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Editorial

By Robert S. Dudney, Editor in Chief

As Good as Our Next War

ACCORDING to Michael O’Hanlon
of the Brookings Institution, we
are “running the risk of spending too
much on defense.” President Bush’s
military pay hike is “excessive,” the
analyst says. His proposed weapon
purchases are “greatly excessive.”
In these and other ways, claims
O’Hanlon, the Bush plan “puts the
nation’s fiscal health and domestic
agenda at risk.”

And among critics, O’Hanlon is a
moderate. Rep. Barney Frank (D-
Mass.) would simply cancel weap-
ons such as the stealthy F-22. “Who
are we hiding it from?” he demands
to know. “The Taliban?”

The New York Times claims DOD
is on a “spending spree.” The Los
Angeles Times laments an “orgy” of
defense spending. The St. Louis
Post—Dispatch notes that the Penta-
gon shells out “$722,222 every min-
ute; blink your eyes for a second,
and $12,037 disappears.”

O’Hanlon, Frank, and the pundits
aren’t alone. The image of the Pen-
tagon as a ravenous force is wide-
spread in political and media circles.
To O’Hanlon, “Bush has gone from
compassionate conservative to Ron-
ald Reagan reincarnate.”

This is nonsense, as official rec-
ords show. Bush on Feb. 4 unveiled
a $379 billion budget for Fiscal 2003
and announced budgets for four en-
suing years. If he gets every penny
he seeks, defense spending will av-
erage about $390 billion a year. Un-
der Reagan, it was about $430 bil-
lion a year. That's a huge difference.

In the key category of procure-
ment, Bush—Reagan comparisons
are even less credible. Bush wants
to buy weapons at the rate of $78
billion a year. The Reagan average:
$120 billion a year.

Under Reagan, defense consumed
about six percent of Gross Domestic
Product. Now, it's 3.3 percent. The
US spent 5.5 percent of GDP on de-
fense as recently as 1990, so Bush-
level expenditures are well within
reason.

No question, the US spends a
great deal on defense. It’'s expen-
sive to buy and maintain modern,
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effective fighting forces—profes-
sional, well-trained, with top-notch
weapons, able to fight globally and
to prevail relatively quickly.

With the US in a battle with terror-
ists and with war in Iraq a possibil-
ity, public support for defense has
held strong, so far.

If the record of the past is a guide,
however, the steady blast of press

Future military
performance hinges
on the investments

we make today.

and political criticism will eventually
take its toll on public support for the
Pentagon. When this happens, the
armed forces will still face a long list
of unfixed problems.

Even after Bush raised the bud-
get, the services were left with un-
funded priorities this year totaling
more than $25 billion. The Air Force
amount is $3.8 billion, and this does
not include the unbudgeted $4.2 bil-
lion bill for mobilizing reservists.

In procurement, DOD lacks the
money to properly modernize and
recapitalize the services. The Bush
budget does nothing to reduce the
average age of the fighter fleet,
which, according to Air Force Sec-
retary James G. Roche, is 22 years
and rising.

Navy shipbuilding is on a down-
ward slope. So is Army aviation.
USAF has a desperate need to mod-
ernize its aging tankers, but it can’t
afford to buy them quickly and may
have to lease them, instead.

A study by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and services said DOD must spend
about $110 billion a year for sev-
eral years to recapitalize the force.
The Bush plan never exceeds $92
billion.

Older systems cost more to main-

tain, so the problem mutates into vari-
ous forms. Gen. Richard B. Myers,
JCS Chairman, said that the F-15
fighter (average age: 17.5 years) in
recent years experienced an 83 per-
cent rise in cost per flying hour and
a drop from 81 to 77 percent in mis-
sion capable rates.

There is no money to add people
to the overstretched services. USAF
needs 7,000 more airmen, at least.
“We will not be able to continue to
do our job with the numbers we have
now,” said Gen. John P. Jumper,
Chief of Staff.

Perversely, the crunch has cre-
ated an illusion that the problem
stems from the size of the program.
Secretary of Defense Donald Rums-
feld is considering cutting weapons
in hopes of fitting the program within
planned 2004-09 budgets. The F-22
Raptor, USAF’s No. 1 moderniza-
tion priority, is among the systems
being re-examined.

The problem, however, is not a
large program but a relatively small
budget. The drawdown of the 1990s
cut forces too deeply. The services
are still trying to recover. Roche
says, “It will take more than 10 years
to overcome the 10-year procure-
ment holiday” at the Pentagon.

US forces are still immensely
strong. They have proven them-
selves in battle from the Gulf to
Bosnia, from Kosovo to Afghani-
stan. However, complacency can
be lethal. Improvement must be
continuous. As a senior Air Force
officer puts it, “We are only as good
as our next war.”

The next war could come sooner
than anyone thinks. Dire and un-
conventional threats obviously ex-
ist, and we are in a fight for our
lives. Today’s forces—those that did
the job in Afghanistan—stem mostly
from investments made in the 1970s
and 1980s. Tomorrow’s forces will
result from investment decisions
made today.

The money must be spent wisely.
However, given the stakes, the dan-
ger of “spending too much on de-
fense” shouldn’t appear at the top of
anybody’s national worry list. 5
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Letters

letters@afa.org

Carey-ed Away

Thank you for publishing the letter
from Mr. Chris Carey [“Drum-Thump-
ing Exhortations, May, p. 4]. 1t speaks
well of your publication, your per-
sonal editorial skill, and the principles
that this country was founded on that
you are willing to give space to this
type of blatantly bilious bombast.
There, | got that out of my system. |
can put my thesaurus away for a
while.

The Air Force Association advo-
cates aerospace power and a strong
national defense. Air Force Maga-
zine is the journal of the Air Force
Association and would be expected
to hold to the same ideals. So Mr.
Carey’s assertion that you publish
“partisan expressions of hawkish
opinion” would seem to be entirely in
keeping with the intent of both the
organization and the magazine.

He admits that [USAF] equipment
is “getting a bit long in the tooth,”
which is also to say we are flying the
same aircraft that were flown in the
SAC of Mr. Carey’s day, and they
were certainly not new then. Would
he have our valiant security police
force still driving the Plymouth K-
cars that we outfitted them with in the
1970s? We owe it to our airmen to
equip them with safe, reliable equip-
ment capable of meeting the threat of
the future. One cannot stand still and
assume that potential adversaries will
politely decline to improve their ca-
pabilities.

The “far better informed, far more
complex society” of today has over-
whelmingly supported our national
leadership in their execution of the
global war on terrorism. This won-
derful system of government has risen
to the diverse challenges of the re-
cent past and has superbly repre-
sented the people of the United States.
All of them.

“The genuine task facing America’s
armed forces” is not how to account
for defense funds. Itis to support and
defend the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
or domestic. Is the accounting per-
fect? | think not. Do we waste money?
| know we do. Do we fight, daily, for

4

accountability and efficiency? Many
of us have dedicated our entire adult
lives to just that. Mr. Carey’s final
paragraph has the American public
(the same American public that, two
paragraphs earlier, he said was much
better informed than in the past)
saddled with “frontier west ethics.”
Saddled by whom? Most Americans
are perfectly capable of forming their
own opinions, thank you—Mr. Cor-
rell's eloquent opinions notwithstand-
ing. And | simply do not have time to
go away to meditate for a couple

months. There’s a war on.
Col. Sydney G. McPherson Jr.
Woodbridge, Va.

| read with interest the letter titled
“Drum-Thumping Exhortations.” I think
the appropriate titie should have been
“Thesaurus-Thumping Exhortations.”
This individual managed to fill up
nearly three columns of your “Let-
ters” section with the wordiest, say-
nothing prose I’ve ever encountered.
Indeed, his profligacy of pedantic
poppycock presented no facts to back
up his wearisome rant.

Let me sum up [Mr. Carey’s] posi-
tion: The world is very complex; con-
servatives, right-wingers, and politi-
cal/military hawks don’t have the
intelligence to decipher the world;
neither do |, but at least | recognize
my limitation—or maybe it’s just that
| can’t provide any alternative solu-
tion or course of action because I'm
too busy thumbing through my the-
saurus.

In any case, | have a few sugges-
tions for Mr. Carey. One, if you don’t
have anything of significance to add

Do you have a comment about a
current article inthe magazine? Write
fo"Letlers,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Atlington, VA 22209-
1198. (E-mail: letters@afa.org.) Let-
ters should be concise and timey.
We cannot acknowledge receipt of
letters. We resetve the right to con-
dense letters. Letters without name
and city/base and state are not ac-
ceptable. Photcgraphs cannot be
used or returned.—THE EDITORS

to a debate, save yourself the carpal
tunnel syndrome and take a nap. Two,
take some time on a Native American
reservation to examine the origins of
your “reflective intelligence” with spe-
cial attention given to “introspection
into the unacceptably loose logistics”
of your brain. With any luck, you’ll
address the “disproportionate surfeit
of horrifically” supercilious verbosity
resident there and experience an
epiphany—or at least some justifi-
ably “righteous verisimilitude.”
Capt. Geoffrey F. Weiss
Tinker AFB, Okla.

Another Miss for Tricare

You omitted at least one “miss” in
[“Tricare for Life Hits and Misses,”
April, p. 62]. There is still no auto-
matic claims filing for dual-eligible
(Medicare/Tricare) beneficiaries who
are under age 65 (medically disabled
family members, among others).

Last fall, when this problem came
to light, it was supposed to be fixed
early this year. However, as of April
2, 2002, the TFL hotline has no idea
if, or even when, this will be rem-
edied.

in the meantime, these patients’
providers are operating under the mis-
information that DOD provided them,
i.e., that claims with Tricare as the
second payer to Medicare would be
filed automatically beginning last
October. When they don’t get paid,
they biil the patients directly. When
advised of this gap between reality
and marketing, their insurance clerks
insist that the Medicare/Tricare inter-
face is automatic and they no longer
need to manually file secondary Tri-
care claims.

It's bad enough working with a pro-
vider who still participates in Tricare,
but it’'s a major problem with and for
the ever-increasing number of pro-
viders who have dropped their Tricare
participation and were doing the sec-
ondary filing strictly as a patient cour-
tesy.

There is no issue of benefits or
entitlements; Tricare has always op-
erated as a second payer to Medi-
care (though TFL has improved them
substantially). Nor is it a maiter of
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DOD not knowing who these people
are: dual-eligible beneficiaries must
obtain anew ID card when the change
of status occurs. Rather, this “miss”
appears to be nothing more than
someone failing to get in gear and fix
the data transfer software in their
computers.
Lt. Col. Michael Hansen,
USAF (Ret.)
Bryant, Ark.

Since the start of Tricare for Life
lastyear (Oct. 1,2001), the payment
sequence [has been]: first payer,
Medicare; second payer, Tricare for
Life; and Tricare becomes the third
payer if we keep other health insur-
ance. So if we keep other health
insurance, we would be saving the
Tricare system a lot of money.

| would desire a payment system
of: Medicare first, Tricare second,
and all other health insurance third.
That way, we would have better health
coverage and pay less to a private
insurance company.

| have yet to find a health insur-
ance company to offer such a plan.

Jack M. Short
Fallon, Nev.

Transformation

One thing [Air Force Magazine] re-
ports all too clearly is the dwindling
strength of our forces. The “gloom
and doom” attitude of such things as
leasing Boeing 767 planes for use as
tankers and the possible retirement
of some of the B-1Bs all demonstrate
that respect for the defenses of the
United States is at an all-time low.
[See “Aerospace World: Tanker Lease
Up for Negotiation”and “Warner: Too
Soon for B-1s To Retire,” February,
p. 18-19.]

Ever since the Gulf War, the gov-
ernment has been in a frenzy to cut
expenses and balance the budget.
The first items to go were the B-52Gs

and their bases. The aircraft them-
selves were cut up for scrap almost
as soon as they arrived at Davis—
Monthan AFB [Ariz.]. And this was
because of a treaty which eliminated
our capability to strike back when
needed!

Frankly, now is the time to begin
the restoration of what was once the
greatest military in the world. We've
had our modern day Pearl Harbor, so
let’s get going.

William D. Reid
Essexville, Mich.

Perfect Example

| have seen few if any comments
as low and rotten as the ones made
by the scumbag in Canada about the
bombing. [See “Verbatim: Not Deep,
Just Low,” April, p. 41.]Ms. Elizabeth
Wurtzelis certainly a perfect example
of the title [Bitch] of one of her books
that you credited to her. That is one

cold and evil woman!
Richard J. Warren
Van Nuys, Calif.

Change the Law

| happened toread “USAF Expands
Junior ROTC” [“Aerospace World,”
April, p. 18] the same week that |
inquired about becomirg an instruc-
tor after retirement. As a Guards-
man, the current law requiring in-
structors to be retired active duty
leaves me out. | was told that the
program needs more instructors to
expand the number of units; with fewer
members of the active force, it is
harder to recruit new instructors. |
predict that this situation will only get
worse.

I suggest (and have so written my
senator) that Congress change the
law to allow Guard and Reserve per-
sonnel to become JROTC instructors.
| can think of at least two ways to do
this: Either allow retired reserve com-
ponent members to serve, or struc-
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ture the program so that the instruc-
tors remain active fuil-time reservists.
The first option would suffer from the
current age—60 retirement for Guard/
Reserve, so perhaps the second is
the best way to go. Probably only
those with some minimum period of
service should be considered.

My point is not to detail the specif-
ics, but to recommend that Congress
and the Defense Department design
away to use the talents of Guard and
Reserve members in expanding and
improving this worthwhile program
for our nation’s youth.

MSgt. William T. Brockman
Georgia ANG
Atlanta

Good on Paper

It was disheartening to read that
our Air Force Secretary has consoli-
dated public affairs, integrated mar-
keting, issues team, and executive
staff group into a new Communica-
tions Directorate. There are many
reasons why this is a bad idea, but
the worst is this change inserts a
civilian political appointee between
the Secretary and his blue-suit advi-
sors. [See “Aerospace World: News
Notes,” April, p. 18.]

Such a move is especially trou-
bling in public affairs. I'll bet there
are plenty of former Air Force secre-

taries and commanders who’ve had
their hides saved by a straight-taik-
ing public affairs officer who wasn’t
afraid to explain the consequences
of a decision. With the news media
breathing down your back, you don’t
have time for political sycophants.
Our current Secretary may feel
he’s getting good information, but |
can assure him his gatekeepers are
knowingly or unknowingly “homog-
enizing” the facts. This consolida-
tion may look good on paper, but in
the long run it will harm our Air Force
and deprive our airmen of a voice
when it matters.
Col. Mike Gallagher,
USAF (Ret.)
San Antonio

Let’s Roll

I am a former B-52D crew chief
[who was stationed] at Guam (1966)
and U Tapao [Thailand] (1968-69).

| have also been a New York City
cop since 1974. | have my own com-
mand, responded to “ground zero,”
and then worked over three months
with the Office of Emergency Man-
agement at Pier 92 in Midtown.

The law enforcement community
has tons of vets—many of us would
love to have [Let’s Roll] decals! [See
“Letters: Let’'s Roll,” April, p. 7.] So
let’s roll and let this be done for all

200 TUNNER loaders are
currently deployed worldwide
supporting the warfighter.

An ESSI Company
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America. Thousands would be pur-

chased here in New York just by the
NYPD and FDNY.

Ron Young

Mineola, N.Y.

More AWACS History

| returned from Southeast Asia in
1973 to the Pentagon as study direc-
tor for the AWACS Study Group in Air
Force Studies and Analyses. We were
charged with doing five fairly specific
studies requested by the Secretary
of Defense before the final produc-
tion decision.

All of that became submerged un-
der the politics of a group of seven
liberal Senators who called them-
selves “The Members of Congress
for Peace Through Law.” Their mis-
sion was to delay and, if possible,
stop the major weapon systems that
were under development at the time.
Iincluded there were the Army’s XM-1
tank, the Navy’s advanced Polaris
missile, and the Air Force's B-1
bomber and the AWACS. Eagleton
was targeted against the AWACS
program.

Perhaps most ludicrous was the
jamming study. [Sen. Thomas F.]
Eagleton got the GAO to study the
likelihood thatthe AWACS radar could
be jammed. Since a government or-
ganization that has primarily an ac-

-
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counting function was way outside its
league, they hired a consultant to do
the study and, presumably, come to
the right conclusion. The consultant
not only did not understand the radar,
but even his calculations were off by
several orders of magnitude. This led
to the formation of a group of aca-
demic radar experts who had no ties
to DOD. They concluded that the GAO
consultant’s study was a farce and
that the AWACS radar was by far the
most jam-resistant system that had
ever been built. Further, they made
recommendations for a couple of mi-
nor modifications that would make it
even more jam resistant.

The jamming “red herring” now put
to bed, the issue turned to survivabil-
ity. The argument was that the en-
emy could flood the sky with fighters
and shoot the AWACS down. To ad-
dress this issue, the Air Force put
together a test of the survivability of
the airframe using fighters under
ground control to attack and fighters
under AWACS control to defend. It
was not even a contest.

Of course, all of this time Eagle-
ton’s office was issuing press re-
leases complaining about how far
behind the system was and about
huge cost overruns. All of this cost
the program about a year and a half
and the taxpayers over $300 miilion
in 1975 dollars, if | remember the
numbers correctly. And citizens won-
der why weapon systems are so ex-
pensive.

Lt. Col. John R. Pickett,
USAF (Ret.)
Statesboro, Ga.

Predating Predator

After reading the article “The Little
Predator That Could” in your March
magazine [p. 48] had to sit back and
think about the phrase, “What goes
around comes around.” The article
was great and enlightening.

Not many know that everything in
the article and more was done in the
late 1960s by a small outfit called
Det. 3, 2762nd Maintenance Squad-
ron (Special), on the Pacific Missile
Range, Point Mugu, Calif., and at the
Ryan plant in San Diego. They were
called “drones” then, and between
the two locations we were in effect
the SPO (System Project Office), the
AMA (Air Materiel Area or depot),
and the design and testing function.
We could design and adapt a con-
cept, test it, and deliver itto the users
in months, whereas it would have
taken years and bigger bucks to run
it through the “normal” system.

From a small flight-test detachment

consisting of five officers, five air-
men, and some 70 contract techni-
cians, the unit at Edwards grew to a
full-blown squadron, plus the same
personnel that were in the original
unit. At Mugu we normally flew four
flight tests a month, and at Edwards
they worked hard to get one a month.
Finally, it was decided that satellites
could do the job, and the program
withered away.

Also there was the uneasy and
shortsighted feeling by many that
drones would someday eliminate the
need for pilots. Granted, today some
of the equipment is far more sophis-
ticated (what we wouldn’t have given
for a GPS!), but as | said we had
already done what the [unmanned
aerial vehicles] of today are doing,
and then some.

Lt. Col. Richard D. Le Doux,
USAF (Ret.)
Eunice, La.

Remembering Chennault
Kudos for a wonderful article de-
tailing the life of Lt. Gen. Claire L.
Chennault. Quick question about [an
airplane in the] photograph on p. 75:
The farthest [aircraft] fuselage has a
different vertical stab/rudder than the
other P-40s and from the angle does
not appear to belong to either a P-36,
P-40B or E, nor a Helldiver. It does
appear to have a P-40 canopy. Just

what is this [aircraft]?

Lt. Col. A.H. Nerad I,
USMC
Norfolk, Va.

® /t's a P-40K.—THE EDITORS

Wild Blue Yonder

In the March 2002 issue, the ar-
ticle “The Wild Blue Yonder Is Shrink-
ing” [p. 58] decries the shrinking air-
space for training and the need for
small, intermediate, and large ranges,
which puzzies me each time | see
this line of thinking. Last year the Air
Force moved all operational A-10s
and F-16s from Moody AFB [Ga.]
with its Sawgrass Air-to-Ground Gun-
nery Range practically within the con-
fines of the airfield proper.

With this nifty little complex on its
eastern boundary, the USAF shifted
Moody to mostly crew training with T-
38s and T-6As (not to overlook the
special ops C-130s and helos based
there).

