,” have long service
lives, and would provide maximum
exposure to USAF members and oth-
ers via their daily, worldwide mis-
sions. [Since 1947] there have been
approximately 240 MOHs, DSCs, and
AFCs awarded—about the same num-
ber as the combined C-5 and C-17
fleet size. Paint a name on the out-
side of each airplane and put a plaque
on the inside, and everyone who
crews, works on, rides in, even sees
these aircraft would become more
aware of our Air Force history and
heritage.

Such a program would serve to
honor our heroes in an appropriate
manner, increase individual knowl-
edge and pride, and enhance overall
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esprit de corps—all for a relatively
low cost.

Col. Ron Thurlow,

USAF (Ret.)

Beavercreek, Ohio

Storm Stats Incomplete

Inthe April issue, in “Statistics From
the Storm,” [p. 42] there is a glaring
error of omission. Nowhere in the
article is the venerable HH/MH-3E
Jolly Green Giant mentioned. The
only US Air Force H-3 special opera-
tions unit, the 71st Special Opera-
tions Squadron (AFRES), was acti-
vated in late 1990. Although already
equipped with a radar warning re-
ceiver system, an amazingly short
period of aircraft modifications en-
sued, transforming their assigned
HH-3Es to the only MH-3Es in the
world.

These MH-3Es had one of the high-
est in-commission rates in theater
and never missed a mission or Time
Over Target. It is ironic that these
Vietnam veterans served their coun-
try once more before being retired to
the desert at Davis—Monthan AFB,
Ariz.

In a final irony, these same heli-
copters (less one, #67-14703, which
now resides in the Robins AFB Mu-
seum, Ga.) were withdrawn from
[Davis—Monthan], refurbished by the
71st SOS and its direct descendant,
the 305th Rescue Squadron, and sent
to serve with the Tunisian Air Force
in their air rescue units.

CMSqgt. Craig B. Bergman,
AFRES
Tucson, Ariz.

Your article entitled “Statistics From
the Storm” is a good summary of the
air war, but it is time to correct an
oversight in the historical data. My
former squadron was not included in
the final tally in an article you pub-
lished several years ago after the
war, and now our helicopters are not
mentioned in the latest article.

But the citizen airmen of the 71st
Special Operations Squadron (AFRES)
answered the call. We were activated
at Davis—Monthan AFB Dec. 15, 1990,
and began a very interesting four-
week spool-up. The “Ponies” deployed
five Sikorsky H-3 Jolly Green Giants,
support equipment, and approxi-
mately 150 people on five C-5s, ar-
riving at King Fahd IAP, Saudi Arabia,
on Jan. 12, 1991, just four days be-
fore the air war began.

The chart on p. 46, “US Air Order
of Battle: Combat Support Aircraft,”
needs a line added: “MH-3—Special
Operations—5." The Vietnam veteran
HH-3s we flew were destined for a
short hop across the ramp to the
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[Aerospace Maintenance and Regen-
eration Center] when the wartime
“money pipeline” opened in Tucson,
[Ariz.]. A team from Warner Robins
Air Logistics Center [in Georgia)
opened a madification line in our han-
gar. In less than three weeks five of
our helicopters were equipped with
[upgraded avionics and navigation
aids.] After a desert camouflage paint
job, these five helicopters [were des-
ignated] as MH-3Es, the only five
that ever existed.

A lot of great stories grew from this
adventure. Engineers, maintenance
troops, and aircrews tested and
tweaked all the new systems without
benefit of a formal test program.

Our outstanding maintenance
crews improvised tools (their spe-
cialty equipment was stranded in
Germany on an ill C-5) to rebuild the
helicopters and had us on alert less
than 24 hours after landing.

We integrated several volunteer
pilots and flight engineers from ac-
tive duty AMC rescue forces who
helped us maintain full-time mission
coverage and contributed to our 300-
plus combat and combat support sor-
ties. At times in the early stages of
the war we had eight-man crews (in-
cluding human flare dispensers!) un-
til we learned how to run all the new
equipment and made it NVG compat-
ible.

The MH-3's amphibious capability
was a hit with the [Navy] SEALs when
we began flying missions with our
MH-53J Pave Low brothers. Even our
support staff showed the “Pony Pride”
as two of our [intelligence] officers
rumbled north with Army units during
the ground war to send real-time intel
support back to AFSOC, earning
Bronze Stars for their actions.

The 71st SOS returned to Tucson
and continued supporting AFSOC
missions. We converted to the MH-
60G in 1993 and the MH-3Es finally
made that last hop across the ramp.
The 71st SOS was deactivated in
1994 and reborn as the 305th Res-
cue Squadron, where they carry the
torch today.

Maj. Bryan Bly,
AFRES
Beaver Falls, Pa.

Whose Shirt?
Please tell me whose shirt SrA.
Jonathan Songer is wearing in the

picture on p. 14 ["Aerospace World,”

April]. Or maybe that isn’t SrA. Jon-
athan Songer.

CMSagt. Philip Currie,

USAF (Ret.)

Haskell, N.J.

® [t isn’t—not in front, anyway. We

did not catch the error in the USAF
photo caption. SrA. Jonathan Songer
is the airman in the background. A1C
Craig Southern is the airman in the
foreground. The stripes, if not the
partially visible name tag, should have
been a giveaway, t00.—THE EDITORS

Last Aviation Cadet?

The “News Note” on p. 21 of the
April issue about the last aviation
cadet is incorrect in that navigators
were also trained under that program.
| know, since | was a member of 52-
14Cin 1952 at Ellington [AFB, Texas,]
and Mather [AFB, Calif.,] and we
weren'tthe last. While you didn’t need
a degree to enter, many of us [had
degrees], in my case because my
college didn’t get ROTC until the year
after | graduated. As | remember OCS
was never presented to us as an
alternative method to a commission
and it would have been longer if you
wanted to fly.

Maj. Robert L. Etter,
USAF (Ret.)
Pittsburgh

More on POWs
I knew that someone would send
you a correction [on the POW photo]
[‘Letters,” “When the POWs Came
Home," Ron Byrne, April, p. 6]. Un-
fortunately, as of the April issue, no
one [has gotten] it right, yet. | con-
tend that the photo is that of 1st Lt.
Henry P. Fowler, who was captured
March 26, 1967, and returned home
Feb. 18, 1973.
| was captured June 11, 1967, and
returned home March 4, 1973. | lived
with Fowler for a brief period in Hanoi
and if | have erred on this photo, I'll
be most surprised and chagrined.
Col. Ronald J. Webb,
USAF (Ret.)
Niceville, Fla.

Let the Colonels Sweep

In your April issue, p. 77 [*Dissect-
ing the Tempo Problem”], did you, by
intent, show a black, female airman
sweeping the floor or did you simply
go brain dead? Were | a young, ser-
vice-eligible civilian, who chanced to
see that photo, it would be all | could
do to restrain myself from rushing to
volunteer for such fulfilling, techno-
logically challenging, intellectually
stimulating work.

Our servicemen and -women are
patriots who do exciting, complicated,
frequently very dangerous things—
don’t demean them. You could have
portrayed any activity—“operation
other than war,” exercise, inspec-
tion—except sweeping the floor. Af-
terthought: Show a colonel sweep-
ing the floor—leadership by example
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(I did it). Might be good for morale.
Col. LeRoy V. Greene,

USAF (Ret.)

San Antonio

® The intent was to depict a view of
the drudgery involved with many of
today’s frequent deployments—all
adding to the increasing frustration
level. Your afterthought has merit,
though.—THE EDITORS

Removing Darts

The [*Aerospace World” news item]
“USAF Wants to Remove Darts, Re-
store Wilderness” [p. 17]in April was
a bit of a shock. Those contemplating
[removal via helicopter] should pro-
ceed with dispatch to Nellis AFB,
Nev., where they will find a street
named Riggs. Some history research
will perhaps avert a catastrophe.

Lt. Ron Riggs and wife, Carolyn,
lived on Jones Street on Nellis AFB
almost 50 years ago. Riggs was a
helicopter pilot and was sent to pick
up dart targets from one of the Nellis
AFB ranges as a cost cutting mea-
sure. In the process a cable attached
to a dart target became entangled in
[his] rotor blades. That resulted in a

T T

flaming crash that took Riggs’ life. A

street was named in his honor, and

helicopter retrieval of darts ended
abruptly.

Col. Mark D. Cook,

USAF (Ret.)

Boulder City, Nev.

More Mustangs
Another former Mustang who is
well-known in these parts is retired
Maj. Gen. Jack Watkins. He was com-
mander of the 1st Strategic Aero-
space Division at Vandenberg AFB,
Calif., for most of the 1980s. He
enlisted in the Army during World
War Il. A picture of him as a private
hung in the barber shop for many

years.

Maj. Greg Ogletree
Vandenberg AFB, Calif.

® We have continued to receive ad-
ditions to the Mustang roll [*"Mus-
tangs,” March, p. 52, and “Letters,”
May, p. 6]. All names have been sent
to the Air Force Enlisted Heritage
Research Institute at Gunter Annex,
Maxwell AFB, Ala. The latest sub-
missions are Brig. Gen. Brian E.
Barents, Brig. Gen. William J. Breck-

ner, Brig. Gen. William R. Brooksher,
Maj. Gen. Neil Eddins, Brig. Gen.
Thomas M. Groome Jr., Brig. Gen.
Theodore W. Lay Il, Brig. Gen. Archie
S. Mayes, Brig. Gen. John D. Peters,
Maj. Gen. Henry B. Stelling Jr., Lt.
Gen. Eugene F. Tighe Jr., and Brig.
Gen. James W. Wold. This is the last
list we will publish.—THE EDITORS

Corrections

In the May issue, the zip code
and phone number for the 155th
Air Refueling Wing (ANG) at Lin-
coln Municipal Airport, Neb., [p.
127]were listed incorrectly: 68524-
1888 and (402) 458-1234 are cor-
rect. The F-16CJ, the version
employing the HARM Targeting
System in the SEAD role, is incor-
rectly identified [p. 142] as the
CG-model.

Alsoin the May issue, the 320th
Missile Squadron, winner of the
1997 Blanchard Trophy [p. 137]
was misidentified. The 381st Train-
ing Group at Vandenberg AFB,
Calif., [p. 124] was incorrectly
listed.

THE POWER TO
KEEP YOU FLYING

When your wholz world is on the
line, reliability is the ultimate ally. Saft's
Aircraft Maintenance Free Battery is

the highest performance battery for
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The Chart Page

By Tamar A. Mehuron, Associate Editor

New Flight Safety Record

The number of Class A flight
mishaps involving military aircraft
hit an all-time low in 1997, capping
a 22-year decline in such
accidents. Over the years 1975-96, : .
the annual number o); Class A s i o
mishaps plummeted from 309 to a50
71, fewest ever at that time. That
record low was quickly broken as

158 in 1975 to 27 in 1997 with a
corresponding decline in the
mishap rate from 7.3 to 1.9. Army
aviation's mishap rate, which came
in at 0.7 in 1996, rose in 1997 to
1.25. The number of Air Force
mishaps dropped from 99 in 1975 BN Army B Air Force B Navy/Marine Corps
to 29 in 1997, while the service's

mishap rate rose slightly from 1.26

in 1996 to 1.37 in 1997.

the armed services reported only 300
68 Class A accidents in 1997.
Meanwhile, the accident rate— 250
expressed as the number of Class
A mishaps per 100,000 flying
hours—has for the three most 200
recent years stayed flat at about
1.5, down from a high in 1975 of 150
about 4.3.
Among the services, the Navy/
Marine Corps’ record concerning 100
the absolute number of mishaps
improved the most, dropping from 50 I
0
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Source: GAD, “Military Aircraft Safety: Serious
Accidents Remain at Historically Low Levels,”
March 1998.
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Aerospace World

By Peter Grier

F-22 Returns to Skies

The Air Force’s F-22 Raptor on
May 17 began the formal flight test
stage of its development with an
80-minute sortie at Edwards AFB,
Calif.

Lt. Col. Steve Rainey flew the air-
craft, becoming the first Air Force
pilot to fly the F-22 since it rolled off
the Lockheed Martin assembly line in
Marietta, Ga., last summer.

“The aircraft handled like adream,”
Rainey said. “It’s the best flying air-
craft | have flown.”

Officials said the flight was under-
taken to expand the flight envelope,
assess speed brake handling quali-
ties, and review formation flying quali-
ties. Rainey said that each of the
objectives was tested precisely as
planned and that the overall flight
was a success.

Raptor 01 is the first of three engi-
neering and manufacturing develop-
ment F-22s slated for Air Force use.
The first Raptor, officially named Air-
craft 4001, will engage in some 50
flights before it is joined by Aircraft
4002, probably in the fall.

Clinton Cuts Gulf Force

The United States announced May
26 that it will keep about 20,000 US
troops in the Persian Gulf region,
returning to a force level that it main-
tained before the early 1998 “crisis”
buildup aimed at Iraq.

The move will significantly cut the
force of 37,000 kept in the region for
several months. The Pentagon plans
to shift out of the area an aircraft
carrier battle group, dozens of war-
planes, and thousands of soldiers.

According to Pentagon spokesman
Kenneth Bacon, DoD plans called for
the reductions to take place in early
summer. “Iraq has been complying
with the UN mandates to allow in-
spectors to do their jobs,” he said.

“We’ve made it very clear in the
past that we’re willing to respond to
provocative action by Iraqg,” Bacon
said. “That policy has not changed.”

One  aircraft  carrier—USS
Stennis—and about 1,200 Army
troops will remain in Kuwait. Some
Air Force warplanes also are expected
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Lt. Col. Steve Rainey secured a spot in history when he became the first Air

Force pilot to fly the F-22, the service’s new air superiority fighter. “The aircraft
handied like a dream,” he said after the May 17 flight at Edwards AFB, Calif.
Aircraft 4001 completed each of three test points—envelope expansion, speed
brake handling, and formation flying—precisely as briefed, stated Rainey.

to remain, since they help patrol and
monitor the skies over southern Iraq.

Bacon said dozens of Air Force
aircraft in Bahrain are expected to
leave in early June. He declined to
specify, but the F-117 stealth fight-
ers and B-52 bombers in the area
were expected to return home in the
coming weeks.

Saudis Find No Foreign Role in
Blast

Saudi Arabian authorities con-
cluded no foreigners were involved
in the 1996 Khobar Towers bombing
that killed 19 USAF servicemen, ac-
cording to a top Saudi official. Prince
Nayef, the powerful Saudi interior
minister, told a Kuwaiti newspaper
that the terrorist bombing was car-
ried out “by Saudi hands.”

Nayef's statements were the first
officially indicating Saudi complicity
in the deaths. Earlier, Saudi Arabian
officials had suggested privately that
Iran was behind the bombing.

However, in the recent interview,
the prince was quoted as stating, “No
foreign party had any role in it.” Iran

has long denied taking any partin the
operation.

Nayef's statement could give cre-
dence to opposition claims that Sunni
Muslim dissidents were behind the
attack.

Secrecy has cloaked much of the
investigation. American officials
charged several times that the Sau-
dis were delaying the conclusion of
the investigation and that they have
refused to share information.

The bombing touched off several
congressional and military probes in
Washington to fix blame for the biast.

Tricare Coverage Nears
Completion

On June 1, the Department of De-
fense completed the establishment
of Tricare managed health care sys-
tem coverage to all regions of the
United States.

The latest Tricare contract went
into effect for the National Capital
Area Region, which includes a large
portion of the mid-Atlantic states. The
program is already in place in other
US regions.
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Barry Goldwater Dies at 89

Sen. Barry Goldwater, the outspoken conservative
Republican who ran unsuccessfully for Presidentin 1964
but became aforce in the Senate and in national defense,
died May 29. He was 89.

He was known to many as “Mr. Conservative,” but he
was also “Mr. Airpower.” From his World War 1l days as
an Air Transport Command pilot flying supplies over the
“Hump" to his long association with the Air Force Asso-
ciation and Aerospace Education Foundation, Goldwater
was a tireless advocate for the Air Force.

Commissioned a second lieutenant in the Army Re-
serve in 1930, Goldwater went on active duty as a
gunnery instructor in the Army Air Forces just before the
attack on Pearl Harbor. Equipped with a commercial
pilot’s license, he soon became an AAF pilot, transport-
ing supplies and aircraft across the Atlantic and in the
China—Burma-india Theater.

After the war, he helped establish the Arizona Air
National Guard and finished his military career in the Air
Force Reserve, retiring as a major general in 1967.

He was elected to the Senate in 1952. Throughout his
long career, he maintained the need for a strong military
and was also an early proponent of spacepower. In 1962,
he said, “Space superiority in all of its scientific, techno-
logical, and military aspects is fundamental to the future
well-being, security, and prosperity of the United States.
... Our armed forces must pursue and prepare to conduct

The Arlzona senator flew 160 different alrcraft over his
lifetime. ANG Brig. Gen. Clarence A. Shoop is at right.

e Y]
Goldwater with Gen. Jimmy Doollttle, AFA’s first
president.

military space missions as rapidly as these can be recog-
nized and defined."

He was active in the Air Force Association for many
years and was chairman of the AEF Board of Trustees
from 1975-86. He also played a key role in the creation
of the National Air and Space Museum.

He re inquished his Senate seat in 1964 to make what
proved ‘o0 be an unsuccessful presidential bid but was .
again eected to the Senate in 1974. He retired after Barry Goldwater served as chalrman of the AEF Board
choosing not to run for re-election in 1986. of Trustees for 11 years.

AFA and AEF are accepting donations for a memorial
education program being developed in his honor.
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The Battle of Arlington Ridge

ARLINGTON, VA., June 7—Factions
opposed to an Air Force memorial on
Arlington Ridge, overlooking the Po-
tomac River, continue to throw up
new obstacles in their efforts to im-
pede its construction.

Joined in the attempt to block the
project are Marine veterans, their sup-
porters in Congress, and a neighbor-
hood group called the “Friends of lwo
Jima.” Their claimis that the Air Force
Memorial would encroach on the “sa-
cred ground” of the Marine Corps
Memorial, which occupies eight of
the 25 acres on Arlington Ridge.

Objections to the Air Force Memo-
rial did not arise until April 1997 when
the Friends of Iwo Jima became ac-
tive with concern that the new memo-
rial might increase the number of
cars and visitors coming to the area.

On May 15, Rep. Gerald B.H.
Solomon (R-N.Y.)—a former Ma-
rine—introduced his third piece of
legislation in this regard, an amend-
ment to the defense authorization
bill that would have:

= transferred Arlington Ridge from
the Interior Department to the Army,
with instructions that the land would
be used for grave sites as an exten-

sion of Arlington Cemetery, which is
adjacent to the ridge.

m prohibited the construction of any
more monuments or memorials on
the ridge.

m reimbursed the Air Force Memo-
rial Foundation (which would then be
obliged to go elsewhere) for site-spe-
cific expenses prior to September
1997, when the site was formally dedi-
cated.

The same day the Solomon amend-
ment was introduced, Edward Tim-
perlake, an aide for the House Rules
Committee (whose chairman is Sol-
omon), filed a legal brief in US Dis-
trict Court in Alexandria, Va., sup-
porting a request for an injunction to
permanently bar construction of the
Air Force Memorial. This tagged on
to a series of legal efforts and actions
initiated by the Friends of lwo Jima in
the past year.

In a “Dear Colleague” letter on
May 19, Rep. James A. Gibbons
(R—Nev.) urged members of Con-
gress to vote no on the Sclomon
amendment. He said that from 1993
on the Air Force Memorial Founda-
tion had followed all of the elabo-
rate rules prescribed for memorials

by the Commemorative Works Act
of 1986.

“The process is designed to keep
Congress from getting involved in
what could be a politically charged
process,” he said. “Now is not the
time to change the rules and penal-
ize those who have followed the rules
that the Congress established.

“| strongly urge you to reject the
Solomon amendment. It is unfair to
change the rules in the middle of the
process, and it is unfair to the men
and women who have served, are
serving, and will serve in the United
States Air Force.”

Several members of the House met
with Solomon to tell him they dis-
agreed with his proposal.

“The men and women in the United
States Air Force deserve a memorial
for their sacrifices which have kept
this nation free,” said Rep. Sam
Johnson (R-Texas), who was an Air
Force pilot and a POW in Vietnam. “I
look forward to the day when we will
unveil this fitting tribute to all those
who have served in the Air Force. Itis
long overdue.”

Solomon withdrew his amendment
May 20.

Aerospace World

Air Force officials said Tricare brings
with it all of the old Civilian Health and
Medical Program of the Uniformed
Services benefits plus new options for
thorough family medical care.

Access Seen as Key to AEF

Access to areas around the world
will be the key to successful imple-
mentation of the Air Expeditionary
Force concept, according to Gen.
Ralph E. Eberhart, Air Force vice
chief of staff.

Strong, friendly relations with al-
lies—and the use of their bases and
airspace—will be necessary for all
kinds of future Air Force deploy-
ments, from combat operations to
humanitarian responses. Recent
experiences, from Desert Storm to
the Air Force response to the tragic
crash of a Korean airliner on Guam,
have shown that to be the case, he
said.

“We must build new relationships,
nourish our friendships, build trust,
and instill confidence through formal
and informal agreements with other
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nations,” said Eberhart during a re-
cent visit to Hickam AFB, Hawaii.

Because of the “tyranny of dis-
tance,” access is doubly important in
the Pacific region, according to the
vice chief. So far, most AEFs have
deployed from bases in the continen-
tal US. In the future, PACAF is likely
to deploy AEFs, as well.

“We could take forces from one
base or from several bases in the
Pacific and move them forward to
support an operation,” said Eberhart.
“We also plan to use bases like
Andersen [Guam] for bedding AEFs
down and launching their opera-
tions.”

Carrier Goes Down—For Now

The United States Navy has de-
cided to stick with what it knows and
likes best—the giant 100,000-ton air-
craft carrier—rather than rapidly pur-
sue a newer and possibly smaller
carrier concept.

The newer carrier, dubbed CVX,
was to follow the next Nimitz-class
deck, CVN-77, slated to be the last of

the line. However, the service in May
decided to substantially slow the CVX
project for the time being. It said that
a lack of funding—the project would
cost $7 billion—compelled it to re-
cast the project but that the Navy
would try out some new technologies
on the next carrier.

Rear Adm. Dennis V. McGinn, Navy
director of air warfare, told reporters
June 2 that the CVX is not dead but
that the Navy will achieve total CVX
goals “over two to three hulls, rather
than in a single leap” from the last
Nimitz carrier, CVN-77.

USACOM to Shepherd Joint
Experiments

The Pentagon announced May 21
thatit had designated the commander
in chief of US Atlantic Command,
Adm. Harold W. Gehman Jr., to be
executive agent for joint warfighting
experimentation within the Defense
Department.

The designation becomes effec-
tive Oct. 1, 1998.

In his new capacity, Gehman and
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his command will explore, demon-
strate, and evaluate joint warfighting
concepts and capabilities required to
implement Joint Vision 2010, the joint
warfighting concept formulated by
Army Gen. John M. Shalikashvili, the
former JCS Chairman.

Army Gen. Henry H. Shelton, Shali-
kashvili’s successor, said he recog-
nized the importance of joint war-
fighting experimentation and that
USACOM's work “will focus our ef-
forts to implement our future warfare
vision."

The individual services had ex-
pressed concern about the step, fear-
ing that the command would take
over their traditional powers to train
and equip the forces.

Shelton observed, “The services
have individually made great strides
in modeling and simulation and other
new technigues [concerning joint war-
tare]. Our chalienge now is to inte-
grate those efforts,” which he evidently
sees as the role of USACOM.

The command’s role is defined by
a Joint Warfighting Experimentation
Charter approved by Defense Secre-
tary William S. Cohen on May 15.
According to Cohen, joint warfighting
experimentation will facilitate the
development of doctrine, organiza-
tions, training and education, mate-
riel, people, and leadership to im-
prove joint operations.

By July 15, CINCUSACOM will
submit to the JCS Chairman a plan of
implementation that specifies re-
sources required to assume these
new responsibilities.

AMC Gets More Flying Crew
Chiefs

Gen. Michael E. Ryan, USAF Chief
of Staff, approved an Air Mobility Com-

Some 42 years after flying from its home base at Malmstrom AFB, Mont., to
Eielson AFB, Alaska, this KB-29P still resides in Alaska—as the “Lady in the
Lake.” This refueling version of the B-29 bomber landed at Eielson on April 17,
1956, but its landing gear buckled. A snowbank stopped it; however the
removal crew damaged it further. Since a newer refueler, the KC-97, was
already entering service, the KB-29 was salvaged for parts and removed io a
gravel pit, where, over the years, a lake formed, submerging the aircraft.

mand request to authorize two flying
crew chiefs for each AMC aircraft.

Command NCOs said tha move,
made April 1, is not a manpower in-
crease. Instead, it will have the prac-
tical effect of boosting compensation
for more sergeants who would have
been flying out on the AMC airplanes
anyway, by making them eligible for
$110 a month in Special Duty As-
signment Pay.

“Individuals who have done this
type of work are very deserving of
this compersation,” said SMSgt. Sue
Norwood, AMC's flying crew chief
program manager. “The increase will
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benefit people who have been flying
but have not been receiving the pay.”

Flying crew chiefs are normally staff
or technical sergeants. They accom-
pany their airplanes worldwide to pro-
vide mainienance, inspection, and
servicing in places where no such
capabilities exist. They are trained
on such specific tasks as engine runs,
door and ramp operations, fueling
supervision, and powered and non-
powered ground equipment opera-
tions.

The authorization increases the
number of AMC’s flying crew chiefs
from 657 tc 1,192. To qualify for spe-
cial duty pay, these chiefs must fly at
least three missions per quarter to off-
line locations where no maintenance
capability exists for their aircraft.

Two Space Squadrons Merge

The 2d and 4th Space Launch
squadrons at Vandenberg AFB, Cal-
if., merged May 18.

The new unit—which keeps the 2d
Space Launch Squadron’s name—uwill
be responsible for overseeing orbital
launch operations at Vandenberg.

The reason for the merger was that
the two units performed similar mis-
sions for their assigned families of mis-
siles. The old 2d handled Atlas rock-
ets, while the 4th dealt with Titans.

The 45th Space Wing at Patrick
AFB, Fla., will soon follow Vanden-
berg’s lead and conduct similar merg-
ers. At Patrick, the 1st, 3d, and 5th
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Space Launch squadrons plan to con-
solidate into a new 1st Space Launch
Squadron over the next two years.

Boeing Wins NMD Contract

On April 30, the Pentagon selected
Boeing to oversee development, in-
tegration, testing, and possible de-
ployment of a national system to de-
tend all 50 states against a limited
ballistic missile attack. The contract
could be worth upwards of $5.2 bil-
lion and might continue for as long as
seven years.

Pentagon officials said Boeing was
a clear winner in the National Missile
Defense race. lts bid was lower than
that of its competition, a joint venture
of Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, and
TRW, and was also strong technically.

Boeing officials suggested addi-
tional flight tests, forinstance—some-
thing US officials saw as a good way
to help lower program risk.

“Boeing’s approach was very com-
prehensive,” Army Brig. Gen. Joseph
M. Cosumano Jr., NMD program
manager, told reporters.

Some in Congress accuse the Clin-
ton Administration of being a less-than-
strong backer of the NMD concept.
Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen
rejected thatcharge, saying that Clinton
officials remain committed to a 3+3
strategy that calls for three years of
research and development, then a go
or no-go decision, followed by deploy-
ment three years later.

“| believe it's a challenge that we
can, in fact, measure up to,” Cohen
said.

Still to come are DoD decisions
about whether to use Minuteman Il|
boosters, or a commercial alterna-
tive, for NMD’'s ground-based inter-
ceptor and a contract award for the
kill vehicle that will mount on the
interceptor’s nose.

UCAV Program Advances

The US Air Force and the Defense
Advanced Research Projects Agency
are forging ahead with an Unmanned
Combat Aerial Vehicle advanced tech-
nology demonstration program. Four
contractors—Lockheed Martin, Nor-
throp Grumman, Raytheon, and Boe-
ing—received $4 million each for a
preliminary design effort on April 16.

The goal of the DARPA—-USAF pro-
gram is to demonstrate the feasibility
of using unmanned aircraft to sup-
press enemy air defenses and con-
duct strike missions. If the 10-month
preliminary design phase goes well,
the Pentagon will pick one of the four
competing firms to build and flight
test two vehicles in a 42-month, $110
million second phase.

Meanwhile, the Air Force is plan-
ning to test nonlethal Suppression of
Enemy Air Defenses via UAV on its
own. If all goes as scheduled, early
next year service officials will outfit a
UAV with an electronics warfare suite
which will allow it to loiter over a
target, identify adversary emitters,
and then switch to a jamming mode
when manned strike aircraft arrive.

Location of the test has yet io be
determined, though Mountain Home
AFB, Idaho, is one possible site.

Amn. Jason K. Scales pauses for a moment as he and other Air Force Honor
Guard members took time early one recent Sunday morning to clean the
Vietnam Memorial Wall. Armed with buckets, soap, and long-handled brushes,
the airmen gathered at the wall for the eighth consecutive year. They clean the
memorial once each month during spring and summer.
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THAAD System Fails Again

On May 12, the Army’s Theater
High Altitude Area Defense missile
failed to hit an incoming target for the
fifth time in a row. It was an embar-
rassing failure for a system which is
one of the Pentagon’s top develop-
ment priorities.

Neither defense officials nor con-
tractors were able to immediately
explain why the THAAD booster mis-
fired seconds after launch, necessi-
tating its destruction. The missile’'s
previous four miscues had been due
to four different problems, and prime
contractor Lockheed Martin had
thought all program glitches were fi-
nally fixed.

THAAD is intended to protect con-
centrations of US troops from tactical
ballistic missiles, such as the Scuds
they faced during the Gulf War. It is
based on the so-called “bullet-to-bul-
let” concept, meaning it races into
the sky and knocks incoming mis-
siles aside, as if it were a bullet hit-
ting a bullet.

The same basic conceptis the core
of the ambitious National Missile
Defense system currently under de-
velopment by Boeing.

“We will continue to test the pro-
gram until we get it right,” vowed Pen-
tagon spokesman Kenneth Bacon.

Upgraded AWACS Ready to Go

On May 8, the 552d Air Control
Wing, Tinker AFB, Okla., declared that
the latest E-3 Sentry upgrade has
reached initial operational capability.

The new Block 30/35 modification
package contains four important im-
provements, said Lt. Col. Melvin
Fitzpatrick, chief of operational re-
quirements for the 552d ACW: the
Global Positioning System, upgraded
computers, new electronic support
measures system, and the Joint Tac-
tical Information Distribution System
Class 2H terminal.

The GPS upgrade incorporates
space-based precision location in-
formation into the E-3’s navigation
and mission crew computers, allow-
ing crews to more accurately figure
out where they are and where their
targets are. The new computer gives
the airplane the microchip horsepower
needed to run its new systems. The
electronic support measures upgrade
passively detects signals from all
kinds of electronic emitters, augment-
ing current onboard sensors. The
Class 2H JTIDS terminal allows se-
cure communications with everything
from USAF fighters to ground-based
units.

The 552d now has 10 airplanes
equipped with these modifications.

“The Block 30/35 upgrade is the
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cornerstone of the E-3 modernization
program,” said Brig. Gen. James W.
Morehouse, 552d ACW commander.

Guard and Reserve Get JCS
Posts

The chief of the Air Force Reserve,
Maj. Gen. Robert A. Mcintosh, was
named the first Reserve assistant to
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Plans called for him to assume
his new duties last month.

Replacing MciIntosh, who had served
as Reserve chief since 1994, is Maj.
Gen. James E. Sherrard Ill, who was
22d Air Force commander. Sherrard
was to assume command pending con-
firmation by the Senate.

Maj. Gen. Michael W. Davidson of
the Army National Guard was named
the first Guard JCS advisor. Both
JCS positions were created by the
Fiscal 1998 National Defense Autho-
rization Act in an attempt by lawmak-
ers to increase the clout of part-time
soldiers, sailors, and airmen.

Vance Modifies Syllabus

Vance AFB, Okla., recently became
the first pilot training base to modify
its Specialized Undergraduate Pilot
Training, Phase 1, in anticipation of
the arrival of the Joint Primary Air-
craft Training System,

The Air Force and Navy will both
use JPATS starting after the turn of
the century, and a number of things
have been added to Vance’s sylla-
bus, and some things discarded, in
order to “dovetail” the two services’
training efforts, said Capt. Thomas
Kublie, preflight officer at the 8th Fly-
ing Training Squadron.

The biggest change is the addition
of swimming training and a swim-
ming survival test. The testis arigor-
ous one, consisting of a mile-long
swim in flight gear, in no more than
80 minutes, and then 25 yards of
freestyle, backstroke, breaststroke,
and sidestroke.

Preflight courseware has also been
changed to more closely mirror the
Navy’'s way of doing things. That
means less T-37-specific information
and more general aerodynamics and
general engine systems information
at the beginning of flight school.

All aerospace physiology training,
including parasail training, is now given
atthe beginning of Phase 1. Thatway,
no students fly ejection-seat aircraft
without parasail experience.

A day of officer development has
been dropped from the syllabus. Still,
the schedule is now much busier.
The first four weeks of training are
solid 10- to 12-hour days.
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The added workload is not such a
bad thing, said Kublie.

“Before, Phase 1 students only
worked seven- or eight-hour days.”
he said. "When they hit the flight line
(for Phase 2 training), with its solid
12-hour days, it was somewhat of a
shock to them. So now when they hit
the flight line, it won't be such a big
transition.”

GPS, JDAM Upgrade Ready for
B-1B

Two modification kits that give the
B-1B bomber the ability to carry Global
Positioning System-directed Joint
Direct Attack Munitions have been
delivered to Tinker AFB, Okla., for
installation. Current plans now call
for Air Combat Command to have
seven JDAM-capable Lancers by
January 1999—18 months ahead of
schedule.

The B-1B upgrade program is in-
tended to configure the airplane to
carry out its role as the primary Air
Force heavy bomber for conventional
warfare. JDAM—capable B-1Bs will
be able to carry up to 24 of the accu-
rate guided munitions at once, with
eight loaded in each of its three
weapon bays.

Ongoing B-1B JDAM flight tests
continue to produce better than ex-
pected accuracy, say Air Force offi-
cials. “B-1 JDAM development test
scores are the best to date for hori-
zontal targets, like low bunkers and
aircraft on the ground, and are tied
for first place for vertical targets, like

During the annual Memorial Day retreat ceremony at Misawa AB, Japan, (from

tall buildings,” said Lou Cerrato, chief
of the weapons development team,
JDAM Joint Program Office in the B-
1B System Program Office.

Instead, Air Force officials would
like to add wings to the guided muni-
tion to increase its range from about
15 nautical miles to 40-60 nautical
miles. Such an extension could make
it easier for all JDAM—capable air-
craft, not just the B-1B, to use it for
attack missions.

Making such a wing reliable and
affordable enough to marry to JDAM
is a key to the upgrade, officials said.

Guard Pilots Return Medals

In a protest against what they claim
was Pentagon retribution for flunking
an unqualified female pilot, a group
of New York Air National Guard pilots
came to Washington in May and re-
turned their medals to Congress.

The F-16 pilots seek a new review of
what they called a bungled military
investigation that grounded their unit
and careers after Maj. Jacquelyn Parker
complained of sexual discrimination.
They said she was not qualified.

Rep. Roscoe G. Bartlett (R—Md.)
offered an amendment to the defense
authorization bill calling for a new in-
vestigation by the Pentagon inspector
general. Additionally, Reps. Henry
Hyde (R-Ill.) and Gerald Solomon (R—
N.Y.) have asked Defense Secretary
William S. Cohen to review the case.

Itdates from 1995 when New York
Guard officials concluded that mem-
bers of the 174th Fighter Wing, Syra-

left) SSgt. Tim Hoch, SrA. Robert McNeill, SSgi. Ken Blair, SSgt. Lisa Wein-
furter, SSgt. Jaquetta Belton, and A1C Avis Connelley—all members of 35th

Fighter Wing squadrons—fold the colors.
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cuse Hancock IAP, N.Y., had de-
layed Parker’s F-16 training and that
of a second woman, Capt. Sue Hart
Lilly. Parker resigned from the 174th.
Lilly completed her training and re-
mains with the unit.

There have been two investiga-
tions of various allegations, includ-
ing sexual improprieties on both sides
of the issue. A two-year investigation
by the New York inspector general
did find flaws in the Guard investiga-
tion but upheld the basic finding that
the Parker's training was unduly
drawn out. In all, 12 pilots were fired
or transferred.