The same thing occurred at George
AFB [Calif.] a number of years ago,
with its access to the extra-large
Edwards air-to-ground complex. En-
gland AFB [La.] had an air-to-ground
range within just a few miles and it
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too was axed. Only Cannon AFB
[N.M.], with an almost-on-the-base
range, seems to have survived.

How, on the one hand, can USAF
shut down these fighter bases with
ranges so close they’re almost in the
pattern and, on the other, complain
about the lack of training airspace
and gunnery ranges? Sometimes our
planning seems to concentrate on
the next supersonic, gee-whiz fighter
and ignore the resources at hand,
[such as] now-closed gunnery ranges
and the F-4G, the best Wild Weasel
bird ever built. Don’t think the over-
taxed F-16 will ever beat or match
that capability.

It’s strange that the Luftwaffe still
operatesits glass-cockpit F-4Fs, and
we couldn’t keep a few squadrons of
superb Wild Weasel birds on line be-
cause they were “too expensive.” Or
the EF-111, the Alpha force's best
friend—and we still don’t have an
adequate replacement for that bird,
either.

The term “shooting yourself in the
foot” comes to mind.

Jack Doub
San Diego

Re-Engine the B-52

The 50th anniversary of B-52’s first
flight finds the venerable aircraft fly-
ing daily orbits over Afghanistan, pro-
viding close air support using satel-
lite-guided bombs—a development
Gen.John P.Jumper has called trans-
formational. [See “The War Nobody
Expected,” April, p. 34.] With similar
scenarios possible in the future, per-
haps it is time to revisit the 20-year-
old idea of re-engining the B-52. The
“B-52R” might be an idea whose time
has come.

The 40-year-old TF33 engines rep-
resent the highest cost for future B-
52 maintenance. Commercial off-the-
shelf engines have such amazing
reliability that many engines could
remain “on wing” for the life of the
aircraft, yielding huge cost savings.
Our defense strategy emphasizes
long-range, precision-strike capabili-
ties. There-engined B-52 would have
a 50 percent better combat radius,
or double the loiter time over target.
The price of fuel can only go [in] one
directionin the coming decades. The
lower fuel consumption of modern
fan engines would cut fuel costs in
half, enabling a quick payback for
the price of the mod, plus continuing
savings thereafter. The improved
range of the B-52R transiates into a
valuable reduction in the number of
tankers required to support B-52 op-
erations. For example, using re-
engined B-52s during Desert Storm
would have freed an entire squad-
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ron of KC-135s for other duties. Fi-
nally, adding an auxiliary power unit
to the B-52 would eliminate the need
for ground power carts and thus re-
duce the airlift needed to support
deployed aircraft.

The B-52H is a nonstealthy warhorse
that many feel should be put out to
pasture. However, it’'s also the only
plane we have that can provide an
“opening round” cruise missile attack
and then swing to conventional bomb-
ing. It's a mature weapon system, it
stillhas 40 years of service life left, and
best of all, it would pay for itself in just
a few years. If USAF is serious about
operating the B-52 until 2040, then re-
engining seems a smartthingtodo. To
put the B-52R in another perspective,
doing something better for less cost
should make sense to everyone—es-
pecially the American taxpayer.

Col. Ron Thurlow,
USAF (Ret.)
Beavercreek, Ohio

The Osprey

[In reference to letters about the
V-22 Osprey from Eric E. Abell,
March, p. 11, and retired Lt. Col.
William J. Warwick, October, p. 4.]:
Both pilot and copilot controls and
multifunction displays on the Osprey
are identical: stick (cyclic) on the
right, throttle (Thrust Control Lever
or TCL) on the left. Many of the
pictures of the Osprey cockpit show
only the right side TCL and both the
left and right sticks; the left side TCL
is invisible in many photos since it is
blocked by the copilot’s seat. Since
the controls are identical, moving
from the one seat to the other pre-
sents no problem.

Lieutenant Colonel Warwick brings
up an interesting point about prefer-
ring a collective instead of a TCL, but
he seems to be thinking the aircraftis
in fact a helicopter. The Osprey is not
a helicopter, norisitaturboprop. The
V-22 is often described as an air-

plane that can hover. The tilt-rotor
pilot knows that the TCL gives power
to the prop rotors in whichever direc-
tion they point; when the nacelles
are nearly vertical in VTOL [Vertical
Takeoff and Landing] mode, power
changes result primarily in an up or
down movement, while TCL move-
ment with horizontal nacelles results
primarily in airspeed changes. Lieu-
tenant Colonel Warwick’s idea of
having a collective instead of a TCL
has already been tried and discarded.
Early models of the MV-22 did in fact
have a collective-like device, but it
was not nearly as efficient as the
current TCL design. The brilliant
engineer Jon Tatro at Bell Aircraft
designed the TCL to be exception-
ally suitable to the specific require-
ments of a tilt-rotor.

Training is the key for pilots in the
tilt-rotor system. Eventually new pi-
lots will come out of a tilt-rotor-
specific training track, but for now
we are using both helicopter and
fixed-wing pilots in the initial in-
structor cadre. Approximately 57
percent of the entry-level tilt-rotor
training is done in the simulator;
this is where aircrew learn to avoid
the mistakes Lieutenant Colonel
Warwick cited.

Mr. Abell suggested that training
reflects “the background and experi-
ence of the pilots flying the machine,”
and he is absolutely correct. We
brought in experience from both he-
licopters and turboprops, mixed that
with test pilot experience from the V-
22 test program, and ironed out the
procedures and techniques we have
today. But few pilots have extensive
experience in the V-22. We at New
River are developing that background
and experience to which Mr. Abell
refers.

Lt. Col. Preston Plous,
USAF

MV-22 initial instructor cadre
MCAS New River, N.C.
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The Chart Page

By Tamar A. Mehuron, Associate Editor

Where Imported Oil Really Comes From

US Oil Suppliers by Region

US Oil Suppliers

1996 (Billions of Dollars)

2001 (Billions of Dollars)

Americas
Middle East
Africa
Europe
Other

The US is becoming increasingly de-
pendent on foreign oil, but the biggest
source is not the Middle East.

In 1996, US wells still produced slightly
more than half the oil consumed in the
US. In 2001, however, imports ac-
counted for 57 percent of US consump-
tion.

The US last year imported $100 billion
worth of crude from 97 nations.

Some 47 percent of imports came from

the Americas. In fact, Canada—with
$14.5 billion in sales—was the top for-

10

eign supplier of oil to the US last year.
Next came Venezuela, from which the
US imported $13.3 billion worth of oil.

Saudi Arabia is the third-largesi indi-
vidual supplier of oil to the US. with
sales of $12.5 billion 'ast year. The
Middle East supplies I2ss than one-
quarter of all imports.

Oil is fungible, and any disruption of
world supply anywhere would quickly
be felt in the global market. Prices
would rise as consumers competed
for diminished supplies.

Canada
Venezuela
Saudi Arabia
Mexico
Nigeria

Iraq

Norway
United Kingdom
Angola
Colombia
Algeria
Kuwait
Other

Sources: International Trade Administration, DOC and
Energy Information Administration/Petroleum Supply
Monthly.
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Aerospace World

By Suzann Chapman, Managing Editor

Jumper: 339 Is Minimum for F-22

The Air Force’s Chief of Staff, Gen.
John P. Jumper, told reporters last
month that the US military must have
339 F-22 air superiority fighters.

“That is the number that we agreed
on. ... There are others in the Penta-
gon who think we cannot get to that
number with the budget, but we’'ve
agreed to go with the budget and see
how high we can get,” said Jumper.
“We think we can get to 339 with that
amount of money.”

In April Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld had asked the Air Force to
look at reducing that number. The
issue is whether the Pentagon can
afford the planned buys of three fight-
ers as the services begin working the
Fiscal 2004 budget.

Unlike last year, when speculation
ran high that the new Bush Adminis-
tration intended to cut one or more of
the fighter programs, Pentagon offi-
cials have only expressed doLbts
about the numbers involved.

When asked about the F-22, Rums-
feld told US troops in Kyrgyzstan,
“The big debate is not whether, but
how many.”

Each of the three fighters—F-22,
F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, and F/A-18
Super Hornet—are designed for dif-
ferent roles. Of the three, the F-22 is
the only one that will be capable of
the air superiority mission.

The original mark for F-22s was
set at 750. Vice President Dick Che-
ney trimmed that to 648 when he was
Secretary of Defense. The planned
production buy was cut twice—to 438,
then 339—during the Clinton Admin-
istration.

“Further cuts would be the moral
equivalent of a third Clinton Admin-
istration, complete with the histori-
cal myopia about future threats that
President Bush has so frequently
assailed,” said Loren B. Thompson,
a defense analyst at the Lexington
Institute.

NATO Aircraft Head Home
Operation Eagle Assist, the his-
toric event that brought seven Air-
borne Warning and Control System
aircraft from Europe to the US to help

12

o & TS
TR, A

Gen. John Jumper mainlains that the Air Force needs 339 F-22s and the budget

wiN support that numbe:. Here, he gets a caockpit orientation in an F-22 test

aircraft at Edwards AFB. Calif.

pairol US skies after the Sept. 11
terrorist attacks, ended May 16.

The operation marked the firsttime
NATO forces were deployed ir the
US for operational supoort.

Beginning Oct. 9, 2001, the NATO
AWACS crews—830 members from
13 NATO nations—flew more than
360 sorties.

After the September attacks, NATO
invoked Article 5 of its charter, which
states that an attack on one cf the
all ance’s 19 members is an attack
on all. Five aircraft initially were sent,
followed by znother two, all of which
operated out of Tinker AFB, Ckla.,
during Eagle Assist.

NATO Secretary General George
Rcbertson said the decision to con-
clude the NATO portion of Operation
Ncble Eagle was based on several
factors. He cited “materiel upgrades
to the US a'r defense posture and
enhanced caoperation between civil
and military authorities, and a recent
US evaluaticn of homeland security
requirements.”

Tail Stress Is No Showstopper
Recent prass reports highlighted
what they termed a new problem—

ta'l buffet stress—identified in test-
ing the F-22 fighter. Gen. John Jump-
er, USAF Chief of Staff, said the prob-
lem is not new and, what’s more, it's
not a “showstopper.”

Jumper told reporters last month
that the F-22 Raptor, like many twin
teil aircraft, can experience stress
from turbulent airflcw and pressure
fluctuations. He said the F-22’s prob-
lem was identified in May 2001, and
the Air Force notified DOD.

Although Jumper said the problem
is not serious, other service officials
sezid it might have an impact on the
test schedule.

A team of engineers, including
some from the Navy, which had a
similar problem with the F/A-18E/F
Super Hornet, was assembled to work
on potential fixes.

Jumper said a “range of solutions
was in hand.”

SBIRS High Gets Go Ahead
Pentagon acquisition chief Edward
C. Aldridge signed a letter to Con-
gress May 2 certifying six programs,
including the Space Based Infrared
System High, for continuation even
though they had exceeded cost limits.
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Pentagon Establishes New Combatant Command

DOD's top leaders unveiled several changes in an-
nouncing the 2002 Unified Command Plan. Chief among

them is creation of a new combatant command, called US

Northern Command, for defense of US territory.

The new UCP also re-assigns geographic responsibility
to each of the combatant commands. (See map below.)

Both of these changes are to be implemented Oct. 1.

By law, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff must
review the UCP at least every two years. It was last
revised in September 1999.

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld called the 2002
changes “the most significant reform of our nation’s
military command structure since the first command plan
was issued shortly after World War I1.”

The Pentagon proposes to house the new command in
Colorado Springs, Colo., alongside North American Aero-
space Defense Command.

USAF Gen. Richard B. Myers, JCS Chairman, told
reporters April 17 that no new roles or missions are being
created for the command. Instead Northern Command
will take responsibility for missions that had been as-
signed to various other commands.

Specifically, those missions were land, aerospace,
and sea defense of the US and command of US forces

Under the new Unified Command Plan, Northern
Command will be responsible for the continental US,

Canada, Mexico, portions of the Caribbean, and Alaska

(Alaskan Command forces will remain assigned to
Pacific Command). In addition to Europe, European
Command gains most of Russia and the Caspian Sea.
Pacific Command now will also cover Antarctica and
retains responsibility for certain activities in eastern
Russia.
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that lend support to US civil authorities. NORTHCOM will
also assume some of the geographic responsibility for-
merly held by US Joint Forces Command.

JFCOM will now become a purely functional, rather
than a geographic, command. It will focus on military
transformation, joint experimentation, and joint training.
However, officials said it will retain its role in generating
forces for the geographic commands.

The other functional combatant commands are: US
Special Operations Command, US Strategic Command,
US Space Command, and US Transportation Command.

In addition to NORTHCOM, there are four geographic
combatant commands: US Central Command, US Euro-
pean Command, US Pacific Command, and US Southern
Command. The map below displays their new geographic
areas of responsibility.

The Commander in Chief of NORTHCOM will also
head NORAD, the US—Canada binational command. in
addition to the new command’s geographic responsibil-
ity, it will oversee security cooperation and military coor-
dination with Canada and Mexico.

Myers also revealed that DOD is considering merging
the functions of SPACECOM with those of STRATCOM,
which is headquartered at Offutt AFB, Neb.

|[E>0
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USAF photo by Bobbi Garcia

Aerospace World

Lt. Col. Troy Fontaine, test pilot, and Maj. Kevin Steffenson, weapons system

officer, launch five Joint Direct Attack Munitions from an F-15E over a California

test range and, using GPS coordinates, successfully hit five separate targets.

Lockheed Martin and USAF person-
nel rolled the sections off the airlifters
onto large trailer trucks bound for the
assembly facilities at the Cape and
Vandenberg.

The Titan IV, firstlaunched in 1989,
is the largest US expendable launch
vehicle. It is capable of carrying pay-
loads weighing up to 10,000 pounds
into synchronous orbit.

The last Titan mission from the
Cape is slated to launch a Defense
Support Program satellite in 2003.
Vandenberg has two other Titans
awaiting launch, as well.

After the final Titan IVB launch,
scheduled for 2005 from Vandenberg,
payloads in this class will launch
aboard Lockheed Martin’s new Atlas
V or Boeing’s Delta IV.

TRW Snags SBIRS Low Program
TRW announced that the Missile

Defense Agency named the Califor-

nia—based contractor as lead for an

Each of the six programs had at
least a 25 percent cost increase.

Under the Nunn—McCurdy Law, Al-
dridge had to certify that each program
was necessary for national security
and could be kept within cost controls.
Without those assurances, Congress
requires program cancellation.

SBIRS High is the replacement for
the Defense Support Program satel-
lites used for ballistic missile early
warning. It has additional require-
ments for technical intelligence and
missile defense.

“The alternatives were much more
expensive, given the state of the cur-
rent program,” said Aldridge. He also
said he was confidentin the program’s
new management structure at Lock-
heed Martin and Northrop Grumman.

The other five certified programs
are: the H-1 and CH-47 helicopters,
LPD-17 amphibious transport dock
ship, chemical demilitarization pro-
gram, and multiple launch rocket sys-
tem upgrades.

Aldridge was forced in December
to cancel the Navy's Area Terminal
Defense System when it could not
pass the Nunn—McCurdy test.

Last Titans Reach Cape, Vandy
The two last Titan IVBs to be
launched arrived at USAF's East and
West Coast launch facilities in May.
One arrived at Cape Canaveral
AFS, Fla., on May 1, and another at
Vandenberg AFB, Calif., on May 2.
An Air Force C-5 airlifter delivered
to each facility the first and second
stages of these last two Titan IVBs.
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House Defense Panel Urges Troop Increase

The House Armed Services Committee acted on calls from military leaders
for additional personnel and increased active duty troop levels by more than
12,500 for Fiscal 2003.

The increase is barely one percent overall, but it represents the largest
single-year rise since 1986. It exceeded the Bush Administration personnel
request by more thar 10,000 troops.

The committee approved a $550 million increase in military personnel
accounts to pay for a total of 12,652 additional personnel. The breakdown by
service is:

® 1,795 for the Air Force,

®m 4,800 for the Army,

m 3,757 for the Navy, and

m 2,400 for the Marine Gorps.

In its report on the Fiscal 2003 defense bill, the House panel stated, “Each
of the military services entered the war on terrorism with personnel short-
ages—a situation that has been aggravated by the operational requirements
of the war.”

It went on to say that the committee’s recommended troop increase would
“partially address manning shortfalls,” thus setting the stage for further
increases in next year’'s budget.

HASC chairman Bob Stump (R-—Ariz.) said the Fiscal 2003 defense budget
places the nation’s defense “on the road to recovery,” but he specifically
called for an even stronger Fiscal 2004 defense program, to include “further
increases to manpower levels.”

However, troop increases are not high on Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld’s agenda. He told a military audience in lllinois in mid-April, I am
very reluctant to increase end strength, if | can avoid it.”

He said that such a move is “enormously expensive.” He added, "The
question is, would we be better off increasing manpower or increasing
capability and lethality? ... The United States [needs] to stop using military
people for nonmilitary functions.”

Neither increasing capability nor shedding nonmilitary functions is a quick
fix. The Pentagon’s short-term solution to handling commitments in the post—
Sept. 11 era was to put more than 80,000 reserve troops on active duty. That
situation, increasingly, has many congressmen worried.

At a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing in April, senators warned
Pentagon personnel officials that unlimited duty for such a large number of
reserves raises several concerns, not the least of which are employer and
retention considerations.
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Aerospace World

industry team that will pursue devel-
opment of DOD’s missile tracking
Space Based Infrared System Low
satellite program.

The teaming concept is part of a
restructuring plan MDA provided to
Congress last month.

The team, which features former
competitors on the program, will
combine TRW with Spectrum Astro
as subcontractor to work on the
spacecraft and Raytheon and Nor-
throp Grumman to develop sensor
payloads under competitive con-
tracts.

Before the restructuring, TRW and
Raytheon were pitted against Spec-
trum Astro and Northrop Grumman in
the requirements definition and con-
ceptual design phases of the pro-
gram.

Lt. Gen. Ronald T. Kadish, MDA
director, told reporters that the plan
keeps the key contractors involved
and provides competition for the pay-
load.

In Congressional testimony April
17, Kadish said the restructured pro-
gram “will support numerous risk re-
duction activities, including technol-
ogy maturation, ground simulations,
and hardware-in-the-loop demonstra-
tions.”

The month before, Pentagon ac-
quisition chief Edward C. Aldridge
told Congress that the increase in
costs for the SBIRS Low program
was so significant DOD had called
for a restructuring.

In addition to the teaming, the re-
structure, Kadish said, will require
additional funds in Fiscal 2002 and
possibly in 2003.

USAF Receives Upgraded U-2

Lockheed Martin delivered the first
U-28 high-flying reconnaissance air-
craft with new state-of-the-art cock-
pit displays and controls to the 9th
Reconnaissance Wing at Beale AFB,
Calif., in mid—April.

The U-2S Reconnaissance Avion-
ics Maintainability Program will up-
grade the 1960s—era cockpit with new
equipment, including three multifunc-
tion displays, an up-front control and
display unit, and anindependent sec-
ondary flight display system.

USAF’s fleet of 31 U-2S aircraft
and four two-cockpit trainers is sched-
uled to receive the modifications by
2007.

Formal upgrade fraining for pilots
began last month. The new cockpit
greatly eases the pilot’s workload,
said Col. Alan Vogel, 9th Operations
Group commandetr.

He explained that the current cock-
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US Renounces World Court Treaty

The Bush Administration on May 6 formally announced its decision not to
become a party to the International Criminal Court Treaty, maintaining it still
has significant flaws.

Despite the US withdrawal, the United Nations received notices of
ratification from 66 countries, more than enough to allow the treaty to enter
into force, now set for July 1.

President Clinton signed the treaty Dec. 31, 2000, but said he would not
send it to the Senate for ratification unless the flaws could be fixed. Some
changes were made, but neither the Clinton nor Bush Administrations
considered them sufficient.

In a May 6 statement, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld listed a
number of serious objections to the treaty in its current form:

m The lack of adequate checks and balances on powers of the ICC
prosecutors and judges;

= The dilution of the: UN Security Council's authority over international
criminal prosecutions; and

m The lack of an effective mechanism to prevent politicized prosecutions
of American service members and officials.