Some C-130s to Be Eyes in Sky

A shortage of Predator Unmanned
Aerial Vehicles has prompted US Air
Forces in Europe to plan to equip
some C-130E aircraft with surveil-
lance equipment.

The added capability will allow
the theater airlifters to bolster US
reconnaissance efforts over Bosnia.
The C-130s will not necessarily be
dedicated to surveillance flights per
se, said Maj. Gen. Kenneth R. ls-
rael, director of the Defense Air-
borne Reconnaissance Office, dur-
ing a May symposium. Instead, the
airplanes will gather imagery in the
course of their transport duties and
provide information to help com-

The Boeing Standoff Land Attack Missile-Expanded Response scored a direct
hit on a moving ship, after traveling more than 40 nautical miles, during its fifth
and final development test. The SLAM-ER had to distinguish a particular ship
in a complex coastal environment, stated company officials. It had previously
“proved its versatility by successfully attacking a variety of land targets.”

manders improve situational aware-
ness.

The Air Force plans to buy two
sensor suites to carry out the plan,
which is part of the service’s “Big
Safari” reconnaissance acquisition
effort. C-130E eyes in the sky could

be aloft by November, according to
the Air Force.

Airborne Laser Passes Design
Milestone

The Air Force has told Boeing to
proceed with work on the Airborne

Senior Staff Changes

RETIREMENTS: Lt. Gen. Richard C. Bethurem, Lt. Gen.
Carl E. Franklin, Brig. Gen. Karen S. Rankin, Brig. Gen. Philip
G. Stowell, Brig. Gen. Donald A. Streater, Maj. Gen. John L.
Welde.

NOMINATIONS: To be General: Charles T. Robertson Jr.

To be Lieutenant General: Walter S. Hogle Jr., Gregory S.
Martin, John L. Woodward Jr.

CHANGES: Brig. Gen. John R. Baker, from Cmdr., 18th Wg.,
PACAF, Kadena AB, Japan, to Cmdr., AlA, Kelly AFB, Texas ...
Brig. Gen. John L. Barry, from Dir., P&P, USAFE, Ramstein AB,
Germany, to Cmdr., 56th FW, AETC, Luke AFB, Ariz. ... Brig.
Gen. (sel.) Anthony W. Bell Jr., from Dir., Systems, AFCIC,
Pentagon, to Vice Cmdr,, AFCIC, Pentagon.

Maj. Gen. Claude M. Bolton Jr., from Dir., Rgmts., AFMC,
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, to PEO, Fighter & Bomber Prgms.,
AF Prgm. Exec. Office, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. Robert P.
Bongiovi, from Vice Cmdr., ASC, AFMC, Wright—Patterson
AFB, Ohio, to Dir., Rgmts., AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio
... Brig. Gen. Roger A. Brady, from Dir., Log., USAFE, Ramstein
AB, Germany, to Dir., P&P, USAFE, Ramstein AB, Germrany ...
Maj. Gen. (sel.) John W. Brooks, from Cmdr., 86th AW, USAFE,
Ramstein AB, Germany, to Vice Dir., Log., Jt. Staff, Pentagon.

Brig. Gen. Carrol H. Chandler, from Cmadr., 56th FW, AETC,
Luke AFB, Ariz., to C/S, Allied Air Forces Southern Europe,
NATO, Naples, Italy ... Maj. Gen. John R. Dallager, from Cmdr.,
13th AF, PACAF, Andersen AFB, Guam, to Asst. C/S, Ops. &
Log., SHAPE, Belgium ... Maj. Gen. Richard L. Engel, from
Cmdr., AF Flight Test Ctr., AFMC, Edwards AFB, Calif., to
Cmdt., ICAF, NDU, Ft. McNair, D.C.

Brig. Gen. (sel.) Terry L. Gabreski, from C-5 Systems Prgm.
Dir., San Antonio ALC, AFMC, Kelly AFB, Texas, to Dir., Log.,
USAFE, Ramstein AB, Germany ... Maj. Gen. John D. Hopper
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Jr., from Vice Dir., Log., Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Dir., Ops., AMC,
Scott AFB, lll. ... Maj. Gen. (sel.) David F. MacGhee Jr., from IG,
ACC, Langley AFB, Va., to Dir., Air & Space Ops., ACC, Langley
AFB, Va.

Maj. Gen. Michael J. McCarthy, from Dir., Plans & Policy,
USEUCOM, Stuttgart—Vaihingen, Germany, to Asst. DCS, Air &
Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon ... Lt. Gen. (sel.) Donald L.
Peterson, from Asst. DCS, Air & Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon,
to DCS, Personnel, USAF, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. Richard V.
Reynolds, from PEO, Airlift & Trainers, AF Prgm. Exec. Office,
Pentagon, to Cmdr., AF Flight Test Ctr., AFMC, Edwards AFB,
Calif. ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) James G. Roudebush, from Cmd.
Surgeon, PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii, to Cmdr., 89th Medical
Gp., AMC, Andrews AFB, Md.

Maj. Gen. James E. Sherrard lli, from Cmdr., 22d AF, AFRC,
Dobbins ARB, Ga., to Chief of AFR, USAF, Pentagon ... Brig.
Gen. (sel.) James B. Smith, from Vice Dir., Ops., NORAD,
Peterson AFB, Colo., to Cmdr., 18th Wg., PACAF, Kadena AFB,
Japan ... Brig. Gen. Scott P. Vancleef, from Dep. Cmdr., 16th
AF, USAFE, Vicenza, Italy, to Cmdr., 52d FW, USAFE, Spang-
dahlem AB, Germany ... Maj. Gen. Gary A. Voellger, from Dir.,
Ops., AMC, Scott AFB, lil., to Cmdr., NATO Airborne Early
Warning Force, Geilenkirchen, Germany.

Maj. Gen. Thomas C. Waskow, C/S, Allied Air Forces South-
ern Europe, NATO, Naples, Italy, to Cmdr., 13th AF, PACAF,
Andersen AFB, Guam ... Brig. Gen. Michael W, Wooley, from
Vice Cmdr., AFSOC, Hurlburt Field, Fla., to Cmdr., 86th AW,
USAFE, Ramstein AB, Germany.

SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RETIREMENT: Frank F.
Colsan.

SES CHANGE: Neil R. Planzer, to Associate Dir., Civil
Aviation, Ops. & Tng., Air & Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon. «
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Laser following a week-long intensive
study of the program in early May.

Air Force officials said that with the
successful completion of its prelimi-
nary design review, the ABL program
is on schedule and moving toward a
scheduled demonstration in 2002,
when it will attempt to shoot down a
theater ballistic missile.

If that test goes well, the Boeing—
TRW-Lockheed Martin team will likely
be awarded a $4.5 billion contract to
produce a seven-aircraft ABL fleet by
2008.

“We're exactly on track a year and
a halfinto our six-year design sched-
ule—a good-news story for acquisi-
tion reform initiatives,” said Col. Mi-

chael W. Booen, director of the Air-
borne Laser System Program Office
at Kirtland AFB, N.M.
Computerized design software is
key to the current success of the
program, said officials. Each ABL
component is loaded into a central
computer design system that shows
where equipment from one sub-

Congressional News

Compared to past years, congres-
sional debate over Fiscal 1999 de-
fense authorization bills has been
restrained. That is because the pa-
rameters of defense spending largely
are set. The 1997 balanced budget
law capped the overall amount of
money Congress can spend on the
US military, while the disappearance
of large budget deficits has removed
much of the pressure that led to big
cuts from the mid-1980s through most
of the 1990s.

Still, in keeping with the balanced
budget pact, the $271 billion defense
bills now wending their way through
the House and Senate represent a
1.1 percent decline, in real terms,
from the previous year. This worries
lawmakers on both sides of the Hill.

The Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, in its report on the 1999 de-
fense bill, stated, “While the budget
agreement protects our military forces
from unrealistic and unwise cuts in
defense, the Committee remains con-
cerned that the funding levels for
defense may not [be] sufficient ... to
adequately sustain, over time, the
personnel, quality of life, readiness,
and modernization programs critical
to our military services.”

Concern led the Senate panel
to tinker with elements of the
Administration’s budget request.
Readiness accounts in all armed
services received a few extra dol-
lars, forinstance, with the Air Force
getting a $16.4 million increase over
Clinton’s request.

F-22 Stays on Track

In dealing with an item of particu-
lar concern to the Air Force, the
Senate Armed Services Committee
expressed unhappiness with the slow
pace of the F-22 test program. In its
version of the 1999 defense bill,
SASC called on the Secretary of
Defense to ensure that F-22 flight
testing reaches 433 hours (10 per-
cent of planned total) before releas-
ing advance procurement funds for
a second procurement lot. The Sec-
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retary may waive that requirement if
he certifies that tests have been suf-
ficient.

The panel left the overall F-22 bud-
get request unchanged, however, at
$785 million for procurement of two
aircraft and $1.6 billion for engineer-
ing and manufacturing development
in the coming year.

Senate panel members also were
critical of USAF’s Airborne Laser pro-
gram. They axed $97 million from the
ABL budget request, lowering it to
$195 million and directed the De-
fense Secretary to conduct an inde-
pendent review of the technical op-
erational viability of the program.

Other major changes included an
addition of $72 million to E-8 Joint
STARS accounts, for use in either
future production or program termi-
nation, and an addition of $381.7
million for four C-130J aircraft. The
Senate also added $50 million for
F-15 engine upgrades, $15 million to
accelerate alternative engine devel-
opment for the Joint Strike Fighter,
and $56 million to re-engine two RC-
135 aircraft.

More C-17 Airlifters

The Senate would approve the full
$2.9 billion Air Force request for ac-
quisition and development of anather
13 C-17s under a multiyear program.
Committee members voted to termi-
nate the Dark Star Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle program and use some funds
thus freed up to buy extra Global
Hawk long-range UAVs.

On the other side of Capitol Hill,
the House National Security Com-
mittee wrapped up its 1999 defense
bill in early May. The full House
then approved the measure on May
20, taking the opportunity to attach
amendments banning the launch of
US satellites on Chinese rockets.

The House and Senate are in gen-
eral agreement on most matters. On
aircraft programs, the House voted
full funding for the F-22 and the C-17.
It supported the President’s request
of $456 million for Air Force Joint

Strike Fighter development and $463
million for the Navy JSF.

The House voted to add $60 mil-
lion to the Pentagon budget for the
purchase of two additional F-16C air-
craft, “in an effort to reduce the Air
Force’s anticipated shortfall of 40
F-16C aircraft for attrition reserve,”
according to the bill's committee re-
port. It recommended $285.2 million
for purchase of five C-130J aircraft
for the Guard and Reserve not re-
quested by the Administration. The
House added $72 million for advance
procurement of two Joint STARS air-
craft.

The Future Bomber

Building on the recommendations
of the Panel to Review Long Range
Airpower, it directed the Secretary of
the Air Force to report to Congress
by March 1, 1999, on planned up-
grades to the current bomber fleet, a
funding profile for those upgrades,
and a timeline for consideration of a
follow-on bomber. Apparently, no
such timeline currently exists.

On health care, the House bill di-
rects the Secretary of Defense to
submit areportto Congress by March
1, 1999, on how DoD will ensure
adequate health coverage for retir-
ees. The House ordered DoD to con-
sider options ranging from expan-
sion of Tricare eligibility to opening
up the Federal Employees Health
Benefits Program to military retirees.

Reconciliation of the House and
Senate positions could not begin un-
til the Senate has passed its version
of the bill, after which a conference
commitiee could have to hammer out
remaining differences. On two mat-
ters, however, there was pure una-
nimity: Both chambers agreed that
active duty military personnel deserve
a pay raise, and both agreed not to
approve any new base closure au-
thority this year.

If recent history is any guide, late
summer would be the most likely
time for completion of a final de-
fense bill. L]

AIR FORCE Magazine / July 1998



system might interfere with that of
another. This allows potentially ex-
pensive trouble spots to be avoided
ahead of time.

However, the Senate Armed Ser-
vices Committee has charged that
USAF has failed to justify a $6 bil-
lion—plus investment in the ABL pro-
gram, particularly in light of the num-
ber of US theater missile defense
development efforts.

In its Fiscal 1999 defense authori-
zation report, the panel concluded
the Secretary of Defense should es-
tablish an independent review of the
program.

C-17 PLSR on Track

The Air Force has finished opera-
tional testing of a precision landing
system for the C-17 and has begun to
field the system.

All C-17s now in service should be
retrofitted with a Precision Landing
System Receiver by the end of Au-
gust. New Globemasters will come
outfitted with PLSR as they roll off
the assembly line.

The Air Force flew 220 missions at
airports all over the world to test the
new AN/ARN-155 PLSR. The system
is now certified for Instrument Land-
ing System approaches to a 100-foot
ceiling and 0.25-mile visibility and, in
the Microwave Landing System mode,
to 200-foot ceilings and 0.5-mile vis-
ibility.

Installation of the system on the
entire C-17 fleet will cost about $55
million, according to Air Force esti-
mates.

News Notes

m President Bill Clinton dubbed a
new USAF C-17 The Spirit of Berlin
during a May 14 ceremony at Tem-
pelhof, Germany. The dedication was
part of ceremonies marking the 50th
anniversary of the start of the Berlin
Airlift, the historic humanitarian ef-
fort that defeated the Soviet block-
ade of the German city.

= NATO marked five years of com-
bined air operations over Bosnia on
April 15. The Combined Air Opera-
tions Center at Vicenza, ltaly, now
houses more than 450 personnel from
14 allied nations, all managing 50
aircraft enforcing a no-fly zone over
the Balkans.

= The Air Force Women'’s Volley-
ball Team won the 1998 Armed
Forces Volleyball Championship at
Port Hueneme, Calif., during a tour-
nament held May 5-9. The Air Force
team beat the Navy and the Marine
Corps teams twice, and the Army
once, during the double round-robin
contest.

m The Air Force Men's Volleyball

AIR FORCE Magazine / July 1998

Team took home second place from
the same tournament. While the Air
Force men bested the Army and Ma-
rine Corps, they could not get by
Navy, which defeated them twice and
took the gold.

= On April 22, an Army demolition
team toppled the Air Force’s 1,218-
foot LORAN tower at the Forestport,
N.Y., Research Facility. LORAN, de-
veloped during World War Il, used low-
frequency radio stations to guide bomb-
ers. The skyscraping tower had been
employed for a variety of Air Force
communication missions since LORAN
became obsolete in the mid-1950s.

= TSgt. John T. Hartman, a 315th
Training Squadron instructor at Good-
fellow AFB, Texas, has been named
Department of Defense General In-
telligence Training System's 1997
Instructor of the Year.

= Three Air Force bases have won
White House “Closing the Circle”
awards for environmental programs.
Brooks AFB, Texas, was recognized
for its role in the Texas Pollution-
Prevention Partnership. McClellan
AFB, Calif., won for its hazardous
waste prevention. Wright—Patterson
AFB, Ohio, took its award based on
its radioactive material recovery and
recycling program.

m The Secretary of Defense has
approved the Humanitarian Service
Medal for Air Force personnel who
were assigned to a forest fire relief
effortin Indonesia from Oct. 17 through
Dec. 4, 1997. Only those service mem-
bers who were assigned to the relief
effort and provided direct humanitar-
ian assistance are eligible.

= On May 6, the Air Force Research
Laboratory, Wright-Patterson AFB,
Ohio, announced that it has chosen
Kenneth E. Harwell as its new chief
scientist. Harwell has served as se-
nior vice president for research and
associate provost at the University of
Alabama for nearly 10 years.

m The United Arab Emirates or-
dered 80 F-16 fighters from Lockheed
Martin on May 12. The big purchase
will cost $7 billion and extend pro-
duction of the airplane until at least
2004.

m The 318th Air Refueling Wing at
Grand Forks AFB, N.D., is the winner
of the 1998 Verne Orr Award. Spon-
sored by the Air Force Association,
the award is presented annually to the
unit which effectively uses human re-
sources to accomplish its mission.

m The Air Force has officially ac-
cepted the first of two C-38A aircraft
from prime contractor Tracor Inc. The
C-38A will replace the C-21 and be
operated by the 201st Airlift Squad-
ron, Andrews AFB, Md.

= A Lockheed Martin C-130J set

an unofficial record May 12 for the
longest unrefueled, nonstop flight by
a Hercules aircraft without external
fuel tanks. The 3,935-nautical mile
jaunt from Honolulu to Marietta, Ga.,
lasted 10 hours, 52 minutes.

= An Air Force A-10 from the 355th
Wing, Davis—Monthan AFB, Ariz.,
crashed May 14 near Kiit Peak, an
Arizona mountain range. Capt. Chris-
topher Hamilton ejected from the air-
craft and suffered minor injuries.

m The Air National Guard welcomed
its Guardsmen of the Year to the Wash-
ington, D.C., area May 12. Designated
as the premier personnel among the
Guard’s 98,313 enlisted members
were SrA. Andre Walker, a communi-
cations specialist with the 239th Com-
bat Communications Squadron in St.
Louis; SSgt. Arthur Thompson, an
aerospace ground equipment journey-
man with the 146th Airlift Wing, Chan-
nel Islands ANGB, Calif.; MSgt. Steve
Hanneman, first sergeant for the 152d
Civil Engineer Squadron, in Reno,
Nev.; and SMSgt. Holly Morris, an
aeromedical evacuation technician
with the 142d Aeromedical Evacua-
tion Squadron, in New Castle, Del.

m A Titan Il booster successfully
launched a payload from Vandenberg
AFB, Calif., on May 13. The Titan
carried a National Oceanographic and
Atmospheric Administration weather
satellite into polar orbit.

= NORAD turned 40 on May 12.
The US—Canada North American Aero-
space Defense Command has long
been entrusted with the air defense of
North America.

= Remains of two US servicemen
killed during the Korean War were
turned over to UN officials. North
Korea, following a 10-day refusal to
proceed with an agreement to re-
lease the remains, turned over two
metal caskets.

m President Clinton chose a West
Point graduate to be the next Secre-
tary of the Army. He is California
legislator Louis Caldera, who, if ap-
proved by the Senate, will replace
Togo West. West now heads the
Department of Veterans Affairs.

= President Clinton on May 21 signed
the legislative measure permitting the
expansion of NATO to include Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic. The
Senate approved the measure by a
wide margin.

= Members of the congressional
Depot Caucus supported arecommen-
dation to remove the Air Force from the
source selection process to award mil-
lions of dollars in maintenance work at
McClellan AFB, Calif. The caucus be-
lieves Clinton Administration political
meddling will keep USAF from fairly
handling the measure. u
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Washington Watch

By Robert S. Dudney, Executive Editor

The New Space Plan

Our dependence on space,
already considerable, is
about to rise enormously.
That makes it an area of
vital national interest that
must be protected.

In recent reports, US
military space plan-
ners have noted that
550 satellites today
are in Earth orbit,
performing numer-
ous critical defense
and civil functions.
Nearly half of them
belong to the US, and half of those
are commercial. US space invest-
ment now exceeds $100 billion, and
the stakes are about to go higher.

Expectations are that the US and
the world’s other spacefaring nations,
over the next five years, will pump
another $500 billion into space. They
will launch at least 1,000, and possi-
bly 1,500, new satellites. Most will
be commercial systems. Many will
have military significance.

“We'll see commercial use of space
go out of sight,” said USAF’s Chief
of Staff, Gen. Michael E. Ryan.

To support this gold rush in space,
1,100 firms worldwide are develop-
ing, manufacturing, and operating
space systems. Space industries in
the United States are growing at a
blistering rate of 20 percent a year.
Commercial space revenues exceed
outlays on military space, which is
still a growth area in defense.

The explosion in space has cre-
ated a new dimension in national
security planning. More and more,
military and civilian tasks are migrat-
ing to space, where they can be per-
formed faster, cheaper, and better.
However, there is a down side. Warns
US Space Command: “Our nation’s
increasing dependence upon space
capabilities ... produces a related
vulnerability that will not go unno-
ticed by adversaries.”

By that, Space Command means
that a foe could deal the US economy
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or military forces a blow by interfer-
ing with vital space systems, which
are essentially defenseless, or by
making use of the systems himself
to strengthen and sharpen his at-
tacks.

Last May, the world got a startling
glimpse of what space disruption
might look like. The malfunctioning
of a single commercial satellize parked
22,500 miles above Kansas caused
the blackout of most of the nation’s
45 million personal pagers and wiped
out the communications used by
thousands of retailers and news or-
ganizations.

Hostile action did not cause the
problem, but attacks that cause simi-
lar difficulties now seem virtually in-
evitable.

“Center of Gravity”

Such prospects cause deep con-
cern far Gen. Howell M. Estes Ill,
the commander in chief of US Space
Command and commander, Air Force
Space Command, Peterson AFB,
Colo. He sums up matters in this
way: “The time has come to =ddress,
among warfighters and national pol-
icy makers, the emergence of space
as a center of gravity for DoD and
the nation.”

He adds, “We must commit enough
planning and resources to protect
and enhance our access to, and use
of, space.”

At Estes' direction, USSPACECOM
has produced a game plan aimed at
doing just that. The so-callec “Long
Range Plan,” made public April 7, is
the first of its kind for the command.
It lays out a comprehensive set of
roadmaps for constructing, by 2020,
a robust space warfighting system
able to protect US national and com-
mercial interests and for exploiting
space to the fullest.

The LRP maintains that the arena
of space will become a “vital national
interest” for the US—Iike Western
Europe or the Persian Gulf—around
2005, when the next round of space
expansion is completed. Potential
enemies “clearly understand” that this
will happen, the LRP states.

The plan goes on to identify war-

fighting capabilities, concepts of op-
erations, organizations, and partner-
ships that will be needed to meet
any po:ential challenge.

The operational missions of the
joint-service US Space Command are
performed largely by 14th Air Force,
the Air Force component. Tha Air
Force provides most of the money
and force structure and launches and
operates more than 90 percent of all
Department of Defense space as-
sets.

In its plan, US Space Command
does not prescribe specific systems
for 2020, only desired capabilities.
However, planners refer to linchpin
programs such as the Space-Based
Infrared System, Milstar communi-
cations system, Global Positioning
System, and the Evolved Expend-
able Launch Vehicle.

According to the LRP, future US
spacepower will hinge on four op-
erational concepts—space control,
global 2ngagement, full force inte-
gration, and global partnerships.

Nothing gets greater emphasis in
the LRP than space control—that is,
the ability of the US and its alli=s to
reach space and operate there freely,
while denying an adversary the abil-
ity to do the same thing.

Some refer to this condition as
“space superiority.” Control of soace
is, in fzct, “a complex mission that
casts [the head of US Space Com-
mand] in a classic warfighter role,”
according to the LRP.

Cheek by Jowl

The plan warns that, in decades
ahead, foreign national military fo-ces,
paramilitary units, terrorists, and other
potential adversaries will share the
high grcund of space with the United
States and its allies. The US should
expect 1o find “counterspace” weap-
ons aimed against US systems and
prepare accordingly.

The enemy’s hostile capabilities
may include kinetic, electronic, nu-
clear, and directed-energy syslems
to negate US satellites. An enemy
may also use deception and infor-
mation operations.

In the face of this danger, US
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Space Command declared that it has
five interrelated objectives to be met
by 2020:

Assured access. This will require
reliable, quick-turnaround launch sys-
tems, space operations vehicles, a
global space traffic-control system,
and a space-based relay network to
provide access to any satellite, re-
gardless of its position.

“A major thrust ... is to lower launch
costs,” said the plan. “This is the
key to the affordable use of space.
We must work this as a No. 1 prior-
ity.”

The goal is to lower the cost to
put a satellite in low Earth orbit from
thousands of dollars per pound to
hundreds of dollars per pound by
2015.

The US will require a mix of reus-
able launch vehicles, expendable
launch vehicles, space operations
vehicles, and space tugs to deploy
and sustain its space systems. Use
of Atlas, Delta, and Titan launch ve-
hicles will do for the near term.

US Space Command says that,
in 2002, the Evolved Expendable
Launch Vehicle will come on stream
and start to reduce costs by up to
50 percent and lift medium-size pay-
loads within 45 days. EELV heavy
lift, with a response time of within
90 days, will come on line in 2003.
The currently planned Space Op-
erations Vehicle, formerly known as
the Military Spaceplane, should be-
gin to fly around 2012.

By 2006, commercial services will
launch most of the Defense De-
partment’s routine payloads, accord-
ing to US Space Command.

Surveillance of space. US mili-
tary forces, the LRP declares, will
need to field systems to quickly track,
identify, characterize, and catalog
space objects with great precision.
Now being sought are much more
capable ground- and space-based
sensors, which will provide detailed
situational understanding of space
in near real time.

Protection of critical space sys-
tems. US Space Command said
American and allied spacecraft need
to be adequately shielded from in-
terference or attack. This will re-
quire warning of possible threats to
US and allied space systems, in-
stantaneous reports of possible at-
tacks against satellites, cross-cue-
ing with owners or operators or other
satellites, and directing forces to re-
spond to a threat.

Space systems must have onboard
sensors to detect attacks and quickly
report anomalies or suspicious events.

The core of the protection effort,
according to the LRP, will be de-
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ployment of robust “battle manag-
ers” that receive, process, correlate,
and distribute critical information re-
liably, unambiguously, and rapidly to
various spacecraft.

According to Ryan, the Air Force
is working on ways that would allow
satellites to “actively defend” them-
selves when under attack, but much
work remains to be done.

Prevention of unauthorized ac-
cess to, and exploitation of, ei-
ther US or allied space systems.
The LRP maintains that enemies will
try to make use of US systems. Pre-
vention would deny, at least tempo-
rarily, an adversary's ability to ex-
ploit US systems or allied space
capabilities.

The main tools would be political,
diplomatic, informational, or eco-
nomic—all of which fall well short of
using force. US Space Command's
main role will be to provide the com-
mand, control, and communication
architecture necessary to detect and
report any unauthorized use and to
assess its impact.

Negation, or the direct disabling
of an adversary’'s space-related
capabilities. Such action might range
from conventional attacks on a vul-
nerable ground station, disruption or
destruction of ground-to-space links,
or a precision strike against a foe’'s
own satellites or those from which it
receives data.

Commercial satellite companies
already sell intelligence photos, com-
munications, and weather data to na-
tional militaries. Minor military pow-
ers have access to information of
striking military value. “The space
‘playing field' is leveling rapidly,” said
US Space Command.

Space-based jammers and lasers
as well as high-power microwave
weapons are among options US
Space Command said are being con-
sidered for the task of degrading or
killing a satellite, either temporarily
or permanently.

Negation raises the prospect of
weapons in space and so is politi-
cally sensitive. The LRP maintains
that developments will follow an evo-
lutionary path, giving everyone plenty
of time to study the problem and
reach workable solutions.

“Negation will evolve from cur-
rent concepts, which emphasize ter-
restrial attacks on an adversary’s
ground nodes, to a full range of
flexible and discriminate techniques
against the most appropriate node,”
it said.

Negation will require a wide vari-
ety of weapons effects—ranging
from temporary to permanent, from
devastating to merely disruptive.

That is because friends and foes
may be using the same systems at
the same time. The US will need to
be able to discriminate in the level
and type of attack it mounts so as
to deny a foe the information with-
out similarly denying an ally or
friendly nation.

In any event, said the LRP, “The
United States will need to develop
national policies supporting space
warfare, weapons development and
employment, and rules of engage-
ment.”

Strikes From Space

Space control isn’t the LRP’s only
sensitive topic. In an equally contro-
versial step, US Space Command
has proposed that the US start pre-
paring now to use space-based sys-
tems for direct military effect on
Earth.

The LRP calls this operational con-
cept “global engagement.”

Global engagement would require
the United States to put together a
far-reaching space-based surveil-
lance capability that would give
commanders “worldwide situational
awareness.” Systems would also be
produced for airtight ballistic missile
defense and “a limited ability to ap-
ply force from space against high-
value, time-sensitive targets,” ac-
cording to the LRP.

US Space Command said any fu-
ture missile defense would be based
on ground-based interceptors, space
operations vehicles, space-based
platforms and lasers, and high-power
microwaves.

The tools for applying force on
Earth could spin off from such mis-
sile defense systems. Some plan-
ners envision precision strikes from
spacecraft, though force-application
missions might also be flown by
“aerospace planes” that take off from
Earth, enter space, and return to
Earth.

Today, the region of space con-
tains no such force-application as-
sets. When and if they arrive, said
the plan, they would provide the
United States “effective forward pres-
ence in space” as forward basing of
terrestrial forces decreases.

US Space Command planners are
only too aware of the political sen-
sitivity of this concept, often decried
by arms controliers and other crit-
ics as “militarization of the heav-
ens.”

in the LRP, space planners high-
lighted these words: “At present, the
notion of weapons in space is not
consistent with US National Policy.”
They added that the document calls
only for “planning for this possibil-
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ity” so that the US will have a capa-
bility if needed.

The LRP said space operations
vehicles and space-based platforms
could support force application by
offering increased responsiveness
and versatility that will provide bet-
ter coverage of targets. Somewhere
in the period 2008-12, said the re-
port, the US should be able to carry
out much but not all of this mission,
if current development programs stay
on track.

The LRP maintains that everything
would depend on having a high-qual-
ity, integrated system for surveillance
of space, air, and surface areas, with
the blending of systems for surveil-
lance, warning, and command and
control.

Data would move through auto-
mated battle managers that permit
combatant commands to respond
rapidly to threats such as the ready-
ing of ballistic missiles for launch.

Space AWACS?

Space planners believe that many
surveillance capabilities currently
delivered by surface and air plat-
forms will migrate to space. One
would be a system analogous to the
AWACS for missile and air surveil-
lance and another analogous to the
Joint STARS for mobile and fixed
surface targets.

The surveillance system would be
expected to provide instantaneous
target identification and character-
ization for 100 percent of a missile
defense target set and a “finite” num-
ber of high interest targets for force
application.

One space officer said that such
advanced space systems will be able
to detect the location of individual
artillery flashes on Earth or an en-
emy fighter's afterburner plumes.

Capabilities under development
right now should support all of these
missions by 2020, said the report.

Much less controversial are US
Space Command’s final two opera-
tional concepts—what it calls “full
force integration” and “global part-
nerships.”

Essentially, full force integration
means the dispersion of space forces
and information throughout the na-
tional military structure.

The LRP maintains that space-
based systems for navigation,
weather, meteorology, missile warn-
ing, Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance, and communica-
tions have become so powerful that
no operational commander would
consider fighting without them. How-
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ever, because each of these sec-
tors evolved separately over many
years, their management is spread
among many agencies and this of-
ten inhibits their full use.

US Space Command prescribes
educating soldiers, sailors, and air-
men about space capabilities early
in their careers. It wants to estab-
lish new policies and doctrines.
Also pledged are more extensive
exercises and modeling and simu-
lation.

US Space Command even fore-
sees something resembling the Civil
Reserve Air Fleet for space so that
it will be sure to have access to com-
mercial services when needed.

The concept of global partnerships
stems directly from the explosive
growth of commercial and interna-
tional space.

The idea, in brief, calls for the US
military space establishment to join
forces with many other federal agen-
cies, commercial firms, and interna-
tional concerns in order to augment
the power and reduce the cost of
military space capabilities.

Down to the Core

The Defense Department would
identify and continue to provide for
its core military space capabilities—
for example, missile launch detec-
tion. However, it might well contract
out much of the rest, such as navi-
gation and weather reporting.

“GPS operations, traditionally con-
sidered a core military function, may
be a worthy candidate for transition
to commercial management,” US
Space Command planners wrote.

The global partnerships plan, said
the LRP, is based on simple fiscal
realities—the Pentagon cannot af-
ford to fund its out-year warfighting
requirements, and the commercial
space segment is booming.

The armed forces already make
extensive use of commercial com-
munications satellites. The military
mapping community is the leading
customer of the commercial Landsat
remote sensing system.

Space planners suggest that the
military space establishment might
have to share some of its technolo-
gies and know-how as an induce-
ment for full cooperation from the
civilian and commercial communities,
but there will be no letup in military
space.

“Partnering doesn't mean reduced
vigilance for defense,” said the LRP.
“I's not a goal in itself, nor is it a
naive attempt to provide peace and
harmony by trading away our sophis-

ticated technologies. Instead, it rec-
ognizes what the United States can
gain by adding to our prowess in
space.”

US Space Command’s plan does
not enjoy universal support. Some
Defense Department analysts are
not convinced that the US will face
a serious threat in space for quite
a while. The assessment is ech-
oed by a few private space com-
mentators. They say the Soviet
(now Russian) military space pro-
gram may at one time have posed
a potential threat but does not now
do so.

Predictably, opponents of anti-
satellite weapons argue that US in-
terests in space would be best served
by seeking to limit or block the de-
velopment of anti-satellite weapons
and maintaining space as a sanctu-
ary free of weapons.

The Clinton Administration has
given mixed signals. On one hand,
space officers were heartened this
January when President Clinton ap-
proved significant changes in the
Unified Command Plan, giving the
command high-level backing to plan
for space control and global engage-
ment operations.

On the other hand, the President
used his line-item veto authority last
fall to eliminate appropriations for
three space programs that, pursued
to their fullest, would add to US space
control capabilities.

It will be a while before the US
fully thrashes out such questions.
For one thing, US Space Command
doesn't have authority to decide
many issues critical to the success
or failure of its preferred course. The
LRP contains a section, called “Out
of Our Lane,” listing 19 policies, trea-
ties, and agreements that it said
Washington needs to review and ei-
ther alter or eliminate. These include
the 1972 ABM Treaty and Interna-
tional Space Sovereignty Policy.
“These concerns are urgent and criti-
cal,” said the LRP.

US Space Command did not es-
timate the cost of executing its Long
Range Plan. However, Estes and
other space officials state explic-
itly that the United States has no
real alternative to moving out in
space now, even if that requires
taking funds from other more-tradi-
tional defense areas or coming up
with creative ways to finance the
effort.

The LRP declares, “Flourishing
businesses and nations recognize
basic realities, make the best choices,
and find the resources.” L]
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Flashback

Straight Up and Down

Two Ryan X-13 Vertijet research aircraft
were built for the Air Force in the mid-
1950s, expanding upon a 1947 Navy re-
quest to study a vertical takeoff and land-
ing fighter that could operate from small
ships. By the time Ryan test pilot Pete
Girard demonstrated this pioneer VTOL
aircraft (shown here) near the Pentagon
in 1957, the small jet had made several
successful flight tests. The X-13 had two
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small bumper skids on the fuselage,
along with a small retractable nose hook.
The hook supported the entire aircraft
from a short section of cable suspended
between two mechanical arms on a
flatbed trailer. The X-13 rose vertically a
few inches, hovered away from the trailer,
then accelerated vertically. As airspeed
and altitude increased, it began a
pitchover to horizontal flight. The pilot re-

versed the process to return to the
flatbed. Despite impressive demonstra-
tions, the X-13’s payload capacity was
limited and USAF canceled the program.
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Unmanned Syszems

The rigit zechnclogies. Right now.
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The long range airpower panel says we should upgrade the B-2
to its full potential—and start planning for the next bomber.

By John T. Correll, Editor in Chief

T HE B-2 bomber was no stranger to controversy when the first airplane rolled out
of the plant in Palmdale, Calif., in November 1988,

The existence of the B-2 program had been revealed to the public almost eight years
previously by means of a news leak during the election campaign of 1980. “Some Air
Force enthusiasts have nicknamed this new bomber ‘Stealth’ because of its ghost-like
qualities,” the Washington Post reported.

The Carter Administration—under criticism for having canceled the B-1 bomber—
followed up right away with a press conference to confirm that a new bomber with “so-
called stealth technology” was in the works, represznting “a major technological
advance of great military significance.”

Republicans accused the Administration of engineering the leak to make the B-1
decision look better and with taking the cover off a national security program for
political advantage.

When the Reagan Administration subsequently restored the B-1, defense critics
attacked the overlap of two bomber programs as excess:ve. Agitation about the B-2 has
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USAF photo by TSgL Lance CGhaung

The fcng range airpower review panel recommends upgrading the existing
B-2 fleet. Here, A1C Ryan Hill, 509tk Maintenance Squadron, Whiteman AFB,
Mo., prepares a B-2’s surface for painting during an Octaber 1997 exercise.

been a staple of the defense debate
ever s:nce. The B-2 was still in flight
testing when the Cold War ended
and the economizs of the 1990s weat
into e-fect.

The Major Aircraft Review of 1990
reduced the planned B-2 fleet from
132 aircraft to 75. In 1992, the A-r
Force s Bomber Roadmap cut it fur-
ther. to 20. (The number edged vp
slightly in 1996 with a decision to
upgrade the first test aircraft to op-
erational configuration, setting the
total at 21.)

B-2 backers in Congress and else-
where have waged a long-running
campaign to get the total increased.
In 1995, seven former Secretaries
of Dzfense wrote to the President,
asking him to consider the purchase
af more B-2s. However, B-2 sup-
porters could not overcome the op-
position, which included the Whitz
Houssg, the Department of Defznse,
and the Air Force.

The last major subassemblies werz
completed in 1994, and the 21st air-
craft was delivered to the Air Forca
i1 1997. The subcontractor team has
dispersed, but Northrop Grumman,
the prime contractor, said it would
be possible—if expensive—to recor-
stitute the production line and 4 sup-
plier base.

Last year, in what even some cf
the stzunchest B-2 advocates said
was thz “last stand” on the produc-
tion issue. Congress established the
Panel to Review Long Range Air-
power and told it to study a list of
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questions, the pivotal onz being
whether $33_ million apprapriated
for the B-2 program should be ap-
plied to “further low-rate produc-
tion” or be soent on improvements
to the baseline program.

That panzl was chaired by Gen.
Larry D. Welch, former Air Force
Chief of Staf” and now president of
the Institute for Defense Analyses.

A Recommendation—and a
Warning

The panel’s report to the Admin-
istration and Congress in March said
that all of the money should be used
for upgrades to improve the dzploy-
ability, survivability, and maintain-
ability of the existing fleet.

In fact, Welch told the House Na-
tional Secur:ty subcommittee on
Military Procurement April -, “Do-
ing anything to disrupt the upgrades
would be very ill-advised. It was
our strong feeling that it would re-
ally be a very bad decision tc not do
the work needed to make these 21
airplanes reach their full potential.
Because if the work is not done,
they clearly will not serve the pur-
pose that you will hope they will
serve.”

It will take several years of up-
grades to maks the B-2 fleet all it
can be, he said. “As it stands roday,
the B-2 is a valuable asset, but it has
nothing like tke value that it caght to
have,” Welch said.

Among otaer things, he said, “The
sortie rates as of now do not meet the

original expectations. The CINCs
[theater commanders in chief] won’t
be happy with the current sortie rates.
Plans assume rates higher than now
available.”

Upgrades and improvements, es-
pecially those that make the B-2’s
“low observable” (stealth) features
easier and less time-consuming to
maintain, will go a long way toward
solving the problem.

“If you believe that you need more
B-2s, what you really mean is you
want more B-2 sorties,” Welch told
the subcommittee. “The way to get
more B-2s over targets is to fix the
sortie rate to what you want to have.
The way to get the capability is to
bring these airplanes to their full
potential.”

“Can you double the sortie rate
with the investments you recom-
mend?” asked Rep. Norman Sisisky

(D-Va.).
“We can more than double it,”
Welch replied.

The report said that “from an in-
vestment perspective, increasing the
efficiency of the bomber force is
more cost effective than procure-
ment of additional aircraft.”

Welch said the report reflected a
“common understanding™ and “was not
a compromise.” He said that not “even
the most avid B-2 supporters” on the
panel favored a concept, advanced by
Northrop Grumman, that would have
reopened the line to produce nine more
B-2s at a cost of $14 billion.

The other members of the panel
were Samuel D. Adcock of Daimler—
Benz Corp., former Sen. James J.
Exon of Nebraska, John S. Foster Jr.
of TRW, Inc., Frederick L. Frostic
of BoozeAllen & Hamilton, Inc.,
former Air Force Chief of Staff Gen.
Merrill A. McPeak, Walter E. Mor-
row Jr. of MIT Laboratory, former
Secretary of the Air Force Donald B.
Rice, and retired Air Force Gen.
Robert L. Rutherford.

What Plan?

The panel’s report said, with con-
siderable understatement, that “cur-
rent plans do not adequately address
the long-term future of the bomber
force.” More to the point, there wasn't
any plan until very recently.

“This bomber force, given that you
make smart upgrades and do the
things that Air Combat Command
wants to do to it and that we think
should be done, this is a pretty good
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bomber force for at least the next 15
years,” Welch said in an interview
with Air Force Magazine.

“But we couldn’t find a long-
range plan. The Air Force acknowl-
edged [that] it had been in the ‘too
hard’ pile for them for some time
because of the B-2 issue. This whole
B-2 [additional production] issue
that’s been dragging on for so
long—it’s really been an inhibitor
for a lot of things. So now they are
embarked on developing a long-
range plan.”

The need for such planning is driven
not only by anticipated changes in
technology but also by the inevitabil-
ity of attrition. The Air Force’s total
inventory of bombers consists of 94
B-52Hs, 94 B-1Bs, and 21 B-2s.

Attrition occurs both in combat—
15 B-52s were lost in 10 days dur-
ing Operation Linebacker II in De-
cember 1972, for example—and in
peacetime. The B-52 force has ex-
perienced losses of about one air-
craft per year over its 40-year ser-
vice life. B-1B losses have been
approximately one aircraft about
every two years. The B-2 loss rate
is yet to be seen.

There will be an ample reserve of
B-52s. The Defense Department in-
tends to retire another 23 of them in
1999. Losses over the next 15 years
will hit hardest at the newest bomb-
ers in the fleet, especially the B-2s,
which are in the shortest supply of
all.

The Bottom-Up Review of 1993

said 100 heavy bombers would be
required per Major Regional Con-
flict, but projected a total of 184
operational bombers for the two-
conflict strategy.

The difference, it was said, lay in
having the bombers “swing” their
attention from one conflict to the
other. The requirement is further
offset by increasing capability. The
B-2, for example, has demonstrated
that it can strike 16 separate targets
on a single sortie.

Of the present fleet of 209 bomb-
ers, 121 are in operational (Primary
Aircraft Inventory) status.

The Next Bomber

Among the alternatives for the long-
term future of the bomber force, the
panel report said, are ““a variant of the
B-2, incorporating upgrades suggested
in this report and those that will
emerge in the future” and “develop-
ment of more advanced technologies
that might lead to a better solution for
the next generation aircraft.”

Although the report did not spe-
cifically say so, the options other
than the B-2 variant might include
an all-new manned bomber, which
some in the press have dubbed the
“B-3" or the “B-X.” and an Un-
manned Aerial Vehicle.

At present, the panel said, there is
not enough information to make a
choice from these alternatives, nor
is there yet any need to choose. “A
continuing program to demonstrate
advanced technologies in support of

The panel believes there will always be a need for a large, high-payload
manned platform, but the future bomber force might include Unmanned
Combat Aerial Vehicles like this Northrop Grumman concepi.
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long range airpower should be given
high priority,” the report said.

Welch said that UAVs may be part
of the solution but that “it’s very
difficult for me to believe that you
won’t always want a large, high-pay-
load, long-range, manned platform.”

The panel also examined the value
of stealth—low observables technol-
ogy to reduce the radar signature—
to bomber aircraft at some length.

“Today, after 15 years of stealth
aircraft operation, the most modern
air defense systems on the interna-
tional arms market have increasing
capability against current levels of
deployed stealth,” the report said.
“Even so, most targets can be at-
tacked with minimum external sup-
port other than air refueling.”

The Russian-built SA-10 surface
to air missile is the best-known ex-
ample of a weapon system that has
some effectiveness against stealthy
aircraft.

“It was expected and it occurred
that air defense systems have evolved
over these 15 years, so that stealth is
not an adequate stand-alone surviv-
ability feature,” Welch said.

“On the other hand,” he said,
“stealth technology has not stood
still.” Developments in the next few
years could affect the decision on
the next bomber.

“Given the evolution of stealth
technology, there could be a next
step where you could have a level of
stealth that changes the game again,”
Welch said.

Making the B-2 Better

The panel found “compelling ar-
guments for measures to leverage
the [B-2] investment by adequately
supporting and upgrading the exist-
ing force.”

Welch left no doubt about the im-
portance of the upgrades. “If you
had asked me two years ago where
we would be in 1998 with deploy-
ability and maintainability of this
airplane, I would have been an awful
lot more optimistic than would have
been warranted,” he said.

He was equally emphatic about
the results if the improvements are
made.

“Once they are upgraded and the
maintainability problems are ad-
dressed so that you can fly these
airplanes at the kind of sortie rates
which you should expect to be able
to fly them—once you do that, these
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21 airplanes are a very high leverage
force.” '

Some of the improvements were
already scheduled as the B-2s pro-
gress from the initial Block 10 con-
figuration, through the interim Block
20, to the eventual Block 30. Thus
far, six of the aircraft have reached
the Block 30 configuration.

The prescribed upgrades and im-
provements are of four kinds.

Low observables. The panel re-
ported that “significant improve-
ments are needed on low observables
maintainability.” Welch added that
“given the maintenance man-hours
that it takes to maintain the stealth
characteristics, we are only able at
the present time to get a very low
sortie rate out of these airplanes.”

However, he said, “When all the
airplanes are upgraded to Block 30,
for example, just that step, which is
ongoing through about 2001, just
that alone significantly improves
maintainability, and that step alone
will just about double the sortie rates.
But there are other initiatives that
we regarded as mature enough for
very serious consideration—in fact,
mature enough to fund—{[that] go
well beyond that and really make
low observables maintainability a
fairly routine matter.”

Deployability. “Second, if you re-
ally are going to get the weight of
effort from these airplanes that you
need in a major contingency, they
have to be forward deployed,” Welch
said. “You can do small scale opera-

Precision guided munitions such as this Air Launched Cruise Missile being

tions from the CONUS [continental
United States], but a 36-hour round-
trip flight by itself tells you that’s
not the best way to operate if you’re
trying to focus a lot of weight of
effort.”

The panel report said that “while
bombers can operate from the conti-
nental United States, they must be
deployed forward to generate the
sustained high sortie rates needed in
major contingencies.”

That means having at selected for-
ward locations the equipment, mate-
rials, munitions, and facilities needed
to maintain and sustain the B-2s at
combat tempo. The most likely bases
are on Guam and on Diego Garcia,
the British-owned island in the In-
dian Ocean.

(Two B-2s deployed from White-
man AFB, Mo., to Guam for a 10-
day exercise in March and April.
They achieved a 100 percent sortie
success rate, flying almost 90 hours
during the exercise. Because of re-
cent damage to hangars at the base,
one of the B-2s had to be left out-
side, exposed to the weather, which
included driving rainstorms. The Air
Force said that most maintenance,
including that of low observables
coatings, was performed outdoors.
A spokesman for the 509th Bomb
Wing said this “shot a hole” in the
wild news reports last year that the
B-2’s stealthy coatings melt away in
the rain.)

The panel said that the much-
discussed “lockout” problem, in which

loaded by munitions personnel at 2d Bomb Wing, Barksdale AFB, La., funda-
mentally alter the role of bombers, noted the panel.
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US forces are denied the use of for-
eign bases, must be overcome. “The
concept that says I can’t deploy tac-
tical air to a forward base because
I'm going to get locked out by chemi-
cal or biological attacks—we have
to deal with that,” Welch said. “Nei-
ther one of those ought to be in the
‘too hard’ pile anymore. They were
in the too hard pile for a long time,
but now we’ve done enough work
and we have approaches that those
things ought not to be in the too hard
pile anymore.”

Mission planning. “A third cat-
egory is the mission planning sys-
tem,” Welch said. “You have to be
able to change the target on the fly,
and have a command-and-control
structure that can support that. So
the mission planning system is far,
far more important than people are
used to thinking about a mission plan-
ning system.”

Survivability. “The other upgrade
issue has to do with survivability fea-
tures,” he said. “There are some im-
portant improvements that can be
made to the basic survivability fea-
tures. And I really can’t say much
more about that, but they’re signifi-
cant.”

As a separate action to improve
capabilities of the bomber force, the
panel suggested that the planned pro-
curement of the Joint Air to Surface
Standoff Missile should be “substan-
tially increased.” It said that “the
addition of enough standoff preci-
sion guided munitions and other sur-
vivability features can make this
force effective throughout the life of
the aircraft.”

The Production Issue

Whether B-2 production should go
beyond 21 aircraft has been a matter
of fierce contention in Congress, the
defense community, and the news
media. For its part, the Pentagon ac-
knowledges the value of more B-2s
but opposes further production as a
matter of budget priorities.

In 1995, the Defense Department’s
Heavy Bomber Force Study, in which
the Institute for Defense Analyses
was a leading participant, confirmed
the earlier decision to end the pro-
duction at 20 aircraft (actually 21,
counting the test aircraft that was
later upgraded to operational con-
figuration).

It said more B-2s would be useful
but that the strategic bomber require-
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ment could be covered adequately
and less expensively by force up-
grades and additional precision guided
munitions. Cost estimates for 20 ad-
ditional B-2s, the number then pro-
posed, ranged from $14.8 billion to
$24.5 billion, depending on what was
included.

In 1997, the Quadrennial Defense
Review, drawing on the recently
completed Deep Attack Weapons
Mix Study, said additional B-2s
would improve US ability to halt an
enemy’s advance in early days of
Major Theater War, especially in
cases of little or no warning, but the
QDR rejected the option to produce
more B-2s because it would take
money from other priorities.

The QDR finding was lambasted
by an independent commission headed
by Brent Scowcroft, former national
security advisor, which said the deci-
sion “does not appear to have been
made on sound strategic grounds. In-
stead, it seems to have been driven
primarily by a rare service consensus
that further B-2 production would
jeopardize other, more favored mod-
ernization programs within all ser-
vices.”

The question put to Welch’s long
range airpower panel by Congress,
however, was not whether additional
B-2 production was desirable but
whether the appropriated $331 mil-
lion would be better spent on “con-
tinued low-rate production of the
B-2 or for upgrades to improve its
deployability, survivability, and main-
tainability.”

Furthermore, the phrase “contin-
ued low-rate production” was a mis-
nomer since the line closed in 1997.
The final assembly plantin Palmdale
is empty except for upgrade work.

“We had a whole complex flow of
information on which we based our
decision, and only one of the factors
was that there is no production line,”
Welch said.

Even so, the production issue hung
palpably over the panel’s work.

“Should the Department decide
to reestablish production, the cur-
rent estimate, not supported by a
firm commitment from major sub-
assembly contractors and the array
of essential vendors, would deliver
the first additional B-2 in 2005,”
the report said. “The only cost pro-
posal available to the panel was
based on arecent Northrop proposal,
about $14 billion for nine additional
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Upgrades and improvements in the B-2’s low observables maintainability,
deployability, mission planning, survivability, and sortie rate will turn USAF’s
21 stealth bombers into a high leverage force.

aircraft. When start-up time for sub-
assemblies, requalifying vendors,
and fabrication and checkout time
after delivery of subassemblies are
considered, 2005 is probably opti-
mistic.”

Welch told the Military Procure-
ment subcommittee that “no mem-
ber of this panel—even the most avid
B-2 supporters—thought that you
ought to spend $14 billion for nine
more.”

In his mark on May 5 to the Fiscal
1999 defense appropriations bill, the
subcommittee chairman, Duncan
Hunter (R-Calif.), added $86 mil-
lion—on top of the money voted
last year—for post-production sup-
port and enhancement of the B-2.

The mark also directed the Secre-
tary of the Air Force to provide a
“long-term bomber force structure
plan” to the congressional defense
committees by March 1, 1999.

Long Range Airpower

Most of the panel’s findings re-
sponded directly to questions about
the B-2, but one section of the report
emphasized that “long range airpower
is an increasingly important element
of US military capability” in opera-
tions ranging from a show of force to
Major Theater War.

“The ability to strike from longer
range reduces some of the constraints
associated with basing restrictions
and reduces the force’s vulnerabil-
ity to attack,” the report said. “Long-
range bombers provide a rapid ini-

tial response to threats. With the as-
sistance of aerial refueling, long
range airpower can strike targets
anywhere on Earth. Such capability,
if properly supported, would give
long range airpower the virtual pres-
ence cited by its proponents. This
ability to operate from beyond the
immediate area of operations also
enables long-range aircraft to influ-
ence a region of interest while re-
maining distant enough to keep dip-
lomatic tensions low.

“The potential of the bomber force
is multiplied by the addition of pre-
cision guided munitions, both di-
rect delivery and standoff. Preci-
sion guided munitions extend the
capabilities of all bombers in the
force and should dramatically alter
and strengthen their role.

“While bombers have been used
heavily in virtually every major con-
flict to include Vietnam and the Gulf
War, they have been employed as
‘aerial trucks’ delivering large pay-
loads of unguided munitions against
areas of interest.

“With the addition of precision
guided munitions, this force can now
attack multiple, discrete targets with
high effectiveness, fundamentally
altering the role of bombers. Because
these capabilities are just emerging,
existing plans for supporting and
employing bombers do not fully ex-
ploit their capabilities. The panel be-
lieves that more attention is needed
to exploit this expanded capability of
the bomber force.” =
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Tll[i two stealth Bombers hzd just
arrived in Guam on the B-2's
maiden overseas deploymentwhena
grantstorm hit the island. The down-
pour produced an inlCresting scene:
There, parked in the open: stood one
off the sleek-new bombers. dotally
exposedtothe elements and painded
for hours by thunderous tain. Nearby.
in.an open-airhengar stood the dther
B—E, undergoing the fullsrarige, of
maintenance.
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So pruch for the news media myth
that the 5-2"s stealthiness “melts:in
therain.” Andsomuch for the charge
that-B-2 maintenance requires spe-
cial, fabulovsly sophisticated repair
Faciljties.

The Guam training deploymentdid
more thar dispel a few outlandish
B-2 news madia myths. The 11-day
excursiosto Andersen AFB inMarch
and Apnil save'ihe Air Forceachance
to gathicr valuable information about
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the awesome capabilities—and limi-
tations—of ils newest operational
aircraft and 1o charta course forthe
futere of the B-2 fleet,

The deploynient, dubbed lsland
Spizit, was designed to answer imi-
porzant questions about the B-2.
Fromt and center in the miuids
of USAF planners—and ofr Gen.
Michael E. Ryan,
of Staft—was whether the B-2.could
ellectively operatelor -ong periods
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Unit Location: Whiteman AFB, Mo.  aerial refu

Goslin Jr., repeatedly drove home
that point, urging his staff to take
extensive notes to capture all pos-
sible lessons.

For example, Goslin had no doubt
that the 200-person party that ac-
companied the stealth bombers this
time was too large and didn’t neces-
sarily contain the right mix of capa-
bilities. More important, he said, was
to learn who and what was and wasn’t
needed in the future.

Why Guam? For one thing, ex-
plained Air Force officials, Andersen
has no permanently assigned com-
bat forces. That offered wing offi-
cials freedom to exercise in a rela-
tively unrestricted fashion, without
their having to be concerned about
interrupting other flight operations.
In addition, Guam offered a “strate-
gic location™ for future operations.
“From Anderson we can reach most
places in the Pacific” theater, Goslin
pointed out.

USAF officials have long noted
that B-2s can strike any target by
flying “Global Power” missions
from Whiteman. However, for sus-
tained combat operations, deploy-
ments to forward locations are criti-
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cal. If the B-2s are tasked to halt an
advancing enemy in the early phase
of a Major Regional Conflict, the
bombers would have to fly to a closer
location such as Guam in order to
generate a large number of sorties
in rapid succession.

By operating out of Guam instead
of Whiteman, officials note, B-2s
cut by more than half the time it
takes to engage some targets—for
example, any targets in Korea—and
return. Similarly, the flight time to
Southwest Asiais much shorter from
Guam. The British facility at Diego
Garcia in the Indian Ocean would
make an even better forward stag-
ing base for operations against Gulf
targets.

With the eyes of the Air Force—
and many others—on them, officials
from the 509th didn’t need to be told
how important the Guam excursion
would be.

The two aircraft selected for the
mission were Spirit of Louisiana and
Spirit of Pennsylvania. They left
Whiteman on March 23 and began a
20-hour, nonstop, “employ-deploy”
mission to Guam. They landed at
Andersen late on March 24, after

having dropped live 500-pound Mk
82 bombs on arange in the Northern
Marianas, north of Guam.

Both of the bombers sent to Guam
were Block 30 versions, which are
the most modern configuration the
Air Force is fielding. Itincludes sev-
eral enhancements over the Block
20 bombers that provided USAF with
an initial operational B-2 capability
in April 1997. Island Spirit would
show that the Block 30 provides noth-
ing short of a major leap forward,
particularly in the area of low ob-
servable maintenance.

Largely as a result of mainte-
nance shortcomings, the B-2 fleet
drew fire last year from critics,
particularly the General Account-
ing Office, a congressional watch-
dog agency. The critics included
even USAF’s own test organiza-
tion, Air Force Operational Test
and Evaluation Center. Much of
the criticism was based on the per-
formance of Block 20 bombers, Air
Force officials note.

Maximum Drop
During the course of the 11-day
deployment, each of the two B-2s
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would fly two more sorties to the
range near Guam. On one mission,
Spirit of Pennsylvania dropped its
maximum load of 80 unguided Mk
82s on a tiny island, Farallon de
Medinilla, an uninhabited spit lo-
cated 120 nautical miles northeast of
Guam. The island, measuring 500
feet by 2,400 feet, is part of the
range complex. All of the bombs hit
their targets.

The deployment ended April 2
when the B-2s flew to Edwards AFB,
Calif. There, USAF technicians went
to work to determine in detail how
well the B-2’s low observable char-
acteristics held up in the adverse
weather conditions in the Pacific and
after a total of almost 90 flight hours
for each airplane.

On this score, Air Force officials
were more than pleased with what
they learned. The service has classi-
fied the precise figures concerning the
bombers’ radar cross section. How-
ever, Ryan said the B-2 had clearly
demonstrated that it has “a very robust
low observable capability.”

Just a few weeks after he had an-
nounced that he wanted to know
whether the B-2’s stealth could be
maintained, Ryan now said confi-
dently, “With the attention we can
give them in a deployed location, we
can maintain the [stealth] signature.”

This determination has a signifi-
cant operational impact. Lt. Gen.
Patrick K. Gamble, deputy chief of
staff, air and space operations, said
some weeks after the end of the de-
ployment, “We have enough confi-
dence in [the B-2] now to be able to
offeritup to a joint planner, and will
do so. and have done so.”

he extended forward deployment of two B-2s to Andersen AFB, Guam, for Islan

On the maintenance side, the Block
30 bombers held up far better than
earlier models during long missions.
USAF projected that the introduc-
tion of the newest B-2 configuration
would cut low observable mainte-
nance by 27 percent. In Guam, how-
ever, the actual results were even
better than that.

At the end of the 20-hour mission
to Guam, one B-2 landed with 12LO
maintenance write-ups and the other
with three. That compares to an av-
erage of approximately 40 LO main-
tenance write-ups that older B-2s
usually experience. One maintainer
pointed out that Block 30 low ob-
servable characteristics are much
more robust, though nicks in the LO
material take a little longer to fix
than they did on the Block 20s.

Guam didn’t present the friendli-
est environment to fix the low ob-
servable discrepancies. Thanks to
Supertyphoon Paka, which in De-
cember struck Guam with more than
230 mph winds, maintenance facili-
ties at Andersen weren’t in pristine
condition. As a result, most of the
maintenance on the bombers was
done outside.

The sole hangar available for shel-
tered B-2 maintenance provided little
more than a roof and no relief from
90-degree heat and sweltering hu-
midity. The lack of climate control,
however, didn’t have any impact on
the curing of the LO materials used
to make LO repairs, according to
maintainers.

Changes in Store
Despite the improvements in low
observable maintenance, USAF is

continuing to look for ways to fur-
ther improve how to sustain the
bombers. One of the planned up-
grades is designed to allow the B-2’s
maintainers to work on components
inside the wing without afterwards
having to reapply large amounts
of radar-absorbent material. In this
change, the tape that smooths the
B-2’s surfaces will be replaced with
panels; workers easily can remove
them for access to the wing and
quickly replace them after comple-
tion of repairs.

In addition to the maintenance
improvements, the B-2 will receive
a host of capabilities upgrades over
its lifetime. USAF knows that the
bomber has superior performance
characteristics, but Ryan noted, “You
always have to work on it.” With the
B-2 representing the backbone of
the Air Force’s first-day-of-the-war
operations, Ryan added, “You’ve got
to always keep on the leading edge
with the B-2 as best you can.”

The B-2 deployment wasn’t com-
pletely free of glitches. The most
notable problem emerged during the
mission from Whiteman to Guam.
During the bombing mission, eight
bombs in the right bay of Spirit of
Louisiana failed to drop. Goslin, who
had been piloting the aircraft, said
he flew a second pass over the range
and jettisoned the bombs for safety
reasons. A bad sector on the mission
planning tape was identified as caus-
ing the hang-ups.

The question then was whether to
continue to use the bomb bay as
planned, dispense only inert bombs,
orleave it empty. One option that was
looked at was flying exactly the same

~

-

d Spirit, proved not only that the

bombers could withstand torrential rains but that they did not require special maintenance facilities.
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USAF phote by A1C Ryan Steinbach

The Block 30 B-2s used in the 11-day deployment to Guam far exceeded USAF expectations for low observables mainte-
nance requirements. The next test is the bomber’s first nuclear Operational Readiness Inspection later this year.

mission tape over the range to see if
the bombs would drop this time.

The debate over how to handle the
bomb-drop problem showed that
people at the 509th Wing are very
aware that, with only 21 B-2s, each
bomber is a capital asset and can’t
be jeopardized unnecessarily. Not
surprisingly, therefore, the decision
was made to leave the bay empty for
the remainder of the deployment and
undergo a thorough analysis back at
Whiteman. In a real combat opera-
tion. bombs would have been loaded,
one officer said.

Dropping the Mk 82s was not criti-
cal to the deployment. USAF used
them because it has a large inven-
tory of these bombs, many of which
were available because they were
about to run out of service life. In
an operational scenario, however,
the B-2 is unlikely to drop 500-
pound dumb bombs, given that it
can drop with near-precision accu-
racy 2,000-pound Joint Direct At-
tack Munitions and 4,700-pound
GBU-37s.

Dress Rehearsal

The Guam deployment served as
a dress rehearsal for the B-2’s first
nuclear Operational Readiness In-
spection later this year. That will be
followed a year later by the wing’s
convantional ORI. As part of the
inspection, independent auditors
come to ithe wing to observe and
criticue the procedures to carry out

either the nuclear or conventional
missions. One intriguing aspect of
these ORIs, said Goslin, is that the
assessment will be made by inde-
pendent officials. He said this pro-
cedure will give “credibility to the
system.”

Wing officials expect the nuclear
ORI this year to be slightly more
extensive than the conventional re-
view, in large part because of spe-
cial inspection requirements linked
to the handling of nuclear weapons.
B-2s will be brought to alert status
and later stood down while inspec-
tors monitor all aspects of getting
the B-2s ready. As part of the drill,
B-2 crews will fly representative
nuclear mission profiles and simu-
lated nuclear strike missions.

In the conventional ORI, the B-2s
will, in effect, simulate a deployment
by moving equipment and bombers
to an area cordoned off from the rest
of the Whiteman complex. Crews will
fly several missions in conventional
sortie profiles. During the inspection,
the wing will be instructed to carry
out some operations in an environ-
ment simulated to look like one con-
taminated by chemical and biologi-
cal weapons.

In addition to preparing for these
readiness inspections, Air Force per-
sonnel are trying to focus on inte-
grating the B-2s into the regular com-
bat forces. Ryan said that, in an
operational scenario, the Air Force
will “always” package aircraft hav-

Robert Wall is the Pentagon reporter for Aerospace Daily, a Washington-
based defense and commercial aviation periodical. Wall's most recent article
for Air Force Magazine, “The Devastating Impact of Sensor Fuzed Weapons,"”

appeared in the March 1998 issue.
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ing LO capabilities with “aluminum
airplanes.” Ryan noted, “We need to
continue to work on the tactics, train-
ing, and procedures that allow these
forces to interact.”

To operationalize the B-2, the Air
Force plans to conduct a whole se-
ries of further deployments and ex-
periments. For example, Block 30
B-2s are expected to start participat-
ing in USAF’s Red Flag series of
operational exercises.

In addition, plans call for B-2s,
within 12 months, to forward deoloy
on at least two more occasions. The
sites for the deployments haven’t
been selected, but one will be in the
United States and the other will be
overseas. The US deployment will
feature about eight bombers, in both
the Block 20 and Block 30 configu-
ration. USAF only has six Block 30s
and four Block 20s available. The
rest are being built up into Block 30
aircraft.

The two deployments are supposed
to help smooth the way for the con-
ventional ORI. The idea, said Gam-
ble, is to “push the envelope out a
little bit farther [operationally], con-
tinue to expand it, and explore the
tactical possibilities” of using the
B-2s in combat.

USAF wants the B-2 in the not-
too-distant future to reach another
critical milestone: operate as part of
an international exercise. Interest in
doing that stems largely from the
belief that any future operations will
be conducted only with allies. At the
same time, however, the Air Force is
trying to figure out how it can inte-
grate B-2s into such an exercise and
still preserve secrets associated with
the bomber’s stealthiness. L]
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By John L. Frisbee, Contributing Editor

The Valley of Death

Maj. Bernard Fisher won a
rare distinction in the bloody
battle to defend an outpost
at A Shau.

IN early 1966, the US held an out-
post in the A Shau Valley at the
extreme northwest of South Vietnam,
near the border of Laos. It was lightly
defended by 17 US Army Special
Forces advisors and fewer than 400
South Vietnamese irregulars and
Chinese Hmong mercenaries. For the
North Vietnamese, however, this was
a piece of high value real estate since
it was adjacent to the Ho Chi Minh
Trail and could provide a valuable
spur to the trail.

On March 9, 1966, the outpost was
attacked by a regiment-sized force
of North Vietnamese regulars. They
had picked a time when the valley
habitually was covered by low clouds
masking the surrounding 1,500-foot
hills and higher peaks. The narrow
valley was flanked by many enemy
anti-aircraft guns and automatic
weapons.

Defending the outpost under these
extreme conditions was a job for the
air commando units that had been
reestablished in Vietnam after a lapse
of several years. They were equipped
with older aircraft such as the A-1E
of late World War Il vintage and the
venerable C-47 in its gunship ver-
sion. Their activities ranged from
single aircraft night missions behind
enemy lines to supporting air rescues
and ground forces in areas where the
fast movers could not be used.

On the first day of the battle for A
Shau an air commando AC-47 gun-
ship had found its way under a 400-
foot overcast and attacked the en-
emy force, only to be shot down by
ground fire. [See "Valor,” January
1988, p. 116.] Responding to the
gunship’s distress call, Maj. Bernard
F. Fisher of the 1st Air Ccmmando
Squadron, flying an A-1E Skyraider,
was one of the first to reach the
scene. He called out targe:s for the
A-1Es that followed him, then flew
cover for two C-123s that were de-
livering supplies to A Shau's increas-
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ingly desperate defenders. Low on
fuel, Fisher had to return to his base
at Pleiku, South Vietnam.

On the morning of March 10, Fisher
was diverted from another mission
to return to A Shau. From his expe-
rience of the previous day he knew
that the chance of emerging safely a
second time from the Vietnamess
shooting gallery was not high, but
as another Air Force hero, Col. Rob-
inson Risner, said, "A fighter pilot
thinks less about risk than about his
objective.” Fisher found a hole in the
clouds and, followed by other A-1Es,
attacked the enemy force.

During the engagement another
A-1E pilot, Maj. D. Wayne “Jump”
Myers of the 602d Air Commando
Squadron, was hit by enemy fire and
called for help. His aircraft was burn-
ing but he was too low to bail out.
He had no choice but to belly in on
the badly damaged runway, now con-
trolled by the enemy. Fisher talked
Myers, who was blinded by smoke
and flames, to a crash landing.

Myers was not able to release his
belly tank, which exploded when he
hit the runway. Fisher saw Myers
jump from his burning aircraft and
run to a bordering ditch. The rescue
helicopter that he called for would
take at least 20 minutes to reach the
scene. Fisher decided to attempt to
rescue Myers himself. In an outstand-
ing display of airmanship, he landed
on the runway that was littered with
oil barrels, rocket casings, and frag-
ments of aircraft and was pocked by
holes from mortar fire. He skidded
to a stop at the end of the runway,
then, bracketed by enemy fire, turned
his aircraft around and taxied back
toward Myers’ burning plane.

As he passed the downed aircraft
he saw Myers jump up from the ditch
and run toward him. Myers could not
climb up on the wing because of prop
wash, so Fisher throttled back,
reached out to grasp Myers, and
pulled him into the cockpit headfirst.
Without taking time to buckle up, he
once more turned his aircraft around,
fire-walled the throttle, and took off,
again avoiding the impediments on
the runway. With 19 bullet holes in
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Maj. Bernard Fisher (left) poses with
Maj. “Jump” Myers after the rescue.

the aircraft, they clearec the moun-
tains and mace it safely to Pleiku.

At the end of the second day, the
outpost had to be abandoned to the
vastly superior enemy force. Res-
cue helicopte-s supporied by strike
aircraft evacuated the survivors. Five
of the 17 US Army Special Forces
men had been killed and all others
wounded. Hal" of the South Vietnam-
ese and Hmong defenders were lost.
It was two years before the allies
retook A Shau Valley.

Army Gen. William C. Westmore-
land, head of the US Military Assis-
tance Command, Vietnam, called the
support provded by the air com-
mando units, led by Fisher and his
daring rescue of Myers, one of the
most courageous displays of airman-
ship in the history of aviation.

In the course of the war 12 Medals
of Honor, the nation’s highest deco-
ration for valcr, were awarded to Air
Force men, five of them to air com-
mandos who comprised less than 10
percent of Air Force st-ength in the
war. Among those five was Maj. Ber-
nard Fisher, the very first airman of
that war to be so honorad. On Jan.
19, 1967, his medal was presented
by President Lyndon B. Johnson.

After comp.eting his Air Force ca-
reer, Colonel Fisher retired at Kuna,
Idaho. He divides his time between
farming, public service, and a con-
tinued interest in aviation, which had
been the core of his distinguished
military service. L]
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An individual needs skill and determination to get through
pararescue training. If you need help, that’s the kind of person
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Phato by Paul Kennedy

Slaft photo by Guy Acelo

'ou're cold, hurt, hungry, and lost—

maybe even behind enemy lines.
Then you make out the shape of a large
helicopter coming over the horizon.
Suddenly a figure emerges from the
aireraft and descends to your position
to administer aid. In virtually no time,
you're stabilized and you are trans-
ported by helicopter to safety and more
complete medical attention. And the
person you have to thank: an Air Force
pararescueman.

Personnel accepted into the pararescue
field come from other services, from
within the Air Force itself, and through an
active recruiting effort by pararescue
instructors at Lackland AFB, Texas, who
select from the latest crop of basic
trainees. Each candidate for the

USAF Pararescue School at Kirtland
must undergo a 10-week indoctrination
course that makes basic training feel like
a walk in the park.
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Each siage of training is designed to
weed out those candidates who lack
the necessary dedication to complete
the grueling program. In fact, it takes
more thar 45 weeks of training in
various specialties like parachuting,
scuba diving, and survival training just
to prepare them for arrival at the
Pararescue School. There, they take
part in an intensive 21-week course
that will earn the few graduates the
coveled maroon beret and badge.
Trainees go through a specially
designed confidence course that
combines scaling a four-story structure
{above;, rappelling from it, using a rifle
to fire from a series of preset stations,
vaulting a parbed wire topped fence
(left), draggirg a 185-pound sled, ard
finalls derronstrating proficiency with a
9 mm pistal. All of this is done in under
four minutes and sometimes, as shown
here, in the middle of a snow squall.
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Above and at right, trainees wait for the
signal to board a TH-53 from Kirtland's
58th Special Operations Wing. These
helicopters are modified, former Marine
CH-53s used by the school as an
alternative to the more sophisticated
USAF MH-53 Pave Low special
operations helicopter.

Realism during the training period is
key. The exercise today has been
scripted to include the status of a

“downed pilot” as well as a fictitious

political climate of the region. The team
of trainees will be inserted into the
area, then navigate over land to the
pilot, who is being played by another
trainee. The pilot will have specific
injuries that the PJs have to diagnose
and treat. When the survivor has been
removed from the area, the team will
proceed to a pick-up point where they
will be extracted by a TH-53. Briefing
for the exercise is very detailed,
complete with a rundown of possible
aggressor forces (played by the
instructors) that may be in the area.
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Kirtland provides the perfect backdrop
for such intensive training. Each trainee
must be in the proper frame of mind
and physical condition to survive the
rugged climate and conditions of the
New Mexico desert. Training is
extremely taxing on all individuals, and
while a class can start with as many as
24 men, a graduating class has been
known to consist of only a single
person.
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At right, A1C Robert L. Sanders steam
cleans his personal weapon. After 12 to
14 hours in the New Mexico hinterland,
it needs cleaning. PJs are introduced to
a variety of weapons and equipment
during their training. Even more
specialized training will take place,
depending on what unit they are
assigned to after graduation.