“These flaws would be of concern at any time, but they are particularly
troubling in the midst of a difficult, dangerous war on terrorism," said
Rumsfeld. “There is the risk that the ICC could attempt to assert jurisdiction
over US service members, as well as civilians, involved in counterterrorist
and other military operations—something we cannot allow.”

The treaty was adopted in 1998 by representatives from 160 countries at
a UN conference in Rome. The treaty, known as the Rome Statute, creates
a permanent international court to try cases involving charges of genocide,
crimes against humanity, war crimes, and crimes of aggression. Previously,
according to the State Department, temporary tribunals were created for
special situations, such as the genocide committed in 1994 in Rwanda and
war crimes committed in the former Yugoslavia.

Pierre—-Richard Prosper, ambassador at-large for war crimes issues, said
the US wants to put responsibility for accountability “back to where it
belongs, and that is with the states.”

He said the US action is not unprecedented, and it “will give us the
flexibility to protect our interests and the flexibility to pursue alternative

approaches.”

pit layout has navigational equipment
low to the right of the pilot with com-
munications equipment low to the left.
“Operating that equipment adds physi-
cal demands to an aircraft which al-
ready tests a pilot’s endurance on a
lengthy flight.”

U-2 pilots wear a full pressure suit
and helmet, which, althoughiit’s fairly
light, doesn't turn all the way to the
side as a pilot’s head turns. Because
of the location of some equipment,
said Lt. Col. Garry Baccus, with the
9th, “You physically had to grab the
metal bar—the bailer bar—that locks
the helmet faceplate and use it for
leverage to turn the helmet to see
and operate these controls.”

Jumper Wants Data Displayed
Intuitively

The Air Force's top uniformed
leader called integration “the buzz-
word for this decade,” in late April

when he addressed the first C2ISR
Summit.

“Many of you have heard me talk
aboutintegration many times before;
all | can say to you is, you’re going to
hear me talk about it again and again,”
said Gen. John P. Jumper, USAF
Chief of Staff.

Jumper told attendees at the Com-
mand and Control, Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance Sum-
mit held at Danvers, Mass., that the
time has come to stop concentrating
on individual systems and to start
focusing on the information they pro-
vide. He wants the Air Force to auto-
mate processing, so information can
be displayed intuitively.

in doing that, said Jumper, opera-
tors can make better decisions, more
quickly. “The sum of the wisdom is a
cursor over the target.”

He said he wants to see machine-
to-machine interfaces that deliver
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Air Force Implements New Standard Wing Structure

The Air Force announced April 22 that it wilt change its
current wing organization to a new across-the-service
standard structure. The new wing structure will contain
four groups—operations, maintenance, mission support,
and medical. (See chart below.)

The change will apply to all active duty units, as well as
the Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve Command.
It takes effect Oct. 1.

The service’s current "objective” wing structure, which
was established in 1992, also included four groups:
operations, logistics, support, and medical. It was not a
consistent structure Air Force—wide, however.

The new standard wing basically returns to a pre—1992
makeup, with the reintroduction of the maintenance group.
In effect, the new plan returns maintenance to mainte-
nance professionals.

In the current objective wing arrangement, some main-
tenance personnel within one wing are assigned to the
operations group, while others are assigned to the logis-
tics group. In the future, all wing maintenance functions
will fall under the maintenance group.

Gen. John P. Jumper, USAF Chief of Staff, said the
reorganization emphasizes “three core competencies.”
They are: to operate air and space weapons systems, to
maintain these complex weapons systems, and enhance
direct mission support of our expeditionary, rapid reac-
tion, contingency-based Air Force.”

Jumper emphasized that maintenance of air and space
weapons systems is a core competency. He said, “Aging
fleets and years of resource shortfalls require increased
attention to the balance of sortie production and health of
our fleets. This requires career maintenance profession-
als.”

Other changes in the new structure move wing supply,
transportation, contracting, and aerial port functions un-
der the mission support group.

Last year USAF began testing a new arrangement for

its logistics functions, merging transportation and supply
squadrons, along with logistics plans, into a single logis-
tics readiness squadron. Several units at USAF bases
around the world were involved in the test, which was the
resultof a 1999 Chief of Staff Logistics Review looking for
ways to reduce redundant logistics operations.

The CLR tests proved successful.

Under the new wing structure, all wing mission support
groups will merge their logistics, supply, and transporta-
tion units into a logistics readiness squadron.

Another CLR initiative prompted the service to com-
bine the logistics plans, supply, and transportation officer
career fields into a single logistics readiness officer
career field. That change took effect in April as the
service began training new officer accessions in the three
disciplines, rather than just one.

In describing the role of the mission support group,
Jumper said that the Air Force will develop a career path
for commanders who understand the full scope of not
only home-station employment and sustainment but also
contingency deployment, beddown, and sustainment. To
do this he said the mission support group commander's
role must encompass crisis actions, force protection, unit
type code preparation, load planning, contracting ac-
tions, bare base and tent city preparation, munitions site
planning, personnel readiness expeditionary combat sup-
port, and more.

For the operational groups, Jumper said, the service
recognizes “the emerging necessity to more closely inte-
grate tactical skills with execution at the operational level
of war. Commanders of operational groups will be in-
creasingly involved in planning and training for the opera-
tional level of war.”

He also said that he understands the magnitude of these
changes and added, “The goal is to achieve a more capable
Air Force with professionals who understand and are ca-
pable of meeting our ever-increasing, complex mission.”

Wing Commander

Vice Wing Commander

Wing Staff

I [

] I

Operations Group Maintenance Group

Mission Support Group Medical Group

Maintenance Squadron(s)
(Component Maintenance,
Equipment Maintenance,
Munitions Maintenance)

Operations Squadron(s)

Operations Support
Squadron

Aircraft/Space Maintenance
Squadron(s)

Maintenance Operations
Squadron
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decision-quality data, culled from
various sensors on various systems,
directly to decision-makers.

Jumper called integration of this
sort the ultimate example of new think-
ing. He said the Pentagon budgeting
process needs to change to foster
that kind of thinking.

F-15 Pilot Killed in Crash

The Air Force declared Maj. James
A. Duricy dead following the crash of
his F-15 fighter in the Gulf of Mexico
about 60 miles south of Panama City,
Fla., on April 30.

USAF officials said the search for
his body was officially suspended May
1 at 11:30 a.m.

Duricy, who was with the 40th Flight
Test Squadron at Eglin AFB, Fla.,
was conducting a flight test for a new
air-to-air missile when his aircraft went
down. He was flying with an F-16
fighter and a KC-135 tanker.

The F-16 pilot tried to raise Duricy
on his radio several times unsuc-
cessfully and then spotted debris on
the water.

Duricy was a 1989 Air Force Acad-
emy graduate.

A board of officers will investigate.

USAF Exceeds Recruiting Goal
The Air Force reached its Fiscal
2002 recruiting goal of 37,283 five
months early.
Air Force Recruiting Service signed
No. 37,283 on May 2.
Officials said this was the earliest
USAF had met its goal since 1986.
This was not an easy task. Recruit-
ers from each of the services told
Congress earlier this year that al-
though there was an initial surge of
interest in military service after the
Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, an expected
surge in enlistments did not follow.
“We increased the number of Air
Force recruiters, offered enlistment
bonuses, and continued to aggres-
sively market and advertise the Air
Force to the youth of America,” said
the new AFRS commander, Brig. Gen.
Edward A. Rice Jr. “But the real key
to success has been hard work.”
This is also the third consecutive
year the Air Force has attained its
goal earlier than the previous year.
“Historically, the months of Feb-
ruary through May have proven to
be the toughest accession months,”
said Col. James Holaday, chief of
the AFRS operations division. “Our
1,605 front-line recruiters responded
to the challenge, despite two mid-
year goal increases to put more se-
curity forces in place for the war on
terrorism.”
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Attempt To Stop New Base Closures Fails

The House Armed Searvices Committee signaled its support May 1 for
the new round of military facility closings approved last year by Con-
gress, despite an appeal by some lawmakers that, with the nation at
war, it's no time to be closing facilities.

A move to repeal last year’s legislation, which provides authority for a
new round of closures in 2005, failed in a committee vote, 38—-19.

Pentagon officials, who had asked for approval to start closure actions
in 2003, were upset at the delay until 2005. They maintain the war on
terror provides one more reason to proceed with the elimination of

excess infrastructure.

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld pointed out late last year that any
delay in the base closure program will waste money and assets. “We
will be providing force protection on bases that we do not need,” he

said.

Lord: AFSPC Must Flex Muscles

At his assumption of command
ceremony at Peterson AFB, Colo.,
Gen. Lance W. Lord, the new head of
Air Force Space Command, said his
first priority is to ensure AFSPC fully
flexes its muscles as an independent
major command.

Lord is the first to lead the command
following the Pentagon’s overall reor-
ganization of space functions last year.
Command of AFSPC had been as-
signed to the commander in chief of
US Space Command since 1992.

His second priority, Lord said, is
for the command to provide space
capabilities to the warfighter in an
integrated manner. Third, he said,
AFSPC must work hard to make Pe-
ter B. Teets, the undersecretary of
the Air Force, successful as DOD’s
executive agent for space.

USAF Recognizes Attack Heroes

The Air Force honored 28 of its
personnel for their heroic actions on
Sept. 11.

Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. John
P.Jumper on April 15 presented MSgt.
Noel Sepulveda an Airman’s Medal
and a Purple Heart for injuries he
sustained during the terrorist attack
on the Pentagon.

Sepulveda, who had gone to the
Pentagon for a meeting, saw the air-
liner as it crashed into the Pentagon.
He was knocked into a light pole by
the resulting explosion. After regain-
ing his balance, he went inside and
put his 26 years of active and Re-
serve service as a medical techni-
cianto work. He helped carry wounded
out, then set up a triage area to pri-
oritize their care.

Nine others received Airman’s
Medals: Lt. Gen. Paul K. Carlton Jr.;
Lt. Col. Gary W. Holland; Maj. Jo-

seph A. Milner; CMSgts. Ricky L.
Arnold, Paul D. Miller, and John K.
Monaccio; SMSgt. Kevin M. Andrews;
MSgt. Paul R. Lirette; and SSgt. Greg-
ory D. Fechner.

Eight individuals received Merito-
rious Service Medals: Col. John S.
Baxter; Lt. Cols. Janet Deltuva, Mau-
reen E. Massey, and Terry P. Kane;
Maj. Michael Moore; CMSgts. Troy J.
Mclintosh and Robert Walko; and
TSgt. Randali B. Federspill.

Eight received the Air Force Com-
mendation Medal: Lt. Col. Matthew
D. Swanson; Majs. James G. Cusic
and Andrew H. Weaver; SMSgt. An-
thony J. Twitty; TSgt. Bernard Kim-
brough; SSgts. Lisa A. Ducharme and
Charles V. Hawkins; and A1C Evandra
D. Spruell.

Lt. Col. William Mitchell received
an Army Commendation Medal. Blair
Bozek received an Air Force Scroll.

Retired Airman Faces Death
Penalty in Espionage Case

Retired MSgt. Brian P. Regan, who
was to stand trial this month for alieg-
edly spying for China, Iraqg, and Libya,
has a reprieve until possibly January
2003, but he now could receive the
death penalty if found guilty.

The Justice Department filed no-
tice in late April that it planned to
seek the death penalty. As aresult of
that move, defense lawyers asked
for a delay.

Justice officials agreed with the
delay, saying it would take time for
the defense to obtain the necessary
security clearances to view classi-
fied documents.

Regan, who was arrested in Au-
gust 2001 as he tried to board an
airliner bound for Europe, was origi-
nally indicted on one count of at-
tempted espionage. That indictment
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was amended in February to include
three counts of attempted espionage
and one count of gathering national
defense information.

He worked at the National Recon-
naissance Office while in the Air Force
and later, briefly, as a defense con-
tractor.

“The defendant intended to give to
Iraq, a hostile country that has regu-
larly attempted to shoot down US
and allied aircraft flying in the no-fly
zone, detailed and comprehensive
information concerning US reconnais-
sance satellites,” said US attorney
Paul J. McNulty in a statement. “The
disclosure of this information would
make it more difficult to protect the
lives of our servicemen.”

USAF Opens New Warfighting
Integration Office

The Air Force on April 29 formally
setup its new office that will integrate
Intelligence, Surveillance, and Re-
connaissance assets with Command
and Control, and communications and
computer capabilities.

The service had previously named
Lt. Gen. Leslie F. Kenne as the new
Deputy Chief of Staff for Warfighting
Integration (AF/XI).

“Successful operations depend on
modernized air and space capabilities
to quickly find, fix, track, and attack
targets,” said Gen. John P. Jumper,
USAF Chief of Staff, in announcing the
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Terrorist threats notwithstanding, the Air Force decided that air shows could go
on. Here, the units at Eglin AFB, Fla., recently showcased current USAF weapon

systems and vintage aircraft.

new office. “I have explicitly charged
the new AF/XI to close the seams in
this kill chain by integrating manned,
unmanned, and space systems, thereby
enabling commanders to create de-
sired effects in the battlespace.”

The Air Force disestablished the
DCS for Communications and Infor-
mation, moving its responsibilities and
resources to Xl, as well as the Direc-
torate of Command and Control, trans-

Transition at Air Force Magazine

This month marks the first time since November 1984 that the masthead
does not list John T. Correll as Editor in Chief. Correll, who presided over
211 issues and set the standard for defense journalists in Washington,
D.C., retired on April 30 after nearly 20 years on the staff. Correll is
widely regarded as the most skillful and influential editor in this magazine’'s
60-year history, by a wide margin.

Named by AFA to be Correll’s successor was Robert S. Dudney, the
magazine’s second-highest-ranking editor since 1989. Dudney has been
deeply involved in all aspects of magazine editorial and financial affairs
for more than a decade. Dudney announced several interrelated changes
in staff organization as well as promotions.

The post of Managing Editor has acquired new editorial and financial
duties and becomes the magazine’s No. 2 position. Suzann Chapman,
who came to the magazine in 1995 and has been Managing Editor since
1997, was promoted to the “new” Managing Editor post on May 1.

John A. Tirpak, who joined the magazine staff as Senior Editor in 1994,
has been promoted to the position of Executive Editor, where he will
continue to report and write most of the magazine’s lead articles and also
handle new editorial duties, Dudney said. This change also became
effective May 1.

Dudney announced the creation of a second Assistant Managing Editor
post. Named to this new position was Juliette Kelsey Chagnon. Dudney
said Chagnon had been promoted after four years in the position of Staff
Editor and Administrative Assistant.
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ferring its key responsibilities to XI.

Additionally, the service realigned
the Air Force C2ISR Center at Lang-
ley AFB, Va., from Air Combat Com-
mand to XI.

DD(X) Gets Under Way

The Navy announced April 29 it
selected the Northrop Grumman-led
Gold Team, which includes Raytheon,
as the lead design agent forthe DD(X)
ship program.

The DD(X) contract award “signals
the start of a revolution for the Navy’s
surface combatant fleets,” said a DOD
statement. It will be the foundation
for a family of surface combatants,
including a future cruiser and littoral
combat ship, that will herald “signifi-
cantcombat advantage” while reduc-
ing crew size.

Defense acquisition chief Edward
Aldridge called the DD(X) “the Joint
Strike Fighter equivalent for shipbuild-
ing.”

Adm. Vern Clark, Chief of Naval
Operations, said, “These great ships
and other members of the family of
surface combatants will transform the
Navy fleet, multiply our combat ef-
fectiveness, and play a crucial role in
dominating the future battlespace.”

General Dynamics lodged a pro-
test on the DD(X) decision with the
General Accounting Office.

DOD To Establish New Spectrum
Office

Pentagon officials told Congress
that DOD planned to create a new
Defense Spectrum Office to better
address spectrum management is-
sues.

A key function of the new office will
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be to help DOD address the “imbal-
ances and asymmetric risks” created
by the current national spectrum man-
agement process, Steven Price told
a House panel April 23. Price is the
deputy assistant secretary of defense
for spectrum and command, control,
and communications policy, a posi-
tion that was created just last year to
deal with the increasing challenges
facing the military in maintaining suf-
ficient spectrum capability for its
weapon systems.

Price said the new office would
subsume the Office of Spectrum
Analysis and Management, created
in 1998.

“Spectrum enables almost every
function that DOD performs,” said
Price. “lt is vital to national security.”

Over the past 10 years, DOD and
the Air Force have lost access to
more than 240 megahertz of spec-
trum, said Lt. Gen. John L. Wood-
ward Jr., then deputy chief of staff for
communications and information. He
said a succession of actions and de-
cisions led to the loss of bands that
were at the most desirable frequen-
cies for key warfighter functions.
Those same frequencies are coveted
by commercial entities.

“While each of these actions, taken
in isolation, might have appeared
manageable, the cumulative effect
on the Air Force has been signifi-
cant,” said Woodward.

Some critics claim the Pentagon
does not handle its spectrum use
efficiently. Price argued that some
spectrum use labeled as “inefficient”
is actually “designed for anti-jam sys-
tems, low probability of intercept, and
other counter—countermeasures.”

He added, “The commercial stan-
dards that allow a certain percentage
of built-in busy signals or dropped
calls cannot be tolerated.” For the
military, “the call must get through.”

Firefighters Move to World
Competition

Air Force firefighters from Travis
AFB, Calif., secured a try at the World
Firefighter Combat Challenge to be
held in Deerfield Beach, Fla., in Oc-
tober.

The Travis team took first place in
the 2002 Firefighter Combat Chal-
lenge, held at Woodbridge, Va., in
April. Individual team members also
took first, third, fourth, and fifth places
in the individual relay category.

The team comprised three active
duty members from the 60th Civil
Engineer Squadron and one Reserv-
ist with the 349th CES. The three
from the 60th are: SSgt. A.J. Eversley,
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GAO Says Military, Private Benefits Comparable

The military offers all the core benefits—retirement, health care, life
insurance, and paid time off—provided by private-sector employers and
then some, according to Derek B. Stewart of the General Accounting Office.

Stewart identified a variety of military benefits that he said exceed those
found in the private sector. He said these include free health care, free
housing or housing alliowances, and discount shopping at commissaries
and exchanges.

He also noted that recent changes by Congress had restored retirement
benefits and expanded health benefits for retirees.

Stewart told the Senate Armed Service Committee’s personnel panel
April 11 that GAO “did not identify significant gaps” in the overall benefit
package offered to active duty service members. However, he also said
GAO had not made direct comparisons.

“We have not made direct analytical comparisons” because of difficulties
that entails, said Stewart. Namely, he said, any comparison must consider
the demands of military service, such as involuntary relocation, frequent
and lengthy separations from family, and liability for combat. He also cited
the inequity in hiring practices, for example the military hires at the entry
level and demands up-or-out promotions, unlike private-sector employers.

Comparisons are also difficult, he said, because the military and private
sector may structure their benefits differently. For instance, the military
retirement system requires 20 years of service to be vested, while private
sector employers typically have much shorter vesting periods or no vesting
periods at all.

Stewart also said the change from a largely single force to one in which
members have more family obligations is one of the most significant
demographic changes since impilementation of the all-volunteer force in
1973. While the rise of members with families prompted DOD to establish
a variety of family support services, Stewart said that DOD needs to
improve some of those benefits. He specifically cited the need to expand
child care and spousal employment assistance.

In 2000, more than 600,000 active duty members had children. Of those
with children, about 85,000 were single parents. There were 1.23 million
military children, nearly 75 percent of which were 11 years old or younger.

According to Stewart, “DOD hopes to meet 80 percent of its members’
child care needs by 2005.”

As one way to assist working spouses, DOD is attempting to establish
partnerships with private-sector employers who can offer jobs with portable
tenure to enable a spouse who must relocate to stay with the same
employer. Other initiatives include working with the Labor Department to
overcome recertification barriers for jobs such as teaching, nursing, and
child care.

Stewart offered his comments as preliminary findings on a study the
SASC panel requested to determine if military benefits have kept pace with
force demographic changes and whether the benefits provided make the
military competitive with the private sector. The GAO plans a full report later
this summer.

SrA. Mike Romano, and A1C Harry
Myers. From the 349th is SSgt. Mike
Melon.