The “para” part of pararescue is
fearned at the US Army basic jump
school at Ft. Berning, Ga. Aiter that Air
Forca PJs will undergo a four-week
ree-fal class, first at Ft. Bragg, N.C.,
then at US Army Yuma Proving
Ground, Ariz. Scuba and survival
training come next. Each candidate
must complete all four courses prior to
his entrance into USAF Pararescuz
Scheo!.

At right. PJs assemble in the rear cf a
TH-53, preparing to “fast rope” into the
drop zons. This action requires them to

quickly make their way down & single
heavy rooe suspended from the TH-23.
tThis commonly usea methoa cf
irsertion for special forces is quizk;
thus the helicopter will spend less time
exposed 1o any external threats.

a4

At leit, ancther class goes through a
portion of their medical training. This
group is practicing how to start an
intravenous line. They will learr. to be
as adept at starting an 1V as they are at
using an assault rifle. Under the
watcnful eye of instructor Capt. Jim
McMabon, SrA. Duwane Goodwin starts
an IV on SrA. Dave Goodale. Aiter he
is finisied it will be Goodale's turn to
work o his classmate.

Trainees receive extensive meaical
training and will become registered
Emergency Medical Technicians Ly the
time they finish school. They will even
spend ¥me in the local community
hospita. emergency rooms where they
will put the skills they have learned at
pararescue school to the test against
real-life cases.
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The exit from the hovering helicopter,
even with each trainee cerrying a heavy
pack, is quick. Once on the ground,
trainees immediately take up defensive
positions, lingering for only a few

Photo by Paul Kennedy

moments to get their bearings, then
proceed to locate the downed pilot.

Above, Sanders checks the terrain
before moving off.
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After completing training, each PJ can
be assigned to either a rescue squad-
ron or special operations squadron.
The squadron will expand upon the
PJ's skills depending on its mission.
With SOF units, the PJ will work closely
with USAF combat controllers. Some in
rescue squadrons will be assigned to
support NASA shuttle missions. Above,
instructor Fournier climbs aboard the
TH-53 after making sure the trainees
have everything they will need for the
exercise.

At right, Sanders discusses with fellow
trainee SrA. Dennis Hay (right) the best
way to proceed to the rescue site.
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At left, A1C Jack Hamilton maintains a
defensive position as the team moves
out. They will work their way carefully
tc the pilot. with due regard for any
surprises the instructor-aggressors
may have in store for them along the
way. During this portion of the exercise
the trainees use many of the skills
learned during the ground operations
portion of their iraining. Navigation
skills, basic mountaineering. small
team tactics, weapons training, and
survival all coms into play.
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Above, the survivor is still hanging in
his parachute harness against an
almost sheer rock face (beneath the
orange and white paracnute). The
trainees wili find the best way to scale
the clifi and assess the survivor's
injuries before stabilizing him and
bringing him down the mouniain. At
right, they are under constarnit watch of
the instructors. To add even more to
the realism. an exercise such as this is
normally done at night.

Once they graduate from Pararescue
School, PJs can expect to deploy
anywhere in the world as many as 250
days a year on temporary duty. There
are fewer than 300 active duty
members in the career field, yet Air
Force pararescuemen have deployed
in every contingency involving US
armed forces from Europe to the
Middle East to Asia. ®
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It’s the busiest of the reserve components in any of the
services, yet its reenlistment rates are the highest.
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Maj. Gen. Paul A. Weaver Jr. (left),
director of the Air National Guard,
talks with Brig. Gen. Craig R.
McKinley, ANG deputy director, in
the Pentagon ccourtyard.
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Guard
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By James Kitfield

opay’s Air Force—the Total Air

Force—is busier than it ever has
been in peacetime. As a result, Air
National Guardsmen are now being
deployed around the world side by
side with their active duty counter-
parts, shouldering an increasing por-
tion of the burden of contingency
operations and deployments.

Inthe 1990s, ANG units have taken
part in numerous operations—North-
ern and Southern Watch over Iraq;
Joint Guard, Deny Flight, and Pro-
vide Promise in Bosnia; and Coronet
Nighthawk and Coronet Oak in Latin
America. The most recent example
of the Air Guard’s mounting contri-
bution came with the buildup of US
forces in the Persian Gulf region in
February in response to Iraqi Presi-
dent Saddam Hussein’s obstruction
of UN weapons inspectors. The Air
Guard sent four fighter units to the
Gulf. In addition, its members were
instrumental in helping to execute
the rapid strategic airlift of ground
forces.

“During the height of that deploy-
ment, the commander of Air Mobil-
ity Command [Gen. Walter Kross]
called just to let me know how proud
he was of our Total Air Force,” said

Maj. Gen. Paul A. Weaver Jr., ANG’s
director, in an interview with Air
Force Magazine. “He had expected
to fill 25 percent of his extra person-
nel requirements with Guard and
Reserve volunteers, and instead they
filled 55 percent of his requirement.”

Weaver added, “Whilz the Air
Guard is close to being fully tasked
right now, we're exploring ways we
can do even more to relieve the ac-
tive Air Force’s optempo.”

In stark contrast with the experi-
ence of other services, senior Air
Force leaders have shown that they
won’t hesitate to call on the ANG for
operations across the spectrum of
missions, from tactical airlift and
aerial refueling to combat air patrol
and operations involving bombers.
What makes the close partnership
possible, say service officials, is trust.
Over the decades, ANG leaders have
been at the table on important Air
Force decisions and know they are
regarded as members of the first team.

Turning Point

Many believe that the 1991 Per-
sian Gulf War cemented that already
strong bond and turned any remain-
ing skeptics into true believers. The
Army decided not to activate Army
National Guard brigades to “round
out” two combat divisions for desert
duty; it was a fateful step that has
poisoned relations between the Army
and its Guard component ever since.
In contrast, the Air Guard’s proved
its ability to rapidly deploy and fight
alongside active duty units, thereby
putting to rest any lingering doubts
about the actual capabilities of ANG
units.

Brig. Gen. Craig R. McKinley,
ANG’s deputy director, argues that
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the desert war was a pivotal event. “I
do believe Desert Shield and Desert
Storm were a turning point,” said
McKinley. “The active duty forces
saw firsthand what we could bring to
the table. That broke down any myths
about us just being ‘weekend war-
riors,” and we’ve been helping to
reduce the active Air Force’s op-
tempo ever since.”

McKinley is a past national vice
president, national director, and state
president in the Air Force Associa-
tion and a former member of its Ex-
ecutive Committee.

Not long ago, Gen. Michael E.
Ryan, USAF’s Chief of Staff, stepped
off an airplane at Incirlik AB, Tur-
key, and encountered an unusual
scene. What began years earlier as a
“temporary” mission to enforce a
no-fly zone over northern Iraq had
become an open-ended commitment
placing major strain on Air Force
units. On any given day, more than
2,000 USAF men and women were
working at Incirlik, most on tempo-
rary duty, and the Air Force has flown
more sorties over northern Iraq than
it had during the entire Korean War.
Yet Ryan’s first sight at Incirlik was
an airman who walked up and placed
a lei over his head. “It turned out that
a Hawaiian Air National Guard unit
was on temporary assignment at
Incirlik, flying F-15s over northern
Iraqg,” said Ryan.

The event underscored the benefi-
cial effect of such deployments on
badly stretched active duty USAF
units. “Right now,” said the Chief of
Staff, “the ... Guard and Reserve are
absorbing roughly 8 to 10 percent of
our operational tempo, which relieves
the optempo on our active duty forces.
That’s pretty good.”

The exhausting pace of Air Force
operations, coupled with increased
time away from families, is consid-
ered the No. 1 cause for a troubling
exodus of active duty pilots in recent
years. In a survey of pilots leaving
service last year, some 19 percent
cited optempo as the primary rea-
son, followed by quality-of-life con-
cerns and recruitment by civilian
airlines. A major survey of 206,000
Air Force military and civilian per-
sonnel released in March also indi-
cated that all troops are feeling the
effect of rising optempo.

Rising Indicators
Of those personnel who went on
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TDY during the 12 months proceed-
ing the survey, for instance, enlisted
personnel averaged 60 days away
from home while officers reported
56. Pilots were away from home by
far the longest, with an average of 83
days. Each of those indicators has
risen in recent years.

Air Force leaders are thus study-
ing reorganization options that might
lower operations tempo and spread
the strain of deployments across a
broader array of units. The Air Na-
tional Guard features prominently in
those studies.

Options under consideration would
give the Air Guard more flexibility
in filling amission requirement. One
calls for the “rainbowing” of per-
sonnel from different units that op-
erate similar equipment and rotating
in units and personnel in shorter in-
tervals. The plan would reduce the
time Air Guardsmen and -women
spend away from their own families
and civilian jobs.

“Flexibility is the key,” McKinley
said. “If we’re free to schedule and
rotate people for two-, four-, or six-
week temporary duty assignments,
then we can help alleviate the op-
tempo that is troubling the active
duty units and still maintain our cred-
ibility with our two primary con-
stituents—families and employers.”

McKinley added that, as Guard units
become more familiar with various
mission assignments, they don’t need
as much time for preparation.

“When we first began augmenting
operations,” McKinley recalled, “on-
site commanders wanted people there
for longer periods of time to famil-
iarize them with the area. Now some
of these units are going back for the
second, third, or even fourth time,
and they can adapt to the mission
with a shorter work up. The types of
flying and missions we’re conduct-
ing are also very much in line with
the training back home.”

However, with select Air National
Guard crews already away from home
for more than 100 days annually in
some cases, and 6,000 Air Guard
personnel presently on deployment,
Guard leaders know that they may
be approaching the practical limits
of a part-time force.

“We're already well beyond the
days when the Air Guard trained one
weekend a month plus two weeks a
year,” said Weaver. “We are stretch-
ing the limits. When people ask me

how I manage these competing de-
mands, I joke that when a guy’s wife,
employer, and Guard boss are all
mad at me equally, I probably have it
about right. We all question, how-
ever, how much we can stress this
crown jewel without damaging it.”

The 111,633 men and women and
1,200 aircraft of the Air National
Guard already represent a pillar of
the Total Air Force. Except when
there has been a federal activation,
the Air Guard is under the direction
of state governors who rely on them
to help maintain public order and
safety. Inrecent years, the Air Guard
has conducted relief missions to vic-
tims of several major hurricanes, for
example.

In its federal role, the Air Guard
provides 100 percent of the fighter—
interceptor force. Other major con-
tributions include providing 44 per-
cent of the Air Force’s tactical airlift
forces; 43 percent of KC-135 air re-
fueling forces; 33 percent of the
fighter force; 28 percent of air res-
cue forces; 27 percent of the aero-
medical evacuation force; 10 per-
cent of the bomber force; and 8
percent of strategic airlift.

Air Guard crews likewise fly vir-
tually all of the Air Force’s aircraft,
from C-5 and C-141 strategic air-
lifters and B-1 bombers to F-15,
F-16, and A-10 fighter aircraft.

Highest Retention

Despite those responsibilities, and
the burden on members of being citi-
zens as well as airmen, the Air Guard
boasts by far the best retention fig-
ures of any reserve component of any
armed service. In 1997, the Air Guard
suffered only 10.1 percent total attri-
tion vs. 19 percent for the Air Force
Reserve, 17.7 percent for the Army
National Guard, 29.8 percent for the
US Naval Reserve, and 27.7 percent
for the US Marine Corps Reserve.

Ironically, the spate of real-world
deployments that are wearing on ac-
tive duty personnel have been em-
braced by many Air Guard person-
nel who may have joined the service
to add a little adventure to their
workaday lives.

“We're the busiest of all reserve
components, yet our reenlistment
rates are the highest,” Weaver pointed
out. “I think that’s partly because
we’ve come such a long way from
the old days of flying around the flag
pole at the local base. We're in-
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volved in real-world missions around
the globe.”

He wenton, “Think about it, We’ve
gone from the days of Gen. Curtis
LeMay, who never thought a part-
time airman could fly the KC-135, to
the point today where we [the ANG]
have the majority of the Air Force
inventory. We also have almost as
many F-16 fighters as the active
force.”

Many USAF pilots who are leav-
ing active duty service have found a
home in the Air Guard. That trend,
coupled with a recent doubling of
the number of pilots the Air Guard
annually sends to flight school, has
helped the ANG to avoid personnel
shortages that have plagued active
duty units in recent years.

McKinley sees other positive fea-
tures as well. “One of the benefits of
having a mix of prior service people
and those enticed into service by
tuition assistance and other recruit-
ing tools provided by the states is a
certain balance,” he said. “Our people
tend to have very rich and full lives,
balancing family, civilian jobs, and
Guard duty. Our retention, recruit-
ing, and quality of life are all in
pretty good synch right now, and
that keeps morale high.”

“How ready are we?” Weaver re-
cently asked a gathering of top ANG
leaders. “The highest C-status of any
component—active or reserve—in
the entire DoD. ... Our flying units
collectively are near 90 percent C1
or C2 [the two highest categories].
We are the only component of the
entire DoD that can boast of that.”

Given the unusually high opera-
tions tempo, however, Air Guard
leaders are keeping a close eye on
readiness and personnel indicators
for any signs of strain. For instance,
figures showed a recent increase in
“cannibalization” rates of aircraft,
and the Guard’s “combat capable”
rate (C2 or higher on the readiness
rating scale), though still high at
nearly 90 percent, has dropped from
97 percent in 1996.

No Anxiety—Yet

“That drop does give me some
cause for concern, but I don’t hear
warning bells yet,” said Weaver.

“When your optempo goes up, it’s
natural for your readiness to dip
down. I would get concerned if I saw
that downward trend continue, but I
think we’re sort of bottoming out in
terms of optempo, which mirrors the
active Air Force.”

According to Weaver, ANG lead-
ers are only too aware of problems—
engine problems, particularly in the
C-130, A-10, and F-16 fleets. De-
spite US Air Force—wide engine and
engine spare parts shortages, readi-
ness hasn’t taken a dramatic hit.

However, he warned, as budget
constraints on USAF continue, find-
ing the money for flying hours, main-
tenance, and spare parts will become
a challenge. “This is a Total Force—
wide problem,” Weaver said. “You
can’t do more with less. Fact is, you
can’t do the same with less. I expect
our C-status to reflect that.”

Weaver said that modernization
of ANG’s fighter force represents
his No. 1 short-term concern. How-
ever, his longer range concerns fo-
cus on the Air Guard’s KC-135 en-
gine modernization and continuation
of the C-130J program to provide
replacements for an aging C-130
fleet.

He said he also will take steps to
make the ANG’s B-1B bombers at
McConnell AFB, Kan., and Robins
AFB, Ga., more usable in theater com-
bat. “I am confident,” said Weaver,
“that the ANG can play a critical part
in helping the Air Force find combat
employment opportunities for B-1s.”

Given the delicate balance that
exists between optempo, readiness,
and personnel, however, ANG lead-
ers carefully weigh any proposals
calling for it to absorb more active
duty missions or force structure. For
instance, largely as a result of the
success of the Air Guard’s 184th
Bomb Wing at McConnell in main-
taining and flying the B-1 bomber,
the General Accounting Office re-
cently recommended that the Air
Force could save money by tran-
sitioning more B-1 aircraft to the
Guard.

“The GAO basically said that, be-
cause the Air Guard has such a stable
and mature maintenance workforce
and the B-1 is so maintenance inten-

James Kitfield is the defense correspondent for National Journal in Washing-
ton. His most recent article for Air Force Magazine, "Guard Controversies,”

appeared in the April 1998 issue.
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sive, the Air Force should consider
the option of moving more B-1s to
the Air Guard,” Weaver explained.
“We had a similar success in the past
with turning around maintenance
with the F-4.”

No Cure-All

There is a limit, though. Weaver
said, “Where it makes sense and will
save the Air Force money to bring
force structure into the Guard, we
should consider it, but the Air Na-
tional Guard is not the answer to
everything that ails the Air Force.”

As the regular Army and its Na-
tional Guard component have con-
tinued to engage in acrimonious and
very public disagreements about
missions, resourcing levels, and force
structure, a number of experts looked
to the Air Force and Air Guard for
the secret of their successful part-
nership.

Army analysts argue that thereis a
natural transfer of skills for pilots in
the civilian and military sectors.
There are no civilian equivalents to
driving a tank in fast-paced maneu-
ver warfare, The Army also has a
greater share of its overall force struc-
ture in its reserve component than
the Air Force does.

However, disputes between the
Army and its Guard component fea-
ture a persistent, palpable mistrust
that is missing in relations between
regular Air Force and Air Guard lead-
ers. It is not that they don’t have
disagreements. They do. Rather, itis
that their disagreements seem never
to be marred by speculation about
each other’s ulterior motives.

“You can point to the fact that we
[the ANG] are resourced properly,
or trained to the same standard [as
the regular Air Force], but the most
important ingredient to our relation-
ship is the respect shown to the Air
National Guard by our mother ser-
vice,” said Weaver.

He went on, “That’s not to say we
don’t have differences with the Air
Force. I'm the first to say that we do
have our differences. What separates
us from some other reserve compo-
nents is that we always have the
opportunity to voice our concerns
and give our arguments. And when
all is said and done behind closed
doors, the Air National Guard and
Air Force have agreed to move for-
ward with one voice. That’s the key
to our success.” |
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Today’s Big 5 aerospace firms incorporate what, not so long
ago, were 51 separate companies.
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The Distillation of the
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FOR a decade, the defense indus-
try has been shrinking with diz-
zying speed as Pentagon budgets
plummet and contractors either merge
or team up to compete for the few
remaining US procurement programs.
Civilian employment in the defense
industry has tumbled by more than 2
million workers—at one point drop-
ping at the rate of 1,000 jobs a day.
Long-respected names in the busi-
ness have either disappeared or be-
come mere divisions in a new family
of mega-giant contractors.

The changes have given rise to
concerns in some quarters that the
shrunken defense industry won’t be
able to rise to the challenge of an-
other great military conflict and that

Bombardier

the industrial base can’t be sustained,
let alone reconstituted.

However, industry and Pentagon
leaders contend that the tectonic
shifts in the defense business are
neither avoidable nor disastrous.
They see the contraction as a realis-
tic and necessary response to a chang-
ing world and that the shifts ulti-
mately will save money and broaden
the base of technology upon which
the US military can draw for future
weaponry. These leaders conclude
the era of years-long wars of attri-
tion are over and that there is no
need to maintain an extensive, costly
capability to “surge” the production
of large platforms such as fighters
and warships.

They believe that the consolida-
tion will offer American companies
a competitive edge over foreign ri-
vals in the contest to supply allies
with military and civil aerospace
hardware.

However, even those leaders who
trumpet the benefits of consolidation
include an important caveat. They
maintain that, if this “new and im-
proved” military—industrial complex
is to work, DoD and its suppliers will
have to shift their thinking on how to
do business. Specifically, they warn,
the Defense Department must con-
tinuously come up with innovative
ways to preserve competition when
there are only two companies—or just
one—making vital products.

Boeing

/Hug hes Aircraft

Raytheon

* Litton Industries

7 ol

e

™

Lo.ckheed Martin

L
@
ﬁ’ Northrop Grumman
1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1997
® e ® L L L]

AIR FORCE Magazine / July 1998 55



“The Last Supper”

One of the red-letter events in the
recent wave of consolidation is known
to industry insiders as “the Last Sup-
per.” The coinage refers to a 1993
Pentagon dinner for the chiefs of the
nation’s biggest defense contractors,
hosted by then—Secretary of Defense
Les Aspin and his deputy, William J.
Perry (who later succeeded Aspin in
the top job). Along with the meal,
Aspin and Perry served a blunt no-
tice—the level of defense spending,

only two fighter aircraft makers, not
five as was then the case. Likewise,
DoD concluded it needed only one
bomber builder, as opposed to three. It
came to similar conclusions regarding
tanks, submarines, missiles, satellites,
and the like.

Perry, upon taking over as De-
fense Secretary in early 1994, fur-
ther emphasized consolidation “in
both private and public sector,” Gans-
ler said. The guiding principles, ac-
cording to Gansler, were “that they

illustrate the magnitude of the con-
traction the defense industry has just
gone through. Today’s big five in
aerospace—Lockheed Martin, Boe-
ing, Northrop Grumman, Raytheon,
and Litton, ranked one, two, three,
five, and nine in defense contracting
last year—consist of what were, just
14 years ago, 51 separate compa-
ries, nearly all of which counted as
prime contractor or major subcon-
tractor heavyweights in their own
right.

which was already on afive-yearslide,
was going to fall much farther, and
fast. Most of the guests were savvy to
the situation; defense buyouts, merg-
ers, and sell-offs had been proceed-
ing apace since 1986. However, Aspin
and Perry urged their dinner guests to
take consolidation much further and
much faster.

At the same time, DoD’s two top
officials insisted the Pentagon would
not play a role in designating which
companies should stay in business
and survive. Instead, they said, they
would allow the market itself to ra-
tionalize the industry.

Later, Perry flatly stated, “We
expect defense companies to go out
of business. We will stand by and
watch it happen.”

At the time of the Last Supper, the
defense industry was burdened with
“enormous excess capacity,” accord-
ing to Jacques S. Gansler, the current
undersecretary of defense for acquisi-
tion and technology. “The budget was
plummeting, particularly [the] procure-
ment account,” he said. Gansler noted
that an in-house Pentagon study in
1993 determined that the nation needed

56

wanted to encourage consolidation
in order to gain efficiencies, but they
wanted to maintain competition in
all critical sectors.” These guide-
lines “are basically the same that
Secretary [William S.] Cohen is us-
ing ... now,” Gansler said.

Former Lockheed Martin chief
Norman R. Augustine, in a 1996
speech to a joint session of the Asso-
ciation of the US Army and the
American Institute of Aeronautics
and Astronautics, boiled down the
situation in blunt fashion. “Itis much
better to have 10 strong competitors
than two,” he said. “Unfortunately,
that choice is basically irrelevant,
since it is not among the options we
have been given. The choice we have
been given is more precisely charac-
terized as one between having 10
weak competitors with dubious fu-
tures or two strong ones with hope-
ful futures.”

When 51 Equals Five

Today, some of those defense con-
tractors with “hopeful futures” are
four of DoD’s five largest aerospace
and electronics suppliers, and they

With size comes clout. Last year,
Lockheed Martin alone was paid 10
percent of all defense procurement
dollars. The top five contractors ac-
counted for more than 25 percent of
the total. That was roughly the same
amount that DoD expended on the
next 95 defense contractors com-
bined.

Now, Lockheed Martin and Nor-
throp Grumman wish to merge into a
single firm. If the deal is consum-
mated, the number of “megas,” as
some in the industry call the big four
contractors, will shrink to just three,
and the new company would receive
28 percent of the combined Penta-
gon procurement and research and
development budgets.

The Justice Department and De-
fense Department moved to thwart
the Lockheed Martin and Northrop
Grumman merger, however. They do
not necessarily think the new com-
pany would be too big; rather, they
are concerned that the combination
would create a virtual monopoly in
some areas—most notably, in the
field of electronic warfare. The lack
of competition, the government said,
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would cause innovation in this vital
area to languish and would endanger
“our soldiers’ lives and our taxpay-
ers’ wallets,” in the words of Attor-
ney General Janet Reno.

The government has asked Lock-
heed Martin to sell off some of its
electronic businesses in order to pre-
serve competition in these areas. The
company has declined, wants to pur-
sue the merger as now structured,
and the issue is scheduled to be settled
in court later this year.

The problem underlying the Lock-
heed Martin and Northrop Grumman
merger, according to the government,
isone of “vertical integration.” When
a company has in-house capabilities
down to the second- and third-tier
supplier levels, it can not only bid on
new platforms as the prime contrac-
tor but as a “package deal,” essen-
tially selecting itself to provide sub-
systems. The problem with this is
that other second- and third-tier sup-
pliers might never get a chance to
bid on the subsystem work domi-
nated by the prime, and the in-house
division, facing no competitor, has
little incentive to innovate or keep
costs low. As time goes on, the crit-
ics claim, competitors disappear from
lack of work, and innovation is fur-
ther stifled.

The federal government argues
that this proposed merger would “re-
duce competition in the sale of ad-
vanced tactical and strategic aircraft,
airborne earlv warning radar sys-
tems, sonar systems, and several
types of countermeasures.” Lockheed
Martin is the prime contractor for
the Air Force’s F-16,F-22, and F-117
fighters, while Northrop Grumman
is the prime contractor of the Air
Force’s Joint Surveillance Target

Attack Radar System and B-2 stealth
bomber.

No to Monopoly

“At some point, the logical exten-
sion of consolidation is monopoly,”
Gansler said. “When you get down
to the point where consolidation from
two to one eliminates total competi-
tion, then it’s obvious you blow a
whistle and you stop.”

Gansler emphasized that the gov-
ernment’s move on the Lockheed
Martin deal doesn’t signal a shift in
policy and that consolidation prob-
ably should continue.

“We're ... trying to let the market
operate and not try to say to firms
what they should and shouldn’t do,”
he asserted. “We simply want to get
down to the point with market forces
operating whereby we still have com-
petition left, but we have greater
efficiency. ... We're going to look at
each case separately.”

Ironically, the federal government
was warned about the vertical inte-
gration problem two years ago and
by none other than Augustine him-
self. In a 1996 speech, Augustine
pointed out that vertical integration
threatened to provide mega-compa-
nies “the opportunity, if they wish to
pursue such a course, to ... shut out
as sellers those traditional second-
and third-tier component suppliers
who, operating at the lower end of
the manufacturing ‘food chain,’ nor-
mally sell to the ‘primes.’ ”

Augustine warned then that there
were “disturbing signs that some in
the aerospace community have elected
to follow” the shut-out route, which
he said would prompt competitors to
follow suit in self-defense. “This is a
trend,” he said, “about which our

government, as both a large purchaser
of aerospace products as well as the
guarantor of free-market practices,
should be evidencing a great deal
more concern than it has indicated
thus far.”

Northrop Grumman CEO Kent
Kresa, addressing the AIAA in Wash-
ington in May, said industry will
avoid shut-out practices “not ... out
of the goodness of our hearts™ but
because “it’s good business.” Any
major contractor who “freezes out
competitors by denying them access
to components™ or “shuts out those
traditional vendors selling second-
and third-tier components up the
value-added process,” Kresa ob-
served, “will cut its own throat in the
long run. It will stifle its access to
innovation and give huge advantages
to its competitors.”

Augustine, in his speech, also made
a key point about the efficiencies to
be realized from consolidation. The
merger that created Lockheed Mar-
tin, he said, eliminated 14 million
square feet of unneeded factory space
and cumulatively produced savings
of $1.8 billion a year, most of which
would be passed on to the govern-
ment in the form of lower overhead
costs and lower bids on new sys-
tems. Such savings, he noted, were
equivalent to what the government
says it will eventually save “as a
result of the rather monumental ef-
fort of the Base Closure and Re-
alignment Commission—or BRAC.”

Kresa asserted that adding his
company to Lockheed Martin would
produce additional savings each year
of some $1 billion, “a majority of
which will accrue to our government
customers.”

The General Accounting Office, a

Vertical Integration in Aircraft Sector: Current Capabilities

Sector Lockheed Northrop  Boeing Raytheon Litton
Martin Grumman
Platforms X X X
Systems Integration X X X X1
X X
RFCM X X Xz X3
IRCM X X
EOMWS X X
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ITT Tracor

Notes: The Xs denote
demonstrated capability at
the system lavel.

' Raytheon E-Systems has
done integrztion work on
airborne intelligence
platforms.

2 Raytheon produces towed
decoys and off-board
countermeasures, not internal
systems.

3 Litton provides Electronic
Support Measures, not entire
RFCM systems.

X4 4 Tracor supplies threat
warning receivers and
transmitters. not entire AFCM

Source: DoD systems.
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congressional watchdog agency, said
in an April report that there is “little
evidence” that the Pentagon has been
harmed by industrial consolidation
so far. The Defense Department, it
said, encouraged consolidation to
“eliminate excess capacity to remain
competitive and financially viable,”
adding that DoD expects “signifi-
cant cost savings” from the shakeout.
Putting it more simply, Augustine
noted that “two full factories” run-
ning at full capacity are more effi-
cient “than four half-full” ones.

The New Industrial Way

Part of the solution to maintaining
a healthy defense industrial base,
according to Gansler, is to limit, as
much as possible, the strictly “de-
fense” aspect of it. By using more
off-the-shelf commercial technology,
and by using new computer-run,
adaptive production methods, the
base of technology—and suppliers—
upon which the Pentagon can draw
would be broadened so that “we only
have one industrial base.”

As an example, Gansler noted that
certain electronic cards used in the
F-22 fighter and Comanche attack
helicopter are made on the same as-
sembly line as those made for use in
automobiles.

“The computer knows™ when the
next item on the line is defense-
specific and builds it accordingly,
Gansler pointed out. Using such a
process, an item that might have been
very expensive due to the need to set
up tooling and facilities for a low-
volume run suddenly becomes rela-
tively cheap because itis made along-
side high-volume items.

“So you get the overhead absorp-
tion, you saved at least 50 percent on
the cost of the defense goods, and
you have a greatly expanded indus-
trial base,” Gansler explained. While
such an approach does not apply to
items such as aircraft stealth tech-
nologies or submarine quieting tech-
nologies—which have no commer-
cial market—using such practices as
much as possible and adapting them
to defense-specific products can pro-
duce enormous savings, Gansler said.

Using this commercial-goods and
commercial-practices approach will
help cut down the Pentagon’s oner-
ous cycle time of 10 to 20 years for
introducing new technology, Gansler
noted. The computer industry, for
example, doubles the power of its

products every 18 months, and the
Pentagon should emulate its success
by pursuing “something that’s more
like [a] spiral development process
... where you have a continuing evo-
lution of requirements and products
that come along every few years,”
staying abreast of technological de-
velopments.

He added, “Assuming we’re suc-
cessful” in acquisition reform and in
moving toward more commercial
products, “we’ll have a far broader
industrial base.”

Forget About a Surge

Part of the savings to be achieved
in the defense industry lay in aban-
doning the practice of maintaining
manufacturing lines or tooling for
the sake of being able to “surge”
their production in wartime, Gansler
observed. In the 21st century, he
said, “it’s not likely that, in emer-
gency conditions, you're going to
start building airplanes or ships or
tanks or things like that” since such
systems would probably take far
longer to build than the conflict would
last. “Youdon’t need the same stand-
by capability that we had envisioned
for World War 1II, where you have
huge amounts of equipment coming
back for repair and maintenance and
huge production increases,” such as
in World War II.

In Gansler’s view, the US would
be likely to surge the “expendables,
[meaning] munitions, spare parts,
things of that sort. ... So, you need
some standby capability for those,”
he said, but to the greatest extent,
that should be accomplished “through
an integrated civil-military” produc-
tion line, so the Pentagon doesn’t
have to pay “for ... excess capacity
sitting around waiting for a surge
requirement.”

An integrated commercial-mili-
tary line also provides for surge by
simply shifting the emphasis of pro-
duction, he noted.

Gansler acknowledged, however,
that in some areas—such as subma-
rine construction—"“it may be just
for the purposes of maintaining an
industrial base that you're willing to
accept the inefficiencies and the sub-
sidies required to do it. So there are
going to be cases where that oc-
curs.”

The Pentagon has managed to keep
competition alive as the industry
consolidates but will have to increas-

ingly turn to nontraditional means of
doing so, according to Eleanor Spec-
tor, director of defense procurement.

“We still have two sources in ev-
ery sector that we need to compete,”
Spector asserted, adding that con-
solidation has been “very healthy”
for the Defense Department. “We
have a strong, healthy defense in-
dustry in the face of a 60 percent
drop in the budget,” she noted. As
the supplier base narrows, though,
there are things that can be done to
maintain competition even if there is
only one supplier left for a given
item.

“We can provide things as gov-
ernment-furnished [equipment],” she
said. “If teams form that don’t allow
for competition in some cases, we
can break up exclusive teaming, If
teams form that create [a] sole source,
we can have international competi-
tion. We can create firewalls within
companies if we have to. We can do
dissimilar competition, as you saw
with the non-developmental aircraft
vs. the C-17.”

There is “a whole menu of things
... that we can do to create competi-
tion,” said Spector, “and we will.”

Gansler observed that, if there is a
sole-source situation, “you can al-
ways start up an R&D effort for the
next-generation system to create an
alternative, rather than depend on
one supplier.” All these techniques
“exercise the buying power of the
government,” he said.

The prospect of dissimilar compe-
tition has been used as a lever in the
Navy F/A-18 and Air Force F-22
fighter programs, Gansler noted, and
DoD has held out variants of the
forthcoming Joint Strike Fighter as
competition. Similarly, “competing
missiles vs. airplanes” is an example
of using different approaches to the
mission itself as the competitive prod.

Foreigners Can Play

Moreover, because the US will
probably conduct most of its future
wars as part of a coalition, Gansler
said, finding a foreign supplier/com-
petitor on some systems is accept-
able, since it is in the alliance’s ad-
vantage to have interoperability.

Gansler said the Pentagon’s policy
on foreign ownership of US defense
firms is to treat such proposals on a
case-by-case basis. If a foreign com-
pany were to take an equity stake in
a US contractor doing sensitive work,
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“they would have to set it up as a
separate operating unit. They’d still
have the equity, but [they] wouldn’t
get the technology transfer.”
Noting the competing interests of
foreign and US companies, Gansler
said, “You run into the [fact that]
they’re your ally in a military sense
and then your competitor in an eco-
nomic sense, and where that line is
drawn becomes more and more diffi-
cult” to determine. Still, he warned
against “the trend toward ‘Fortress

]

involved. Since then, the “megas’
got bigger in order to acquire more
market share and improve their bot-
tom line. He warns that, in the next
two or three years, the industry will
see “some very big losers”—compa-
nies that failed to recognize the need
to consolidate and missed the chance
to get together with suitable part-
ners. Such companies, said Bovin,
will be “left behind.”

The companies that moved to con-
solidate in the early 1990s—when

fense industrial base “and left it to
the marketplace to work it all out.”
There is a “misconception in Eu-
rope,” he added, “that DoD engi-
neered it all.”

Charles Masefield of the UK Min-
istry of Defense, also addressing the
AIAA, said that the leaders of sev-
eral European countries recently is-
sued their own “Last Supper” mes-
sage to European contractors to start
consolidating or be hopelessly out-
classed by the new large American

Defense experts feel that even the
eventual replacement of current
systems. like these F-16s, will come at
a much slower pace than in the past.

Europe’ and ‘Fortress America,’ ” in
which protectionism prevents the al-
liance from benefitting from its mem-
bers’ technologies. Such a stance “is
inconsistent with the concept of coa-
lition warfare.” Gansler wants to see
more “trans-Atlantic linkages,” but
he prefers to let industry work out the
structure of such cooperation for it-
self.

The mega-mergers in the US de-
fense industry are probably drawing
to a close, according to Denis A.
Bovin, vice chairman of investment
banking and senior managing direc-
tor at Bear Stearns & Co., an invest-
ment banking firm that has partici-
pated in many of the deals that created
the supercontractors.

“We're probably looking at the
end of what I would call the ‘leader-
ship mergers,” ” Bovin said at a re-
cent AIAA conference, “but we’ll
pick up speed in [mergers among]
the secondary tiers.”

Left Behind

Bovin said that the fast pace of
mega-mergers took place at first to
ensure the survival of the companies
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defense stocks were low priced—
“got the best deals and the best part-
ners,” Bovin said. Companies only
now looking to merge will find it
harder because defense stocks have
risen in price, making acquisitions
more expensive.

European defense companies,
which face numerous obstacles to
consolidation, will have to overcome
them if they are to compete with the
big US firms, Bovin observed.

By themselves, Boeing, Lockheed
Martin, and Raytheon are “twice as
big” as the major European defense
companies combined, he said, and
will be able to offer more technology
at a lower cost because of the effi-
ciencies they have realized through
consolidation.

“European defense companies may
be unable to compete in a few years
time,” Bovin asserted.

From the perspective of exports,
savings in defense overhead, and
cheaper new technologies, consoli-
dation has been “a wonderful devel-
opment for the US taxpayer,” Bovin
said. He also observed that the Pen-
tagon “devised a vision” for the de-

companies. He predicted that the
mergers will come but not in the
same rapid way that they took place
in the US. There will be “evolution-
ary progress™ in rationalizing the
European defense industry, he said.
The likelihood that the US will
need to reconstitute a defense indus-
trial base on the scale that it sup-
ported during the Cold War is consid-
ered remote, at least for the foreseeable
future. Kresa of Northrop Grumman
said that his company expects de-
fense budgets to remain “essentially
flat” well into the next century.
Kresa said that large numbers of
defense platforms bought during the
Reagan Administration will be get-
ting old and will come due for re-
placement in the next few years and
that this “may keep things from get-
ting worse” in the defense industry.
Some in the Pentagen and Con-
gress feel the world is safe enough to
warrant skipping a generation of sys-
tems. Whenever the replacement
actually occurs, Kresa said, “the pace
will be much slower, and the indus-
try will not come back to its earlier
size.” =
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The Base Closure Flap

Opposition to closing
more bases centers
on claims that the
Clinton Administration
subverted the last

PBAC round fo

By Otto Kreisher @
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ENTAGON officials aad leading

members of Congress generally
agree that the defense budgets pro-
posed by the Clinton Administration
for future years will not be big enough
to keep American forces ccmbatready
and also finance a new generation of
weapons. Congress also tends to ac-
cept, with some quibbling, the Penta-
gon analysis that the services have
too much infrastructure, even after
going through four painful rounds of
base closings. And most lawmakers
will concede that the closing of un-
nzcessary bases should save money
in the long run, even though many
question the Defense Department’s
claims as to how much it will save.

There, any trace of consensus ends.

Again this year, the anxious pleas
by Defense Secretary William S.
Cohen and service leaders to cut
expenses by closing more bases have
crashed into a solid wall of opposi-
tion from a small but powerful group
o’ lawmakers dedicated to protect-
ing the Pentagon’s major industrial
activities—air logistics centers, de-
pots, and shipyards.

Political opposition to shuttering
military facilities, always strong, is
intensified by widespread anger at
President Clinton’s handling of the
1995 base closures and by general
reluctance of lawmakers to do any-
thing as politically risky as approv-
ing more base closings in an election
year. As a result, it appears certain
that Congress again will reject Co-
hen’s request to authorize additional
base closures after 2000.

Because any significant increase
in military spending appears highly
unlikely, Cohen and the increasingly
beleaguered service chiefs will be
forced to scramble for ways to pay
fer their weapons modernization pro-
grams while supporting forces spread
inefficiently over a Cold War base
structure.

Air Force Hit Hard

The stalemate particularly hurts
the Air Force, which is straining to
carry out increasingly frequent de-
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ployments of air expeditionary forces
to the Persian Gulf and elsewhere
without stripping domestic bases of
essential support personnel. On that
front, it appears to be fighting a los-
ing battle.

There can be no question that the
services must find new sources of
financing—either through larger ap-
propriations or by eliminating some
current costs. Various government
and private studies put the gap be-
tween projected budgets and actual
needs at between $10 billion and
$26 billion per year by the middle of
the next decade. Those calculations
are based on the assumption that the
Defense Department budgets will
stay at about the current $260 billion
level, adjusted for inflation.

As a solution, DoD proposed ad-
ditional base closure rounds. This
has been controversial, to say the
least. Cohen'’s plan calls for two more
attempts to reduce the military’s
complex of operating and training
bases and support installations to
the level needed by a force of about
1.36 million troops, the level pre-
scribed by the Quadrennial Defense
Review.

After failing last year to get more
rounds, Cohen asked Congress this
year to authorize base closure pro-
ceedings in 2001 and 2005 but has
received little support. The law
authorizing the expedited Base Re-
alignment and Closure process has
expired and must be restored by legi-
slation. However, members of both
the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee and House National Security
Committee refused to authorize new
BRAC rounds. The matter may come
up again in future months, but it is
unlikely that final legislation will
overturn the decisions of the two
defense committees.

The Pentagon’s request for new
BRAC authority has been blocked
by a coalition of forces in Congress,
formed around the small but influ-
ential Depot Caucus. The caucus
comprises about 50 lawmakers whose
constituents work at the shipyards,
depots, air logistics centers, and
major laboratories. Two of the most
vocal members of that group are Rep.
James V. Hansen (R-Utah), who
chairs the Depot Caucus, and Sen.
James M. Inhofe (R-Okla.), who
chairs the Senate Armed Services
Readiness Subcommittee, which con-
trols the base closure process.
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Lingering Bitterness

Opposition has come from a host
of Republicans in both chambers and
a number of Democrats on the au-
thorizing committees, including Rep.
Ike Skelton (D—Mo.), the senior mi-
nority member of the House National
Security Committee. A major reason
for the opposition, in addition to
general concerns about losing major
sources of jobs in their districts or
the rarer concern that defense reduc-
tions have gone too far, is the bitter-
ness over the 1995 BRAC round.
The bitterness focuses on Clinton’s
attempt during the early part of his
campaign for reelection in 1996 to
protect most of the jobs at two large
USAF Air Logistics Centers—Sac-
ramento ALC at McClellan AFB,
Calif., and San Antonio ALC at Kelly
AFB, Texas.

In the initial stages of the 1995
BRAC round, Air Force officials said
they wanted to realign and redistrib-
ute work at all five of the service’s
ALCs without closing any, even
though most were operating at about
50 percent of capacity. The other
three facilities are Ogden ALC at
Hill AFB, Utah; Oklahoma City ALC
at Tinker AFB, Okla.; and Warner
Robins ALC, Robins AFB, Ga.

“The recommended realignments
will consolidate production lines and
move workloads to a minimum num-
ber of locations, allowing the reduc-
tion of personnel, infrastructure, and
other costs,” the Air Force explained.

However, the BRAC commission
rejected that plan, instead deciding
to close the Sacramento and San
Antonio ALCs, which were rated as
the least efficient of the five depots.
The commission justified its deci-
sion by pointing to a General Ac-
counting Office analysis. The GAO
said, “The Air Force recommenda-
tion may not be cost-effective and
does not solve the problem of excess
depot capacity.”

Thus, the BRAC commission called
for outright closure of Sacramento
and San Antonio in 2001. It was as-
sumed that the work being performed
at the two centers would then be shifted
to the surviving three depots. Atleast,
that was the working assumption of
members of Congress representing
the surviving depots.

According to the rules, which were
followed in the three previous BRAC
rounds, the President and Congress
can accept orreject the commission’s

For most of US history, administrations
opened and closed bases almost at will.
President Lyndon B. Johnson closed
down a number of installations in New
England, it is said, just to punish
congressional delegations for apposing
his Vietnam War policies. That freedom
was revoked in 1977 under legislation
that was cosponsored, ironically, by -
then-Sen. William S. Cohen (R—Maine).

By making major reductions or closures
of military installations subject to
congressional, legal, and environmental
scrutiny, the legislation prevented the
armed services from closing any major
base for a decade.

To break that logjam, Congress passed
a bill in 1987 that authorized an
independent, nonpartisan commission
to review a list of bases the military
considered excess. It became known as
the Base Realignment and Closure
process.

The list approved by the BRAC
commission had to be accepted or
rejeeted in full by the President and by
Congress. And facilities approved for
closure or major cutbacks by that
process were immune from the legal
and environmental challenges that had
harmd past actions.

BRAC commissions formed in 1988,
1991, 1993, and 1995 recommended
the closure oi 97 major bages and more
than 100 smaller facilities and major
changes, or realignment, of scores of
other installations.

With the glaring exception of the
handling of two major Air Force
facilities on the 1995 list, the BRAC
process functioned as designed, with
no political interference.

list in its entirety but cannot pick
and choose among the actions pro-
posed.

Clinton, however, denounced the
BRAC action, claiming that it ig-
nored the heavy economic impact of
such a closure on the two communi-
ties—particularly Sacramento, which
already had been hit hard, along with
the rest of California, by past base
closures.

The President and then-Defense
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Secretary William J. Perry also said
the two closures would severely af-
fect Air Force readiness by disrupt-
ing major maintenance programs.

During his reelection campaign,
President Clinton promised to shield
the vote-rich states of California and
Texas from the decisions of the 1995
commission. The result: No move to
redistribute the workloads ever was
initiated. Instead, the President or-
dered the Air Force to launch a com-
petition that would “privatize in
place” a major part of the jobs at the
two depots and to keep about 7,500
of the jobs at Sacramento and 13,000
of the jobs at San Antonio until 2001,
when the ALCs should have been
closed under the BRAC rules.

Former Sen. Alan Dixon (D-I11.),
the chairman of the 1995 BRAC
Commission, later said the priva-
tization effort was within the scope
of the commission’s decision, but
many lawmakers reacted with out-
rage.

Critics were quick to note that
California and Texas were among
the most crucial states in the presi-
dential election, and they accused
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the President of blatantly politiciz-
ing the BRAC process. They charged
the Administration of “playing dirty,”
using its political clout to ensure
that government workers at the two
facilities could easily find work in
the private sector.

The bitter reaction to Clinton’s
action on the two ALCs has been a
major factor ever since and was cen-
tral in congressional opposition to
Cohen’s requests for additional BRAC
rounds.

The strongest reaction to Clinton’s
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action came from the lawmakers rep-
resenting the three remaining ALCs.
They and other Depot Caucus mem-
bers have fought the privatization
effort throughout, trying to ensure
that the competition is won by the
remaining ALCs and not by com-
mercial firms.

As developed by the Air Force,
under White House pressure, the
privatize-in-place initiative soughit
to get a commercial firm to win the
competition for much of the repairs
and modifications done at McClellan
and Kelly with a proposal to do the
work at the former Air Force facili-
ties.

Bundling Up

The competition has been compli-
cated by Air Force requirements that
major parts of the work at the two
ALCs be “bundled” into one con-
tract. The packaging, which the de-
pot advocates tried to prevent, has
particular impact on Sacramento,
because it combines the airframe
maintenance on KC-135s with the
work of the aircraft’s hydraulics and
other systems.

Ogden ALC. which is bidding on
the Sacramento work, does not have
the facilities to work on the fuselage
of such large aircraft. So it must
team with a commercial firm that
could do work on the airframe. Con-
tracts are to be awarded in August.

Just when it appeared the depot
controversy would simmer until then,
Clinton’s congressional critics got

@ Results of
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Capacity
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the Air Force

Installation Category

to Force St

Change in
Capacity Relative

their hands on what they took to be
an incriminating April 26 memo. The
memo, written by acting Air Force
Secretary F. Whitten Peters to Deputy
Defense Secretary John J. Hamre,
appeared to convey White House
political pressure to again help Cali-
fornia. Peters reported that John
Fodesta, deputy White House chief
of staff, wanted the Pentagon to urge
Lockheed Martin to join the bidding
on maintenance business at McClel-
lan and to keep the work in Sacra-
mento.

Inhofe and Hansen reacted angrily,
demanding that Cohen stop the com-
petition if he could not ensure a fair
and open process free of political
pressure. “The White House has vio-
lated every ethical standard, includ-
ing the letter and spirit of the BRAC
recommendations and process,” In-
hofe said. “I can’t believe the Ad-
ministration would be so blatant, so
flagrant, and so dumb to put this in
print,” Hansen said.

The flare-up over Sacramento and
San Antonio came just as Cohen
and his supporters in Congress were
making their last-ditch efforts to
getauthorization for the new rounds
included in the new defense autho-
rization bills. They had their eye
particularly on the Senate Armed
Services Committee, where the pro-
posal had failed on a tie vote the
year before. The committee turned
thumbs-down on the Cohen plan.

The Pentagon leader, reacting to
congressional accusations, on May

cture
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5 set up a new process for deciding
the fate of jobs at the two contested
Air Force bases. It will involve es-
tablishment of an “independent re-
view authority” to ensure fairness in
the bidding process, said the Penta-
gon. At the same time, the author of
the memo, Peters, recused himself
from decision-making.

For all of the controversy, the
BRAC process has proved to be some-
thing less than the gold mine of in-
come that BRAC founders had pre-
dicted. It has cost much more than
expected to close the bases, mainly
because of higher environmental
cleanup costs.

Worth It

However, the Pentagon claims
BRAC has been well worth the ef-
fort. In a report released April 2, the
Pentagon told Congress that with
three BRAC rounds substantially
completed and the 1995 round partly
done, the savings are exceeding the
costs. It said that, by 2001, when the
approved BRAC actions are com-
pleted, the services will have saved
a net of $14 billion and will save
$5.6 billion a year from then on.

The report noted that, despite those
actions, Pentagon infrastructure re-
ductions have failed to keep pace
with the sharp drops in defense spend-
ing and in forces since the end of the
Cold War. Budgets have been cut
more than 40 percent and forces by
36 percent, but the base structure by
only 21 percent, Cohen said. That
leaves at least 15 percent extra infra-
structure, he said.

In an attempt to convince a skep-
tical Congress of the need for addi-
tional BRAC rounds, the report tried
to quantify the excess bases by com-
paring the reductions in various op-
erational or support forces with the
changes in the infrastructure they
used.

That calculation indicated that in-
frastructure now exceeds force struc-
ture requirements by 23 percent com-
pared to the forces. To remove that
excess, the military would need two
more rounds of closures about the
size of the last two BRACSs, Penta-
gon officials said.

Multiplying the 23 percent excess
infrastructure times the 259 major
installations left after four BRACs
indicates there are about 55 unnec-
essary major bases. That is also the
total number of large facilities or-
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The Depot Caucus exerts major
influence on Capitol Hill. Rep. James V.
Hansen (R-Utah), who chairs the
group, and Sen. James M. Inhofe (R—
Okla.), who chairs the Senate Armed
Services Readiness Subcommittee, are
the two key figures.

“Congressman Hansen believes we do
need to close more bases," said a
senior Hansen aide, because there are
“too many runways and not enough
aircraft. But that's not the reason the
Pentagon wants to do it." This aide said
Cohen is pushing for more base
closures because "the defense budget
is underfunded by $10 [billion] to $15
billion a year."

Because new rounds of base closures
will not show any real savings for years,
he insisted, “None of that has a thing to
do with getting $15 billion more next
year and the year after that to solve the
readiness and modernization gap.

"My boss supports BRAC as a neces-
sary means to reduce unnecessary
infrastructure. The thing he doesn't
support is saying it will cure the short-
term budget shortage,” he said.

Hansen, said the aide, also worries
about closing large expensive facilities
that could never be regained if a future
threat required a defense buildup. "Do
we think this is as big as DoD is ever
going to get?" he asked.

dered closed in the last two rounds.

The Air Force, which started the
BRAC process with more bases than
any of the other services, has closed
a smaller share, and it still has more
major installations than the other
services.

According to BRAC commission
documents, the Air Force cut 14 per-
cent of its major bases, compared to
20 percent by the Army and 24 per-

Similar opposition was voiced by the
chairmen of the two defense authorizing
committees, Sen. Strom Thurmond and
Rep. Floyd D. Spence, both South
Carolina Republicans.

“Senator Thurmond is opposed to more
rounds of base closure at tkis time,"
said spokesman John Decosta. "He has
said he doesn't think we should move
forward with more rounds until we are
finished with the '95 round,” Decosta
said.

Thurmond “also is concerned that we
may be losing irreplaceable assets. ...
We should stop and think—What do we
need? What can’'t we do without?—
instead of just closing bases io get
funds,” the spokesman said. “The
savings won't cut in for many years.”

In opening one of his budget hearings
earlier this year, Spence belittled the
increasing calls for more base closings.

“Judging from some of the recent
rhetoric coming from the Pentagon, you
would think BRAC was the miracle cure
for readiness, modernization, quality-of-
life shortfalls, and everythirg else that
ails the Department of Defense," he
said.

“Even if Congress put aside legitimate
concerns about the integrity of the
BRAC process following the President’s
action back in 1995,” and ciosure
rounds proceeded as expected in 2001
and 2005, “under the most optimistic of
scenarios, not one penny is likely to be
saved until the later part of the next
decade or beyond," Spence said.

He warned, “The process of closing
bases will result in significant additional
net costs to an already underfunded
defense budget. We are 10 years into
the BRAC experience and there is still a
legitimate debate about whether we are
actually saving any money yet. So
calling for more BRAC rourds may
make for good theater, but it offers no
solutions in the foreseeable future to
the serious shortfalls confronting the
services."

cent by the Navy—Marine Corps. With
a nearly 40 percent reduction in its
overall forces, the small cut in bases
means the Air Force infrastructure
exceeds its requirements by 20-24
percent, the Pentagon report said.
The biggest increase in capacity
compared to forces was inramp space
for the Air Force Reserve—69 per-
cent, when AFRC picked up the
former March AFB, Calif., Grissom
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AFB, Ind., and Homestead AFB, Fla.
There were sizable excesses in rela-
tive capacity for small aircraft, rang-
ing from 28-42 percent, and in labo-
ratories, product centers, and test
and evaluation facilities—24-38
percent. Space for large aircraft and
missiles now exceeds force require-
ments by 17-18 percent compared to
the force, the report said.

The impact of the past base clo-
sures on the Air Force is a bit difficult
to determine. BRAC commission re-
ports indicate the four rounds closed
28 major bases used by the regular
Air Force. Air National Guard, and
Air Force Reserve, with three active
bases converted to reserve status.

Those numbers don’t square with
Air Force figures. Jimmy G. Dishner,
deputy assistant Air Force secretary
for installations, counted 22 major
closures and 17 realignments of large
facilities. Although savings are hard
to calculate, Dishner said the Air
Force believes it will have had a
total of $5.9 billion in “cost avoid-
ance” due to base closures by 2001
and will enjoy $1.8 billion a year in
lower cost after that.

Dishner said the Air Force would
not attempt to identify excess bases
until Congress authorizes additional
BRACs. However, Gen. Michael E.
Ryan, Air Force Chief of Staff, said
the service is conducting a strategic
basing study for projected forces that
would guide a future analysis on
where to base those forces.
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A Strategic Problem

Ryan said recently that the Air Force
was as anxious to shed excess infra-
structure to produce additional sav-
ings as the other services are, but he
was more concerned about the opera-
tional impact of having his declining
forces spread over too many bases.

The imbalance in force reductions
and base closures “left us with a
very thin distribution of our forces
over bases that really don’t have a
lot of depth,” he said. The situation
becomes particularly troublesome
when air expeditionary forces must
take support personnel from those
“thin” bases to operate from foreign
airfields, Ryan said.

Deployment of support personnel,
such as firefighters, security forces,
and medical specialists, from do-
mestic bases “leaves them [the con-
tributing bases] in a hole,” he said.

“We are an expeditionary Air
Force,” said Ryan. “That’s what the
nation wants of us.” For that reason,
he added, the Air Force must “reor-
ganize ourselves in a manner that
allows us to do that. We can’t do
that from our thin base structure.”

Ryan explained that the major
problem lies with the Air Force’s
20 combat-coded fighter and attack
wings, which are “spread over too

many bases. We need to reduce that.”
Dishner said the fighter wings are
dispersed across 70 different loca-
tions, including Guard and Reserve
stations.

Cohen and Air Force officials in-
sisted that they have not tried to
determine exactly how many bases
would be proposed to any future
BRAC commissions, but the Penta-
gon estimated that, if BRAC com-
missions were created as requested,
base closure would produce a net
savings by 2008, which would grow
to about $3 billion a year by 2012.
The additional base reductions would
free up a total of $20 billion by 2015,
the report said. That, Cohen was quick
to note, could help pay for the mod-
ernization programs the services are
counting on to keep their techno-
logical edge in the next century.
Cohen also pointed out that the sav-
ings from the proposed new BRAC
rounds would kick in just when those
big weapons systems were coming
into production.

Many of the opponents insist that
approval is not needed this year, since
the first round would not come for
toree years.

It only takes about 18 months to
conduct a BRAC round, including a
year for the services to produce their
recommendations and six months for
acommission toreview that and make
its decisions, congressional aides said.

Starting the process now would
only lead to an early “panic” among
communities with potentially vul-
nerable bases, the opponents said.
The request for approval this year
“is all about covering up the fact that
this Administration’s defense bud-
get is inadequate,” declared an aide
to Hansen.

Cohen has insisted that he needs
the approval now because he must
make decisions on whether to pro-
ceed with the new weapons programs
and how to get funds to maintain
readiness.

“Without the certainty of BRAC,
we’ll have to adjust those plans for
modernization, either that or affect
our force structure or the quality of
life for our troops. And that’s why
it’s imperative that we have BRAC
now,” Cohen said. a

Otto Kreisher is the national security reporter, based in Washington, for
Copley News Service, This is his first feature article for Air Force Magazine.
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Most units are not as ready as fhey should be—and every-

body knows it.

Readiness in a Downdraft

IR Force MSgt. Eugent

Mehaffy has a message I
tagon budgeteers: Real readiness
not come cheap.

An 18-year veteran and C-5 flight
engineer with the 22d Airlift Squad-
ron from Travis AFB, Calif., Mehaffy
saw readiness rates reach historic lev-
els around the time of the Gulf War.
Today, the readiness of his unit re-
mains high but is probably not sus-
tainable, he told Congress earlier this
year.

Years of budget cuts are finally tak-
ing their toll. Spares shortages for the
Galaxy are only one aspect of the prob-
lem, he said. Manning reductions, plus
retention losses driven by low pay and
high operations tempo, are becoming
major factors in the readiness equation.

Higher-ups constantly tell Mehaffy
to “do more with less.” Yet “less”
means such frustrations as the inabil-
ity of a tired and hungry crew to get a
box lunch at some en route stopovers.
“Tonly hope everyone now understands
‘more with less’ is not going to hap-
pen,” the veteran NCO told a House
committee this spring.

Frustration similar to that of Me-
haffy’s affects flight lines all across
the Air Force. Everyone from com-
manding generals to the airman stack-
ing munitions realizes that most units
are not as ready as they would like to
be.

This does not mean the Air Force
could not fulfill its worldwide mis-
sions, if called upon. The hundreds of
sorties flown every day over Iraq,
Bosnia, and other trouble spots testify
that US airpower remains a potent
weapon.

Downhill Sliding

But many officials warn that the
service may no longer just be standing
at the top of a slippery slope on readi-
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Combat ¢
atarece :
posium. “If _ the movie,
you know they rantically trying
to turn that ship. We can apply a lot of
rudder to the force today and it is
going to take time before those trends
begin to stabilize and we can reverse
them in order to prevent the hollow
force from developing.”

Readiness problems are relative, of
course. No one is predicting that Air
Force wings will once again suffer a
serious decline such as the one they
experienced in the drawdown years
following the Vietnam War, when over-
all mission readiness figures sank to
less than about 55 percent.

Overall, 91 percent of Air Force
units have readiness ratings of C1 or
C2.Readiness in front-line theater units
in PACAF and USAFE is even higher
than that.

Some key indicators are dropping,
however. In the late 1980s, fighter
force readiness hovered around 80
percent, for instance. Today, only about
74 percent of the Air Force’s fighters
are fully mission capable on a given
day.

Air Force mission capable rates for
all systems peaked in 1991 at 83.4
percent. Since then, they have slowly
declined by almost 9 percentage points,
to 74.6 percent at the end of the first
quarter of Fiscal 1998.

Within these figures lie some spe-
cific problems which officials find
particularly troublesome. “Engine
readiness has become a very signifi-
cant problem,” said acting Air Force
Secretary F. Whitten Peters at a re-
cent AFA meeting.

Peter Grier

0-229-series and TF39-
es power plants, used in front-line
iters and the C-5, respectively, are
among those most dogged by break-
downs and parts shortages.

Budget cuts are a big reason for the
recent readiness problems—but they
are far from the only cause. Engines
are a good example in this regard. “It
is not just a matter of money,” said
Peters.

Turmoil in the San Antonio Air Lo-
gistics Center workforce, coupled with
a spares funding shortfall in Fiscal
1997, caused lower than expected en-
gine repair productivity. In addition,
engines—and aircraft—are aging. In
four years, over 75 percent of the Air
Force fleet will be 20+ years old.

The service is planning to buy new
engines for the F-15 fleet and for RC-
135 reconnaissance aircraft. Some $500
million has been set aside for C-5 en-
gine and avionics improvements. By
the end of next year, the core F100
repair work will have been transferred
to a stable work force at Oklahoma
City ALC.

These and other changes should stem
the 1.1 percent annual decline in mis-
sion capable rates, the Air Force con-
tends. The question is when.

“It will take some time for these
problems to work themselves out,” said
Peters. “It has taken until recently for
the underfunding in 1997 to work its
way through the depot pipeline, so it
will take at least several more months
before the increased funding in 1998
and 1999 will take effect.”

One good way to peel back the lay-
ers of the readiness problem and un-
derstand its causes is to break down
overall mission readiness figures into
two main categories: Not Mission Ca-
pable Supply (airplanes suffering from
lack of parts) and Not Mission Ca-
pable for Maintenance (airplanes at

65



least partly broken because no one has
gotten around to fixing them yet).

The Unready Quarter

Lt. Gen. William P. Hallin, USAF’s
deputy chief of staff for installations
and logistics, told Congress this spring
that a bit more than a quarter of Air
Force aircraft were rated not mission
capable in the first quarter of Fiscal
1998. Of those, the larger group was
affected by lack of parts, he said.
Those rated Not Mission Capable
Supply constituted just over 14 per-
cent of the fleet. According to Hallin,
slightly more than 11.3 percent were
judged Not Mission Capable for Main-
tenance.

“These rate increases illustrate that
the MC-rate decline is both mainte-
nance and supply driven,” said Hallin.

In other words, readiness is a com-
plicated issue that features interlock-
ing problems. Hallin said that major
areas of concern, and areas where
corrective actions have focused, in-
clude aging aircraft and personnel re-
tention, as well as engines and spare
parts.

“We are concerned with the adverse
trend and increased level of effort re-
quired to meet our operational require-
ments,” said Hallin.

The state of the F-15 air superiority
fighter force is a good example of
readiness trends at work, according to
Hallin. He said that, while the aircraft
is not nearly as elderly as the B-52 and
KC-135, the average age of USAF’s
F-15s is more than 15 years. Age-
related component failures are caus-
ing parts shortages, which in turn drive
the airplane’s Not Mission Capable
Supply rate up.

A lack of horizontal stabilizers is a
major driver of F-15 and F-15E readi-
ness rates, for instance. The stabiliz-
ers are in short supply because corro-
sion caused by water seeping through
deteriorated seals results in longer-
than-expected depot repair times. That
translates into airplanes sitting on the
flight line.

F-15C/Ds, for their part, are experi-
encing structural corrosion in the for-
ward fuselage fuel cell area that is
causing many to sit on the ground
awaiting inspection.

Even the F-16, a relative youngster
of a military aircraft, faces age-related
readiness problems. Early production
F-16s are dogged with a rising number
of fuel leaks, which are a particularly
time-consuming problem to fix.
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Lean Years

Meanwhile, funding for aircraft
spares went through a particularly lean
period in the early years and middle
years of this decade. The “spares”
line item was funded at less than its
full requirement from 1991 through
1994 and in 1996 and 1997, accord-
ing to Hallin. That exacerbated exist-
ing supply problems.

Overall, the complexity of parts sup-
plies is shown in an Air Force analysis
of the top 10 spare parts shortages af-
fecting F-16s throughout most of 1997.
Three of the items were in short supply,
it turned out, because contractors were
late in producing them. One of the short-
ages was caused by a “technical sur-
prise”—failure at a higher than pre-
dicted rate. One shortage was due to
inaccurate demand forecasting caused
by the aging of the aircraft model. One
was driven by insufficient capacity in
the depot to meet repair demands. The
last four were caused by long lead times
for depot component repair parts.

“Improved supply chain discipline,
along with FY 98 and FY 99 spare
parts funding at 95 percent and 100
percent, respectively, should begin to
stabilize spare parts shortages in FY
98 and begin recovery,” concluded
Hallin.

Officials take some heart in the fact
that the recent decline in readiness
leading indicators has been gradual.
The drop in the mid- to late-1970s was
sharp and uncontrolled.

Some studies have since concluded
that the most important factor in the
creation of the late 1970s “hollow”
force was the exodus from the services
of experienced personnel following the
pullout from Vietnam. The overall skill
and quality of Air Force units dropped
far below the levels necessary to main-
tain complicated jet aircraft.

By 1976, the rate of nonjudicial
punishment actions for all Air Force
personnel was about 40 per 1,000
people, for instance. By way of com-
parison, the figure for 1997 was 22.

The lesson from this is that current
retention rates are thus a key readiness
ingredient. And while the Air Force
may not be as bad off as it was in the
1970s in this regard, retention is rap-
idly becoming a difficult issue.

The pilot problem is well-publi-
cized; by the end of 1998, the Air
Force could be short of its total re-
quirement by as many as 800 pilots.
But key specialists throughout the
service, from officers to NCOs to first-

term airmen, are walking away in
alarming numbers. The first-term re-
enlistment rate for aircraft armament
personnel is only about 21 percent,
for instance. It is 14 percent for all F-
16 avionics specialists and 46 per-
cent for F-16 crew chiefs.

The well-known problem of high
operations tempo is a major contribu-
tor to the high separation rates. Itis a
figure that Air Force leaders repeat
again and again: The active duty force
has declined in size almost 40 percent
since the end of the Cold War, yet
deployments have increased fourfold.
On any given day Air Force personnel
are working hard from Saudi Arabia to
Diego Garcia to Bosnia.

But optempo is not the only trend
with a big effect on retention. The
revitalized US economy is a vacuum
sucking airmen and pilots into the pri-
vate sector. Young enlistees see that
their future retirement and health care
benefits may not measure up to those
offered in the past and make career
decisions accordingly.

Experience Gap

The result of all this may be a grow-
ing “experience gap” on the flight line
and in the air, according to personnel
in front-line units.

Take, for example, Mehaffy’s orga-
nization, the 22d Airlift Squadron at
Travis. Today, the squadron’s pilots
and crew, as a group, are the youngest,
least experienced people ever to fly
the C-5. Of 61 pilots assigned, for
instance, only nine have prior Galaxy
seasoning. Most are in their first mo-
bility airlift tour.

Each year, one-third of the experi-
ence that the unit “grows” on its own
is lost because pilots leave for new
posts based on a three-year assign-
ment cycle.

“This rotation forces a loss of my
top-line fliers—instructors, examin-
ers, and supervisors,” said Lt. Col.
Karen M. Torres, commander of the
22d Airlift Squadron, in a recent con-
gressional appearance.

Nor is the experience gap limited to
officers. Enlisted flight engineers and
loadmasters are leaving for more lu-
crative jobs with private cargo carri-
ers, as well. Their initial pay can range
from $50 to $57 per flight hour, plus
benefits.

“For the first time, we are finding
flight engineer and loadmaster train-
ees who don’t want to finish training,
much less start a flying career, be-
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cause of the difficult work environ-
ment,” said Mehaffy.

Top service officials say that, to
reduce the retention problems. they
need to develop more incentives for
their airmen, particularly key middle
managers and the enlisted ranks.

USAF leaders are trying to reduce
deployment rates through creative use
of Guard and Reserve units and in-
creases in manning of high-demand
specialtics, among other things. The
Fiscal 1999 budget proposed a pay
raise of 3.1 percent, but Congress is
moving toward approving one of 3.6
percent. One-third of Air Force mili-
tary construction spending next year
will be devoted to such quality-of-
life improvements as new child care
centers, houses, and converting “gang
latrine” dorms to the DoD [+1 stan-
dard.

Bonuses offered per the Air Force
selective reenlistment program have
been increased for the hardest-hit spe-
cialties. The number of specialties to
which the bonus applies has been ex-
panded from 41 to 88.

“We are also aggressively imple-
menting the new Aviation Career In-
centive Pay and bonus programs passed
by Congress last year,” Peters told
AFA. “We are having some luck, but
the future there is still in doubt and we
have more work.”

While retention is an issue through-
out the Air Force, some readiness prob-
Jems affect only certain service com-
mands.

Hard-flying Air Mobility Command
units are simply wearing out airplanes,
for instance. The C-5 is becoming
maintenance-intensive, requiring 21
man-hours of ground work for each
hour of flying time. Yet the aircraft
has roughly 80 percent of its structural
life remaining.

Desperate Need

“That equates to another 30 to 40
vears of service, but il desperately
needs new engines and upgraded avi-
onics,” said Gen. Walter Kross, com-
mander of Air Mobility Command and
commander in chief of US Transporta-
tion Command.

The Air Force logistics system has
become a readiness challenge for AMC,
said Kross. Airlifters fly into many
locations that have little or no repair
infrastructure. They need the right parts
in the right places at the right time to
maintain a high operations tempo.

Kross also says that the Air Force
needs a new long-range strategy for
the C-130 fleet to maximize readiness.
The problem is that the service’s fleet
of 500 C-130s is composed of five
different versions. These variants may
look alike on the outside, but inside

Peter Grier, the Washington bureau chief of the Christian Science Monitor, is
a longtime defense correspondent and regular contributor to Air Force
Magazine. His most recent article, “Troubles With Tricare,” appeared in the

June 1998 issue.
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they are virtually five different sys-
tems. The C-130] is 70 percent differ-
ent than its immediate predecessor.

That means that C-130 training,
maintenance, and logistics is far more
complicated than it needs to be. “We've
got to get that family down to two
types,” said Kross.

Pacific Air Forces, for its part, has
fewer readiness problems than much
of the Air Force. Its distance from
continental US depots means that
PACAF gets some supply priority—
as does USAFE.

Thus, PACAF mission capable rates
are somewhat higher than those of Air
Combat Command units. Its infrastruc-
ture, however, may well be shakier.
The average age of PACAF’s buildings
is over 40 years. Some €5 percent of
infrastructure systems—such as water,
sewer, heating, airfield lighting—have
exceeded design life expectancy.

A deteriorating fuel infrastructure
at Andersen AFB, Guam, is already
impairing aircraft resupply. Alaska’s
bases are in similar straiis, though
construction of new JP-8 tankage is
scheduled for this year.

“Our ability to support continuous
air operations may be seriously im-
pacted by our inability to resupply jet
fuels in theater,” PACAF commander
Gen. Richard B. Myers told a House
panel in March.

Overall, Air Force readiness prob-
lems need to be addressed through
sufficient resources, say service lead-
ers. Some money is working its way
through the supply pipeline. The ques-
tion is whether it will be enough. =
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Military medical leaders cite the problems and the
prospects at an AFA symposium.

P UT in aeronautical terms, the mili-
tary health care system is an air-
craft in level flight over rising ter-
rain. That is the grim analogy used
by Lt. Gen. Charles H. Roadman II,
surgeon general of the Air Force, to
characterize the profound challenges
that now face military medicine.

Roadman predicts downsizing and
resource constraints will continue
for years, making it difficult to do
more than maintain today’s level of
services. Even so, DoD’s network of
hospitals, clinics, and professionals
face ever-increasing expectations for
quality care, Roadman and others
told an Air Force Association mili-
tary health symposium held April 28
in San Antonio.

“We cannot wait until the moun-
tain is on us,” Roadman told sympo-
sium attendees. “We must begin to
lead turn ... to identify problems, set
a strategy, lead turn so that we avoid
the ramifications.”

All the services now recognize that
there is a handful of critical tasks at
which they must succeed in order to
navigate between the peaks into
which military health care could
crash, according to the Air Force’s
top doctor.
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Their No. 1 goal is to be ready to
take care of combat forces on a
moment’s notice. That includes be-
ing ready to respond instantly to the
use of chemical or biological weap-
ons against US troops anywhere in
the nation or the world.

Goal No. 2 is to deploy a managed
health care system. For all of the
services, that means Tricare. “There
isn’t another plan other than Tricare,”
warned Roadman.

Goal No. 3 is learning to “right-
size.” In other words, the services
must wring inefficiencies out of their
medical systems. The Air Force cur-
rently has 21 facilities that average
fewer than 10 patients in beds per
day. If service leaders have their
way, such inefficient infrastructure
will become things of the past.

Breaking Habits
Finally, the military needs to break
free from ingrained habits of wait-
ing for diseases and injuries to oc-
cur, rather than trying to _prevent
them Officials said the ﬂer‘\grces need
»which
sis ﬁpr’g fﬂforﬁ
"J'Fo’rce .gmu

.. put that money into preventing that

billion on smokmg-relaled lllnesﬁbut A

tary Treatment Facilities has become
difficult to find. Plans for Medicare
Subvention, a process whereby Medi-
care reimburses the Pentagon for a
portion of care provided to older
retirees in MTFs, might be one solu-
tion. At the insistence of Congress,
the Pentagon now has undertaken a
subvention test in six sites.

Of Medicare Subvention, Roadman
said, “We have high hopes.” He
added, “I think it is going to be a
close-run thing,” because it might
entail new costs for the Defense
Department.

Some lawmakers are eager to open
the Federal Employees Health Ben-
efits Program to military retirees, as
well. The FEHBP solution sounds
good, said Roadman, but it could
also founder on the issue of increased
cost to DoD accounts.

“I think [FEHBP] holds [Medi-
care Subvention] at risk,” the Air
Force doctor said. “It holds at risk
space-available care, both for over
€5 and under 65. ... If you are al-
ready in level flight with rising ter-
rain, raising the terrain is not the
strategy to use.”