The annual challenge began in
1991 and is open to civil and military
firefighters.

The competitors wear full fire-
fighting gear, including breathing
apparatus, and must complete five
separate tasks that demonstrate the
profession’s physical demands.

In one task, the competitors climb
to the top of a five-story tower car-
rying a 44-pound high-rise hose
pack. At the top, they must hoist a
45-pound hose roll up the full height
of the tower. After that, they race

back down the stairs, touching each
step.

In another event, they must hit a
160-pound steel beam with a nine-
pound shot mallet, moving the beam
a specified distance. Other tasks fol-
low, including dragging a life-size 185-
pound dummy a distance of 100 feet.

The Travis firefighters spend three
months training for the challenge, in
addition to handling their normal du-
ties.

Experimental Multimission C?
Aircraft Takes Flight

An experimental version of USAF’s
new Multimission Command and Con-
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trol Aircraft concept flew for the first
time in mid—April. It is designated
MC2A-X,.

Electronic Systems Center con-
ducted the systems and communica-
tions check flight of the aircraft,
dubbed Paul Revere, at Hanscom
AFB, Mass.

The Air Force introduced the MC2A
concept last year as a replacement
for its current reconnaissance air-
craft. The ultimate airframe for the
MC2A will likely be the same type as
the one the service selects to replace
its tanker fleet.

Congress endorsed the plan, pro-
viding funds in the Fiscal 2002 de-
fense budget to begin development
of the MC2A.

The House Intelligence Commit-
tee suggested, too, that the Air Force
and Navy should develop a single
manned reconnaissance fleet. It
would be owned by one service but
operated by both, similar to the cur-
rent arrangement with the EA-6B
for electronic attack.

USAF Names AFA Team of Year

The Air Force announced the an-
nual Air Force Association Team of
the Year, naming five security forces
enlisted personnel for the 2002 honor.

Those selected were: MSgts. Vicki
L. Jones, 11th Security Forces Squad-
ron, Bolling AFB, D.C., and Todd A.
Weinberger, 115th SFS (ANG), Madi-
son, Wis.; SSgts. Travis D. Hartzell,
823rd SFS, Moody AFB, Ga., and
Brandon E. Sprague, 55th SFS, Offutt
AFB, Neb.; and SrA. Andres E. Sala-
zar, 310th SFS, Schriever AFB, Colo.

Each year AFA and the Chief Mas-
ter Sergeant of the Air Force select a
specific career field for recognition.
The security forces career field team
members for the 2002 presentation
were honored at a ceremony in Wash-
ington, D.C., last month.

Alaska Gains Airlifter Missions

Sen. Ted Stevens (R—Alaska) an-
nounced in mid—April that the Air
Force would form a new associate
Air Force Reserve Command squad-
ron in his home state.

Elements of the squadron will fly
C-17s out of Elmendorf Air Force
Base and C-130Xs from Kulis Air
National Guard Base.

He said the aircraft changes at the
two facilities will create about 179
new manpower positions. They will
also bring an estimated $247 million
in military construction to the bases.

“The AFRC presence in Alaska will
enhance capability for deployment
and force protection that ensures
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Alaska—based forces will play an in-
strumental role in the Pacific as well
as globally in the years ahead,” said
Stevens in a press statement.

DEERS Moves to Single Database
The third and final phase in a pro-
gram designed to improve the De-
fense Enrollment Eligibility Report-
ing System is slated to begin next
year, according to Air Force officials.
The new DEERS will consolidate
information from more than 120 data-
bases into a single database.

The program’s first phase, imple-
mented in July 2001, consolidated
enrollment information on Tricare
recipients. The second, which began
in October 2001, incorporated infor-
mation on Tricare for Life enrollees—
those age 65 and older and others
eligible for Medicare. The final phase
will bring on board the remaining in-
formation, such as claims, other health

insurance, and additional adminis-
trative data.

The new DEERS “improves the way
we can deliver health care,” said Maj.
Paul Friedrichs, with the USAF Sur-
geon General office.

Among the claimed advantages of
the new single-database DEERS: no
confusion over Tricare eligibility when
a recipient is traveling and elimina-
tion of the need for providers to check
duplicate records to find a patient’s
lab results.

Comm and Info Hall of Fame
Inducts Three

The Air Force Communication and
Information Hall of Fame inducted
three new members in mid—April,
designating them as Foundation Set-
ters. They were Lt. Gen. Richard P.
Klocko and, posthumously, Lt. Gen.
Gordon T. Gould Jr. and Maj. Gen.
Paul R. Stoney.

Rumsfeld Takes Aim at Army’s Crusader

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld formally announced May 8 his inten-
tion to terminate the Army’s Crusader artillery system—the first major weapon
system to get the ax under the Pentagon’s new push for transformation.

Even before his announcement, battle lines were drawn between Crusader’s

supporters and opponents.

As soon as word leaked out that the $11 billion Crusader was on the
chopping block, several congressmen vowed to fight to ensure full funding for
the program in the Fiscal 2003 defense budget. Army officials were ready to

fight for the program.

At one point, media reports had Army Secretary Thomas E. White, who was
a staunch Crusader supporter, being given the boot along with the program.
Army staffers supposedly had gone directly to Congress, lobbying to save the

program.

Instead, Rumsfeld expressed his confidence in White. White faunched an
investigation into possible inappropriate behavior within his staff. Within
days, the investigation identified a civilian in the Army’s Office of Legislation
Liaison as the culprit in the leak to Congress of a pro—Crusader talking points
paper. White, it turns out, had not requested the paper.

The talking points took direct aim at the Air Force’s new F-22 fighter as the
reason that Rumsfeld wanted to eliminate the Crusader. According to the
Washington Post, the paper said Rumsfeld’s office wanted a “quick kill” to free
money for the F-22 and went on to say soldiers would die in combat if the

Pentagon canceled the Crusader.

“| am personally and professionally disturbed by the preparation of these
so-called talking points that | find—frankly—offensive and insulting to the
Department of the Army and the Department of Defense,” said White in a

statement May 10.

The battle was not over. Some lawmakers vowed to continue the fight.

Just the day before, the Bush Administration had warned Congress not to
restrict Rumsfeld’s ability to cancel the program. The veto word was used.

On May 10, the House passed its version of the Fiscal 2003 defense
spending bill with funding for the Crusader intact. However, the language did

not rule out program cancellation.

Likewise, the Senate Armed Services Committee had voted funds for the
program but stopped short of imposing guaranteed protection.

Termination of the Crusader will mark the first major weapon system
cancellation since then—Defense Secretary Dick Cheney killed the Navy's

A-12 fighter program in 1991.
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The inductees join a growing list of
public and private sector members
recognized for helping deliver world-
class communications and informa-
tion capabilities to the Air Force, said
a USAF statement. The Hall of Fame,
which began in 1999, was officially
dedicated last year at the Air Force
Communications Agency at Scott
AFB, lil.

News Notes

m President Bush nominated Air
Force Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart as
Commander in Chief of the new North-
ern Command. (See “Pentagon Es-
tablishes New Combatant Command,”
p. 13.) Eberhart is currently CINC,
NORAD and US Space Command.

® The Air Force named civilian Ric-
hard Bleau as new head of the Joint
STARS program office for Electronic
Systems Center at Hanscom AFB,
Mass. Bleau had served as deputy
director of the radar aircraft program
since August 2000.

m President Bush nominated Army
Lt. Gen. James T. Hill as commander
of US Southern Command with pro-
motion to four stars.

m Congressman Walter Jones Jr.
(R—N.C.) announced May 2 commit-
tee passage of his legislation to
change the name of the Secretary of
the Navy to the Secretary of the Navy
and Marine Corps. The measure is
included in the Fiscal 2003 defense
authorization bill.

= USAF awarded BAE Systems $53
million for upgrades to EC-130H Com-
pass Call aircraft used for tactical
command, control, and communica-
tions countermeasures.

= Bruce W. Suter, founder and cur-
rent director of the Center for Trans-
mission and Exploitation at the Air
Force Research Lab Rome Research
Site, was named one of four recipi-
ents of the Arthur S. Flemming Award
for Scientific Achievement.

m Navy Secretary Gordon R. En-
gland told reporters May 9 that he
wants to integrate Navy aviation with
Marine Corps aviation to form one
integrated air force within the De-
partment of the Navy.

m DOD reported to Congress that
the 103rd Civil Support Team of the
Alaska National Guard and the 93rd
CST of the Hawaii National Guard
were certified. With those two teams,
the Pentagon now has only five more
to organize and certify to reach the
full complement of 32 authorized by
Congress.

= Northrop Grumman agreed in
early May to halt its bid for a hostile
takeover of TRW until Sept. 30. TRW
had sought up to a three-year delay.

® DOD announced May 1 that ser-
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CIA: “Stealing More Secrets”

"Today the year 2002, | have more spies stealing more secrets than at any
time in the history of the CIA,” James Pavitt, CIA’s deputy director of
operations, told a conference at Duke University.

Along with that, the veteran operations officer said that a global coalition
of intelligence services is sharing information. “We plan operations together,
and together in many instances we take terrorists off the streets.”

“Now for the hard truth,” Pavitt said. “Despite the best efforts of so much
of the world, the next terrorist attack—it’s not a question of if, it's a question

of when.”

Pavitt described another truth which he said the entire world came face to
face with on Sept. 11: “The forces of terror are highly resourceful, they have
a level of compartmentation seldom seen, they are extremely determined,

and they are utterly ruthless.”

“To those who preach hate and hopelessness, the murder of innocents is
no crime at all,” said Pavitt. He continued, “With so many possible targets and
an enemy more than willing to die, the perfect defense isn't possible.”

He did note that the CIA is rebuilding, training more than 10 times as many
operations officers as just five or six years ago. And he emphasized that the
volunteers who came forward after the Sept. 11 attacks are “people with
qualifications that we need today and tomorrow.”

“They have the education, they have the background, they have the
languages, and they have the experience in this country and overseas to get

this job done,” said Pavitt.

vice members on active duty on or
after Sept. 11, 2001, are eligible to
receive the National Defense Service
Medal. The medal may also be awarded
to select Guard and Reserve person-
nel who were ordered to federal active
duty, regardless of duration.

= Air Force Space Command an-
nounced winners atits annual Guard-
ian Challenge: the 341st Space Wing,
Malmstrom AFB, Mont., won the Blan-
chard Trophy for best ICBM wing;
30th SPW, Vandenberg AFB, Calif.,
took the Schriever Trophy as the best
space launch wing; and 50th SPW,
Schriever AFB, Colo., won the Al-
dridge Trophy for best space opera-
tions wing.

m Army Air Forces pilot 2nd Lt.
Rusty Bales received his Bronze Star,
58 years after his World War Il heroic

action. His grandson, Marine Corps
Lance Cpl. Andrew Weisel, pinned
on the long-overdue medal at a cer-
emony at Luke AFB, Ariz.

m DOD announced May 9 the es-
tablishment of the Pentagon Force
Protection Agency. It will include func-
tions performed by the Defense Pro-
tective Service, as well as expanded
force protection, security, and law
enforcement functions.

® Remains of a World War il B-17
pilot, Lt. Col. Earle Aber, shot down
accidentally by British guns firing at
enemy aircraft in March 1945 as he
flew over the east coast of England,
were buried atthe American War Cem-
etery, near Cambridge May 10. Aber
and his co-pilot, 2nd Lt. Maurice
Harper, managed to keep the bomber
airborne long enough for nine crew
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members to bail out. He and Harper
were killed as the aircraft crashed
and exploded. Harper’s remains were
bured at Arlington National Cemetery.

m Raytheon delivered the first pro-
duction AIM-8X Sidewinder air-to-air
missile to the Air Force May 1, mark-
ing the start of an 18-year production
plan, said a company release.

= DOD announced five winners of
the 2002 CINC’s Annual Award for
Installation Excellence. One was La-
jes Field, Azores, Portugal, for the
Air Force,

m The first British series produc-

tion Eurofighter made a successful
maiden flight April 15 from a BAE
Systems facility in Lancashire, UK.

m Northrop Grumman delivered the
13th E-8C Joint STARS radar aircraft
to the Air Force April 25, more than
five weeks ahead of schedule.

= Rockwell Gollins announced April
15 the first flight of a USAF KC-135
with the first full application of the
Global Air Traffic Management avi-
onics. The company will be modify-
ing more than 544 aircraft under the
GATM program.

m USAF pararescueman SSgt. Tra-

cy Barnett, now stationed at Pope
AFB, N.C., received the Noncommis-
sioned Officers Association Vanguard
Award for his heroic action in Ger-
many in July 2001, when he rendered
immediate medical aid to a civilian
parachutist who had broken his jaw
upon making a hard landing at a local
parachute drop zone.

m The Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency awarded a contract to
Northrop Grumman for the first phase
in a small launch vehicle study, called
Responsive Access, Small Cargo and
Affordable Launch (RASCAL). n

Senior Staff Changes

RETIREMENTS: Brig. Gen. Marion E. Callender Jr., Lt. Gen.
Thomas J. Keck, Lt. Gen. John L. Woodward.

PROMOTIONS: To ANG Major General: Thomas P. Maguire
Jr. To ANG Brigadier General: LaRita A. Aragon, Robert B.
Bailey, Tod M. Bunting, Lawrence J. Cerfoglio, Eugene R.
Chojnacki, Thorne A. Davis, Allen R. Dehnert, Dana B. De-
mand, R. Anthony Haynes, Stanley J. Jaworski Jr., Riley P.
Porter, Richard L. Rayburn, Timothy R. Rush, Ronald L. Shultz,
John M. White.

CHANGES: Brig. Gen. (sel.) Thomas S. Bailey Jr., from Dep.
Command Surgeon, AMC, Scott AFB, lIl., to Cmdr., 74th Medical
Gp., ASC, AFMC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio ... Brig. Gen.
(sel.) Bradley S. Baker, from Spec. Asst. to Dir., Prgms., DCS,
P&P, USAF, Pentagon, to Dep. Dir., Strategic Planning, DCS,
P&P, USAF, Pentagon ... Maj. Gen. Franklin J. Blaisdell, from
Dir., Nuclear & Counterproliferation, DCS, Air & Space Ops.,
USAF, Pentagon, to Dir., Space Ops. & Integration, DCS, Air &
Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon ...Brig. Gen. Kelvin R. Coppock,
from Dir., Intel., STRATCOM, Offutt AFB, Neb., to Dir., Intel.,
AGCC, Langley AFB, Va. ... Brig. Gen. Maria |. Cribbs, from Spec.
Asst. to Asst. Vice C/S, USAF, Pentagon, to Dir., Manpower &
Personnel, Jt. Staff, Pentagon ... Maj. Gen. Charles E. Croom
Jr., from Vice Dir., C* Sys., Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Dir., Comm.
Infostructure, DCS, Warfighting Integration, USAF, Pentagon ...
Brig. Gen. Frank R. Faykes, from Dir., Budget Ops. & Personnel,
Asst. SECAF (Financial Mgmt. & Comptroller), Pentagon, to Dir.,
Financial Mgmt. & Comptroller, AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB,
Ohio ... Brig. Gen. Vern M. Findley Il, from Cmdr., 437th AW,
AMC, Charleston AFB, S.C., to Vice Cmdr., 5th AF, PACAF,
Yokota AB, Japan ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Sandra A. Gregory, from
Dir., Financial Mgmt. & Comptroller, AFSPC, Peterson AFB,
Colo., to Dir., Budget Ops. & Personnel, Asst. SECAF (Financial
Mgmt. & Comptroller), Pentagon ... Maj. Gen. (sel.) Claude R.
Kehler, from Cmdr., 21st SW, AFSPC, Peterson AFB, Colo., to
Dir., Natl. Security Space Integration, Undersecretary AF, Pen-
tagon ... Brig. Gen. Joseph E. Kelley, from Cmdr., 74th Medical
Gp., ASC, AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio, to Asst. Surgeon
General, Expeditionary Ops., S&T, USAF, Bolling AFB, D.C. ...
Brig. Gen. (sel.) Mark T. Matthews, from Asst. Dep. Dir., Global
Ops., Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Dep. Dir., Operational Plans, DCS,
Air & Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Kimber L.
McKenzie, from Cmdr., 91st SW, AFSPC, Minot AFB, N.D., to
Dir., Intel., STRATCOM, Offutt AFB, Neb. ... Brig. Gen. Loren M.
Reno, from Vice Cmdr., Oklahoma City ALC, AFMC, Tinker AFB,
Okla., to Dir., Log., AMC, Scott AFB, lll. ... Maj. Gen. Mary L.
Saunders, from Dir., Supply, DCS, Instl. & Log., USAF, Penta-
gon, to Vice Dir., DLA, Ft. Belvoir, Va. ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Paul
J. Selva, from Cmdr., 62nd AW, AMC, McChord AFB, Wash., to
Vice Cmdr., Tanker Airlift Control Ctr., AMC, Scott AFB, Ill. ...
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Brig. Gen. Bernard K. Skoch, from Principal Dir., Network Svces.,
DISA, Arlington, Va., to Dir., Comm., DCS, Insti. & Log., USAF,
Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. Robert L. Smolen, from Dir., Manpower
& Parsonnel, Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Dir., Nuclear & Counter-
prol feration, DCS, Air & Space Ops., USAF, Pentagon ... Brig.
Gen. Toreaser A. Steele, from Dir., Personnel Resources, DCS,
Personnel, USAF, Pentagon, to Vice Cmdr., AAFES, Dallas ...
Maj. Gen. (sel.) George P. Taylor Jr., from Asst. Surgeon
General, Expeditionary Ops., S&T, USAF, Bolling AFB, D.C., to
Spec. Asst. to Surgeon General, USAF, Bolling AFB, D.C. ...
Brig. Gen. Dale C. Waters, from Vice Cmdr., 5th AF, PACAF,
Yokota AB, Japan, to Cmdr., 363rd AEW, ACC, Prince Sultan
AB, Saudi Arabia ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) David G. Young lll, from
Command Surgeon, PACAF, Hickam AFB, Hawaii, to Cmdr.,
81st Medical Group, AETC, Keesler AFB, Miss.

CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT RETIREMENTS: CMSAF Frederick
J. Finch, CMSgt. Raymond G. Carter.

COMMAND CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT CHANGES: CMSgt.
Ronald G. Kriete, to CCMS, AFSPC, Peterson AFB, Colo. ...
CMSgt. Frances L. Shell, to CCMS, AFOSI, Andrews AFB, Md.

SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RETIREMENTS: John A. Bra-
dley, Richard T, Eckhardt, John M. Ledden.

SES CHANGES: Michae! A. Aimone, to Dep. Dir., Log. Readi-
ness, DCS, Instl. & Log., USAF, Pentagon ... Timothy A. Beyland,
to AFPEO, Svcs., OSAF (Acq.), Pentagon ... William U. Borger,
to Dir., P&P, AFRL, AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio ...
Rokert S. Dickman, to Dep., Mil. Space, Undersecretary AF,
Pentagon ... James B. Engle, to Dep. Asst. SECAF, Science,
Technology, & Engineering, Asst. SECAF (Acq.), Pentagon ...
Kathleen . Ferguson, to Dep. Civil Engineer, DCS, Instl. & Log.,
USAF, Pentagon ... Gerald L. Freisthler, to Prgm. Dir., JASSM
SPO, Air Armament Ctr., Eglin AFB, Fia. ... Carol G. Guy, to Dep.
General Counsel, Instl. & Env. Law, Office of General Counsel,
USAF, Pentagon ... Debra L. Haley, to Assoc. Dir., Investment
Strategy, AFRL, AFMC, Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio ... Bruce
Stuart Lemkin, to Principal Dep. Asst. Secy. (Financial Mgmt.),
SECAF, Pentagon ... Terry R. Little, to Dir., AF Acqg. Ctr. of
Excellence, OSAF (Acq.), Pentagon ... Joseph M. McDade, to
Dep. General Counsel (Dispute Resolution), Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel, Pentagon ... Winifred E. Okumura, to Prgm. Dir.,
Mobility SPO, ASC, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio ... Ernest A.
Parada, to Dir., P&P, ESC, AFMC, Hanscom AFB, Mass. ... Eric
L. Stephens, to Dir., AF Institute for Env., Safety, & Occupa-
tional Health Risk Analysis, 311th Human Sys. Wg., ASC, Brooks
AFB, Tex. ... Frank P. Weber, to Dir., Standard Sys. Group, ESC,
AFMC, Maxwell AFB, Ala. ... Charlie E. Williams Jr., to Assoc.
Dep. Asst. Secy. (Contracting), OSAF (Acg.), Pentagon. =
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Gen. John W. Handy says USAF wants to
fix the lifter, tanker, and infrastructure

problems all at once.

Mobility
Boom

By John A. Tirpak, Executive Editor

OR the first time in nearly two

decades, the Pentagon is dra-
matically increasing its investment
in air mobility—expanding buys of
transport airplanes, accelerating the
replacement of tankers, and renew-
ing ground infrastructure. The re-
surgence of support for air mobility
is seen as both an answer to demands
of wartime operations half a world
away in Afghanistan and a concrete
acknowledgment that all branches
of the US military must move more
rapidly in future conflicts.

After long and heated debate,
planned procurement of C-17 air-
lifters has, with little fanfare, been
increased by one-third, and there
seems to be support for raising the
bar even further. The Air Force has a
program in place to evaluate a C-5
fleet life extension modification.
Service C-130s will be modernized
or displaced with the new C-130J.
USAF’s aging aerial tankers likely
will be replaced with new airplanes
starting five years earlier than planned.
En route infrastructure—everything
from fuel tanks to cargo loaders—is
being rehabilitated.

“All that seems to say we’re in
better shape than we were five years
ago,” said Gen. John W. Handy,
Commander in Chief of Transporta-
tion Command and head of Air Mo-
bility Command. As for the airlift
force of five years from now, he
added, “I feel very upbeat about it.”

In an interview with Air Force
Magazine, Handy discussed the role
played by the lift and tanker fleets in
the war on terrorism and the new
push to revitalize AMC’s most es-
sential hardware.

C-17 Comes Through

Military operations in Afghani-
stan are being supported and resup-
plied almost exclusively by air. The
bulk of what’s being moved is going
by C-17, the only airlifter that is
able to travel intercontinental dis-
tances with outsize cargo and land in
the war zone on an unimproved dirt
strip. These qualities, along with the
C-17’s ability to back up and oper-
ate on a narrow ramp and maintain
high mission capability rates, make
it “the weapon system of choice” for
Afghanistan, Handy said.

The C-17 played a key role in early
days of the conflict. The aircraft be-
gan delivering air-dropped humani-
tarianrations to starving Afghans even
as the air campaign to dislodge the
Taliban got under way. Initial C-17
food drops were escorted by fighters
until Taliban air defenses were neu-
tralized. More than two million hu-
manitarian daily rations had been
delivered by mid—December.

The C-17 is “performing exquis-
itely well [at] all the things that we
bragged about” during its develop-
ment, said Handy. The Air Force had
already contracted for 120 of the
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USAF photo by SSgt. Jeremy T. Lock

new cargo aircraft. Now, it has ar-
ranged with Boeing to acquire 60
more under a multiyear contract of
about $9.2 billion. Thus, the C-17
fleet will number 180 aircraft by
2008.

Because the C-17 production ca-
pability is well along the learning
curve, each of the 60 new models
will cost an average of about $152
million, compared with a per-air-
plane average of $198 million apiece
on the first 120. The new airplanes
will also have additional fuel tanks
for more range—an improvement al-
ready being added to units on the
assembly line. Each new C-17 is
being delivered about three months
ahead of schedule.

“We’ve got 82 C-17s delivered
right now, and we’re using about 46
to 48 aday on aroutine basis,” Handy
noted. “We have used, at times, ev-
ery C-17 we own” because of the
great demand for the aircraft.

To keep the airplanes moving, the
Air Force has started flying its C-17s
with three pilots on board. This prac-
tice has put additional strains on the
pool of C-17—qualified pilots, but
Handy said the aircrew issue at this
point is not an “insurmountable”
problem.

Handy observed that the C-17 has
been called on to do so much that
“we’re aging even our newest sys-
tems much faster” than had been
planned or for which the Air Force
has budgeted. Spare parts and flying
hours on the aircraft fleet are being

consumed at a rate greater than pre-
dicted.

“It’s going to be one of these ‘pay
me now [or] pay me later’ dialogues,”
Handy observed. “At some time in
the future, we’ll have eaten up the
precious flying hours we hoped to
expend later on. ... The other side of
that coin is, that’s why we bought
them. They’re there to be used.”

Good Shape, So Far

Operation Enduring Freedom is
not a Major Theater War in lift terms,
Handy said. Inan MTW, he went on,
“we would open up a lot of FOLs
[Forward Operating Locations], we
would dump a lot of resources into
the theater, and so, it would dramati-
cally tax the lift system.” That hasn’t
happened in Afghanistan, he pointed
out. No huge movements of troops
and vehicles or helicopters, with all
their support gear and personnel,
deployed to many, widely dispersed
bases has been required so far.

While mobility forces are busy,
they have not had to slack off in
other areas. Nor have they had to
defer large amounts of maintenance
and training. After both Operation
Desert Storm in 1991 and Operation
Allied Force in 1999, months of re-
constitution were necessary to bring
the force back up to par.

Handy said he’s not sure whether
such extended downtime will be re-
quired after Enduring Freedom. This
is true “predominantly,” he said,
“because we don’t know how long

The C-17 (previous page and here) has been the prime mover for Enduring
Freedom—it’s the only carrier of outsize cargo that can land on dirt strips. Once
capped at 120 aircraft, the fleet could reach 222 in years anead.
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this is going to last.” However, he
added, “There will be a point in time
where we’ll have to ... take a breath
and look at reconstitution.” This
would apply chiefly to people, who
cannot go indefinitely without a rest
or proficiency training. When it
comes to the airplanes, Handy said,
“We’re taking care of [them] as we
g0. ... We’ve not deferred any main-
tenance, and we’ve not deferred any
depot work” on fleet aircraft since
Enduring Freedom began.

“We can’t afford to,” he said. “We
couldn’t kick the can.”

However, unabated, extended op-
eration of the C-17 fleet could lead
to a maintenance “bow wave or bath-
tub” in the future, Handy allowed.

Air Mobility Command people are
working “a lot harder and longer
than they traditionally would have
done” and will need to take a breather
at some point in the near future,
Handy said. However, across the
world, the troops have told him that
they’re in this for the long haul and
have not suffered any diminished
morale. He is determined “to not
abuse that high morale and enthusi-
asm to get the job done.”

The Pentagon is about to under-
take yet another Mobility Require-
ments Study—the third in four
years—to determine whether its cal-
culus for identifying the required
gross ability to move things and
people is correct. This version will
also take into account the way in
which the fleet is now being used.

Handy noted that production of 180
C-17s will not provide enough air-
planes to carry out a tail-for-tail re-
placement of the C-141, and even
though each C-17’s volume and lift-
ing ability is greater than the older
aircraft, the same airplane can’t be in
two places at once. For this reason,
AMC has decided to postpone the
retirement of the last 63 C-141s, to
make more airlifters available in more
places during the current operation.

The new MRS will explore this
volume-vs.-tails issue and take into
account events of Sept. 11 and after-
ward, as well as new political reali-
ties around the planet, to determine
what the new benchmark should be.
Senior Pentagon officials have said
it likely will not be expressed in
terms of MTWs at all.

“I think for sure it’il change,”
Handy asserted. “And I am convinced
it will go up.”
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Last year’s examination—known
as Mobility Requirement Study 2005—
found that USAF needs a minimum
of 51.1 million ton-miles per day
capability to be able to handle two
MTWs and 54.5 million ton-miles
per day of airlift to meet those and
other requirements from special op-
erations forces and to support non-
combatant theaters.

To meet all airlift requirements,
the United States would need to have
airlift capability of 67 million ton-
miles per day. (See “The Airlift Short-
fall Deepens,” April 2001, p. 54.)

The new plan for 180 C-17s will
allow Air Mobility Command toreach
the 54.5 million ton-miles per day
objective with four airplanes to spare.
However, the other elements of the
fleet also count against that level, and
meeting it depends on bringing the
C-5 up to a better standard of operat-
ing reliability. If the C-5 can’t con-
tribute more, and more reliably, then
USAF may have to buy even more
C-17s to close the gap.

222 C-17s “Minimum”

The true requirement for C-17s is
higher anyway. USAF needs “a mini-
mum of 222 aircraft, Handy as-
serted. At this level, the Air Force
could comfortably meet all require-
ments—the standing ton-mile-per-
day requirement as well as the need
to be able to operate in many places
simultaneously.

Handy said the corporate Air Force
and many in the Pentagon top lead-
ership agree with the objective of
222 C-17s.

“I can assure you that ‘more than
180’ is certainly a well-known need
of the Department of Defense,” he
said.

When the C-17 program began in
the 1980s, plans called for building
210 airplanes. As a result of the end
of the Cold War and an anticipated
letup in requirements, the figure was
cut in 1990 to 120 airplanes. That
letup never materialized, however.
Instead, deployments increased sub-
stantially.

Handy said the new MRS will not
take as long as the others to com-
plete, inasmuch as the Pentagon al-
ready has in hand lots of fresh real-
world data. Besides the information
collected for MRS-05, the Pentagon
will “fold in some of the lessons of
Afghanistan, from the Philippines,
from the continental United States
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The C-5 remains a uniquely capable large airlifter, but poor reliability has made it
a drag on the mobility fleet. An upgrade and re-engining program will be tested in
time to decide whether to refurbish old Galaxys or simply buy more C-17s.

missions, the C-130s, and ... the
tanker piece.” Defense leaders have
not yet named a study leader or set
the scope of its inquiry, so no dead-
line has been set.

The Air Force will evaluate a pos-
sible broad update to the C-5 fleet
and reach a conclusion in time to
make “an intelligent decision” about
going beyond 180 C-17s before the
line begins to close, Handy observed.

Despite an infusion of money for
spare parts, Handy said the C-5 is
still just “holding its own.” Earlier
this year, the fleet turned in a quar-
terly mission capable rate under 60
percent. Over the next few years, a
Re-engining and Reliability Program
for the C-5 will be developed to see
if the type can be improved suffi-
ciently to warrant a fleetwide up-
grade.

Originally envisioned for the C-5B
only—which are about 14 years on
average younger than the A mod-
els—the upgrade may now be ap-
plied to a mix of A and B models,
depending on how many hours are
on each airframe, how physically
stressed they are, and which ones
have traditionally been less prob-
lem-prone.

Some have “more wear and tear
than others,” Handy explained.

The upgrade will certainly improve
the performance of the two B models
and one A model that will be modi-
fied, but Handy said the determining
factor in going ahead with a fleet
mod will be the results of a reliabil-

ity, maintainability, and availability
analysis in 2007.

“We will test them for a year, and
the metric that’s long been estab-
lished is a minimum of 85 percent ...
mission capable rate,” he explained.
The requirements statement also calls
for a utilization rate of 11 hours per
day. If the modified C-5s can meet
or exceed those minimums, the up-
grade will proceed.

However, “it’s conceivable that
none of this work does us any good
at all,” he added. “We could go
through all these studies and testing
to find out we’ve improved it, but
not enough to spend the money to
modify the rest of the fleet.”

C-17 Option

For this reason, he went on, it’s
important to “keep our options open”
with regard to the C-17. The buy of
180 C-17s will dovetail nicely with
the results of the C-5 RERP. If the
C-5upgrade doesn’t pan out, produc-
tion of C-17s, which will be winding
down at that point, can be extended
again.

Given the fast pace of C-17 deliver-
ies—the Air Force wants a 15-per-
year delivery schedule—there is a com-
petitive push on Lockheed Martin to
make the C-5 upgrade financially and
operationally attractive. “It certainly
puts some heat on the C-5 program as
to how quickly we can get some of the
initial analysis out of the way, to de-
cide,” Handy said.

Perhaps the most urgently needed—
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The war in Afghanistan would not have been possible without a massive tanker
effort. The 40-year-old KC-135s are afflicted with corrosion and other problems,
and USAF is eyeing a lease or buy of new militarized 767s as replacements.

and most controversial—mobility
program is the effort to revitalize
aerial refuelers.

Operations in Afghanistan required
extraordinary and sustained use of
the tanker fleet to boost the Navy’s
carrier-based fighters to make the
seven-hour trips from the Arabian
Sea to and from their targets. Tank-
ers also made possible the air bridge
of supplies into the region and fu-
eled the bombers coming into the
theater from the US and Diego Garcia.
The operation would not have been
possible without the constant and
comprehensive use of tankers.

Even as this extraordinary effort
was unfolding, a full quarter of the
KC-135 tanker fleet could be found
in the depots, awaiting maintenance.
This is a process which, in the last
few years, has begun to consume
more than 400 days—the result of
the growing problem with corrosion
on the 40-year-old aircraft. In April,
the active duty Air Force, Air Na-
tional Guard, and Air Force Reserve
Command had a total of 546 KC-
135s. Of that number, 131 were in
depot maintenance.

In April, USAF Gen. Richard B.
Myers, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, said he’s not overly con-
cerned about the high percentage of
tankers backed up in depot mainte-
nance. While he acknowledged that
corrosion has become a greater-than-
expected problem, he also noted that
the tanker fleet has received steady
investments in avionics updates and
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that the size of the available force is
adequate to handle the demands of
Enduring Freedom for now.

“We’ll work our way through that,”
he said.

Can They Last?

Handy said the Air Force has for
some time planned to begin replac-
ing the oldest KC-135s with a KC-X,
beginning in roughly the 2012-15
time frame. Long-standing AMC
plans call for acquiring 276 KC-Xs
between 2012 and 2024, and the Air
Force has earmarked $3 billion for
KC-Xinits 2005-09 plan. However,
a big question, Handy noted, has
always been “can you keep [the KC-
135Es] alive” that long? He explained
that, like an old car, the KC-135Es
cost more and more to fix, spare
parts are harder to get, and they spend
an inordinate amount of time in the
shop.

The Air Force would like to retire
the older KC-135Es outright. It would
then move the KC-135Rs—which
received a re-engining modification
and other updates over the last 15
years or so—into Guard and Reserve
units, The KC-135Rs would in turn
be replaced in active units with a
new tanker, derived from an off-the-
shelf commercial airliner.

With the downturn in airline or-
ders after Sept. 11, Air Force Secre-
tary James G. Roche began to ex-
plore the possibility of the Air Force
leasing some “white tail” 767s—air-
planes in production for which or-

ders were canceled—from Boeing to
be used as tankers. Congress granted
the Air Force permission to negoti-
ate a lease arrangement in its Fiscal
2002 defense budget appropriation.

“We said maybe there’s a way,
just as years ago some of our prede-
cessors picked up DC-10s and made
them KC-10s,” Roche explained to
the House Armed Services Commit-
tee in March. “Is there some way we
could help us and also do some other
good at the same time?”

The Air Force would pursue such
a scheme if it would be cheaper and
faster to get new tankers than to
spend money fixing and upgrading
130 KC-135Es over the same pe-
riod, Roche told the House panel.

Alease deal would bring new tank-
ers into the force beginning in 2005,
a full 10 years sooner than would be
the case if the Air Force stayed with
its current plan. If a lease would not
be cost-effective, a purchase might
be pursued, but USAF could not get
the aircraft until 2008 at the earliest.

The Air Force requested informa-
tion from Boeing and European Aero-
nautic Defense and Space Co. on
what kind of tankers they could pro-
vide. Further discussions with EADS
were ruled out, though, because the
company has no experience building
tankers. USAF encouraged EADS to
develop a tanker for future competi-
tion, but began immediate negotia-
tions with Boeing.

Roche told the House committee
that refurbishment of the KC-135s
will entail basic maintenance and
operating costs of more than $2.5
billion, while the oldest KC-135Es
will need another $2 billion in modi-
fications to comply with new inter-
national air traffic hardware and com-
munications requirements. Neither
investment would push the KC-135
service lives past 2012.

Two Plans

An outright buy is “Plan A,” Roche
said; the leasing scheme is “Plan B,”
but is being vigorously studied be-
cause the price tag of either approach
is daunting: in excess of $20 billion.
A “vanilla” civilian 767 off Boeing’s
line, without military-specific hard-
ware or refueling gear, costs between
$150 million to $225 million, de-
pending on equipment, a Boeing
spokesman said.

Handy said he favors a lease “if
the numbers are good for the tax-
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payer and the Department of De-
fense.”

However, “if we can’t pull off a
lease option ... then we ought to look
at a purchase option, and we’ve got
some money laid into the budget to
start that piece of it.” He reported
that the goal was to get the options
laid out so funding could be put in
the 2004 Program Objective Memo-
randum, or five-year plan, but that
the time lines might be too short to
accomplish that.

“Certainly by "05, we should have
some pretty conclusive numbers to
make a decision,” Handy predicted.

Last year’s Pentagon “Transfor-
mation Study” suggested a goal that
the American military be able to take
control of a military situation any-
where in the world within 24 hours
and win an MTW in 30 days. Toward
thatend, the services recognized they
would have to deploy much faster.
The Army, for example, has set a
new requirement of being able to
move a brigade in 96 hours.

Handy said neither the existing
airlift fleet nor that which is planned
would be able to accommodate all
such schemes. However, regional
Commanders in Chief will decide on
the flow of people and equipment,
and their plans may not resemble
those of the services.

Meeting all the service deploy-
ment plans in the time they postulate
would be “virtually impossible, with
today’s fleet size,” Handy said flatly.
“There’s a finite amount of lift.”

However, he went on, “The sup-
ported CINC ... is the person who
validates the Time-Phased Force
Deployment Data, the TPFDD, on a
sequence that he or she wants to
have [people and materiel] arrive in
the theater.

“As services, we can all say we
want an AEF [Aerospace Expedi-
tionary Force] ... or an Army compo-
nent in a certain amount of time, and
that’s appropriate for the services to
[set] those readiness goals. But ulti-
mately, it’s the warfighter who calls
forward those forces, in some or-
derly fashion. And quite often, you’ll
see that they don’t want them in that
sequence or that fast or that slow.”

Handy said he is aware of and
“wholeheartedly” supports the Army’s
push to “repackage” its forces to be
lighter, leaner, and more lethal, but
neither AMC nor TRANSCOM has
made any such demands of the Army.
Rather, the Army is trying to slim
down on its own, and Handy noted
with approval that Army Chief of
Staff Gen. Eric K. Shinseki has man-
dated that all newly developed sys-
tems be able to fit in “a C-130-sized
module.”

Although the C-17 has taken on
some of the intratheater lift mis-
sion traditionally performed by the
C-130, Handy said there’s no reason
to assume the C-130 is no longer

necessary.

About 30 Hercules transports are
serving in Afghanistan in their tradi-
tional role, moving troops and mate-

A CC-130J (the new designation for the stretched model) arrives for duty. Despite
C-17 intratheater use, the need for the venerable C-130 will endure. A stream of
new J models are in the pipeline; younger H versions will be upgraded.
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riel to the far-flung outposts of En-
during Freedom, Handy said. It has
also taken on a new and urgent role
domestically, standing by in many
locations to bring emergency crews
or military support to cities struck
with a major disaster, such as a ter-
rorist attack with a weapon of mass
destruction.

“Our plans are still to replace about
168 of the oldest C-130s that we
have in the fleet,” Handy reported.
These oldest airplanes will be re-
placed with C-130Js at amodest rate.
Simultaneously, C-130s of more re-
cent vintage—H models, mostly—
will be updated with new navigation
systems, cockpits, and structural
improvements to a C-130X configu-
ration. The result will be a fully
modernized tactical airlift capacity
by 2015 or so.

Handy said TRANSCOM has been
pleased with the Defense Logistics
Agency’s efforts to upgrade fuel
tanks and other facilities at en route
bases, which were beginning to seri-
ously deteriorate in the last few years.

“There’s a lot of effort going
there,” he said, “a lot of resources
going into en route infrastructure.”