A Process, Not a Place

Still, said Roadman, the Air Force
will continue working as hard as it
can to provide and broker care for
retirees. It will continue with its com-
mitment to take care of its own. It
will build a mosaic of care that meets
peo;ﬂe s requirements, said the ser-
vice’s top doctor. “But it won’t be a
place.” he warned. “It will be a pro-
cess.”

Joining Roadman were a number
of senior active duty participants,
including Gen. Lloyd W. “Fig” New-
ton, commander of Air Education
and Training Command; Lt. Gen.
David L. Vesely, assistant vice chief
of staff of the Air Force; Vice Adm.
Harold M. Koenig, surgeon general
of the Navy: Lt. Gen. Ronald R.

“Blanck, surgeon general of the Army;
.Maj?@ien Earl “Wynn” Mabry II,

‘nde’i"*af 1r Force Medical
¥ gv; Brig. Gen. Linda
of Air Force Medi-
: Doctrine and Planning
ng Services; Lt. Col. Mark
ger, chief of aerospace medicine,
Air Force Medical Operations
Agency; and Maj. John Bulick, Air
Force Surgeon General’s Office.

ahead of time,” said Roadman. g

At the same time, the Air Force, i
Army, Navy, and Manne Corps rnuslq 4
maintain their culture of taking careu\
of their own. Medicine remains a big "\

Speakers from private industry and
other federal entities were Maj. Gen.
George K. Anderson, USAF (Ret.),
of the Koop Foundation; David W.
Forslund of Los Alamos National

«s- )ace-avai

quality-of-life issue for the current
force. Within the Air Force, access

terrain,

Laboratory, N.M.; Dr. John P. Howe
11, president of the University of

to quality care is a major retention 1 ' errain is Texas Health Science Center at San
issue. ’:'-, tegy to Antonio; Julie Turner, member of
“When one of our young people is [ ) y the staff of Rep. Charles W. Stenholm

flying at 500 feet over the terrain just
below the speed of sound, he should
not be worried about whether his child
can get into the pediatric clinic back
at home base,” said Roadman.

Health care has also become a huge
problem for retirees. The Pentagon
has simply delayed in dealing with
the consequences of decisions made
in past years. Now that retirees out-
number active duty troops, problems
are coming home to roost.

For Medicare-eligible military re-
tirees, space-available care in Mili-
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(D-Texas), and James E. Woys,
COO, Foundation Health Federal
Services.

The Air Force surgeon general’s
colleagues from other services agreed
that the nation’s military health sys-
tem is at a crossroads. Lower bud-
gets must be assessed in the context
of increased expectations from pa-
tients at all levels, said Lt. Gen.
Ronald R. Blanck, surgeon general
of the Army.

“Patients want now the same level
of care, whether they are at Ft. Irwin,
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[Calif.] ... or in Bosnia, or Kuwait,
or on board ship, or here in San
Antonio,” said Blanck.

Teamwork between the services is
one way to meet these expectations,
said Blanck. At the Navy hospital in
Okinawa, Japan, for instance, the
Air Force runs the neonatal inten-
sive care unit. At Tripler Army Medi-
cal Center in Honolulu, the deputy
head of the facility is a Navy cap-
tain.

Tricare will be another expecta-
tions-enabler, said the Army surgeon
general, as it will allow leverage of
the Pentagon’s direct-care dollars
into a wider network.

Technology will also help stretch
scarce dollars in the future. The Navy,
for instance, has focused on trying to
move information instead of people.

Medical evacuations off a ship are
expensive, after all, at some $4,400
per case. So the Navy has worked
hard at digital camera—based tele-
medicine. Sixty telemedicine consul-
tations were conducted on board USS
George Washington during a recent
six-month deployment to the Persian
Gulf. The consultations, transmitted
by satellite back to the National Na-
val Medical Center, Bethesda, Md.,
helped avoid 20 medical evacuations.

The 60 consultations involved 10
different medical specialties, though
half were dermatological in nature.
Surprisingly, a few involved mental
health.

“There were five sailors on that
ship who didn’t think they were go-
ing to make it,” said Vice Adm.
Harold M. Koenig, surgeon general
of the Navy. “These were all first-
term enlistees. ... We were able to
hook up, real time, with a psychia-
trist at Bethesda to work with each
of those patients, and every one of
those sailors was able to complete
that cruise.”

The Navy even has a baby bond-
ing program, which allows mothers
on shore to transmit digitized new-
born photos to dads at sea. At the
Navy hospital in Naples, Italy, new-
born pictures are all posted ona Web
page so that stateside family mem-
bers can share in the experience.

“Navy medicine is trying to re-
engineer how we deliver health care,”
said Koenig.

Ignore the Unessential
Other speakers warned that, as all
the services move into the new world
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of health care information systems,
they need to keep their focus on truly
important items: patients and medi-
cal personnel. They said it was easy
to get swept away in the technology
and build systems which satisfy the
needs of computer professionals but
are less than satisfactory for physi-
cians.

“As long as people use the term
‘telemedicine’ it is a failure,” said
David Forslund of the Los Alamos
National Laboratory, N.M. “[My]
personal view is [that] we have to
get rid of the term ‘telemedicine’
and have just one [term]: ‘medi-
cine,” "

From the Air Force perspective,
maintaining the current state of readi-
ness for combat medicine capability
all starts with recruiting and train-
ing, said Gen. Lloyd W, “Fig” New-
ton, commander of USAF's Air Edu-
cation and Training Command.

The need is considerable and con-
stant. Of the service’s officers, one
in five has a health care specialty.
For enlisted, the figure is one in
seven. Yetrecruitment of health care
professionals, said Newton, “has
been—and we suspect will always
be—a significant challenge for us.”

Exploding demand in the civilian
health care sector, plus the contin-
ued decline in the number of mili-
tary hospitals, has only made this
task more difficult. It has meant
that recruiters have to work a bit
harder for medical workers, said
Newton.

Recruits come from three sources:
working physicians attracted by the
military lifestyle and opportunities;
residents, who are eligible for a mili-
tary financial assistance program;
and the Pentagon’s health profes-
sional scholarship program.

The latter program is a primary
conduit for physicians coming into
the armed services. The Air Force
awards over 200 medical scholar-
ships a year.

In 1997, the recruiting goal was
99 physicians. That represents a 50
percent drop from the early 1990s
goal of more than 200 a year. The
Air Force met its physician goal in
1997, said Newton, and is likely to
do so again in 1998.

Air Force recruiters have also con-
sistently met their goals for attract-
ing nurses into the service. In 1997,

one more than their goal.

Changing Tlmes |
at the VA

~ The Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, like the Department of De-
fense, is changing the way it thinks
about medicine, Increasingly, the
focus is on health care itself, noton
the infrastructure of hospitals, said
Dr. John Howe, president of the
University of Texas Health Science
Center at San Antonio.

In March 1993, the VA system
contained 54,000 hospital beds. In
Ssp(ember 1997, the figure ‘was
a5 000.

At the same ti et e’_number of
VA clinics and partnership agree-
ments with research foundations
and academic medical centers is
rising, reflecting a new emphasis
‘on ambulatory care.

The V undargolng other pro-
found changes, as well, such as
an attempt to lower the system's
average cost per patient by 30
percent and establishment of 22
regional provider netwarks. But as
it embarks on this transformation,
citizens need to remember that the:
VA system is a safety nst for the
country.

Asthe pendulum has swung away
from big government, “one of the
anchors in the storm is the VA sys-
tem and |tscommltmemt tothe poor,”
said Howe.

Seventy-one percent of VA users
have incomes under $20,000 a year,
pointed out Howe. The comparable
figure for the general population is
33 percent. Two-thirds of VA users
have no health insurance. Eighty
percent are unable to work.

“That is a profile of a population
in need and that is not usually part
of the equation when we think about
‘the importance of the VA," said
Howe.

Fleeing Dentists

However, dental care is another
story. The field is plagued by a high
attrition rate, among other things.
The Air Force recruiting goal for
dentists has increased from 60 in the
early 1990s to over 125 for 1996 and
1997. Actual accessions were about
70 for both vears, despite such in-
ducements as a signing bonus of
upwards of $30.000. “Dental recruit-
ment has been a tough nut to crack,”
said Newton.

The deployment of USAF health
care recruits who are now entering
the Air Force mirrors that of person-
nel service-wide. In today’s era of
expeditionary air operations, most
forces are concentrated at bases in
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the United States and make extended
TDY deployments overseas. In the
medical field, too, more troops will
be based in the continental United
States.

Already, cutbacks in forward de-
ployed medical forces have been
considerable. At the time of the fall
of the Berlin Wall in late 1989, the
Air Force had some 40 Military Treat-
ment Facilities spread across the
European theater, for instance. To-
day, there are fewer than a dozen.

This shrinkage has profound im-
plications for the military’s theory
of combat medical care.

In the past, planning called for
most treatment to be done in theater.
Today, all the services “are just look-
ing at that care that absolutely has to
be done in theater and then moving
that individual to more definitive
care which is usually going to be in
the continental United States,” said
Brig. Gen. Linda J. Stierle, director,
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Air Force Medical Readiness Doc-
trine and Planning and Nursing Ser-
vices.

That means the fixed-wing air
al evacuation airplanes of the
[céshave become an even more
ional asset than they
glcording to Stierle.
e still counts on fly-
wf care for forward-based

S e to today’s fast pace of
¥rations, the Air Force can antici-
pate that every month three or four
air transportable hospitals and, at
any given time, 300 medics will be
on deployment somewhere in sup-
port of a contingency.

Inthe past, injured personnel would
not have been evacuated from a the-
ater if doctors anticipated that they
would return to duty within 30 days.
Today, the policy is seven days.

Stierle said, “If you are injured in
a combat zone ... [and] we cannot
return you to do duty within seven
days, then you will be evacuated.”

If doctors do not anticipate that
the injured person will be well enough
to fight again in 15 days, then the
patient will be air evacuated, likely
to the United States.

The reason for the change: It is
easier to move people back than to
move more medical equipment for-
ward. Lift capacity defines every-
thing. “We are talking about having
tomove stabilized patients, not stable
patients, ... patients [who] could de-
teriorate in flight,” said Stierle.

Air Force medical officials tested
this concept during Patriot Med
Star, a 1995 air medical evacua-
tion exercise. The Air Force con-
verted a C-141 to critical care ca-
pability, through adding oxygen and
electrical support for 12 vent-de-
pendent patients.

“We were able to demonstrate that
we could use the C-141 in that ca-
pacity,” said Stierle. “But as we look
to the future, even for us, informa-
tion superiority and emerging tech-
nology is very important.”

Unconventional Problems

Better air evacuation equipment is
not the only new medical equipment
on Air Force priority lists. The poten-
tial rise of unconventional weapons
has created some burning issues that
need to be addressed through R&D,
said Lt. Col. Mark Ediger, chief of
aerospace medicine, Air Force Medi-
cal Operations Agency.

Current anti-laser eye protection
is inadequate, for instance. It alters
color vision significantly, perhaps
rendering warning lights invisible.
Better protection against toxins, heat,
and cold are high on Ediger’s wish
list, as are fatigue countermeasures.

Expeditionary pilots will face tre-
mendous jet lag as they begin com-
bat operations. “Even though we may
be able to help them sleep at certain
times, we don’t have the means right
now to adjust their circadian rhythm,”
said Ediger.

Caring for the wounded is not the
sole purpose of the Air Force medical
network. The health readiness of all
Air Force personnel is becoming an
increasing emphasis for service doc-
tors, noted Maj. Gen. Earl “Wynn”
Mabry, commander of the Air Force
Medical Operations Agency.

One lesson learned from the Gulf
War was that the Air Force did not
have a good information base on the
health of its people before deploy-
ment to the Kuwaiti theater of op-
erations. That has made the evalua-
tion of Persian Gulfillness syndrome,
and any possible proximate cause,
much more difficult.

“Part of our commitment as we
put people into harm’s way in the
future is we will know their health
status and risk factors going in, while
they are there, and coming back,”
said Mabry.

As a result, every active duty in-
dividual is now supposed to have an
annual health assessment and risk
appraisal. Results will be tracked
by computer—a difficult assignment
considering it will involve such vari-
ables as status of immunization
against anthrax, a process which
takes six shots over 18 months.

Another Gulf lesson learned was
that many in theater casualty pro-
ducers are avoidable. While the war
against Iraq was far from typical in
its low battle casualty count, the main
cause of troop air evacuation was
not bullets, shrapnel, or even dis-
ease. It was sports injuries.

“We lost a lot of our people un-
necessarily through unstructured ath-
letic and sports events while they
were in a combat environment,” said
Mabry. “Those are things that are
preventable,”

With a smaller force available to
fight, troops will have to be more fit
than ever before. Commanders can-
not afford the daily kinds of illnesses
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and injuries they have tolerated in
the past.

From the top down, said Mabry,
Air Force leaders should do their best
to eliminate superfluous risk factors.
Anti-smoking and anti-alcohol cam-
paigns could provide major benefits
in this regard, he said, noting that
DoD spends a billion dollars a year to
take care of illnesses related to to-
bacco and alcohol. He added that al-
cohol alone accounts for an estimated
$12.7 million in lost productivity
every year.

Health centers, using one-on-one
or mixed-group counseling, have
proven effective against these prob-
lems. With respect to smoking, said
Mabry, “we are down below 25 per-
cent over all, and some bases ... are
even below 20 percent.”

Focusing on Fatties

Aerobic fitness remains a concern,
as well. About 72 percent of Air
Force personnel are now judged in
moderate to high aerobic shape. “We
are targeting to work hard on the 20
percent in the low-fit category,” said
Mabry.

The Air Force has been the butt of
jokes by the other services for switch-
ing to bicycles from the 1.5-mile run
for fitness testing, but the change
has been a success, in this sense:
During running tests, a certain per-
centage of the most unfit personnel
collapsed and died of cardiovascular
failure.

“We're not saying it is the abso-
lute ultimate, because it is expen-
sive, ... but we’ve been doing this for
five years, and [ can tell you we have
not lost anybody,” said Mabry.

As befits its importance to the
force, military health care is a hot
topic for the nation’s lawmakers.
Retirees and current service mem-
bers alike contact their members of
Congress with concerns about ac-
cess to and availability of care, said
Julie Turner, a staff member in the
office of Rep. Charles Stenholm
(D-Texas).

Rumors, particularly about pos-
sible closing of more military hospi-
tals, spread among constituents like
wildfire.

There is concern not only about
the actual access to care “but about
the perception that there is some
kind of loss, that there is a decrease
and less availability of care,” said
Turner.

Cost to the federal government is
another lawmaker concern.

“The money, at this point, is not
there for the next couple years to do
any type of increase ... in military
spending overall and in military
health care in particular,” said Turner.

Congress approved a test of Medi-
care Subvention despite opposition
from the Republican House leader-
ship, said Stenholm’s aide. Lawmak-
ers will insist that the test be budget
neutral—not cost the government a
dollar extra—she added.

FEHBP is now the legislative mili-
tary health issue of the day. While
there would be obvious benefits to
opening the federal employee health
plan to military retirees, there are
downsides as well, said Turner.

“It is a different kind of system,
one where you have to contribute
through your full lifetime,” she said.

And the co-share cost can be sub-
stantial. Blue Cross costs some $603
annually for a single person, for in-
stance, with a 5 to 25 percent co-
payment for each doctor visit.

“Dicey”

While an FEHBP demonstration
would likely pass if it reached the
House floor, the complicated pro-
cess of committee approval means
the legislation’s success “is still a
little dicey,” said Turner. However,
some tinkering with Tricare is likely,
she said, such as raising of some
reimbursement rates,

Tricare implementation has not
exactly been a success in all areas of
the country. James E. Woys, chief
operating officer of Foundation Health
Federal Services, admitted that work-
ing in health maintenance organiza-
tions in general and Tricare in par-
ticular makes him something of a
target these days.

Foundation Health Federal Services
has won three of the Tricare regional
contracts. While implementation has
gone smoothly in some areas, in one—

Peter Grier, Washington bureau chief of the Christian Science Monitor, is a
longtime defense correspondent and regular contributor to Air Force Magazine.
His most recent article, “Troubles With Tricare,” appeared in the June 1998
issue. Another, “Readiness in a Downdraft,” appears on p. 65 of this issue.
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the south—central Region 6, and par-
ticularly in areas of Texas—it has
not.

“Abilene [Texas] was a disaster,”
said Woys. “We didn’t do a very
good job in claims and processing
when we brought up Region 6.”

Hopefully, a lot of money and at-
tention has solved these problems,
he said, but attracting full provider
networks in some rural areas remains
difficult.

Part of the reason is simply re-
gional acceptance of managed care,
said Woys. In California, where such
plans are widespread, he can get pro-
viders to give him a 15 to 20 percent
discount onrates to qualify for Tricare
business.

In Texas, where managed care is
still in its infancy, and primary care
physicians make more than they do
in California, resistance to such dis-
counts is widespread.

Woys said he is aware of the wide-
spread suspicion that managed care
means slowing down or denying medi-
cally appropriate treatment. However,
he said, “I have never once ... been in
a meeting where anybody has sug-
gested denying care.”

The Air Force health care strategy
rests on four pillars: medical readi-
ness, Tricare, right-sizing. and build-
ing healthy communities, concluded
Lt. Gen. David L. Vesely, USAF
assistant vice chief of staff.

Readiness is both a peacetime and
a wartime function. It means every-
thing from a flexible organization
for health care professionals, to
physical exams and current vaccina-
tions for the force as a whole.

Tricare, the peacetime health pro-
gram, is essential to the force qual-
ity of life. “Many of the problems
with Tricare have been identified,
and I know that all of you are work-
ing to resolve those problems,” said
Vesely.

Right-sizing means concentrating
the active medical force on military
unique missions, and privatizing or
outsourcing other capabilities when
necessary.

Building healthy communities
means encouraging healthy life styles
and enhancing availability of pre-
ventive health services.

“It does no good to advise a pa-
tient to obtain a mammogram or a
cholesterol screening if she or he
can’t get that service in a timely
fashion,” said Vesely. u
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Fifty years ago this month, racial segregation was abolished
in the armed forces.

The Air Force led the way toward
integration in the services. Inte-
grated units and aircrews, such as
tnis B-26 crew with (I-r) A3C Dennis
Judd and Lts. Donald Mzansfield and
Eill Ralston were standard during the
Korean War.
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By Herman S. Wolk

50th anniversary of President
Harry S. Truman’s executive order
directing the military services to
enforce “equality of treatment and
opportunity for all persons ... with-
out regard to race, color, religion, or
national origin.” Truman directed that
this policy be put into effect as soon
as possible, consonant with efficiency
and morale. Prior to the President’s
action, the fledgling United States
Air Force in 1948 had already begun
to move toward integration. Secre-
tary of the Air Force Stuart Sy-
mington possessed the vision to lead
the service in throwing off the shack-
les of segregation, in effect setting
an example for American society.

The story of how the Air Force, in
a few short years after World War II,
moved from “segregated skies” to
fully integrating its forces revolves
around several themes: clear recog-
nition of segregation as an inefficient
military use of manpower; increased
pressure from the African—American
community; election-year politics in
1948; and farsighted leadership pro-
vided by officers and civilians in the
Air Force and defense establishment.

The US Army (including the Army
Air Corps) prior to World War II
reflected the biases of American so-
ciety; there were few blacks (in 1937,
only 6,500 in an Army cf 360,000)
and segregation was the norm. Dur-
ing the military buildup prior to the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, the
War Department directed the Air
Corps to develop a plan for increased
numbers of black Americans. These
troops were to be in segregated units,
in keeping with long-standing Army
policy.

THE summer of 1998 marks the

Separate but Equal
The Air Corps decided to estab-
lish technical training for African—
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Tuskegee Airmen like Lt. Clinton Mills (left) and Lt. Howard Baugh—here
chalking up on a P-40 their morning’s score of Nazi vehicle kills—contributed
to the outstanding record compiled by African-Americans in World War Il.

Americans at Chanute Field, I11., and
pilot training at Tuskegee, Ala. The
Air Corps directzd that facilities at
Tuskegee would be “fully equiva-
ient, with respect to the character of
living conditions, facilities, equip-
ment, and trainirg, to that provided
for white personnel under similar
conditions.”

In other words, the concept was
“separate but equal.”

The Army’s Chief of Staff, Gen.
George C. Marshall, said that, in
World War I1, society dictated that it
was absolutely necessary for the War
Department to follow a policy of
segregation. The military, he rea-
soned, should not be on the leading
edge of change in this regard. How-
ever, after the Pearl Harbor tragedy,
with increasing nambers of African—
Americans entering the service, the
Army Air Forces faced the difficult
problem of attempting to absorb large
numbers of blacks in a relatively
short time.

The armed forces thus became a
kind of proving ground. The mili-
tary was forced to confront—within
units and in the communities sur-
rounding its bases—the same racial
problems that plagued American so-
ciety as a whole.

By June 1944, there would be al-
most 150,000 African—Americans in
the AAF in a force of over two mil-
lion. Most served in support units
such as air base defensz, quarter-
master, ordnance, and transportation.
The majority were assigned to jobs
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in aviation squadrons which did not
require high ski’l levels. Not sur-
prisingly, employment of these large
numbers of Americans in menial tasks
resulted in low morale amongst the
troops, who protested being relegated
to segregated units.

It was the black flying units, how-
ever, that attract=d the most atten-
tion. InJanuary 1941, the War Depart-
ment announced the establishment of
the 99th Pursiit Squadron and the
Tuskegee training program. Observ-
ers noted that -he Air Corps decided
on pursuit training because bomber
training would have required navi-
gators, bombardiers, and gunners,
with the great pressure this would
have placed or. segregated facilities.
Subsequently, the AAF formed the
332d Fighter Group, consisting of
three additional squadrons.

The 99th arrived in the Mediterra-
nean theater in 1943 and the 332d
deployed in early 1944 to the same
theater. The AAF did form a black
bombardment group, the 477th, which
trained in 194445 at Selfridge Field,
Mich., Godman F:eld, Ky., and Free-
man Field, Ind. Subsequently, units
of the 477th jo:ned returning person-
nel of the 332d to form the 477th
Composite Group, headed by Col.
Benjamin O. Davis JIr., a 1936 gradu-
ate of West Point and son of Brig.
Gen. Benjamin O. Davis Sr., who at
that time was the highest ranking
African—American officer. During the
war, the ycunger Davis commanded
the 99th and tken the 332d.

The 99th and the 332d enjoyed
success in the Mediterranean the-
ater, and in mid- 1944 the 99th joined
the 332d. The group, under Davis,
participated in campaigns in Italy,
France, Romania, Germany, and the
Balkans. The 332d Group earned the
Distinguished Unit Citation. Lt. Gen.
Ira C. Eaker, commander in chief of
the Mediterranean Allied Air Forces,
noted that the 332d performed well
in combat. The 477th Bombardment
Group, however, suffered a differ-
ent experience. It began training at
Selfridge, moved to Godman Field,
then to Freeman Field, and then back
to Godman. White officers of the
477th were indifferent to the needs
of the unit, and after more than 100
black officers staged a walk-in pro-
test at the segregated officers club at
Freeman Field in April 1945, this
unit was on the verge of collapse. By
the end of the war, it never had an
opportunity to perform its mission.

The Role of Parrish

Despite overcrowding at Tuskegee
Field, the 99th and the 332d, both
units commanded by black officers,
were fortunate to have Col. Noel
F. Parrish as Tuskegee Field com-
mander from December 1942 to 1946.
Parrish was an enlightened Kentuck-
ian who worked well with blacks
and whites. He understood problems
in the South and improved relations
with the town of Tuskegee. He ad-
dressed local groups and understood
white Southerners. Morale at Tuske-
gee improved and Parrish earned
the respect of blacks. One African—
American pilot noted: “The only
thing that struck me was why have a
white in charge of the base when
there were qualified blacks, but if
there had to be a white, he was the
best one.”

The AAF’s experience with black
units during the war indicated that
the most important factors were the
attitude and competence of the local
commander. Parrish was a standout,
but unfortunately, other command-
ers lacked his ability to understand
the dynamics of race relations and
how to improve morale. The fact
was that African—-Americans were
patriotic. They made outstanding
contributions to the war effort at
home and abroad, but they were in-
dignant at segregation in society and
in the military. The black commu-
nity during the war fought segrega-
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tion and kept the pressure on the
War Department to change its dis-
criminatory policies. This pressure
forced the Army Air Forces to in-
crease opportunities for African—
Americans.

Thus, in the immediate postwar
period, the military realized it would
have to formulate new racial poli-
cies. Pragmatically, military effi-
ciency demanded it. In the wake of
demobilization, there would be a
higher percentage of blacks in the
military since many wanted the se-
curity of a military career, prefer-
ring not to re-enter a hostile society.
The AAF quickly realized that it had
to make much more effective use of
manpower, and this meant bringing
African—Americans into skilled jobs.

After the Japanese surrender, based
on a recommendation by Assistant
Secretary of War John J. McCloy,
the Secretary of War, Robert P.
Patterson, directed Marshall to ap-
point a board to review the Army’s
racial policy. The board, chaired by
Army Lt. Gen. Alvan C. Gillem Jr.,
was ordered to formulate a policy to
more efficiently employ African—
Americans in the postwar Army.

The Gillem board noted that the
Navy’s use of “limited integration”
had improved the performance of
blacks witaout attendant race prob-
lems. Late in the war, the Navy had
integrated vessels in the auxiliary
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Benjamin Davis Jr., in the cockpit of his P-51 (above), was barred initially from
flight training because of color but went on to lead black flying units and to
become the first African-American Air Force officer to achieve general’s rank.
He set an example for black airmen like SSgt. William Accoo (above), whose
meticulous care of a Mustang gives it a mirror finish.

fleet. However, the great majority of
black sailors remained in the sepa-
rate Steward’s Branch. The board
concluded that the Army must make
efficient use of black manpower in a
proportion corresponding to civilian
society and “must eliminate, at the
earliest practicable moment, any spe-
cial consideration based on race ...
and should point towards the imme-
diate objective of an evaluation of
the Negro on the basis of individual
merit and ability.”

Not Nearly Enough
Although the board’s proposals
amounted to a clear advance, crit-

ics—including Truman K. Gibson, a
notable black American who had ad-
vised the War Department on racial
policy—emphasized that the report
lacked a clear statement on segrega-
tion; failed to recommend elimination
of the black quota based on a per-
centage (10 percent) of the civilian
population; and also failed to articu-
late specific steps toward integra-
tion. The AAF’s reaction to the re-
port was perhaps best summed up by
Eaker, at the time AAF deputy com-
mander, who concluded the War
Department “should never be ahead
of popular opinion” in this matter.
Eaker, however, also made clear that
the AAF should emphasize integrated
flying schools and that blacks should
be based where community attitudes
were favorable.

Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Army
Chief of Staff, and Patterson ap-
proved the Gillem board’s report,
which was published as War Depart-
ment Circular 124, in April 1946.
Nonetheless, the fact remained that
the War Department had not yet ar-
rived at the point of ordering inte-
gration of its forces. As noted, after
the war black civil rights groups in
the United States stepped up their
campaign to end segregation in the
military. Although the Gillem report
stopped far short of calling for inte-
gration, significant changes were on
the horizon. Having achieved inde-
pendence in September 1947, the
United States Air Force was pre-
pared to move in new directions, and
this included race relations. Even
prior to becoming the first Secretary
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Lis. Dempsey Morgan, Carroll Woods, and Bob Nelson, Capt. Andrew Turner,
and LY, “Lucky” Lester of the 100th Fighter Squadron were some of the pilots
whose skills forced the AAF to look into increasing opportunities for blacks.

of the Air Force, Stuart Symington,
as assistant secretary of war for air,
recognized the need for equal op-
portunity for African—Americans. His
mother had been one of the earliest
civil rights advocates in Baltimore.
As president of the Emerson Elec-
tric Manufacturing Co. of St. Louis,
Svmington made it a point to place
blacks in professional positions. He
also integrated the cafeterias and the
smoking lounges. Symington was not
only a tough-minded businessman,
he deeply believed in equal opportu-
nity.

Symington’s first months as Air
Force Secretary coincided with ini-
tiation of a study ordered by Lt. Gen.
Idwal H. Edwards, deputy chief of
staff for personnel, on the impact of
segrecation in the Air Force. Edwards
had been a member of the McCloy
committee, and he believed that the
Air Force’s policy on the employ-
ment of blacks was wasteful and had
a negative impact upon effective-
ness. Inearly 1948, Edwards directed
Lt. Col. Jack F. Marr to investigate
and deliver an in-depth study of seg-
rezation in the Air Force.

“Eliminate Segregation”

Marr found waste and inefficiency.
The 10 percent quota remained a
serious problem; in the all-black
332d, for example, in the event of a
combet situation, it would not be
possitle to find sufficient replace-
ments to maintain the unit. Based on
Marr’s study, Gen. Carl A. “Tooey”
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Spaatz, the first Air Force Chief of
Staff, emphasized in April 1948 that
the Air Force must “eliminate segre-
gation among its personnel by the
unrestricted use of Negro personnel
in free competition fer any duty
within the Air Force for which they
may qualify.” Meanwhile, the Army
was dragging its feet. Army Secre-
tary Kenneth C. Royall stated that
his service would attempt to improve
the status of blacks witain a segre-
gated Army. Royall seemad perturbed
that the Air Force continued, under
Symington, to move toward integra-
tion.

There were also difficulties within
the Air Force. In 1948, some amongst
the top leadership opposed integra-
tion. Assistant Secretary of the Air
Force Eugene M. Zuckert, whom
Symington had designated as his
project officer for integration, noted
that there were many who needed to
be convinced that integration would
work for the Air Force. On the other
hand, there was an important, dy-
namic coterie that took its lead from
Symington. During a meeting of the
Air Board in early January 1948,
Jimmy Doolittle, Air Force Associa-
tion president, retired Maj. Gen.
Follett Bradley, and Edwards strongly
advocated integration. “I am con-
vinced,” emphasized Doolittle, “that
the solution to the situation is to
forget that they are colored.” Indus-
try was in the process of integrating,
Doolittle said, “and it is going to be
forced on the military. You are merely
postponing the inevitable and you
might as well take it gracefully.”
The Air Board noted Army Secre-
tary Royall’s reluctance, the prob-
lem being the “Army’s concept” of
moving toward integration.

Symington, Zuckert, and Edwards
pressed the issue. In retrospect, it is
clear that they made the difference.
Symington in effect told the Air Force
leadership to get with the program.
Then, in mid-1948, the entire land-
scape of race relations was trans-
tformed by President Truman. The
subject of civil rights already had
been thrust to the forefront in this

Top USAF leaders pushed the newly independent service toward “unrestricted use
of Negro personnel.” Here in 1950, Cpl. William Robinson and Pfc. Christopher
Otey Jr. man radio facsimile equipment for the 2143d Air Weather Wing, Tokyo.
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election year by the work of
the President’s Committee on Civil
Rights—which addressed, among
other issues, discrimination in the
military—and by Truman’s Feb. 2,
1948, message to Congress. Although
he noted that progress had been made
in the armed services, Truman in his
message declared: “I have instructed
the Secretary of Defense to take steps
to have the remaining instances of
discrimination in the armed services
eliminated as rapidly as possible.
The personnel policies and practices
of all the services in this regard will
be made consistent.”

Truman’s emphasis on civil rights
in 1948, and his acceptance of a strong
platform in this regard at the Demo-
cratic convention, would lead to a
walkout by some Southern states and
the birth of the “Dixiecrat revolt.”
The President persevered, however.
Truman had been genuinely outraged
at violence perpetrated against blacks
in the South.

Truman’s Order

Aided by political advisors Clark
M. Clifford and Oscar R. Ewing,
among others, Truman on July 26,
1948, issued Executive Order 9981—
shown in advance to the reluctant
Royall—which stated “there shall be
equality of treatment and opportu-
nity for all persons in the armed
services without regard torace, color,
religion, or national origin. This
policy shall be put into effect as
rapidly as possible.” Truman directed
creation of the President’s Commit-
tee on Equality of Treatment and
Opportunity in the Armed Services
(known as the Fahy Committee) “to
examine into the rules, procedures,
and practices in order to determine
in what respect such rules, proce-
dures, and practices may be altered
or improved with a view to carrying
out the policy of this order.”

It should be noted that Truman’s
Secretary of Defense, James V. For-
restal, was an advocate of equal op-
portunity although he believed that
integration could evolve only through
specific actions and educational pro-
grams of each of the services. Crit-

such outstanding leaders as Daniel “Chappie” James Jr., here a colonel com-
manding the 7272d Flying Training Wing, Wheelus AB, Libya. James became
USAF'’s first African—-American four star general.

ics denounced Forrestal’s approach
as “gradualism.”

Truman’s executive order lent
great impetus to the drive toward
integration. The Air Force was al-
ready on the move, The President’s
committee would monitor the prog-
ress of the services. Symington de-
clared that integration was “the right
thing to do” morally, legally, and
militarily. Edwards noted in early
1949 that black officers and airmen
could now be assigned anywhere in
the Air Force according to their quali-
fications “and the needs of the ser-
vice.” African—Americans would no
longer be assigned solely to black
units. They would be assigned ac-
cording to merit rather than quotas.
Thus, Benjamin Davis’ 332d Fighter
Wing would be deactivated, with its
men reassigned throughout the Air
Force. Black service units would also
be deactivated.

As to why the Air Force did not
instantly integrate, Marr, who wrote
the Air Staff’s integration study,
emphasized to the Fahy Committee:
“We are trying to do our best not to
tear the Air Force apart and try to
reorganize it overnight.” Also, the
Air Force wanted to reassure its own
doubters that the task could be com-

Herman S. Wolk is senior historian in the Air Force History Support Office. He
is the author of The Struggle for Air Force Independence, 1943-1947 (1997)
and a coauthor of Winged Shield, Winged Sword: A History of the United
States Air Force (1997). His most recent article for Air Force Magazine, "The
First Five Years of the First 50," appeared in the September 1997 issue.
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pleted efficienily. Some have ob-
served that the Air Force almost had
completed integration of its forces
before the Army even started.

Although historians have gener-
ally concluded that integration was
primarily fueled by the strictly prag-
matic approach of efficiency and
the politics of President Truman, an
anti-racist philosophy :n the Ad-
miniscration certainly existed. At
the highest levels of government,
this was best expressed by Truman
and Secretary Symington. The Presi-
dent, along with close associates
Ewing, David Niles, and Clifford,
was appalled at the treatment that
returning black veteraas had re-
ceived, especially in the South.
Symington was a believer, an inte-
graticnist whose experience with
induszry preceded him into govern-
ment. Everyone in the Air Force
would be judged on capabilities. It
can truthfully be said that Syming-
ton’s view was simply, “Get the job
done,” without regard to race.

In mid-195C, the Army finally
agreed to abolish its recial quota,
and the Navy gave petty officer sta-
tus to stewards. At the same time the
President’s committee pointed to the
outstending success in 1949 of the
integration program in the US Air
Force, where blacks had clearly dem-
onstrated their ability.

By 1952, integration had been
completed in the Air Force and the
last segregated unit had been deac-
tivated. ]
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tion. Squadron/Signal Publications, Inc.,
1115 Crowley Dr., Carroliton, TX 75011-
5010 ( 972-242-£663). 1998. Including
photos, 50 pages. $7.95
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Tobruk, Soring 1942. Presidio Press, 505 B
San Marin Dr., Ste. 300, Novato, CA
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and index, 243 pages. $27.95.
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1998, Including phoios, bibliography, and
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Neillands, Robin. .n the Combat Zone:
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University Press, 70 Washington Square
South, New York, NY 10012-1091 (212-
998-2575). 1998. Including photos, bib-
liography, and index, 350 pages.
$25.95.

Pattillo, Donald M. Pushing the Envelope:
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Aviation Words and rPhrases, With a Spe-
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94945-1340 (415-898-1081). 1998. Includ-
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bat. Books International, PO Box 605,
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index, 192 pages. $32 95.
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The Pentagon says we can reduce nuclear
weapons but not eliminate them entirely.

Why We Still

AIR FORCE Magazine / July 1998

The Need Still Exists

“Nuclear deterrence has always been
acontroversial subject, fostering much
debate over the years. While the end
of the Cold War has fortunately de-
creased the intensity of this debate,
the issues of nuclear force posture and
nuclear deterrence continue to be de-
bated by individuals and groups who
question the need for nuclear weapons
in today’s world, and, in some cases,
call for the complete elimination of
these weapons. ...

“However, we are not yet at the
point where we can eliminate our
nuclear weapons. For the foresee-
able future, we will continue to need
areliable and flexible nuclear deter-
rent—survivable against the most
aggressive attack, under highly con-
fident, constitutional command and
control, safeguarded against both
accidental and unauthorized use, and
capable of inflicting a devastating
retaliatory response should deter-
rence fail.”

“Gravest Threats”

“We will need such a force be-
cause nuclear deterrence remains
an essential element to deal with
the gravest threats. As stated in the
Secretary’s [Secretary of Defense
William S. Cohen] 1998 Report to
Congress, the United States must
retain sufficient strategic nuclear
forces and theater nuclear systems
to help deter any hostile foreign
leadership with access to nuclear
weapons from acting against US
vital interests and to convince such
a leadership that seeking a nuclear
advantage would be futile. We be-

eed Deterrence

Edward L. Warner lil,
assistant secretary of
defense for strategy and
threat reduction, is the
Pentagon’s senior
official for the handling
of US strategic nuclear
affairs. On March 31,
1998, Warner delivered
a major statement on
nuclear deterrence to
the Senate Armed
Services Strategic
Forces Subcommittee,
portions of which are

presented here.
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lieve that these goals can be achieved
at lower force levels and are ac-
cordingly taking the lead in addi-
tional strategic arms reductions.”

Why Deterrence?

“In view of all of the reductions
we have already made and the steady
progress of arms control, the ques-
tion of why we need a nuclear deter-
rent at all following the Cold War is
relevant.

“The Clinton Administration an-
swered this question in the Nuclear
Posture Review. The NPR recognized
that with the demise of the Soviet
Union, the dissolution of the War-
saw Pact, and the embarkation of
Russia on the road to democracy, the
strategic environment has been fun-
damentally transformed. Conven-
tional forces can and should play a
larger share of the deterrent role.

“Nevertheless, nuclear weapons
continue to play a critical role in
deterring aggression against the US,
its overseas forces, and its Allies
and friends. This is the case because
the positive changes in the interna-
tional environment are far from irre-
versible, and the threat posed by
Weapons of Mass Destruction in the
hands of rogue states has grown.”

Theater Nukes Needed, Too
“The NPR reaffirmed that we need
not only a strategic nuclear deter-
rent but also flexible, responsive
non-strategic nuclear forces. Main-
taining the capability to deploy
nuclear forces to meet various re-
gional contingencies continues to
be an important means for deterring
aggression, protecting and promot-
ing US interests, and reassuring
Allies and friends. As stated in the
NATO Strategic Concept, the US
nuclear weapons deployed in Eu-
rope provide an essential political
link between the European and North
American members of the Alliance.”

The Question of Russia

“Russia has made great progress
toward the creation of [a] stable
market democracy, and we do not
regard it as a potential military threat
under its present or any reasonably
foreseeable government. We have
made wise investments in the Coop-
erative Threat Reduction program,
and we share with the current Rus-
sian leadership (and most other Rus-
sian centers of influence) a determi-
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nation not to let our relations return
to a state of hostility in which these
weapons would again be a threat.

“Nevertheless, Russia still pos-
sesses substantial strategic nuclear
forces and an even larger non-strate-
gicnuclear stockpile. Because of sig-
nificant degradation in its conven-
tional military capabilities, Russia
appears to be placing even more re-
liance on its nuclear forces.

“Russia’s new National Security
Concept, promulgated in December
1997, states that ‘Russia retains the
right to use all available forces and
means, including nuclear weapons,
ifarmed aggression launched against
it threatens the very existence of the
Russian Federation as an indepen-
dent, sovereign state.” It also states
that ‘the main task of the Armed
Forces of the Russian Federation is
to ensure nuclear deterrence, which
is to prevent both a nuclear and con-
ventional large-scale or regional war,
and also to meet its allied commit-
ments. To accomplish this task, the
Russian Federation should have a
potential of nuclear forces which can
guarantee that planned damage will
be caused to any aggressor state or a
coalition of states.’

“We cannot be so certain of future
Russian politics as to ignore the possi-
bility that we may once again need to
deter the nuclear forces of a hostile
Russia should the current policy of
democratic reform be replaced by a
return to aggressive authoritarianism.
We do not believe that such a reversal
is likely and we are working hard to
avoid it. Nevertheless, it is prudent to
maintain a secure and capable nuclear
force as a hedge against it happening.”

No “Undeterrables”

“Even if we could ignore a future
threat from Russia, there is a range
of other potential threats to which
nuclear weapons are a deterrent.
China has a significant nuclear ca-
pability, and its future political ori-
entation is far from certain. In addi-
tion, the number of rogue states with
actual and potential WMD programs
is considerable.

“We do not regard these states as
undeterrable, either in their incen-
tives to acquire a WMD capability
or to use it. We believe that the
knowledge that the United States
has a powerful and ready nuclear
capability poses a significant deter-
rent to proliferators. If any nation

“We canneot be so
certain of future
Russian politics as
to ignore the
possibility that we
may once again
need to deter
the nuclear forces

of a hostile Russia.”

were foolish enough to attack the
US, its Allies, or friends with chemi-
cal or biological weapons, our re-
sponse would be swift, devastating,
and overwhelming. As Secretary
[William J.] Perry said in 1996, we
are able to mount a devastating re-
sponse without using nuclear weap-
ons. Nevertheless, we do not rule
out in advance any capability avail-
able to us.”

“Indispensable” to US Security
“The US nuclear deterrent also
helps to discourage the spread of
nuclear weapons among our Allies
and friends. The extension of our
deterrent to those nations has re-
moved any incentives they might
have to develop and deploy their
ownnuclear forces, as many are tech-
nically capable of doing. ...
“Because nuclear deterrence will
remain an indispensable part of our
national security policy for the fore-
seeable future, the US nuclear deter-
rent must remain credible: its weap-
ons systems and nuclear warheads
must be safe, reliable, and effec-
tive.” [ ]
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ATFA 1998 National Convention

Marriott Wardman Park Hotel, Washington, D.C., Sept. 14-16, 1998

Opening Ceremonies: keynote address by a national leader. Performance by the chorale of the
Randolph—Macon Academy, the only coeducational all AFJROTC cadet school in the nation

Aerospace Education Foundation Luncheon featuring the 1998 AEF contest-winning AFJROTC unit;
Doolittle, Eaker, and Goldwater Fellowships; awards for excellence in education

Business Sessions: national elections, adoption of AFA Statement of Policy

Awards: membership awards, national awards to Air Force, government, and AFA leaders and outstand-
ing Air Force crews

Annual Reception in exhibit halls

Salute to the 12 Outstanding Airmen of the Air Force; address by USAF Vice Chief of Staff Gen. Ralph E.
Eberhart; Toastmaster: CMSAF Eric W. Benken

‘ 4 International Airpower Symposium: AFA will host a special international airpower symposium during the
convention. During the past few years, the international community has been faced with contingencies in

“NEW™> Iraq, Rwanda, Korea, Liberia, Bosnia, and a host of other countries. Air operations are crucial in providing

(L) a rapid response to stabilize and resolve problems from humanitarian relief to conflict. World-renowned
leaders will offer new perspectives on the strategic use of air operations to help resolve crises. Invited
speakers include: members of Congress, Secretary of State, Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the Air
Force, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, and international Air Chiefs. Building on the success of the 1997
International Symposium held at the AFA Air Force Fifty Celebration in Las Vegas, this 1998 symposium
continues the AFA tradition of Assuring America’s Aerospace Excellence.

Air Force Anniversary Dinner: an evening of entertainment and fellowship in honor of
the 51st anniversary of the United States Air Force and recognition of AFA’s top three awards
to industrial, civilian, and military leaders

Aerospace Technology Exposition with more than 52,000 square feet of technology displayed by
companies from all over the world. Exhibit halls open Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday

Attention Industrial Associates: Exhibit space at AFA’'s Aerospace Technology Exposition is still
available. Please call Pat Teevan at 703-247-5836 for information

Headquarters Hotel: Marriott Wardman Park Hotel (formerly the Sheraton Washington Hotel) 202-328-
2000. Also, free housing service is available to match requests with vacancies at several area hotels:
Washington DC Accommodations 800-554-2220

For further information call the AFA Fax Reply Service at 800-232-3563 or check the AFA Website at

www.afa.org

Individual Tickets:

Tuesdayilluneheonh, St . ... Al . e $75 each
AnnualiBecepliony = S8k, .. 2n i $85 each
QOutstanding Airmen Dinner and Reception .......... $140 each
Anniversary DINNer ...t $185 each

Note: Add $10 to each ticket request postmarked after Aug. 30, 1998.

Recognized during this convention will be the:
% 25th Anniversary of the return of the POWs from Vietnam
% 50th Anniversary of the US Air Force Reserve
Y 50th Anniversary of the Berlin Airlift
% 75th Anniversary of the first nonstop flight across America, which paved the way for commercial aviation
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By Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

AFA at Vietham POWSs’ 25th Reunion

With Gene Smith, chairman of the
kroard of the Air Force Association,
emong their members, the NAM-
POWSs veterans group gathered over
Memorial Day Weekend in Dallas for
taeir 25th anniversary reunion.

Billed as a celebration of 25 years
cf freedom, the five-day reunion
Erought together 277 former prison-
ers of war from the Vietnam War.
They traveled from as far as Germany
&nd Hawaii for what reunion chairman
Bernard L. Talley said was the largest
cathering of Vietnam-era POWs since
their release in February 1973.

Chartered in Arizona that same
year, NAM-POWs, Inc., brings to-
cether those who were prisoners of
war in Southeast Asia during the pe-
rod 1961-73. Retired Air Force Col.
George E. “Bud” Day, a Medal of
Honor recipient and member of the
Eglin (Fla.) Chapter, served as the
group's first president.

Today the NAM—POWSs group num-
bers 530 members, including AFA’s
Smith, who was an F-105 pilot with
the 355th Tactical Fighter Wing, Takhli
RTAB, Thailand. On a mission tar-
geting the Paul Doumer Bridge in
Hanoi in October 1967, Major Smith
was shot down by ground fire. He
was a POW at Hoa Lo Prison (“Hanoi
Hilton”) and Son Tay until repatria-
tion in 1973.

Former POWs Sen. John McCain
(R—Ariz.) and Rep. Sam Johnson (R-
Texas) flew down from Washington
for some of the NAM-POWs 25th
reunion events. Other special guests
were Marine Corps fighter ace Rob-
ert E. Galer, Navy fighter ace William
E. Lamoreaux, and USAF fighter aces
John S. Loisel, Robinson Risner, and
James H. Kasler. The latter two are
NAM—POWSs members.

Reunion attendees received a
medical update from Navy Capt. (Dr.)
Mike Ambrose, head of the Special
Studies Department, Naval Opera-
tional Medicine Institute at NAS
FPensacola, Fla. Ambrose provided
information on the Navy's long-term
medical study of POWs who were
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AFA Chairman of the Board Gene Smith (second from right), a prisoner of war
in North Vietnam for more than five years, was joined by USAF Chief of Staff
Gen. Michael Ryan (center) at the NAM-POWSs reunion that celebrated 25 years
of freedom for POWSs held captive during the Vietnam War. (L—r) Sam Trinh,
Kien Ngyuen, and Sor: Ha, POWs from South Vietnam, were among the many
specia! guesis at the Memorial Day weekend event.

Before the NAM-POWs gala at the symphony hall in Dallas, AFA Chairman of
the Board Smith (right) chatted with C.S. “Smitty” Harris, who became one of
the first POWs in the Vietnam War when his F-105 was shot down in April 1965.
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held in captivity for an extended pe-
riod. Former POW Dr. Thomas M.
McNish, a retired Air Force colonel,
delivered a briefing about the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs’ current
activities.

At the Cavanaugh Flight Museum
that evening, the guests enjoyed a
flyby of military aircraft, museum
tours, and a Mexican buffet. The mu-
seum also gathered Vietnam-era air-
craft, such as the F-4 and F-105, for
the guests to photograph.

A POW/MIA remembrance cer-
emony was a highlight the next eve-
ning at a formal gala held at the
city’s Morton H. Meyerson Symphony
Center. The Dallas Wind Symphony
provided entertainment for the at-
tendees, who included Air Force
Chief of Staff Gen. Michael E. Ryan
and representatives of the other ser-
vices.

To cap the last day of the reunion,
the NAM-POWs held a service, of-
fering a wreath in memory of those
missing in action.

Among the many AFA members who
organized the reunion were former
POWSs Kenneth W. Cordier of the Dal-

http://www.afa.org

AEF Chairman of the Board Thomas McKee (right) greeted Rep. ke Skelton
(D-Mo.) at the F-22 educational exhibit and reception. The Capitol Hill recep-
tion was cosponsored by USAF’s Legislative Liaison, whose director, Maj.
Gen. Paul Hester (left), was among more than 30 senior USAF leaders present.

las Chapter and Michael H. LaBeau of
the Northeast Texas Chapter.
AFA helped sponsor the event, and

Vomaine ol (s
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Curnent USAE AdP
vireralt:

Rep. James Gibbons (R-Nev.) of the House National Security Committee
makes a few poinis to Capitol Hill staffer Greg King (center) and USAF Capt.
Dawn Suitor of the Donald W. Steele Sr. Memorial (Va.) Chapter. Seventeen
members of Congress attended the F-22 exhibit and reception.
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the Dallas Chapter hosted a luncheon
for the POWs and guests on the final
day of the reunion. Chapter valun-
teers also helped out with various
eventis all weekend.

F-22 Exhibit a Capitol Success

An educational exhibit and recep-
tion spotlighting the F-22, USAF’s
first new fighter in 20 years, was held
on Capitol Hill in May and garnered
przise for the event’'s cosponsors,
the Air Force's Legislative Liaison
and the Air Force Association.

Rep. Floyd D. Spence (R-S.C.),
chairman of the House National Se-
curity Committee and a proponent of
the advanced tactical fighter, looked
at the 11-panel informazion display
and said it reinforced what he has
been trying to tell his colleagues—
that the F-22 is on schadule in its
testing.

This reception was one in a series
of Legislative Liaison—-AFA educa-
tional events held in the Rayburn
House Office Building. It featured an
F-22 concept demonsirator, provided
by Lockheed Martin, as well as AFA’s
display on the Raptor.
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Attendees included G.V. “Sonny”
Montgomery, who served 30 years in
the House before retiring in 1995.
Among the Mississippi Democrat’s
many accomplishments was devel-
opment of the Montgomery Gl Bill.

The House National Security Com-
mittee’s ranking minority member,
Rep. ke Skelton (D-Mo.), and Rep.
Saxby Chambliss (R—Ga.), cofounder
of the congressional bipartisan Air-
power Caucus, had the opportunity
to meet acting Air Force Secretary F.
Whitten Peters and more than 30
senior USAF leaders at the gather-
ing.

Other committee members present
were Reps. Herbert H. Bateman (R-
Va.), Tillie Fowler (R—Fla.), James A.
Gibbons (R—Nev.), Norman Sisisky
(D—Va.), and Delegate Robert Under-
wood (D-Guam).

Rep. Todd Tiahrt (R—-Kan.) of the
Military Construction Appropriations
Subcommittee attended, as did Reps.
Bill Barrett (R—Neb.), Howard Coble
(R—N.C.), John J. Duncan Jr. (R-
Tenn.), Thomas Ewing (R-Ill.), Frank
A. LoBiondo (R-N.J.), Michael R.
McNulty (D-N.Y.), Joseph R. Pitts
(R—Pa.), and Delegate Eni F.H. Faleo-
mavaega (D-American Samoa).

National President Doyle E. Larson,
Aerospace Education Foundation
Chairman of the Board Thomas J.
McKee, and National Director Mary
Anne Thompson headed the list of
AFA leaders at the gathering.

In all, the Legislative Liaison office
counted 300 guests, to make it one of
AFA’s most successful Capitol Hill
events. The turnout reflects an abid-
ing interest among members and staff-
ers in learning about weapon sys-
tems and programs on which they
have to commit large amounts of
money, commented Kenneth Goss,
AFA’s director of national defense
issues.

Is Disarmament Possible?

AFA National President Doyle E.
Larson was keynote speaker at a
forum on disarmament sponsored by
the United Nations Association of
Minnesota and cosponsored by the
Gen. E.W. Rawlings (Minn.) Chap-
ter and the Minnesota Alliance of
Peacemakers.

“The elimination of nuclear weap-
ons must be done only when interna-
tional safeguards make the step fea-
sible,” Larson said in his speech
entitled “Is Disarmament Possible?”
delivered at the University of St.
Thomas in Minneapolis in May.

He told the audience that for two
years at SAC headquarters, he flew
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AFA National President Doyle Larson (right) attended fthe association’s
national policy symposium on military health care, a busy two days described
by Alamo Chapter Vice Presiden? Kaye Biggar (left) as “a resounding success.”

five times a month on EC-135 “Look-
ing Glass” command-and-control air-
craft that could launch a retaliatory
nuclear strike if the ground C? capa-
bility was disabled. He also noted
that he had monitored the Soviet
Politburo closely and said, “There is
every reasan o believe our nuclear
weapons servad as a deterrence o
the Soviets in the Cold War.”

Larson’s speech made the audi-
ence sit up and think, reported Chac-
ter President William H. Engstrom.
Afterward, several of the chapter
members f elded questions raised by
Larson’s remarks. Richard O. Keer,
a former missile wing commander;
Jaromir“Jerry” J. Bon, who has served
in Bosnia; and Engstrom, who de-
scribed himseif as “an old airplans
driver,” were among those answer-
ing questions such as: Could the num-
ber of nuclear weapons be reduced
to zero? Were treaties viable? Whazt
role should the UN Security Ccuncil
have in the process of treaty verifica-
tior?

The forum attendees were a “non-
choir audience,” Engstrom explainec,
anc he ‘eltthey were surprised ty the
in-cepth expertise and experience the
AFA members brought to the discus-
sior.

The all-day event was part cf the
Minnesoia UN Association Globzl
Policy Praoject called “Options and
Opportunities: Arms Conirol and Dis-
armamert for the 21st Century.”

First Time Success
The Alamo (Texas) Chapter

hosted several activities as part of
AFA’s natioral policy symposium,
“Health Care: From the Clinic to the
Battlefizld,” held in San Antonio in
April.

Chapter member Ralph Charlip
chaired the symposium, and member
John Williams organized a golf tour-
nament that attracted 136 players.

The chapter also sponsored a fi-
esta dinner. William V. McBride, na-
tional director emeritus; Edward W.
Garland, Texas southwest area vice
president; Clarence “Buster” Horlen,
state executive vice president; Kaye
H.Biggar, chapter vice president; and
Robert J. Cantu, former chapter presi-
dent, were among those who at-
tended. Chapter members Connie C.
Hutchirson arranged for entertain-
ment by a mariachi band, and David
C. Stoltz handled tickets.

Edward E. Kirkham Jr., chapter
president, said that to place this
event's success in context. he would
have to point out it was the chapier’s
first occasion to host a svmposium
and supporiing events. The chapter's
Community Partners were key to the
event’s success, according to Kirk-
ham.

Don Lockz, the chapter's Com-
munity Partners committee chair-
man, helped rally BDM, Conceptual
Mindworks. Merck, Rhone—Poulenc
Rorer, and Security Service Fed-
eral Credit Union, among others.
Kirkham was especially impressed
with the donation of entire tables to
the chapter bty USAA and Onboard
Software.
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It Can Happen to Anyone

No one likes to think about the
possibility of needing long-term care,
but the unfortunate reality is that
many of us will someday require it.
Sixty percent of those age 65 and
older will need some form of long-
term care,! and 43 percent will enter
a nursing home at some point in their
lives.2

But anyone, at any age, might need
long-term care after an accident, an
operation, or because of a chronic
medical condition. In fact, of the
more than 13 million Americans who
need longterm care, 40 percent are
working age-18 to 64.%

Percentage of people who need
long-term care by age

You May Need Care for a
Long Time

On average, people 65 and older stay
in a nursing home two and a half
years.4 Additionally, over 20 percent
of those who enter a nursing home
will stay longer than five years.5

Long-Term Care Is Expensive

Some people go through their entire
life savings to pay for long-term care.

In the United States today, the average
cost of nursing home care is over
$40,000 a year® Care at home costs
over $20,000 annually.” And costs are
continually rising.

$20,000
per year
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Long-Term Care Is Expensive
You’re Not Covered

Most people learn about long-term
care the hard way-when they or a
loved one peed extended care at
home or in a nursing home. That’s
when they learn that they aren’t
covered for those costs.

The reality is, Medicare and other
government programs Wwere never
designed to cover America’s long-
term care crisis. Health insurance
covers very little longterm care...
typically only short-term recuperative
care after a hospital stay. Long-term
disability insurance does not pay for
long-term care; it only covers income
loss.

The government program that does
pay for some long-term care is
Medicaid. However, because it is a

welfare program, you cannot qualify
until you've exhausted virtually all

your assets. As a result, most of the
bill for long-term care services is paid
by the people who need the care, or
their extended families.

Other
Government
40

Private

Insurance
1%

Who Pays for Long-Term Care?*

One Possible Solution to the
Long-Term Care Dilemuma

AFA is concerned, on behalf of its
members, about the long-term care
dilemma. The majority of our
members are not covered. Many of
you asked if we could help, so we
plan to respond to your needs. More
information about AFA’s new long-
term care program will be presented
to all members starting this fall.

References:

1. Project Report Prepared for HIAA, 1990.

2. New England Journal of Medicine, 1991.

3, United States General Accounting Office, 1995,
4. New England Journal of Medicine, 1991

5. Ibid.

6. Health Insurance Association of America, 1997
7. Long Term Care Group, Inc., 1997

* Department of Health and Human Services. 1995
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Convention Season: In the
“Heart of Dixie”

The Montgomery Chapter hosted
the Alabama State Convention in
April, one of AFA’s first conventions
of the season.

Keynote speaker AFA National
President Doyle E. Larson tossed out
his prepared remarks when he spot-
ted his mentor, Montgomery Chapter’s
Alvan C. Gillem I, former Air Univer-
sity commander, and instead spoke
about their friendship and experi-
ences. According to Roy A. Bou-
dreaux, state president, the audience
thoroughly enjoyed the war stories,
particularly the AFROTC cadets. From
the University of Alabama at Tusca-
loosa, Tuskegee University at Tus-
kegee, and Alabama State Univer-
sity in Montgomery, the students were
among the special guests at the con-
vention, along with Lt. Gen. Joseph
J. Redden, current Air Uniiversity com-
mander.

In a convention highlight, Francis
J. “Pat" Kramer, president of the
Mobile (Ala.) Chapter, received a
1997 Exceptional Service Award.
Barry Metz, Montgomery Chapter vice
president for aerospace education,
presented Angela Bacon with an Aero-
space Education Foundation Spouse
Scholarship. Bacon was among 31
spouse scholarship recipients from
the fall 1997 competition.

Frederick A. Zehrer Ill, Montgom-
ery Chapter vice president, and Nancy
R. Zehrer, Montgomery Chapter vice
president for AFROTC affairs, served
as emcees for the event.

I

AEF Chairmar of the Board Thomas McKee (left) and Louisiana State Presi-

Earl D. Clark Jr. (1923-1998)

Earl D. Clark Jr., an AFA national director emeritus and
AEF national vice president, died June 1, 1998, at his home
in Shawnee Mission, Kan.

An AFA membzr since 1947 and its Man of the Year in 1984,
Clark served as national secretary for three years and as an
AEF national treasurer and trustee.

His numerous AFA offices included national vice president
(Midwest Regior) and Kansas state president. He was also

chairman of AFA’'s Relocation and Building committees.

He was honored with many AFA awards, among them a Presidential Citation,
Medal of Merit, Exceptional Service Award, and Doolittle Fellowship.

A native cf Kansas City, Kan., Clark served in World War Il as an Eighth Air
Force bomber pilot. He then earnec! a degree in architecture from the University
of Kansas. Recalled to active duty for the Korean War, he again served with
Eighth Air Fcrce. He retired as a colonel in the Air Force Reserve after more than
40 years of active duty and Reserve service.

In his civilian career, Clark was owner and president of a construction company
and worked as an architect and banker. As devoted as he was to AFA, he also
found time to be active in many Kansas City civic organizations.

In the “Pelican State”

Among the proudest participants
at the Louisiana State Convention in
May was Daniel C. Hendrickson, na-
tional director, who traveled frcm
Layton, Utah, to watch his son, Paul
Hendrickson, lead the Tulane Uni-
versity AFROTC color guard at the
gathering.

Fosted by the Greater New Cr-
leans Area Chapter, the convention
featured Aerospace Education Foun-
dation Chairman of the Board Thom-
as J. McKee as keynote speaker for
the banquet. He helped congratulate
several ROTC and JROTC cadets
during the awards portion of the din-
ner.

dent Michael Cammaroszno (right) introduced Louisiana Stale Convention-
goers to Karl “Kris” Cowart {center), a 1998 recipien! of AEF’s Dr. Theodare

von Karman Graduate Scholarship.
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Karl K. “Kris” Cowart, a mechani-
cal engineering student at Louisiana
State University, Baton Rouge, was
introduced to the audience as one of
the 1998 winners of a prestigious Dr.
Theodore von Karman Graduate
Scholarship. Cowart was commis-
sionedin late May outof LSU’s ROTC
program and will begin graduate work
at Georgia Tech in mechanical engi-
neering this fall.

The Aerospace Education Foun-
dation awards von Karman scholar-
ships of $5,000 to five outstanding
AFROTC graduates earning advanced
degrees in math, engineering, or the
sciences. The annual scholarship
is named for the research engineer
who developed applications of aero-
dynamics that improved aircraft per-
formance.

Also recognized at the banquet
were Chad James, ROTC Cadet of
the Year, and Melanie McCall, Angel
Flight Member of the Year. Both stu-
dents are from Louisiana Tech Uni-
versity in Ruston, La. AFJROTC Ca-
det of the Year was Leslie E. Boggan
of West Jefferson High School in
Harvey, La.

During the two-day convention, the
following were elected state officers:
William F. Cocke of the Ark—-La-Tex
(La.) Chapter, president; Ralph W.
Stephenson Jr., of the Maj. Gen. Oris
B. Johnson Chapter, vice president;
James E. Huggins, treasurer; and
Bernice J. Harrison, secretary. Hug-
gins and Harrison are both from the
Ark—La-Tex Chapter.

lvan L. McKinney, national vice
president (South Central Region) and
Marleen Eddlemon, a member of the
AFA/AEF 2010 Committee, also at-
tended the convention.
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“Plenty of good times in the 'Big
Easy,”” said Michael F. Cammaro-
sano, Louisiana State president, sum-
ming up the convention.

In the “Garden State”

Flavio J. “Cy” LaManna was elected
for a third term as state president at
the New Jersey State Convention,
held in May in Piscataway, N.J.

Also elected were Ethel Mattson of
the Thomas B. McGuire Jr. Chap-
ter, vice president at large; Robert E.
Hodges of the Union Morris Chap-
ter and Almalinda B. Fairlie of the
Mercer County Chapter, vice presi-
dents; Vincent S. Fairlie also of the
Mercer County Chapter, treasurer;
and Sue-Ann Yustas from the Pas-
saic—Bergen Chapter, secretary.

Aerospace Education Foundation
Chairman of the Board Thomas J.
McKee was the convention’s guest
speaker and delivered a comprehen-
sive slide presentation on his organi-
zation.

The convention opened with a Fri-
day evening reception, with food—
turkey, ham, roast beef, and all the
trimmings—cooked by Dolores F.
Vallone, national vice president
(Northeast Region). She also headed
the committee that organized the con-
vention.

After the Saturday business ses-
sion, conventioneers took part in a
drawing of door prizes to raise funds
and that evening attended a Mardi
Gras—theme dinner in the Wyndham
Garden Hotel. McKee served as ban-
quet speaker, with James E. Young
of the Hangar One Chapter as mas-
ter of ceremonies.

The JROTC unitfrom Scotch Plains—
Fanwood High School provided a color
guard for the events. LaManna said
the unit had just that day been named
the No. 1 JROTC unit in the country.

Thirty Scott Associates

Alsoin the Garden State, the Thom-
as B. McGuire Jr. (N.J.) Chapter
held its annual awards dinner in March
and presented 30 Scott Associate
awards to enlisted members of the
year who were selected by the 305th
Air Mobility Wing, 514th AMW (AFRC),
108th Air Refueling Wing (ANG), 621st
Air Mobility Operations Group, 314th
Recruiting Squadron, Air Maobility
Warfare Center, and NCO Academy.

From the 305th AMW—nhost unit at
McGuire AFB, N.J.—the winners were
1st Lt. Jeffrey D. Hayden, company
grade officer of the year; MSgt.
Michael S. Yakowenko, senior NCO
of the year; SSgt. Jennifer D. Noble,
NCO of the year; and A1C Samantha

Give the Gift of Video!
AFA Members Receive
a $3 Discount!

the USAF the best in the world.

The newly released video,

People, Power, and Mission

commemorates the fiftieth

anniversary of the United States Air

Force. Its stirring, visually rich history is presented in com-
pelling style, featuring rarely seen footage.

Featured are interviews with General Brent Scowcroft,
Gabby GabresKi (the world's greatest living ace), General
Bernard Schriever, and dozens of others who have made

The Air Force Association has joined the Emmy Award-
winning production team of Russ Hodge, Tim White, and a
production staff with more than a half-dozen Emmys to
produce this must-have video. Order your copy today!

Non-members: $19.95 (plus $4 shipping & handling) $23.95
AFA members: $16.95 (plus $4 shipping & handling) $20.95

SEND CHECK OR MONEY ORDER TO:
Three Roads Communications

Post Office Box 3682 « Frederick, Maryland 21705-3682

AFA Conventions

July 11, Kansas State Conven-
tlon, Garden City, Kan.; July 17—
19, Texas State Conventlon, San
Angelo, Texas; July 17-19, Vir-
ginia State Conventlon, Hamp-
ton, Va.; July 24-25, Oklahoma
State Convention, Oklahoma
City; July 24-26, Pennsylvania
State Convention, Carlisle, Pa.;
July 25, Florida State Conven-
tlon, Malbourne, Fla.; July 25,
Massachusetts State Conven-
tlon, Hanscom AFB, Mass.; Aug.
1, Montana State Conventlion,
Three Forks, Mont.; Aug. 7-8,
Colorado State Convention, Au-
rora, Colo.; Aug. 15, Georgia
State Convention, Savannah,
Ga.; Aug. 15, lllinols State Con-
vention, Galesburg, lll.; Aug. 15,
North Carolina State Conven-
tion, Goldsboro, N.C.; Aug. 21—
23, Callfornia State Convention,
Vandenberg AFB, Calif.; Aug. 22,
Indlana State Convention, India-
napolis; Aug. 22, New Mexico
State Convention, Clovis, N.M.;
Sept. 12, Delaware State Con-
vention, Dover, Del.; Sept. 14—
16, AFA Natlonal Convention
and Aerospace Technology Ex-
posltlon, Washington; Oct. 3,
Utah State Conventlon, Ogden,
Utah.
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The United States
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This Is AFA

PRESIDENT BOARD CHAIRMAN SECRETARY TREASURER
Doyle E. Larson Gene Smith William D. Croom Jr. Charles H. Church Jr.
Burnsville, Minn. West Point, Miss. Colorado Springs, Colo. Lenexa, Kan.

NATIONAL VICE P

Information regarding AFA activity within a p

SIDENTS

state may be

Irom the vice president of the region in which the state is located

Jack H. Steed

309 Lake Front Dr.

Warner Pobins, GA 31088-6064
(912) 92£-3888

R. Donald Anderson
3 White House Dr.
Poquoson, VA 23862
(757) B68-8756

Central East Region
Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland,
Virginia, West Virginia

Southeast Region
Florida, Georgia, North Carolina,
Puerto Rico, South Carolina

Charles 5. Thomas

4908 Zale Del Cielo
AlbugJerque, NM 87111-2912
(505) 84£-3506

Anton D. Brees

23049 Bonnyriggs Ct.

Hawthorm Woods, IL 60047-7525
(847) 259-9600, ext, 5104

Great Lakes Region
lllinois, Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan,
Ohio, Wisconsin

Southwest Region
New Mexco, Oklahoma, Texas

Arthur F. Trost

288 Lombardi Cir,

Walnut C-eek, CA 94598-48507
(925) 934-2889

George E. Masters
1029 6th Ave. S.W.
Minot, ND 58701-3606
{701) 723-6697

North Central Region
Minnesata, North Dakota,
South Dakota

Far Wesi Region
Arizona, California, Guam, Hawaii,
Nevada

Ivan L. McKinney Dolores F. Vallone

331 Greenacres Bivd. 143 Marme Rd.
Bossier City, LA 71111-6014 Hopatcorg, NJ 07843-1843
{318} 861-8800 (973) 77C-2161

Northeast Region

South Central Region e
Ark L Mew Jersay, New York, Pennsylvania

Mississippi, Tennessee

Ronald E. Palmer

269 Overlook Rd
Glastonbury, CT 068033
{860) 633-3567

Mark J. Worrick

3210 5. Oneida Way
Denver, CO B0224-2830
(303) 7578565

Rocky Mauntain Region

New England Region
C Colorado Utah, Wyeming

ut, Maine, Massac 5
MNew Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont

John J. Politi

1970 Timber Ridge Dr.
Sedalia, MO 65301-8918
(573) 526-1728

Special Assistant Pacific

Ken I. Mznako
15-9 Minzmi Aoyama 1-Chome
Minato-Ks, Tokyo 108 Japan

Midwest Region 011-81-3-3475-6330

lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska

I. Fred Rosenfelder
P.0O. Box 59445

Renton, WA S8058-2445
(208) 662-7752

Frank M. Swords
PSC Z, Box 1469
Northwest Regicn APDO AE 09021-1486
011-49-6308-7237
Alaska, Idaho, Montana, Oregon,

Washington
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Henry W.
Gulfport, Miss
Dr. Dan Callahan
Warner Robins, Ga,
James E. Callahan
[East Amherst, N.Y.
David J. Campanale
Vienna, Va
Gerald 5. Chapman
Saratoga, Calif.
James G. Clark
Springfield, Va
Michael J. Dugan
New York
Charles G, Durazo
McLean, Va,
Rodney E. Ellison
Patersen AFB, Colo
Ronald R. Fogleman
Durango, Cola.
Samuel M. Gardner
Garden City, Kan,
John O. Gray
Washingten, D.C.
Tommy G. Harrison
Apopka, Fla.
Monroe W. Haltch Jr.
Clifton, Va
Daniel C. Hendrickson
Layton, Utah
Harold F. Henneke
Indianapolis
Sandra L. Henninger
Cheyenne, Wyo.
Sharon M. Johnson
FRavenna, Chio
William A, Lafferty
Green Valley, Ariz
Stephen M. Mallon
Hampton, Va.
James M. McCoy
Bellevue, Neb
Thomas J. McKee
Arlington, Va.
Michael J. Peters
Aubum, Calit
Julie E. Pelrina
Parry Hall, Md.
Victor C. Seavers
Eagan, Minn
Dale E. Seiber
Great Falls, Mont
Kevin Sluss
Southern Pines, N.C.
James E, "Red"” Smith
Princeton, N.C
Lisa A. Smith
Frasno, Calif.
William L. Sparks
Daytona Beach, Fla
John B. Steele
Fairborn, Ohio
Mary Anne Thompson
Cakton, Va
Walter G. Vartan
Chicagoe
Cheryl L. Waller
Santa Maria, Calif.
L.B. "Buck” Webber
Faort Worth, Texas
Joseph A. Zaranka
Bloomfield, Conn.

ex officio
John A. Shaud
Executive Director
Air Force Association
Arlington, Va.
Donald J. Harlin
National Chaplain
Albuguerque, N.M.
Korvin D. Auch
Chairman, Junior Officer
Advisory Council
Hickam AFB, Hawaii
Kurt C. Helphinstine
National Commander
Arnold Air Society
Fortland, Ore.
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John R. Alison
Washington, D.C
Joseph E. Assaf
Mashpee, Mass
Richard H. Becker
Oak Brook. Iil.
David L. Blankenship
Tulsa, Okla.
John G. Brosky
Pittsburgh
Dan F. Callahan
Nashville, Tenn
Robert L. Carr
Pittsburgh
George H. Chabbott
T, Del
0.R. Crawford
Austin, Texas
R.L. Devoucoux
Portsmouth, N.H
Jon R. Donnelly
Richmond, Va
RAussell E. Dougherty
Arlington, Va.
George M. Douglas
Colorade Springs, Cole.
Joseph R. Falcone
Ellingten, Conn.
E.F. “Sandy" Faust
San Antonio
Joe Foss
Scofisdale, Ariz.
Jack B. Gross
Harrisburg, Pa.
Martin H. Harris
Montverde, Fla
Gerald V. Hasler
Encinitas, Calif,
H.B. Henderson
HRamona, Calif
John P. Henebry
Deerfield, il
Robert 5. Johnson
Lake Wylie, 5.C.
David C. Jones
Arlington, Va.
Arthur F. Kelly
Los Angeles
Victor R. Kregel
Colerade Springs, Colo
Jan M. Laitos
Rapid City, S.D.
Frank M. Lugo
Mobile, Ala.
Mathan H. Mazer
Roy, Utah
William V. McBride
San Antonio
Edward J. Monaghan
Anchorage, Alaska
J.B. Montgomery
Piedmont, Calif
Bryan L. Murphy Jr.
ort Worth, Texas
J. Gilbert Netileton Jr.
Los Angeles
Ellis T. Nottingham
MclLean, Va,
Jack C. Price
Pleasant View, Utah
William C. Rapp
Williamsville, N.Y.
Julian B. Rosenthal
Durham, N.C
Peter J. Schenk
Pinehurst, N.C.
Walter E. Scott
Dixon, Calif.
Mary Ann Seibel
Clayton, Mo.
Joe L. Shosid
Fort Worth, Texas
William W. Spruance
Wilmington, Del.
Thos. F. Stack
San Mateo, Calif.
Harold C. Stuarl
ulsa, Okla.
James M. Trail
Cro Vallay, Ariz
AA. West
Hayes, Va
Sherman W. Wilkins
lszaquah, Wash
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Updegrave, airman of the year. Hay-
den and Yakowenko are AFA mem-
bers.