He also said AMC is making big-
ger investments in “our non-fixed,
that is deployable, en route infra-
structure,” such as large fuel blad-
ders, cargo-handling gear, and other
bare-base items. A more formidable
effort in this regard is due to a new
emphasis on Air Force task forces,
one of which is the Global Mobility
Task Force, to improve USAF’s ex-
peditionary capabilities.

The Air Force is more than half-
way through an effort to replace its
376 obsolete 40,000-pound loaders
with the modern Tunner aircraft load-
ing/unloading vehicle, having ac-
cepted 187 units of a planned 318.

About 147 of a planned 206 wide-
body elevator loaders have also been
delivered, and all planned loading
vehicles are now fully funded.

Despite the new investments, there
is still a lot of old metal flying cargo
and people for the Air Force. Handy
said the C-17 extension will only
begin to “drive down the age of the
airlift fleet” in about 2007, when the
current buy winds down. The C-17,
though, is “contributing dramati-
cally” to AMC’s ability to carry out
operations it really couldn’t do be-
fore, “and we ought to certainly be
bold enough to talk about that.” =
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“Rogue” America, mad monsters rising from the ashes, and
other tales from the nuclear watchdogs.

LASSIFIED excerpts of the
Bush Administration’s Nu-
clear Posture Review hit
the newspapers in March.
Socn, all hell broke loose. Not since
the woolly days of the nuclear freeze
movement 20 years ago had the world
seen such a torrent of criticism di-
rected at strategic weapons policy.

Never mind that most of the infor-
mation revealed in the leaks could
have been inferred from the unclas-
sified summary of the NPR released
weeks earlier. Never mind that many
of the Bush recommendations ech-
oed ones that the Clinton Adminis-
tration presented in its own 1994
nuclear review.

No, overheated analysts concluded
that Bush officials had proposed
changes in planning which, if imple-
mented, would make it substantially
more likely that someday—perhaps
soon—a nuclear weapon would be
used in anger somewhere in the world.

“Mr. Bush needs to send that docu-
ment back to its authors and ask for
a nzw version less menacing to the
security of future American genera-
tions,” huffed the New York Times in
aneditorial titled, “America as Nuclear
Rogue.”

It asserted: “If another country
were planning to develop a new
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By Peter Grier

nuclear weapon and contemplating
pre-emptive strikes against a list of
non-nuclear powers, Washington
would rightly label that nation a dan-
gerous rogue state. Yet such is the
course recommended to President
Bush.”

Some commentary was overwrought
to the point of hysteria. It was as if,
having lapsed into a pleasant dream
state at the end of the Cold War, a
host of anti-nuclear activists had
awoken and were shocked, shocked
to discover that the US nuclear arse-
nal had not simply melted away.

Thus Robert Scheer, a veteran anti-
military voice whose column appears
in the Los Angeles Times, held that
the review was akin to “an infantile
tantrum born of the Bush Admin-
istration’s frustration in making good
on its overblown promise to end the
terrorist scourge.”

Washington Post columnist Mary
McGrory saw it as nothing less than
“a farewell to arms control and non-
proliferation, the work of doomsday
planners who have at last succeeded
in selling their idea that nuclear weap-
ons are no different from the con-
ventional kind and equally useful in
combat.”

Thomas Oliphant, in the Bosron
Globe, opined that the most signifi-

cant aspect of the NPR was its “al-
most casual breaking of long-stand-
ing policy taboos about the unthink-
able.”

Not to be outdone, Joseph Cirin-
cione of the Carnegie Endowment
concluded, “Nuclear weapons are no
longer the weapon of last resort but
weapons of first choice. ... The nuclear
nuts have seized control of the policy
apparatus.”

Out of Retirement

First prize in this category must
surely be awarded to a master of the
genre, writer Jonathan Schell, whose
popular 1982 book, The Fate of the
Earth, explained at great length why
nuclear weapons are not healthy for
children and other living things. Now
writing for The Nation, Schell main-
tained, “Other countries are looking
on with alarm—fearful that a mon-
ster, driven mad by righteous fury
and dizzy with its own power, is
rising out of the ashes of Sept. 11 to
bellow destruction to the world.”

Some analysis was, to put it chari-
tably, imprecise. Syndicated colum-
nist Molly Ivins, lamenting possible
development of “cute nukes” (her
phrase for smaller, earth-penetrat-
ing weapons proposed by the NPR),
talked about the “dear, departed days
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of MAD (Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion).” Of course, for the United
States, MAD is not a policy but a
condition, one that exists due to the
nation’s vulnerability to attack by
long-range strategic weapons, of
which Russia—notwithstanding its
new political relationship with the
US—still has a few. It is not a “doc-
trine” that can be changed at an
administration’s whim and not one
that any sane person would want to
adopt anyway.

Some reaction was simply un-
parseable. For example, local anti-
nuclear activist Victoria Mares—
Hershey, writing in the Portland
(Maine) Press Herald, emitted the
following words: “In reality, that is
the potential of integrating nuclear
weapons whatever their physical
appearance and semantical reference
into the volatile world we are walk-
ing on today.”

To quote White House fixture
Helen Thomas, whose own Hearst
column breathlessly held that Presi-
dent Bush is seriously considering
using nuclear weapons in his war on
terrorism, “Where would it all end?”

Where, indeed?

The Bush Administration’s Nuclear
Policy Review was the first such
consideration of US strategic doc-
trine since Clinton’s study in 1993—
94. An unclassified summary was
unveiled at the Pentagon Jan. 9. The
Bush NPR proposes a so-called New
Triad composed of strike forces
(nuclear and non-nuclear), missile
defenses, and a revitalized national
nuclear weapons infrastructure.

This New Triad would require
many fewer warheads than is true of
today’s force, according to the NPR.
Per Bush’s agreement with Russian
President Vladimir Putin, operation-
ally deployed weapons could be re-
duced to between 1,700 and 2,200
over the next 10 years.

In January, DOD officials said that
the basic point was to shift from
Cold War “threat-based” planning
tonew “capabilities-based” planning.
J.D. Crouchl, assistant secretary of
defense for international security
policy, explained the approach: “What
are the kinds of capabilities that we
need to counter the potential adver-
saries or the capabilities of potential
adversaries that are either extant to-
day or that will emerge in the years
to come?”

Given the events of Sept. 11 and
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Bush’s references to the “axis of
evil” and Weapons of Mass Destruc-
tion, a reasonable person could eas-
ily have deduced from Crouch’s
words that the Pentagon is thinking
about how nukes might be used to
deter or counter rogue states.

There was little comment on this
theme upon the initial release of NPR.
Instead, most criticism focused on
another issue: “warhead warehous-
ing.” Weapons withdrawn from ser-
vice would not necessarily be de-
stroyed, under NPR plans. If needed,
they could be used in the future to
build up the US strategic arsenal,
said officials.

Naming Names

Then, in early March, the Los An-
geles Times, New York Times, and
GlobalSecurity.org published some
classified details from the NPR study.
Thus the vague phrase “potential
adversaries” was replaced with a list
of specific countries. According to
the NPR excerpts, the US needs to
keep arange of contingencies in mind
when sizing the nuclear force. Among
them are possible hostile actions by
Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, and
Syria. “All sponsor or harbor terror-
ists, and all have active WMD [Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction] and mis-
sile programs,” reads the NPR.

The response was swift and dra-
matic. Critics across the nation in-
terpreted this as a new targeting ini-
tiative on the part of the White House.
The review “expands the list of coun-
tries considered potential nuclear
targets,” said the New York Times
editorial on the subject.

The reaction raises at least three
large points:

1. The Clinton Administration,
which rarely disappointed arms con-
trollers, was moving in the same di-
rection, per its own Nuclear Posture
Review results.

2. President George H.W. Bush,
in the run-up to the Gulf War, left
open the possibility of a US nuclear
response to Iragi use of Weapons of
Mass Destruction.

3. Do critics seriously think the
Pentagon has never drawn up plans
to use nuclear weapons against any
nations other than the Soviet Union,
Russia, and perhaps China? Consid-
ering the nature of the Baghdad re-
gime and the decades of tense stand-
off on the Korean peninsula, Iraq
and North Korea in particular have

certainly been the subject of some
degree of nuclear planning.

A reasonable analysis of the con-
text would lead one to the conclu-
sion that the Bush plan in this re-
spect is, in fact, status quo—and
simply reflects the direction in which
US strategic policy has been moving
for years. Despite this, James O.
Goldsborough of the San Diego Union—
Tribune was moved to write that “a
radical militarization of the country
is taking place, and this new nuclear
posture is part of it.”

Sacred Moratorium

Perhaps the second most-criticized
aspect of the Bush NPR concerns its
open discussion of the possibility of
developing new nuclear warheads.
Such work, as critics rightly note,
would likely create a requirement
for new underground nuclear tests,
ending Washington’s 10-year unof-
ficial testing moratorium.

Specifically, the NPR urges an
advanced concepts initiative that
would possibly include “modifica-
tions to existing weapons to provide
additional yield flexibility in the
stockpile; improved Earth-Penetrat-
ing Weapons (EPWs) to counter the
increased use by potential adversar-
ies of hardened and deeply buried
facilities; and warheads that reduce
collateral damage.”

Current earth-penetration capabil-
ity resides in the B61 Mod 11 grav-
ity bomb, which is limited in number
and effectiveness, notes the review.
A more effective warhead would al-
low many buried targets to be at-
tacked with a much lower yield
weapon than a surface burst would
require. “This lower yield would
achieve the same damage while pro-
ducing less fallout (by a factor of 10
to 20),” notes the NPR.

Again, the January release of the
unclassified version of NPR hinted
atthis proposal. Perhaps critics thought
that the earlier call for a “revital-
ized” nuclear infrastructure referred
to dismantlement facilities.

In any case, the response of critics
was to denounce the thinking about
“mini-nukes” as both unnecessary
and indicative of a dangerous mind-
set. Some warned of a return to the
bad old days of the nuclear arms
race. Helen Thomas was particularly
distraught: “If we forge ahead and
develop the bunker-busting nukes,
are other nations like Russia and
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China going to just stand by? Are
they going to refrain from trying to
produce similar weapons? I don’t
think so.”

The problem with that statement
is that Russia is desperately trying to
reduce spending on nuclear arms.
Given the nature of the Russian
economy, the possible agreement
between Presidents Bush and Putin
on deep cuts in overall warhead lev-
els, and the warming relations be-
tween the two countries, few expect
Russia to try to match the US in
earth-penetrating weapons.

China? Well, itis already building
up its nuclear forces—and for rea-
sons that have little to do with worry
over possible new engineering work
at Los Alamos and Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratories.

Furthermore, this is far from the
first time that an administration has
openly mused about possibly devel-
oping a new low-yield, earth-pen-
etrating warhead. The weapons de-
signers at the Department of Energy
have long had lists of advanced con-
cepts initiatives that they would love
to begin, given the green light.

As far back as 1992, DOE budget
documents listed an earth-penetrat-
ing warhead as a weapon in the first,
notional stage of design—along with
a very low yield warhead capable of
destroying the chemical or nuclear
warhead of an attacking missile with
assurance.

“There will be requirements for
new nuclear weapons in the future.
We cannot with confidence say now
what they will be,” wrote John H.
Birely, then deputy assistant to the
secretary of defense for atomic en-
ergy.

The program to modify the B-61
into interim earth-penetrator status
was started during the Clinton years.
It entered the stockpile in 1996.

The critics worried a lot about the
NPR’s supposed negative effect on
worldwide nonproliferation efforts.

Take, for example, Rep. Barney
Frank (D-Mass.).InaMarch 12 floor
speech, he looked at the NPR and
conjured up this unflattering image
of America: “The town drunk is not
going to be very credible preaching
[nuclear] temperance.”

Former Secretary of Defense Rob-
ert S. McNamara also was worried
sick about this problem and was
moved to write about it (with Thomas
Graham Jr.) inthe Los Angeles Times:
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“Should the ... Nuclear Posture Re-
view ... become official policy, we
can expectnuclear weapons to spread
around the world. We will live in a
far more dangerous world, and the
United States will be much less se-
cure.”

Save the Threshold!

The theme underlying much of the
new criticism of the Bush NPR, from
its warhead plans to its contingency
lists to its possible targets, is this: In
making the nation’s atomic arsenal
more usable, the Administration is
lowering the threshold to nuclear war.

“With the NPR, the US empha-
sizes nuclear weapons not as devices
of deterrence, but as weapons of war,
and thus erodes the norms against
nuclear use,” said a statement from
the San Francisco anti-nuclear group
Global Security Institute.

In response, the Administration
contends that an adversary will, in
fact, be less likely to attack the United
States with Weapons of Mass De-
struction if it believes a nuclear re-
sponse is a live possibility. In this
view, drawing up plans and produc-
ing weapons designed for specific
tasks does not erode deterrence; it
has precisely the opposite effect.

Does this dispute sound familiar?
It should. It is one that dates to the
early days of the nuclear age—and
in most respects, the pro-credibility
side (or warfighters) prevailed in the
policy debate long ago.

It was McNamara, as President
Johnson’s Secretary of Defense, who
rejected extensive military nuclear
war planning in favor of a minimum
deterrent approach. Allthe US needed,
in his view, was an arsenal that could
ride out a Soviet first strike and then
respond strongly enough to destroy
a certain percentage of Soviet indus-
try, population, and military might.

The Air Force never really be-
lieved in this approach, with its im-
plicit targeting of civilians and its
all-or-nothing, spasm-response char-
acteristics.

Subsequent administrations didn’t
buy it, either. Under President Nixon,
Secretary of Defense James R. Schles-

inger said he wanted a more credible
strategy, more options, and a differ-
ent mental attitude toward nuclear
weapons. He pushed for develop-
ment of an arsenal better suited to
attacking hardened Soviet silos, as
opposed to soft targets such as cit-
ies. This continued under President
Carter and his Defense Secretary,
Harold Brown, who called it a
“countervailing strategy.”

The height of deterrence through
consideration of nukes as weapons of
war might have been reached with the
introduction of intermediate-range
nuclear missiles in Europe 20 years
ago. These were designed to counter
similar Soviet weapons, primarily the
S$S-20, and make it clear that the US
really might use nuclear weapons to
halt an attack on Western Europe.
The result? The INF Treaty, the first—
and so far only—such pact to elimi-
nate an entire category of nukes from
the face of the Earth.

The Bush Administration’s Nuclear
Posture Review does project unprec-
edented change, in some respects.
What exactly would addition of con-
ventional weapons to the nation’s
strategic targeting plans entail? How
would strategic defenses mesh with
the remaining nuclear arsenal, if they
ever actually come to pass? (And if
you don’t think that’s a puzzle, con-
sider this thought problem: A rogue
state fires a nuclear missile at the
US, and defenses successfully shoot
it down. Is any further military re-
sponse required? If so, what should
it be?)

However, most of the criticism
has had a rote quality about it. It’s as
if they have dusted off all their sto-
ries from the era of the nuclear freeze
and replaced the words “Ronald
Reagan” with “George W. Bush.”

Critics have tended to ignore the
report’s historical context and read
large political motives into propos-
als that are not as dramatic as they
are made to seem. As Molly Ivins
said, “Thinking about nuclear weap-
ons is sort of like looking directly at
the sun: If you do it for more than a
split second, you go blind.” Appar-
ently so. n

Peter Grier, a Washington editor for the Christian Science Monitor, is a
longtime defense correspondent and regular contributor to Air Force Maga-
zine. His most recent articles, "The Strength of the Force” and "The Combi-
nation That Worked,"” appeared in the April 2002 issue.
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In Afghanistan, the work of USAF Special Operations Forces
was not seen but most assuredly felt.

Masters
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USAF photos by TSgt. Scoll Reed

special operator units, such as the
Navy SEALs and the Army’s Spe-
cial Forces, Rangers, and Delta Force,
produce more news.

“You have to be quiet to do our
business,” said Lt. Gen. Paul V.
Hester, commander of Air Force
Special Operations Command at
Hurlburt Field, Fla. “We move un-
derneath the radar.”

Though they were tough to spotin
Afghanistan, USAF’s air comman-
dos were deeply involved in Opera-
tion Enduring Freedom and instru-
mental in its success.

Troops from Hurlburt fought along-
side Army and Navy special opera-
tors on the ground in Afghanistan,

calling in air strikes and rescuing
comrades in danger. On many mis-
sions, they transported ground troops
into and out of combat zones, in
darkness and secrecy. SOF cargo
aircraft dropped tons of supplies to
US ground forces. And obscure spe-
cialists such as combat weathermen
spent dangerous weeks in remote
outposts gathering the various kinds
of information needed in battle.

All Skills Needed

“We had the opportunity to dem-
onstrate and employ every single skill
we train to,” said Brig. Gen. (sel.)
Lyle M. Koenig Jr., commander of
the 16th Special Operations Wing at
Hurlburt.

So invisible are the air comman-
dos that many of their wartime ex-
ploits have been attributed to others.
Throughout the war, for instance,
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news reports routinely credited Army
Special Forces (the Green Berets)
with calling in the air strikes that
enabled the Northern Alliance’s rout
of Taliban forces.

In reality, USAF combat control-
lers called in about 85 percent of all
air strikes in the war, according to
Col. Robert Holmes, commander of
the 720th Special Tactics Group at
Hurlburt, which includes combat
controllers, pararescuemen, and com-
bat weathermen.

Typically, Central Command would
assign one or two AFSOC special-
ists to each 12-person Green Beret
team, known as an Operational De-
tachment Alpha, or ODA. While

Green Beret ODAs train in spotting
targets, Air Force combat control-
lers have more specialized knowl-
edge and are used to working more
closely with pilots.

Technical Sergeant Calvin (last
name withheld), for instance, was
one of several combat controllers
sent to Uzbekistan in mid—October
of last year. He was quickly teamed
with an ODA that infiltrated to a
location north of Kabul, Afghani-
stan, on Oct. 19, meeting up with
troops of the Northern Alliance.
They were the first US team to hook
up with the anti-Taliban forces.

“There was a little bit of tension at
first,” Calvin said, noting that the
strange bedfellows took some time
to size up each other. Within 30 hours,
however, the team had called in its
first air strike against nearby Taliban
forces. “An immediate rapport was
built,” Calvin recalled.

Over ensuing days, Calvin’s team
moved stealthily among some 10
observation posts, finding Taliban
targets as air strikes whittled the
enemy down. “You work big to little,”
he said. He meant that the top priori-
ties would be targets like military
convoys, troop concentrations, tanks,
or anti-aircraft guns. In addition to
lasing targets or pinpointing coordi-
nates for prompt strikes, Calvin and
his team would analyze the enemy’s
order of battle and develop detailed
targeting plans. Each night, they’d
prepare a list of roughly five to 20

These two photos show the view to which special operators are accustomed—
Afghanistan through night vision goggles. Top, an MC-130 Combat Talon

refueler awaits the arrival of Pave Lows. Here, a gunner on the ramp of an MH-
53J scans the ground for enemy fire.
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suggested targets and transmit the
intelligence up the chain of com-
mand. Other targets obtained through
other intelligence channels would
come back down.

Virtually all of the proposed tar-
gets were approved. This marked a
stark contrast with USAF’s experi-
ence in the Kosovo war, during which
hundreds of targets were put on no-
strike lists because of concerns about
collateral damage. “Rules of engage-
ment,” said Hester, “become much
more liberal when you have physical
eyes on the target”—an advantage
lacking in Kosovo.

Overall, Calvin counts about 500
targets he helped identify and de-
stroy.

The Real Pros

He and other combat controllers
added depth to the ODAs’ targeting
expertise. Air Force controllers study
the capabilities of surface-to-air mis-
siles, and they routinely rehearse
close air support procedures with
Air Force pilots. “A lot of people say
they can do this job,” said Holmes,
“but our airmen understand the view
of the battlespace, they understand
airspace management. They know
which weapon to use and how to
bring it in.” They can also suggest
ways to “fuse” weapons systems, or
use different aircraft together to go
after challenging targets.

At first, Calvin’s team encoun-
tered a determined enemy.

“Sometimes, we’d take indirect
fire, when they were just trying to
fish something out,” he recalled.
“But when they found out our posi-
tions, we’d come under direct fire
and get behind walls, get into the
bunkers.”