Brig. Gen. Craig P. Rasmussen,
305th AMW commander and also a
McGuire Chapter member, helped
CMSgt. Michael Wysong, chapter vice
president, present the awards to re-
cipients from his wing.

Geraldine Jones, chapter secre-
tary, said the awards dinner, now in
its 20th year, is so popular among the
units at McGuire that “they call us
even before we advertise it to find out
when it's going to be.” This year, it
was held at the McGuire AFB Offi-
cers Club.

Scott Associate awards represent
a$50 donation from the McGuire Chap-
ter, in the name of the recipient, to the
Aerospace Education Foundation.

Tri-State Convention

Hosted by the Gen. E.W. Rawlings
(Minn.) Chapter, North Dakota, South
Dakota, and Minnesota combined
forces for a tri-state convention and
workshop at historic Ft. Snelling on
the outskirts of Minneapolis.

George E. Masters, national vice
president (North Central Region),
reported thatthe convention “got down
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to the heart of what people really
need" in his area: information on how
to run a chapter. Discussions cov-
ered filing chapter reports, how to
interest and mobilize the resources
of Community Partners, newsletters,
awards, and the Visions of Explora-
tion program of USA Today and AEF.

Along with briefings from such or-
ganizations as the Civil Air Patrol
and ROTC, the audience heard an
address by AFA National President
Larson. In his remarks, he continued
the convention’s emphasis on basic
AFA operations and covered the top-
ics of speakers’ bureaus, awards pro-
grams, and the Air Force Memorial.
He “tied our morning discussions to-
gether,” noted Masters.

Former Women's Airforce Service
Pilot Elizabeth Strohfus capped the
convention, entertaining the audience
with stories about her experiences
ferrying aircraft in World War II.

Rededication at Kitty Hawk
Orville Wright's grandnephew, for-
mer President George Bush, and as-
tronaut Buzz Aldrin were among the
VIPs who helped rededicate the
Wright Brothers National Memorial in
Kill Devil Hills, N.C., on May 2. Refur-

bishment of this memorial has been a
longtime interest of the Kitty Hawk
(N.C.) Chapter, which was among
the organizations helping the primary
sponsor, the First Flight Centennial
Foundation.

Alton Jones, president of the Kitty
Hawk Chapter, explained that the six-
story granite pylon first opened to the
public in 1932, with Orville Wright
himselfin attendance. Over the years,
the monument began to show signs
of age and exposure to the elements
on North Carolina’s Outer Banks.

The refurbishment included re-
caulking the granite and other re-
pairs of structural damage. Another
item that received attention was a
rotating beacon atop the pylon. It
had been out of service since the
1940s.

The rededication attracted a crowd
of 8,000, Jones said. It included a
flyby led by a Coast Guard C-130 and
featuring a B-1 from Dyess AFB,
Texas, an F-15 from Seymour John-
son AFB, N.C., an E-2 Hawkeye pro-
vided by the Navy, and other military
and civilian aircraft. Along with Bush’s
speech, another high point was re-
marks from Aldrin, who joined Neil A.
Armstrong in the first manned land-

4 .‘GII-UB the Gift of \mlen'!
AFA Members Receive
as3 ﬂlscuunl'

ey were the kings of the‘sky

This multi-part biographical series will make a rich
~addition to the video library of any aviation enthusiast.
~ Non-members: $19.95 (plus $4 shipping & handling) $23.95

. AFA members: $16.95 (plus $4 shipping & handling) $20.95
, Al!faur UIdBOS‘ 359 95 (plus li'l]ppil‘lﬁ & handling) $63.95
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ing on the moon 29 years ago this
month. Milton Wright, a grandnephew
of the Wright brothers who lives in
Dayton, Ohio, performed the rededi-
cation. David Hartman, a former host
of the TV program “Good Morning
America,” served as master of cer-
emonies,

Turning on the beacon, with fire-
works exploding behind it, completed
the events. "It was a gorgeous even-
ing,” said Jones.

From the Ball

The Dallas Chapter received
$5,000 from the Dallas Military Ball
Corp. The funds were part of the total
amount raised through the 33d an-
nual Dallas Military Ball, held in March
1997, and were formally presented to
the chapter atits latest quarterly meet-
ing in February.

Lt. Gen. Phillip J. Ford, 8th Air
Force commander, was guest speaker
at the meeting. He addressed the
challenges and opportunities faced
by USAF, including pilot retention and
a high operations tempo, then helped
presentthe $5,000 check to the chap-
ter.

William Solemene, a director of
the ball and also the chapter’s vice
president for public affairs, explained
that each year a different branch of
service hosts the event, which was
established by representatives from
AFA, the Navy League, Association
of the US Army, US Marine Corps
Association, and Reserve and Na-
tional Guard organizations.

The Air Force took its turn as host
in its anniversary year, 1997. Solo-
mene said the Dallas Chapter would
use the donation for its aerospace
education efforts, such as sponsor-
ship of 40 classrooms participating in
USA Today-Aerospace Education
Foundation's Visions of Exploration
program, Civil Air Patrol camps, and
AFROTC and AFJROTC scholar-
ships.

For a Song

In March, the Richard |. Bong
{Minn.) Chapter honored the 148th
Fighter Wing (ANG) and the 148th
Fighter Wing Men’s Chorus ata chap-
ter quarterly meeting held at the wing's
Duluth IAP facility.

The Guard unit was singled out for
its support of the chapter's activi-
ties—for example, helping restore a
P-38 Lightning, like the one flown by
the chapter's namesake, World War
Il ace Maj. Richard |. Bong. Chapter
members ANG Col. Timothy J. Cos-
salter, wing commander, and ANG
CMSgt. Roger G. Brummer, wing
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Dalfas Welitary Eall

Bruce Bohn, president of the 1997 Dallas Military Ball Corp.; Lt. Gen. Phillip
Ford, 8tk Air Force commander; M. Elisabeth Humphries, Dallas Chapter
president; and William Solemene, ball director, posed with the “check” the
chapter recently received as its share in funds raised by the annual ball.

serior enlisted advisor, accepted an
AFA plaque of appreciation.

The 10-member chorus—al en-
listed men—was cited as “Ambassa-
dors of Goodwill” because of their
perfaormances throughout the state.

John E. Swanstrom Jr., a Commu-
nity Partner and also past president
of tre chapter, donated the awards.

Poteniial and Excellence

Patricia Accetta, secretary of the
Total Force (Pa.) Chapter presanted
the Outstanding Cadet for the 10th
Grade award to Andrew Senge, an
AFJROTC cadet at North Allegheny
Sen or High School in Wexford, Pa.

Robert L. Carr, national director
emeritus, and Tillie Metzger, the
state’s western region director, joined
Acetta for the award presentation,
held as part of the JROTC unit's 31st
annual banquet and ball.

Cadet Senge's Aerospace Science
Instructor is Greater Pittsburgh (Pa.)
Chapter member James A. Miller.
His teeam member ASI| Rick Denault
explairedthat many factors wentinto
Senge’s selection for the outstand-
ing military potential and academic
excellence award: his good grades,
participation in the unit’s color guard,
drill team, and exhibition drill team,
anc his volunteer work at a Veterans
Affa rs hospital and in traffic cortrol
duties a: football games and other
community events.

Easy Decision
The Lloyd R. Leavitt Jr. (Mich.)

Chapter named Alpena High School
senior Jeremy W. Jackson tne win-
ner of its first Lt. Gen. Lloyd R. Leavitt
Scholarship, funded by the retired
lieutenant general for whom the chap-
ter is named.

The scholarship is available to any
Alpena area high school senior who
is entering a college ROTC program
or the US Air Force Academy.

There was no difficulty in choosing
a winner this time around, said James
Rau, Michigan state president, since
Jackson had been accepted by the
USAFA. He is a National Honor Soci-
ety member and had volunteered in
the local oifice of Rep. Bart Stupak
(D—Mich.) as well as at the county
library, a nursing home, and with the
Special Olympics program.

“Dick™ Leavitt, an Alpena native
who is now a member of the Gen-
eral Doolittle Los Angeles Area
(Calif.) Chapter, and his wife, Anne,
established the scholarship because
of a desire to increase interest in
aerospace education and military
careers among college students.
The Leavitts pledged to fund the
scholarship, through AEF, at $1.000
a year for five years. The Leavitt
Chapter will add to the scholarship’s
fund.

ANG Awards in Fort Wayne

Three members of the 122d Fighter
Wing (ANG), Fort Wayne IAP, Ind.,
received awards from the Fort Wayne
Chapter at an Armed Forces Day
luncheon meeting in May.
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MSgt. John S. Furge Il, a chapter
member, was selected as Senior NCO
of the Year for 1997.

MSgt. Nancy L. Buck received the
NCO of the Year award (she was a
technical sergeant at the time of the
selection).

SrA. Alana S. Minx received the
Airman of the Year award.

Theodore Huff Jr., chapter presi-
dent, presented the awards.

ANG Col. Robert Myer of the 122d
FW was the speaker at this meeting,
held at an American Legion facility.
He brought his fellow chapter mem-
bers up to date on the wing’s present
and future activities.

Scholarships

Atthe February Aerospace Educa-
tion Foundation board meeting in Or-
lando, Fla., William W. Spruance,
national director emeritus, presented
three scholarships to cadets at Embry—
Riddle Aeronautical University, Day-
tona Beach, Fla.

Timothy A. Monroe received the
Doyle E. Larson AFROTC Under-
graduate Pilot Training Candidate
Scholarship. The R.E. “Gene” Smith
JROTC Scholarship went to John T.
Pearce. The Jimmy Stewart Outstand-
ing Citizenship Scholarship went to
Anibal J. Rodriguez.

At Embry—Riddle’s Prescott, Ariz.,
campus, Spruance also recently pre-

sented Col. Louisa Spruance Morse
scholarships to cadets Richard White
and Jeffrey Knapp; a Jimmy Stewart
Scholarship to cadet Stewart Wells;
Spruance scholarships to cadets
Christopher Bragdon and Anthony
McKee; and Col. and Mrs. Warren A.
Bennett scholarships to cadets Bill
Tice and Scott Silvester.

Spruance, a member of the Dia-
mond State (Del.) Chapter, funds
all of the scholarships. He is also an
AEF trustee.

More Chapter News

m The Harry S. Truman (Mo.)
Chapter hosted the quarterly state
meeting in Kansas City, Mo., in March.
Brig. Gen. John A. Bradley, com-
mander of 10th Air Force (AFRC),
was guest speaker at the dinner gath-
ering.

Among those attending the meet-
ing were Charles H. Church Jr., AFA
national treasurer; John J. Politi, na-
tional vice president (Midwest Re-
gion); and Rodney G. Horton, Harry
Truman Chapter president.

= Michael A. Moran, president of
the Grissom Memorial (Ind.) Chap-
ter,received a 1997 Exceptional Ser-
vice award from James E. Fultz, state
president, and Theodore Q. Eaton,
past state president, at the state AFA
meeting in March. Paul Helmke,
mayor of Fort Wayne, Ind., was guest

speaker at the event. His presenta-
tion on the need for citizen involve-
ment in government was coordinated
by William Howard Jr., state vice presi-
dent.

m Another 1997 Exceptional Ser-
vice award presentation, for Nick
Robolino, president of the Bakers-
field (Calif.) Chapter, took place at
the chapter’s March meeting. Paul A.
Maye, California state president, did
the honors.

m In March, Dr. (Lt. Col.) Russell
A. Turner of Ramstein AB, Germany,
was officially presented with his 1997
Paul W. Myers Award for Physicians
by Maj. Gen. (sel.) John W. Brooks,
86th Airlift Wing commander and a
member of the Lufbery—Campbell
(Germany) Chapter. The award is
named for a former USAF surgeon
general.

m With a plague and a handshake
at a chapter meeting at the Andrews
AFB, Md., Officers Club, Charles X.
SuraciJr., Thomas W. Anthony (Md.)
Chapter president, recently wel-
comed Richard L. Warren of the
Kensington Copy Center in Ken-
sington, Md., to the chapter’s roster
of Community Partners. Warren is a
lightplane pilot and a licensed cap-
tain in the Coast Guard. He said that
he became a Community Partner
because “I believe in what AFA is
doing.” o

Unit Reunions

3d Air Transport Sq/Military Airlift Sq. Sept.
17-19, 1998, in Fort Walton Beach, FL. Con-
tact: Jack Langenstein, 200 Four lron Dr.,
Summerville, SC 29483 (803-871-6873)
(illangen276@aol.com).

7th Logistics Support Sq/7th Air Transport Sq/
58th Military Airlift Sq. Oct. 3, 1998, at Robins
AFB, GA. Contact: Richard H. Fleck, 200 Utah
Ave., Warner Robins, GA 31093 (912-922-5969).

11th BG (H) Assn (WWI1). Sept. 2-6, 1998, at the
Hyatt Regency Crystal City in Arlington, VA. Con-
tact: Fred R, Fluhr, 8716 E. Fort Foote Terr., Fort
Washington, MD 20744-6727 (301-839-5891).

27th Air Transport Gp, 86th, 87th, 320th,
and 321st Transport Sqs; 310th 311th, 312th,
and 325th Ferrying Sqs; and 519th and 520th
Service Sqs. Sept. 24-26, 1998, at the
Radisson Hotel Seattle Airport in Seattle.
Contact: Fred Garcia, 11903 N. 77th Dr., Peo-
ria, AZ 85345 (602-878-7007).

27th BG (L) and ex—POWSs of the Japanese
(WWII). Sept. 1416, 1998, at the Holiday Inn
Downtown in Mobile, AL. Contact: Paul H.
Lankford, 105 Hummingbird Dr., Maryville, TN
37803 (423-982-1189).

27th Troop Carrier Sq. Oct. 14-18, 1998, at the
Best Western Inn at the Park in St. Louis. Con-
tact: Robert B. Gruber, 15003 SE 46th St,,
Bellevue, WA 98006-2567.
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28th Logistics Support Sq/Military Air Trans-
port Sg/Military Airlift Sq. Sept. 4-6, 1998, at the
Best Western Ogden Park Hotel in Ogden, UT.
Contact: Jim Thurell, 2603 N. 375 W., Sunset,
UT 84015 (B01-773-2632).

29th FIS. Sept. 2426, 1998, at the Best Western
Le Baron Hotel in Colorado Springs, CO. Con-
tact: John L. Baczynski, 4 Romero Ct., Novato,
CA 94945 (415-897-2419 or fax 415-892-7157)
(FTRJOK@aol.com).

36th FG (WWIl). Oct. 17-19, 1998, at the Best
Western Hanalei Hotel in San Diego. Contact:
Tom Glenn, PO Box 417, Sun City, CA 92586
(909-679-5396).

39th BG (Guam). Aug. 13-186, 1998, in
Burlington, VT. Contact: Jack W. Wyckoff,
2714 Hayts Corners East Rd., Ovid, NY 14521-
9768 (607-869-2547) or Bob Weiler, 2045 Hyde
Park #3, Sarasota, FL 34239-3941 (914-365-
B287).

51st FG, all units. Oct. 2-4, 1998, at the Double
Tree Hotel at Warren Place in Tulsa, OK. Con-
tact: R.G. Haines, 1720 13th Ave., Belle Fourche,
SD 57717 (605-892-4623).

52d Air Rescue Sq; Fit. B, 6th ARS; and Ernest
Harmon AFB, Canada, rescue unit personnel.
Oct. 15-17, 1998, at Wright—Patterson AFB, OH.
Contact: Roger A. Coelho, 44 Sinnott St., West
Bridgewater, MA 02379 (508-587-9741).

54th Troop Carrier Wg, all units. Oct. 15-18,
1998, in Colorado Springs, CO. Contact:
Glenn and Darlene McMurry, 8944 Krueger St,,
Culver City, CA 90232-2437 (310-559-8331)
(xppp16a.prodigy.com).

55th Weather Recon Sq (WWII). Oct. 1-4, 1998,
at the Best Western Midway Hotel Airport in
Milwaukee, WI. Contact: Carlo Arrobio, 2612
Hollister Terr., Glendale, CA 91206 (818-243-
9516) (CAAMA@WebTV.com).

60th Troop Carrier Gp (WWII). Sept. 2-5, 1998,
in Birmingham, AL. Contact: John Diamantakos,
3525 Lynngate Cir., Birmingham, AL 35216-5239
(205-823-4747).

68th Air Service Gp (WW!1). Sept. 6-10, 1998,
at the Hyatt Regency Hotel San Antonio in San
Antonio. Contact: Virgil Heller, 13998 Main
St., Moores Hill, IN 47032 (812-744-3369)
(113141.3607@compuserv.com).

76th Troop Carrier Sq (WWII). Oct. 1-4, 1998,
at the Hyatt Regency Knoxville in Knoxville, TN.
Members of the 435th Troop Carrier Gp are
invited. Contact: Al Forbes, 1614-B Berwick Ct.,
Palm Harbor, FL 34684 (813-785-6075).

79th FG “Falcons," including 85th, 86th, and 87th
FSs. Aug. 20—23, 1998, at the Marriott Huntsville
in Huntsville, AL. Contact: Edwin P. Newbould,
1206 S.E. 27th Terr., Cape Coral, FL 33904 (941-
574-7098).
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90th BG “Jolly Rogers,” Fifth AF (WWII). Sept.
16—-20, 1998, at the Holiday Inn Select Koger
South Conference Centerin Richmond, VA. Con-
tact: Atwell W. Somerville, 113 West Main St.,
PO Box 629, Orange, VA 22960-0368 (540-672-
3200 or fax 540-672-9374).

93d Troop Carrier Sq, 439th Troop Carrier Gp
(WWII). Sept. 16—20, 1998, atthe Grand Ramada
in Branson, MO. Contact: Tom Morris, 456 St.
George's Ct., Satellite Beach, FL 32937-3840
(407-773-6960).

95th BG Assn (WWII}. Sept. 8-12, 1998, Iin
Tucson, AZ. Contact: Frank Coleman, 9 Marlette
Dr., Carson City, NV 89703 (702-882-3398).

307th BG/Wg (1946-54). Sept. 30-0ct. 4, 1998,
atthe Radisson Hotel in Hampton, VA. Contact:
Gene Dawson, 1108 Beverley Dr., Alexandria,
VA 22502 (703-533-2102 or 703-548-9681).

320th BG (WWII). Sept. 2-5, 1998, at the
Doubletree Hotel Denver in Denver. Contact:
Stu Rowan, 108 Aspen St., Hereford, TX 79045
(806-364-4015).

325th FG “Checkertails.” Sept. 23—-27, 1998, at
the Ramada Plaza Hotel in Asheville, NC. Con-
tact: Ralph and Carol Cathcart, 113 N. Lincoln
St., Augusta, MI 48012-9721 (616-731-2421).

342d FS (WWIl). Sept. 27-Oct. 1, 1998, at the
Dunes Manor Hotel in Ocean City, MD. Contact:
Roy E. Jensen, 2215 Hyde Ln., Bowie, MD 20716-
1148 (301-464-1663 or fax 301-464-6232)
{rej20716@aol.com).

375th Troop Carrier Gp (WWII), 55th, 56th,
57th, and 58th Sqs. Oct. 6-9, 1998, at Harveys
Casino Hotel in Council Bluffs, IA. Contact: Gene
Diemand, 625 S. Wheaton Ave., Wheaton, IL
60187 [630-668-9575).

384th BG (H), Eighth AF (WWII). Sept. 2427,
1998, at the Harrisburg Hilton & Towers in Harris-
burg, PA, Contact: Ted Rothschild, 650 Snug
Harbor Dr., Apt. G402, Boynton Beach, FL 33435-
6140 (561-734-5052 or fax 561-731-5420).

409th BG Assn. Sept. 3—13, 1998, atthe Radisson
Hotel San Diego in San Diego. Contact: Thomas
R. S8ammons, 216 S. Jones Blvd., Las Vegas, NV
89107 (702-870-4088).

414th BS Assn (WWII, Italy). Oct, 7-10, 1998, in
St. Louis. Contact: Jim Mundell, 1812 Sheridan
Rd., West Lafayette, IN 47306-2226 (765-463-
5495),

436th FS, 479th FG, Eighth AF (WWI1). Sept. 24—
29, 19€8, at the Best Western Le Baron Hotel in

Mail unit reunion rotices well in
advance of the event to “Unit Re-
unions,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. Please designate the unit
holding the reunion, time, location,
and a contact for more information.

Colorado Springs, CO. Centact: Kenneth and
Gladys Hansen, 1105 McDougall Dr., Lander,
WY 82520-3534 (307-332-5104).

449th BG (WWII). Oct. 4-7, 1998, in Biloxi, MS.
Contact: Lee F. Kenney, 445 Maple Bluff Cir.,
Melbourne, FL 32940 (407-242-8654).

456th FIS. Sept. 24-28, 1998, at the Colorado
Springs Marriott in Colorado Springs, CO. Con-
tact: Kenneth H. Bell, 2C180 Silverhorn Ln.,
Monument, CO 80132 (719-488-2984).

464th BG (WWII), 776th, 777th, 778th, and 779th
Sqgs. Sept. 10-13, 1998, at the Marriott Airport at
Lambert |IAP in St. Louis. Contact: Kathy Evans,
3910 Regalway Dr., St. Louis, MO 63129 (314-
394-3500 or 314-894-2794).

510th TFS (Clark AB, Philippines, 1958-64).
Sept. 17-19, 1998, at the Sheraton Colorado
Springs Hotel in Colorade Springs, CO. Con-
tact: C.J. Stamschror, 685 Orange Ave., Los
Altos, CA 94022 (650-948-2309 or fax 650-949-
3209).

585th BS (M) (WWII). Sept. 17-19, 1998, in St.
Louis. Contact: Tom O'Brien, 1907 Rio Vista Dr.,
Fort Pierce, FL 34949 (561-465-7974).

623 Aircraft Control and Warning Sq (Okinawa),
529th Aircraft Control and Warning Gp. Sept. 11—
12, 1998, at the Stapleton Plaza Hotel in Denver.
Contact: Ray Walker, 9149 Millertown P ke,
Mascot, TN 37806 (423-932-3111).

857th Medical Gp. July 23-26, 1998, at the
Holiday Inn Holidome in Elk City, OK. Contact:
H. Clerval, 1021 Richfield Dr., Newark, DE 19713
(302-368-0474).

AAF/USAF Crash Rescue Boat Assn, Oct. 9—
11, 1998, at Fort Walton Beach, FL. Contact:
AAF/USAF Crash Rescue Boat Assn, PO Box
6004, MacDill AFB, FL 33608 (813-527-867 or
561-588-5504)

Air Rescue Assn. Sept. 30—Oct. 4, 1998, at the
Nevele Hotel in Ellenville, NY. Contact: Tom

Seebo, 1201 Danberry St., Burkburnett, TX 76354
(940-569-4573),

Airways and Air Communications Service. Oct.
9-4, 1998, at the Hilton Movi in Novi, Ml. Con-
tact: Ted V. Carlson, PO Box 177, Stickney, SD
57375 (605-732-4478).

Assn of Former OSI Special Agents. Sept. 10—
13, 1998, at the Marriott Crystal Gateway in
Arlington, VA. Contact: AFOSISA, PO Box
523135, Springfield, VA 22153-5153 (Fax 703-
978B-6198).

Dobbins AFB/ARB and 94th Airlift Wing. July 11,
1998, at Dobbins ARB, GA. Contact: Capt. Paul
Koscak, Chief, Public Affairs, 1429 First St., Dob-
bins ARB, GA 30069-5010 (770-919-5055 or fax
770-919-5056).

C-133A/Bs. Aug. 21-23, 1998, in Dover, DE.
Contact: Jay L. Schmukler, 30 Tina Dr., Dover,
DE 19901 (302-697-9053).

OCS Class 51-A. Oct. 8-11, 19588, at the
Doubletree Antlers Hotel in Colorado Springs,
CO. Contact: Wayne D. Vogt, 2306 Parkview
Blvd., Colorado Springs, CO 80906-1158 (719-
636-3230).

Pilot Class 45-A (La Junta AAF). Sept. 12, 1998,
in La Junta, CO. All personnel who served at this
airfield are invited. Contact: Ray F. Bell, PO Box
29123, Atlanta, GA 30359 (404-321-3131),

Pilot Class 56-F, officers and aviation cadets.
Sept. 4-6, 1998, at the Hyatt Regency Savannah
in Savannah, GA. Contact: Richard A. Bowen,
1203 Old Stable Rd., McLean, VA 22102 (703-
356-4337) or Bill Taylor, 148 Rendant Ave., Sa-
vannah, GA 31419 (912-925-6406).

Sampson AFB, NY, 3650th BMTW, all person-
nel, 1950-56, Oct. 9-12, 1998, in Valley Forge,
PA. Contact: Walt Steesy, PO Box 299, Interlaken
NY 14847-0299 (607-532-4204 or fax 607-532-
4684) (SamAFBvet@aol.com).

Sixth AF, all units. Sept. 12-13, 1898, at the
Airpower Museum, Antigue Airfield in Ottumwa,
|A, Contact: Robert L. Taylor, 22001 Blue-
grass Rd., Ottumwa, IA 52501-8569 (515-938-
2773).

Spectre Assn. Oct. 9-11, 1998, in Fort Walton
Beach, FL. Contact: Jim Thrasher (850-897-
4242),

US WAF Band (1951-61). Oct. 1318, 1998, at
the Best Western Continental Inn in San Antonio.
Contact: brdevaug@midtel.net or CDPaulick
@Worldnet. ATT.net. =

Bulletin Board

Seeking Sandy Ross, daughter of CMSgt.William
O. Ross, and Robert McGihon, who was sta-
tioned in Great Falls, MT, in 1952. Contact:
Dennis L. Dagen, 104 Elm Dr., Warroad, MN
56763.

Seeking Mary Ann Hamer, who was the fiancee
of 1st Lt. Jack A. Lightner, F-51 pilot killed in
1950 in Korean War. Contact: Jerry P, Lightner,
Rt. 1, Box 343, Bluemont, VA 20135 (540-554-
8863) (jlx@mnsinc.com).

Seeking information on 1st Lt. Robert G.
LeBlane, 12th TFS, Kadena AB, Japan, whose
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F-100D crashed Dec. 1, 1958, and contact with
Capt. Charles Bean and Lt. Joseph Briggs or
anyone else who has knowledge of this incident.
Contact: Ray LeBlanc, 100 Laurel Hill Dr., South
Burlington, VT 05403 (802-B64-6127).

Seeking members of FIt. 256, 3723d Sq, who
served October-December 1975 at Lackiand AFB,
TX. Contact: David A. Rourke, 16 Beach Ave.,
Warwick, Rl 02889 (401-732-3502).

Seeking information on or contact with members
of the B-17 #297998 that crashed around Jan. 21,
1945, in the Villafans forest in Lure, France.

Contact: Gérard Beuret, Moulin Grand-Pierre,
70110 Villers-la-Ville, France.

Seeking veterans of 1st Sea-Search Attack Gp;
9th, 25th, and 41st BGs; and 479th and 480th
Anti-Sub Gps for a history of Atlantic antisubma-
rine operations during WWII. Contaet: Jack Lam-
bert, 1051 Marie Ave. W,, St. Paul, MN 55118
(612-454-7462).

Seeking pilots and crew members of the 48th
FIS, Langley AFB, VA, August 1958-December
1962, and the 59th FIS, Goose Bay, Labrador,
Newfoundland, June 1963—-66 on TF-102A, 56-
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Bulletin Board )

2364, or 62364 with ADC. Contact: Alan Sernholt,
4910 Priscilla Ln., Sacramento, CA 95820.

Seeking the B-24 #129 crew that trained in
Tonopah, NV, in 1945, with pilot Robert Franken
and copilot Ben Goodman. Contact: George
Bowers, PO Box 455, Bellvilie, OH 44813-0455.

Seeking Capt. Edwin Levine or Lt. Calvin K.
German, 6147th Tac. Con. Gp (Korea), pilots of
Gen. |.D. White's C-47 in 1956. Contact: Bob
Hanson, 17555 Cody St., Olathe, KS 66062
(bhanson@microlink.net).

Seeking information on Floyd Wallace and
Ernest McCoy Cox, who were stationed at Aviano
AB, ltaly, during 1960-63. Contact: Theodore
W. Norman, 603 Ogden Dr., Mt. Holly, NJ 08060
(609-261-7295 or 609-933-4048).

Seeking a photo of a PT-19 or 19A. Contact: Bob
Hudson, 1323 N. 148th Plaza, Omaha, NE68154

Seeking Carmen W. Burton, of Forbes AFB, KS,
196364, Clifford E. Neville, and Bernie Stein,
442d BS, 320th BW, March AFB, CA, mid-1850s.
Contact: John D. Robbins, 1117 Laurel St., Klam-
ath Falls, OR 97601 {541-850-4276).

Seeking members of the 315th BS, 21st BG,
B-26 training unit, MacDill Field, FL, 1943. Con-
tact: Ray Janer, 75 Henry St., Brooklyn, NY
11201,

Seeking service members and civilian personnel
who served at Ramey AFB/Borinquen AAF,
Puerto Rico, for Remey AFB Historical Associa-
tion. Contact: Ken Coombs, PO Box 250165,
Ramey Base, Aguadilla, PR 00604.

Seeking USAAF personnel who served with the
201st Mexican FS, Mexican Expeditionary Air
Force, in the Philippines, 1945, and any AAF
crash boat crews that responded to aviaticn
crashes in the Philippines May-June 1945. Con-
tact: Santiago A. Flores, PO Box 430910, San
Ysidro, CA 92143-0910.

Seeking contact with or information on John G.
Emerson, Eugene A. Garrett, Calvin T. Hunt,
Kenneth C. Irwin, John J. Krizman, Anderson
E. Landrum, and Justin A. McNamara, who
were USAF pilots in the 1950s. Contact: Edwin
D. Stoitz, 9117 W. Kerry Ln., Peoria, AZ B5382-
4624 (602-566-0693) (Zonite@acl.com).

Seeking current and former Air Force Security
Policemen, active duty or reserve, for member-
ship in the Air Force Security Police Association.
Contact: Jerry Bullock, 818 Willow Creek Cir.,
San Marcos, TX 78666-5022 (888-250-9876), or
Rick Maitland, 456 Pine Tree Cir., Keller, TX
76248 (817-379-6133).

Seeking airmen stationed at Donaldson AFB,
SC, September 1953—September 1954 whodrove
a 1937 LaSalle. Also seeking R. Sanders FSC,
Dick Bailey, L. Neal, David Lemme, Dana
Hawks, or anyone else in 3d or 9th Troop Carrier
5gs. Contact: F. Dale Parker, 1020 Woodward
Ave., Pawhuska, OK 74056.

Seeking personnel of the 156th/512th FBS, sta-
tioned at RAF Manston, UK, 1951-54. Contact:
Diek Grace, 5609 Princeton Rd., Hamilton, OH
45011-8408.

Seeking information on Lt. Col. Virgil I. “Gus”
Grissom and USAFA patches and memorabilia.
Contact: Arlin L. Hill, PO Box 8693, Newark, OH
43058-8693.

Seeking photos of the artwork on B-52H #60-

0001 State of Michigan and KC-135A City of
Oscoda from the 379th BW, Wurtsmith AFB, MI,

AIR FORCE Magazine / July 1998

If you need information on an indi-
vidual, unit, or aircraft, or want to
collect, donate, or trade USAF-
related items, write to “Bulletin
Board,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22209-
1198. Items submitted by AFA mem-
bers have first priority; others will
run on a space-available basis. If
an item has not run within six
months, the sender should resub-
mit an updated version. Letters must
be signed. Items or services for
sale, or otherwise intended to bring
in money, and photographs will not
be used or returned.

1960-62. Contact: Willlam Reid, 1600 Prairie
St., Essexville, Ml 48732.

Seeking information from Gerald Kobelski,
“Global™ helicopter pilots/crews, or passengers
who flewin the Phoenix Islands areain late 1970
to early 1971. Contact: Forest Blair, 2425 La
Casa Dr., Henderson, NV 89014-3624

Seeking a 35th TFW shoulder patch. Contact:
Col Gardner, PO Box HP310, Hermit Park LPO,
Townsville 4812, North Queensland, Australia.

Seeking large cast aluminum Republic F-105
factory model and a blue and white T-38 Talon
patch. Contact: Larry Rider, 23846 Marmara
Bay, Monarch Beach, CA 92629-4411 (949-661-
2511). -

“Classic”

Your Classic Air Force ring will be a
proud, lasting symbol of your
achievements and service. Custom-made
in six beautiful metal choices.

To get a FREE color brochure and
price list call 1-800-872-2853 (free 24
hr. recorded message - leave your name
& address and the information will be
rushed to you). Or, to speak directly
with a sales representative, call 1-800-
872-2856. Or write to: Mitchell Lang
Designs, 435 S.E. 85th Dept. AR,
Portland OR 97216.

Rings are made in limited numbers - to
avoid disappointment act now.

I:Also available: USAF, First Sgt, TSgt,

MSgt, SMSgt, CMSgt, ANG rings

Code AR-798

wards

AFA A
[ |

Order Toll-Free
1-800-727-3337

Please add $3.95 per order
for shipping and handling

B1 AFA Notecards. White with
embossed AFA logo in full color. Box
contains 16 cards and envelopes. $11

B2 Paperweight. Clear lucite with
embedded AFA logo. $21.50

B3 AFA Eagle Notecards. Image by
wildlife photographers Tom and Pat
Leeson. Box contains 20 cards with
matching envelopes. $11

B4 AFA Excalibur Letter Opener.
7.5" long with AFA logo etched on
handle. Specify silver or brass. $13

B5 quill Pen and Pencil. Matte blue
with full color AFA logo inset in cap.
Boxed. $21.50

B6 Parker Pen. White with “Air Force
Association” printed in blue on pen
barrel. $6.50
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Pieces of History

Photography by Paul Kennedy

PJs—Heroes All

Tre lifesaving hercizs of Air Force
pararescuemen date ‘rom Aug. 2, 1943,
when & doctor and iwo tecinicians
jumpec into the tripie caricpy jurgle of
Burma to save broaocast journaist Eric
Sevareid and severa! US officials, ail
swvivars of an airplane crash. Those
early Fararescue Jumpers, or PJs,
stayed with the survivors for 30 Jays,
caring for their wounds and dodging
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Japanese forces. The Korean War saw
the first use of PJs to prepare a drop
zone for Army paratrcopers. They aave
been on call for every NASA space
launch sir.cz the Mercury program
began in tha 1960s. Today, Air Force
pararescue specialists, wvearing their
distirctive maroan berets, can be founc
in e rery corner of the giobe. In the
course of dramatic rezcues under

hostile conditions—hazardous terrain as
well as enemy fire—PJs have been
awarded 11 oF the 21 Air Force Cross
medals that have gone to enlisted Air
Force personnel.
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Memarabilia courlesy USAF Pararescue School, Kirlland AFB, N.M
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From the day you're commissioned until the day you retire, AT&T is

committed to providing you with the products and services that make
staying close to your family and friends easier. Which means that no matter

where in the world you're stationed, AT&T will be there keeping the lines
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Our focus an SOF requirements, the wealeh of experie

gained from snecesstul fielding of the AC-130U weapons
—

systewn, snd our commitnent to the future of SOF aviation,

including introducing the CV-22, make Boeing the supplier of

choice for the Inregrated Weapon Systems Support Prograim.
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