Enemy barrages could last as long
as 30 minutes, until the spotters
moved to another location or US air
strikes silenced the guns. On the
day the Northern Alliance began its
final offensive, “we came under re-
ally heavy machine-gun fire,” Calvin
said. “We became high-value tar-
gets.”

It quickly became apparent to the
Americans that the Taliban’s forces
were badly overmatched.

“I don’t think the enemy knew
what was happening to them,” said
Calvin, who noted that Taliban and
al Qaeda fighters talked over un-
secure radios and thus allowed Cal-
vin’s team to listen in as they de-
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Combat controllers in Afghanistan made do with local food and transportation
but still relied heavily on computers to analyze targets. Global Positioning
Satellite devices were crucial to the mission.

scribed the effectiveness of air
strikes. “We’d get on-the-spot BDA
[Bomb Damage Assessment] and
correct based on that.” Nor did the
Taliban seem to learn quickly: “We’d
see a convoy at night with its lights
on. We’d get it, and an hour later
here would come another one.”

Even so, operating in Afghanistan
without the slightest supply post
nearby was arduous. Although they
moved by horse and made do with
local food, the ODAs still relied
heavily on computers to upload and
download intelligence information
and to analyze targets. Global Posi-
tioning System devices were cru-
cial. Some units deployed without
the latest laser range finders, which
had to be flown in later. Batteries for
all of that equipment were forever
running down. Resupplying key items,
in terrain with virtually no road in-
frastructure, was a top priority from
the beginning.

That’s why the first deployments
to the theater included many units
besides those that would be operat-
ing in Afghanistan. On Sept. 20, for
instance, just nine days after the ter-
rorist attacks that opened the war,
the 9th SOS from Eglin AFB, Fla.,
was heading overseas, not sure where
it would end up.

The Refueling Task

Like many units, the 9th filled an
important niche that would be cru-
cial during combat operations. The
squadron operates MC-130P Com-

bat Shadow aircraft. They function
primarily as refueling tankers for
helicopters. They would be a key
link in any operations to infiltrate
ground troops, and they proved to be
a vital component of the search-and-
rescue capability Central Command
insisted on having on hand, in case
any of the pilots flying over Af-
ghanistan got shot down.

There were several alerts, but no
shootdowns. The only rescues staged
by the 9th involved a news photog-
rapher and a US soldier who devel-
oped altitude sickness. As ground
troops began to enter Afghanistan,
the MC-130s began to refuel the he-
licopters ferrying them in.

“It went smoothly, but Mother
Nature conspired against us,” said
Lt. Col. Dan Fernandez, the squad-
ron commander. Sandstorms and
bad weather caused many mission
aborts.

Ground troops worked their way
in, though, and as they began operat-
ing inside Afghanistan, the mission
of the 9th turned to the resupply of
these forces. The ODAs’ teammates
in the rear would typically prepare
bundles containing bullets, water,
medicine, lasing equipment, and all
the other gear the troops in country
needed.

They’d deliver the bundles to units
like the 9th, with prearranged drop
zones. The MC-130s would then fly
low and fast toward the drop zones.
As they neared, there was a brief
window of time when the ground
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AC-130 gunships—another facet of USAF special operations forces—were
used in Afghanistan to protect troops on the ground and to strike designated
targets. Here, an AC-130H crew mans their heavy guns.

units would contact the aircraft by
radio to finalize the detzils. Punctu-
ality was crucial. If the aircraft ar-
rived late, the mission would most
likely have to be scrapped, since the
troops on the ground could only ex-
pose themselves at a drcp zone for a
few moments. In addition to the tim-
ing, the challenge, said Fernandez,
“was trying to get it to them and
make sure no one else gets it.”

Occasionally, there was firsthand
evidence of the impact of the resup-
ply effart. During the Northern
Alliance’s mid—November siege of
Kunduz, there was an urg=snt re-
quest for batteries. The bundle ar-
rived lzte on the tarmac. The MC-
130 toox off with the haste cf a fire
truck heading to a blaze, and the
crew made the drop zone on time.
The troops got the batteries in time
to power up the equipment they were
using to call in air strikes during the
offensive.

“We got to hear them calling in
B-52 strikes using the Datteries we
had just delivered,” beamed SSgt.
Jule Stratton, a loadmaster with the
9th.

The Toughest Mission

A slew of other support troops
helped orchestrate the complex air-
borne ballet and pick up the slack
when complications arose. A team
from the 16th Operations Support
Squadron from Hurlburt, for ex-
ample, helicoptered into Afghani-
stan to evacuate an American sol-
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dier who came down with viral men-
ingitis. Flying the eight-hour mis-
sion from arear base in Uzbekistan—
at elevations as high as 18,000 feet,
with no heat—was the most chal-
lenging mission he faced during the
war, said Capt. Scott Sheparc, an
aviation physician’s assistant.

SSgt. Steven Cum, a paramedic
with the 16th OSS, found himself
doing triage on a planeload of in-
jured Americans after a friendly fire
incident Dec. 5. “We train for it,”
said Cum, “but I never thought I'd
actually do it.”

The early phases of the war fo-

cused on northern Afghanistan, but
air commandos were also busy in
southern Afghanistan and on bases
in Pakistan and elsewhere. When the
terrain is tough and the environment
is “nonpermissive,” as was the case
in Afghanistan, helicopters are the
preferred method of infiltrating spe-
cial operations ground troops. In
mid—November, crews from the 20th
SOS did begin to carry out such mis-
sions in the Pave Lows.

The distance from bases in Paki-
stan—and even from the carrier Kitty
Hawk in the Arabian Sea—Iled to
grueling flights of 12 to 15 hours
duration, involving multiple re-
fuelings. And the Pave Lows, slower
than an airplane, were vulnerable to
ground fire when they were flying
low.

“I took one bullet in my cabin—an
AK-47 round—that would have taken
a guy’s head off,” said Captain Wil-
liam (last name withheld), a Pave
Low pilot.

To transport more troops into
Afghanistan more quickly, Central
Command began to assess other ways
to fly airplanes into the country.
Combat controllers from the 720th
began analyzing possible airstrips.
First they would do a 3-D terrain
analysis using mapping data.

Once they identified dried lake
beds, dirt strips, and other potential
landing sites, they’d need some first-
hand knowledge of the area. Teams
would fly in on helicopters, some-
times parachuting or rappelling down

An MC-130E drops off a team of US Navy SEALs at a forward deployed
location. The majority of special operations troops were inserted into Afghani-
stan by Combat Talons landing on unimproved airfields.
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to the site. They’d check the com-
paction of the soil, measure distances,
and walk the ground to get a careful
look at the terrain. Usually they op-
erated at night, using night vision
goggles, and they would complete
the analysis in one sortie.

Of 22 sites surveyed by the con-
trollers, 15 became landing strips
for C-130s and even for larger C-17s.
The crews prepared for tough condi-
tions. “We had shovels on all the
aircraft if we had to dig a trench” to
help fly the airplane out, said Senior
Master Sergeant Tom (last name
withheld), a loadmaster. They never
had to use them.

The rudimentary airfields allowed
Central Command to sneak in ground
troops in much greater numbers. MC-
130 Combat Talons, from the 16th
Special Operations Wing at Hurlburt,
had conducted the first airdrop of
troops into Afghanistan, a dramatic
nighttime raid involving dozens of
paratroopers that the Pentagon quickly
publicized.

Boots on the Ground

Being able to land airplanes in
Afghanistan was far more impor-
tant. Aircraft could ferry in vehicles
like humvees and dune buggies and
other gear needed to sustain ground
troops. Combat Talons would some-
times drop off gear, then take off and
fly orbits overhead for an hour or
two. Fighters and AC-130 gunships—
another branch of the air comman-
dos—would circle nearby, ready to
defend the troops exposed on the
ground. Then the Combat Talons
would land and pick up the packs the
ground troops had swapped out.
Overall, the majority of special op-
erations troops inserted into Afghani-
stan were transported by Combat
Talons landing on unimproved air-
fields.

The helicopters still had plenty to
do, including the evacuation of friendly
fire casualties on Dec. 5. The call
came to the 20th SOS when many of
the crew members—nocturnal, due
to the nature of their jobs—were
sleeping.

“As soon as you heard the words
‘friendly fire,” the room erupted

The Pararescue Jumpers have seen plenty of action in Afghanistan, evacuat-
ing injured troops under enemy fire. One PJ was killed in action during
Operation Anaconda while trying to rescue a Navy SEAL.

>

with energy,” said Captain Steve
(last name withheld), a Pave Low
pilot. Two MH-53s were airborne
within 45 minutes, but not quite
sure where they were going. An
Air Force combat controller at the
scene was on the radio, trying to
guide the helos in—even though
his eardrums had been blown out
and he couldn’t hear.

Nobody was at the first location
the -53s scouted. When they finally
found their comrades, “the first thing
we saw was a flag-draped stretcher,”
recounted Steve. That was one of
three US deaths in the incident.

The two choppers set down in a
bowl, about 150 yards from the
wounded. “The casualties were a lot
more than expected,” explained Lieu-
tenant Pat (last name withheld), com-
mander of one of the aircraft. A group
of unidentified locals gathered men-
acingly on a ridgeline overlooking
the scene. After about 45 minutes on
the ground, the Pave Lows lifted off,
“cubed out”—or filled to the brim—
with injured GIs.

Air Force Pararescue Jumpers—
the PJs—worked feverishly on twisted
limbs and wounds gushing blood in
such volume that troops would have
to hose out the helicopters on the
ground. The injured arrived at Camp

Richard J. Newman is a former Washington, D.C.-based defense correspon-
dent and senior editor for US News & World Report. He is now based in the
New York office of US News. His most recent article for Air Force Magazine,
“The Little Predator That Could,” appeared in the March 2002.
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Rhino, the newly established Ma-
rine Corps base near Kandahar, and
were quickly transported to hospi-
tals in Germany and elsewhere.

As for the Pave Low pilots, they
are reluctant to discuss other mis-
sions. “Let’s just say [the Dec. 5
evacuation] was a good warm-up,”
said Lieutenant Paul (last name with-
held), another crew member.

The PJs saw other action, too. They
raced to the scene after one of the
9th SOS MC-130s crashed in Febru-
ary, only to find that difficult terrain
prevented their helicopters from land-
ing near the wreckage. To get to it,
the PJs had to wade through more
than 100 yards of waist-deep snow.
When they reached the crash site,
they had to cut through the skin of
the fuselage to rescue one crew-
member.

To the surprise of virtually every-
body involved in the rescue, all eight
crew members survived. As of March,
the PJs had participated in four other
recoveries in Afghanistan. One PJ
died in combat during Operation
Anaconda, while trying to rescue a
Navy SEAL who had fallen from a
helicopter. That loss, along with the
death of a combat controller in the
same incident, was a hard blow to
the unit, said Holmes.

Nonetheless, the overall mood
among the troops was and is exuber-
ant. “Our group is very up because
of all the things we train to do,” said
Holmes. “Without exception we have
validated every mission.” n
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The Chief of Staff wants to organize USAF around task forces
aimed at specific mission areas.

Seven Pillars of
Alrpower

NE night in April 1999,
USAF Brig. Gen. Danie_ P.
Leaf jumped into the cock-
pit of his F-16, ready to
fight the air war over Serbia. His
Block 40 fighter, based at Aviano
AB, Italy, was decked out for Close
Air Support, sporting two 2,000-pound
laser-guided bombs,a LANTIRN rod
for low-altitude night targeting, and
the Block 40 Improved Data Mod=m
for sharing offboard target data.

Leaf, the commander of the 31st
Air Expeditionary Wing, got his night
vision goggles ready and launchzd,
along with another identically equip-
ped F-16.

However, the mission that night
was not CAS. The mission, rather,
was to strike Serbian air defenses.
The goal was not to just “suppress”
their capability, but to destroy it.
The 2,000-pound bombs were to be
used to eliminate surface-to-air mis-
siles, radars, launchers, and support
vans.

Joining Leaf and his wingman
were four other F-16s. All four ware
Block 50s. Each was outfitted with
a High-speed Anti-Radiation Mis-
sile targeting pod to sense elec-
tronic emissions from SAM radars
and Block 50 IDMs tailored to :he
counter-radar mission, and carried
AGM-88 HARMs.

Unfortunately, neither of these two
basic F-16 variants could carry out
the SAM destruction job alone. The
two Block 40s lacked the HARM
Targeting System that is essential
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for locating and identifying SAM
electronic emissions. The four Block
50s had the HARM system, but their
AGM-88s were not capable of de-
stroying the Serbian system. The
Block 50s were not designed to ac-
ceptboth the HTS and the LANTIRN
targeting pods necessary for the
heavier, more-destructive laser-
guided bombs.

The air warriors did the best they
could to jury-rig a workable opera-
tional package, with mixed results.
Nobody had good situational aware-
ness. Each lacked a critical capabil-
ity possessed by one of the other
platforms.

The four Block 50 pilots—flying
without night vision goggles—strug-
gled to maintain flying formation
with their two Block 40 counterparts
and nearly lost it a couple of times.

And the two versions of the IDM—
one optimized for CAS and the other
forradar suppression—were not inter-
operable. “We had to share informa-
tion via radio comm,” recalled Leaf,
now the two-star director of USAF
operational requirements. “That takes
more time and is less secure.”

The challenges were emblematic
of problems that faced the Air Force
more broadly. Required operational
thinking had not been done in ad-
vance, when hardware decisions were
made. The problem extends beyond
the F-16; the inability to communi-
cate across disparate Air Force plat-
forms and between different services
is well-known but still unresolved.

By Elaine M. Grossman
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The Global Strike Task Force concept, which emerged in 2000, emphasized the
capabilities of the stealthy B-2 bomber, shown here, and F-22 fighter. It is just
one of seven new, highly focused task forces the Air Force is developing.

Said Leaf: “We tend to think of
solutions to combat problems in terms
of single pieces of equipment, not an
integrated solution.”

Enter the New Chief

Gen. John P. Jumper quickly re-
solved to change all that, having
begun work as Air Force Chief of
Staff the very week of the Sept. 11
terror attacks. Jumper was confronted
immediately with the task of con-
tributing to a major joint war on
terrorists, and there would be no room
for fielding weapons packages that
could not keep pace with fighting
concepts.

“We’re all wedded to [procure-
ment] programs,” Jumper said in an
interview. “We argue programs on
[Capitol] Hill. We defend programs
in the [Pentagon] building. It’s pro-
gram by program that we think. And
it leads to people ... wanting to make
incremental improvements to pro-
grams. We don’t reward anybody
for finding a whole new way of do-
ing business.”

He added: “Where is that person?”

Jumper is attempting to lead by
example. He is crafting seven no-
tional task forces, each dedicated to
a core capability he believes the Air
Force must cultivate to perform its
most vital missions.

Perhaps foremost among these new
groups is what Jumper has called the
Global Response Task Force. Plans
call for this task force to be able, on
short notice, to attack terrorist tar-
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gets with stealth and precision any-
where around the globe.

The Air Force is also developing
these other task forces:

m Global Strike, geared to cir-
cumventing or breaking through an
enemy’s anti-access theater defenses.

m Air and Space/CZSR, formed to
provide civilian and military leaders
withrapid Intelligence, Surveillance,
and Reconnaissance data.

m Homeland Security, formed to
track and, if need be, defeat air threats
within US domestic airspace.

m Nuclear Response, centered on
Air Force ICBM forces and bomber-
based weapons.

m Global Mobility, able to swiftly
provide food, shelter, and other forms
of relieftoravaged areas of the world.

® Air and Space Expeditionary,
providing tailored force packages to
handle the full spectrum of contin-
gencies. This task force will have an
overarching or integrating role.

The Global Strike Task Force con-
cept first emerged in 2000, when
Jumper—then commander of Air
Combat Command at Langley AFB,
Va.—embraced it to showcase the
tip-of-the-spear capabilities of the
stealthy F-22 fighter and B-2 bomber.

Now, as service chief, Jumper has
his major commands developing seven
different Concepts of Operations for
the newly named task forces. When
these CONOPS are completed, units
may begin training together in an-
ticipation of deploying as part of an
operational task force dedicated to a

particular mission—homeland de-
fense, for example.

Perhaps more importantly, the task
forces will serve as organizational
and planning tools, valued for the
forethought they generate in the Air
Force, service officials say.

Jumper sees the task forces as con-
ceptual instruments to more sharply
focus USAF operational require-
ments, research and development,
acquisition, and budgeting on the
service’s seven most critical opera-
tional capabilities.

Each of the seven task forces will
be headed by a colonel. These task
force “champions” will have the au-
thority to compile lists of acquisi-
tion programs that best support a
particular task force’s battlespace
effects.

Programs that make the list will
be rewarded with budget authority
and service backing. Crosscutting
programs—those that appear on more
than one task force list—will win
the greatest level of Air Force spon-
sorship, according to Jumper. “So
the program people are now trying
to be attractive to the person who’s
trying to create the [operational] ef-
fect,” he explained.

The unfolding of this initiative
parallels that of a new agile-acquisi-
tion effort, designed to speed deliv-
ery of more carefully tailored weap-
ons and support systems to the operator.

Guide for Planning,
Programming

Jumper said that the Air Force must
be able to “describe how we go to war
and how we interface with the other
services” before considering what
systems to buy to carry out particular
missions. “This CONOPS—based way
of doing business is one we are also
trying to bring to our planning and
programming system,” he said. “We
do that by describing our capabilities
in terms of task forces.”

Jumper’s somewhat abstract no-
tion has proved a bit tough to swal-
low for some Air Force officials
schooled in more practical endeav-
ors such as flying to Point A or de-
veloping Weapon B.

In late March—after months of
discussing the concept in and out-
side the service—Jumper was still
organizing focus sessions for two-
star generals to sort out what the task
forces were all about, Air Force of-
ficials say. Among the participants

43



USAF photo by Derk Blanset

were budget officials who remained
uncertain how effects-based plan-
ning would affect their work.

Some service officials have won-
dered aloud why there is no task
force dedicated to key Air Force
missions such as special operations,
information warfare, or training.

In response, Air Force leaders say
they sought to cap task forces at a
manageable quantity, between six
and 10. At the same time, service
officials are beginning to identify
important missions that span all seven
task forces, including global mobil-
ity, information operations, and in-
novation.

Unlocking Innovation

Whatever the template, Air Force
officials emphasize the paramount
objective is to focus on broad capa-
bilities, making technology a means
to an end and not the end itself.

“Are we pursuing the F-22 be-
cause it goes Mach 1.7 in supercruise
and is stealthy and has integrated
avionics?” Leaf asked. “Heck, no!”
He pointed to the premier fighter’s
operational value against advanced
enemy air-to-air and SAM systems.

In that vein, Leaf thinks the task
force focus will help Air Force offi-
cials better articulate service needs
to external audiences, like the Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense or
Congress.

It should also spur new ideas for
attacking operational problems. Leaf
said innovation has for too long been

almost the exclusive domain of the
acquisition community. The grow-
ing complexity of missions across
the conflict spectrum demands that
operators get “out in front of the
problem intellectually,” he said. “We
should be able to have enough imagi-
nation and vision to look at unique
and new applications of emerging
and existing technology,” Leaf ob-
served.

While the Air Force is extremely
self-critical, said Leaf, “the truth of
the matter is we’ve won our last few
wars 59—0 and we’ve got a great Air
Force.” The new task force approach,
Leaf said, is simply “the next itera-
tion of air and space thinking.”

For Jumper, this new way of think-
ing seems natural.

“If we describe ourselves in this
way, and it captures most of what we
do, then why don’t we plan and pro-
gram that way, too?” Jumper asked
in a February speech at the Air Force
Association’s national symposium in
Orlando, Fla.

What has stood in the way in the
past? “Thisis a challenging endeavor,”
Leaf explained. “It’s hard to take the
warfighters’ ideas about what they
need, capability-wise, and translate
that into something that can be formed
in sheet metal and titanium and com-
posite and computer chips.”

Jumper’s next iteration in air and
space thinking aims to more effec-
tively bridge a long-standing gap be-
tween operators and acquisition of-
ficials, officials say.

Leaf argues that the F-22 is essential to the service’s task force approach, not
merely because it has speed, stealth, and integrated avionics, but because it
can stand up to advanced air-to-air and SAM systems.
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Well before a production line is
tooled, operators must better under-
stand how particular technologies or
equipment will advance Air Force
capabilities in the battlespace, ac-
cording to Maj. Gen. Danny Hogan,
the mobilization assistant to the
service’s director of plans and pro-
grams.

Hogan said that, for the first time,
the Air Force’s many communities
will “all use a common capability
template” that will reflect “the ad-
equacy of our capabilities both in
the near term and the far term.”

Where Rubber Meets the Ramp

As Air Force officials see it, reli-
ance on the task force concept might
have prevented or at least identified
problems that only became apparent
in past operations.

“This task force approach, in my
mind, would have clearly shown us
early on how reliant we are on the
destruction and suppression of en-
emy air defenses,” said Leaf of the
Kosovo air war, “and resulted in
higher priority—sooner—for [F-16]
Block 50 night modifications. That
increase in priority, incidentally, has
since been made.”

Ground zero for the task force
approach may well be Leaf’s require-
ments shop. There the focus is turn-
ing increasingly to the task of pro-
viding the acquisition community a
clear description of the battlespace
effects sought by the warfighters.
From there, technologists can iden-
tify hardware and software solutions.

Leaf said that the Air Force wants
to “capture the concept ... of effects-
based requirements that are not quite
so [slanted] to a specific program.”
Instead they will describe “capabili-
ties needed to achieve what the
warfighter sets out to do.”

Toward that end, the Air Force is
creating a new quarterly process
called Capabilities Review and Risk
Assessment.

“Now we’re taking it further intel-
lectually, [such that] we have this
collection of things to achieve this
effect,” said Leaf. “And we may see
elements of capability that contribute
in a way we didn’t recognize before.
[Or] we may see redundancies.”

Future operational requirements
documents also will describe “desired
effects and required capabilities,”
rather than pinpoint a specific plat-
form or weapon—Ilike the F-22 or
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small diameter bomb, Leaf said. From
that, he added, the service may derive
“annexes or volumes that address the
specific system capability.”

War on Terrorism

The Air Force may get an oppor-
tunity in the near term to test its
embryonic task force approach. The
early thinking about what is needed
for counterterrorism attacks is a ca-
pability “to go in and strike some-
thing of significance quickly and
rapidly and accurately, but not nec-
essarily [in] a sustained effort,” said
Gen. Gregory S. Martin, the com-
mander of United States Air Forces
in Europe.

The Air Force has laid out an
emerging CONOPS for the Global
Response Task Force. The service
anticipates keeping warplanes on
alert as part of a package aimed at
quick strikes against terrorist tar-
gets.

“Using actionable intelligence for
some fleeting targets, [the task force]
combines alert strike platforms based
in selected locations with the ability
tolaunch and receive updates en route
to allow the GRTF to respond rap-
1dly” to direction from civilian and
military leaders, according to a draft
operating concept the Air Staff cir-
culated earlier this year.

The briefing acknowledges this
“new enemy” is different from tradi-
tional nation—states the United States
has fought in the past. A terror group
is “unconventional in its actions,
dispersed in its location, and con-
cealed by disguise,” the draft brief-
ing said.

In response, the Air Force wants
GRTF to serve as a “poised force,”
capable of acting “swiftly, precisely,
decisively, and globally,” according
to the document.

Martin explained that the next step
is to address the question, “What are
the things you need to do that?” He
went on to say, “Well, you need
proper intelligence [preparation] of
the battlefield that is more along the
way of predicting what the enemy
courses of action will be and where
they will be. Then you need, obvi-
ously, the right mobility force. You
need the right [communications]

Key to the emerging Concept of Operations for the GRTF is “actionable
intelligence.” UAVs such as this new Global Hawk will help provide up-to-the-
minute imagery for battlefield commanders.

links. You need the right picture in
the cockpit. You need the right weap-
ons.

“So once you put that all together,”
Martin continued, “you basically
understand from the different types
of tasks’ scenarios ... what systems
you need to do that. And now, the
guy that’s in charge of that task force
will line those systems up in terms
of which ones are most important for
his ability to conduct the operation.
Which modernization programs will
pay him the biggest dividend in be-
ing able to execute the task he’s
given?”

The approach may make it more
difficult for Air Force officials to
invest heavily in high-technology
gadgets before their value in the
battlespace is known, officials say.
When system developers come up
with a new technology, now “we’ll
be able to bring it into our Global
Strike Task Force or other construct
and look at existing capabilities, iden-
tify where it fits, see if it’s merely
redundant and duplicative, [or] see
if it’s complementary,” said Leaf.

Sometimes, he added, the service
will find that a new capability “re-
ally does change the entire approach”
and does not merely lead to the con-
clusion, “Guess what? We can blow
up bridges faster now.”

Elaine M. Grossman is senior correspondent for Inside the Pentagon in
Washington, D.C. Her most recent article for Air Force Magazine, "The Halt
Phase Hits a Bump,” appeared in the April 2001 issue.
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“We’re still probably going to need
to blow up bridges sometimes,” Leaf
continued. “But many of the ele-
ments of warfighting are much more
exquisite than that in modern sce-
narios and need a better-defined in-
tellectual construct.”

Effects Multiplier

To those who might consider Jump-
er’s task force framework just an-
other passing phase in the Air Force,
think again, says Maj. Gen. David A.
Deptula, director of plans and pro-
grams at Air Combat Command. He
says the concept has substantial foun-
dation in Air Force thinking.

During the 1991 Persian Gulf War,
where Deptula was the principal air
campaign planner, the Air Force
found it could render key targets
inoperable with just a few carefully
placed strikes, greatly multiplying
the effectiveness of each sortie.

In warfare, said Deptula, “you can
achieve dramatic effects across an
entire theater by using quality intel-
ligence to focus your targeting, rather
than seeking the absolute destruc-
tion of each and every target.” Simi-
larly, he said, Jumper’s task force
approach attempts to sharpen the
service’s focus on practical results,
which means “translating the notion
of an effects-based perspective to
planning and funding our force struc-
ture.”

If Jumper’s vision takes off, the
thinking goes, it might just have a
similar, multiplying effect. ]
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Verbatim

By John T. Correll, Contributing Editor

Terror Is Relative ...

“No one can condone the loss of
a single civilian life on either side,
but we need to realize that the situa-
tion has essentially become asym-
metric warfare rather than Palestinian
terrorism and Israeli counterterrorism.
Each side has escalated the violence
using methods available to it. For the
Palestinians, this is suicide bomb-
ing and smuggled arms. For Israel,
it is tanks and attack helicopters.”—
Anthony H. Cordesman, senior fel-
low at the Center for Strategic and
International Studies, in the New
York Times, March 22.

..- No, It’s Not

“Murderers are not martyrs. Tar-
geting civilians is immoral, whatever
the excuse. Terrorists have declared
war on civilization, and states like
Iran, Iraq, and Syria are inspiring
and financing a culture of political
murder and suicide bombing.”—Sec-
retary of Defense Donald Rums-
feld, at a DOD briefing, April 1.

Rogues Are Relative

“Our leaders frequently speak of
‘rogue nations.” But what is a rogue
nation? Isn’t it simply one we have
chosen to boycott because it doesn’t
always behave the way we think it
should?”—George McGovern, for-
mer US senator and one-time Demo-
cratic candidate for president, in
The Nation, April 22.

Next Target

“If not destroyed, this madness will
strike in your buses, in your super-
markets, in your pizza parlors, in your
cafes. Eventually, these human bombs
will supplement their murderous force
with suitcases equipped with devices
of mass death that could make the
horrors of Sept. 11 pale by compari-
son. That is why there is no alterna-
tive to winning this war. ... No part of
the terrorist network can be left in-
tact.”—Benjamin Netanyahu, former
Israeli Prime Minister, in a speech
to the US Senate, April 10.

Long Live the F-35
“This is not a program that’'s going
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down the drain, I'll guarantee you
that.”—Edward C. Aldridge, Penta-
gon acquisition chief, at a March
22 DOD briefing, on possible cuts
to the Joint Strike Fighter program.

Anti-Liberal Trick

“Segt. 11 and the war on terror-
ism provided the functional equiva-
lent of the Cold War. It is the Reagan
formula all over again: tax cuts,
huge increases in military expendi-
tures, deficits, and the consequent
exclus on of all the initiatives that
liberals might offer.”—Paul Starr,
professor of sociology, Princeton
University, in The American Pros-
pect, March 28.

Food for Thought

“We ought to remind them that
they’'re going to have a hard time
eating their oil.”—National Secu-
rity Advisor Condoleezza Rice on
Iraq’s threat of an oil embargo,
quoted in The Dallas Morning
News, April 9.

Recruiters Not Welcome
“Preliminary data suggest that be-
tween 2,000 and 3,000 secondary
schools nationwide (about 10 to 15
percent of all high schools) ultimately
will be identified as ‘problem’ schools
under -he definitions set forth in the
curren: law.”—David Chu, under-
secretary of defense for personnel
and readiness, in Feb. 13 testimony
to Congress, on schools that deny
access to military recruiters.

Almost as Good

“The central message from Opera-
tion Erduring Freedom is that it is a
celebration of the success of joint
operat ons. Air Force tactical avia-
tion is no less relevant in meeting
our nation’s warfighting requirements
simply because naval tactical avia-
tion is not as limited by the tyranny
of distance, basing, and access. Nei-
ther are the Army s conventional ca-
pabilities less relevant because Ma-
rine Corps units possess organic
mobility, sustainment, and if required,
forcible-entry capabilities.”—Gen.
James L. Jones, Commandant of

the Marine Corps, in Armed Forces
Journal International, April 2002.

Insufficient Endorsement

“The United States lost the public
relations war in the Middle East a
long time ago. They could have the
Prophet Muhammad doing public re-
lations and it wouldn’t help."—Osama
Siblani, publisher of The Arab
American News, quoted in The Vil-
lage Voice, March 5-11.

From the Grassy Knoll

“We know now there were numer-
ous warnings of the events to come
on Sept. 11 ... What did this Adminis-
tration know and when did it know it,
about the events of Sept. 11? Who
else knew, and why did they not warn
the innocent people of New York who
were needlessly murdered? ... What
do they have to hide?”—Rep. Cynthia
McKinney (D-Ga.), in a Berkeley,
Calif., radio interview, quoted in the
Washington Post, April 12.

Conventional Boots on the
Ground

“A great many pundits have taken
me to task, saying, ‘Well, gosh, isn’t
it true it would have been a helluva
lot better operation if we had just
put conventional forces in on the
ground in Aghanistan?’ | guess we’ll
never know that, but we know that
when the Soviets did it with 620,000,
it didn’t seem to be quite enough.”—
Army Gen. Tommy R. Franks, com-
mander of Central Command, in
an interview with the Atlanta Jour-
nal and Constitution, April 7.

The Margin in the Falklands
“Above all, admirals everywhere
learnt one cardinal lesson from the
Falklands: the difference that correct
and incorrect fusing of air-delivered
weapons can make. The Argentines
penetrated six British ships with bombs
that did not explode. As the Marshal
of the Royal Air Force, Lord Craig,
once put it to me: ‘Six better fuses
and we would have lost.’ "—John
Keegan, on the 20th anniversary of
the war in the Falkland Islands, in
London’s Daily Telegraph, April 2.
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: ‘The sophistication, mobility, and “hybridization” of adversary
air defenses spell trouble a few years down the line.
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The Air Force gave up its last EF-111 escort jammer (foreground) in 1998,
agreeing to share the fleet of 126 EA-6Bs (background) with the Navy. Already
stretched thin, the fleet drops below bare minimums in 2009.

sue for this decade. A longer-range
plan could see the Air Force acquir-
ingits own jammer airplane, although
service officials have not been push-
ing such an option.

In Operation Allied Force, the
Balkan air war of 1999, the limited
supply of EA-6Bs as an escort jam-
mer for certain missions “constrained”
NATO’s ability to strike at the time
of its choosing, particularly after
many weeks of operations, said a
study participant. Recent groundings
of the Prowler for mechanical prob-
lems have heightened the Navy’s
sense of urgency in seeking a re-
placement.

Pressing Issue

The AEA issue is a pressing one
for all of the services. Afghanistan
offered a “fairly benign” air defense
environment, but the next US oppo-
nent may be far better equipped for
air warfare, warned Lt. Gen. Charles
F. Wald, Air Force deputy chief of
staff for air and space operations.

“We’'re OK,” for now, said Wald,
speaking at a March air and space
symposium in Washington, D.C.
However, he added, the current ad-
equacy of AEA capabilities may be
short-lived.

“If we had to fight today” against
an enemy equipped with typical air
defenses, “I would be comfortable
with what we have,” said Wald. “I
think we’d do a great job. Two or
three years from now—maybe five
years fromnow—it’s going tochange.”
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Wald, who commanded US air
forcesin Afghanistan during the early
days of Operation Enduring Free-
dom, cited several reasons for pro-
jecting this change of events.

First, advanced anti-aircraft de-
fense systems such as the Russian
S-300 and S-400 family are now on
sale around the world and starting to
complicate US air planning. The new
systems mark a sharp improvement
over the systems the US has faced in
battle during the 1990s. They pose
an unprecedented peril to unstealthy
combat aircraft—which constitute
the majority of US military aircraft.

The new opposition air defense
systems “canreach out further,” said
Maj. Gen. Daniel P. Leaf, the Air
Force’s director of operational re-
quirements. New systems can both
detect aircraft at much longer ranges
than before and have longer-legged
missiles that can reach the targets
farther away. Older systems have
also benefitted from integration of
previously unrelated components,
said Leaf, in a process that is some-
times called “hybridization of air
defense weaponry.”

Hybridization

In the 1999 Balkan War, Leaf ex-
plained, Serb forces used radars not
previously associated with anti-air-
craft systems. He added that they
also inventively linked “visual re-
ports, cell phones, [and] ham radios
to cue the air defense net in a simple
but relatively effective network.”

Though the Serbs succeeded in
downing just two NATO aircraft
during the course of the conflict,
they fired about 700 missiles, forc-
ing NATO to use jamming and de-
fense suppression aircraft until the
very end of the operation.

Second, the emerging hybridiza-
tion of air defenses means that West-
ern air forces cannot be sure of win-
ning the electronic battle simply by
application of “radiated power at the
face of the enemy radar aperture”—
Leaf’s words. The brute-force blind-
ing of enemy radars with high-en-
ergy emitters will be difficult.

“It’s much more refined than that,”
Leaf said. Weapons, deception, in-
formation warfare, and decoys “are
all going to have to continue to im-
prove.”

Third, the growing mobility of
adversary air defenses is changing
the whole structure of the AEA mis-
sion. Leaf said that old-style fixed
strategic systems and transportable
systems that could be moved, set up,
employed, and then moved again are
giving way to much more nimble
and elusive systems that can virtu-
ally shoot on the move.

“Everything is migrating to being
much more mobile,” he observed,
“and that makes sense, because if
they’re not mobile, we’ll find them
and kill them.”

Leaf was one of the senior Air
Force members of the team that pro-
duced the analysis of alternatives. He
cautioned that the options developed
were intended to “provide a capabil-
ity at least as comprehensive as that
which will be offered by the EA-6B
with the Improved Capabilities [or]
... ICAP IIT” system upgrade.

“That’s a pretty specific focus,”
said Leaf. “It will not answer all our
needs for countering air defenses or
even for Electronic Warfare, prob-
ably, especially as threats continue
to mature.”

According to an unclassified sum-
mary of the analysis of alternatives,
the participants concluded that an
effective AEA solution must have
two parts: a “core” system of reus-
able aircraft operating in enemy air-
space and an “expendable” system
that will work close to enemy sensors
and air defense systems—too close
for the core platform to survive.

The summary stated thatno emerg-
ing technology or mix of technolo-
gies will eliminate the need for a
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A Navy-led study came up with 27 alternatives to replace the EA-6B as the
US electronic attack platform. One option is to outfit a civil wide-body or a
bomber, like this B-52H, with jamming gear.

comprehensive AEA capability in
US air superiority forces, even ac-
counting for the advance of stealth
technology, the availability of in-
creasingly powerful self-protection
systems, and the advent of small,
electronically scanned array radars
now being fitted on fighter aircraft.

The analysis looked at combina-
tions of platform options which ranged
from new-start aircraft to business jets,
variants of existing and planned fight-
ers and bombers, “wide-bodies” such
as Electronic Warfare versions of the
737 and 757, and unmanned aerial
vehicles, both armed and unarmed.
Various combinations of land- and
sea-based capabilities were considered.

Smorgasbord

The analysis amounted to what
one industry participant called a
“Consumer Reports list” of avail-
able products that could do the job,
at various levels of effectiveness,
and at various prices.

The cheapest option was pegged
at about $20 billion. It would be
based on a “new-start, high-flier”
program patterned on the Global
Hawk high-altitude unmanned aerial
vehicle, used in conjunction with a
smaller system, such as a loitering
drone or missile, that could directly
attack enemy radars and sensors.

At the other end of the spectrum,
the most expensive and comprehen-
sive option—at about $82 billion—
included electronic attack variants
of the Navy F/A-18E/F fighter, Air
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Force F-22 fighter, and USAF B-52
heavy bomber, along with a close-in
attack system.

The study expressed cost in “total
ownership” terms, which includes
military construction, training, main-
tenance, and the like. In the case of
the three most expensive options,
prices were quoted by system pro-
gram offices as well as the Pentagon’s
cost assessment improvement group,
which the Pentagon maintains to pro-
vide independent appraisals. Costs
were for comparative purposes only
and not to be considered predictive.

For purposes of the analysis, op-

tions did not have to meet budgetary
limits. In the choices that go to
Aldridge this month, however, the
services will have to show how they
will plan to pay for their preferred
approaches.

Leaf said a new body—the coun-
tering air defenses joint require-
ments working group—was formed
to eliminate redundant capabilities
among the services, look for comple-
mentary capabilities, and determine
whether the services should pursue
entirely new systems.

The Air Force has been roundly
criticized for its decisions to retire
the F-4G Wild Weasel dedicated Sup-
pression of Enemy Air Defenses air-
craft and the EF-111 escort jammer,
in 1995 and 1998 respectively. Crit-
ics say the Air Force was overly en-
amored with stealth and paid insuffi-
cient attention to Electronic Warfare.

USAF substituted the F-16CJ with
the HARM targeting system for the
F-4G and agreed to share the EA-6B
with the Navy when the EF-111 was
phased out.

Leaf said neither retirement deci-
sion was taken lightly.

“We were making some very tough
decisions,” he insisted. “We didn’t
get rid of those aircraft because we
wanted less capability. There were
very serious downsizing constraints
as the force grew smaller.”

The decision to rely on the Navy’s
Prowler fleet was “a tough choice,”
he added.

The Air Force’s near-term options

Fixed threats such as this SA-6 in Afghanistan aren’t the big worry; they can be
hit quickly and effectively. The danger lies in mobile and man-portable SAMs
that can “shoot and scoot,” cued by hybrid air defense systems.
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mostly revolve around systems that
can be appended to existing air-
frames. These included towed de-
coys, targeting pods, new munitions,
information warfare systems, di-
rected energy weapons, and the Minia-
ture Air-Launched Decoy, or MALD.

“Where we’re headed is to bal-
ance fiscal reality with the require-
ments and opportunities,” Leaf said.

The Air Force would like to avoid
a repeat of the Balkans situation by
ensuring that enemy surface-to-air
missile sites are not just suppressed
but actually destroyed.

“Shoot and Scoot” Systems

“We must do a better job of killing
surface-to-air systems,” Leaf said.
“We can’t give [the enemy] the ca-
pability to ‘shoot and scoot’ and hide
throughout [the conflict].”

The Air Force is already empha-
sizing quick location and destruc-
tion of mobile and time-critical tar-
gets, Leaf said, and its programs will
all bend in that direction.

A senior Air Force official said
the service is satisfied with the Navy
as a partner on the EA-6B and added
that USAF has had access to the
jammer aircraft whenever it wanted
such access. “All these assets are on
the ATO [Air Tasking Order],” the
official said. “The decision as to who
gets what and when is made at the
level of the JFACC [Joint Force Air
Component Commander].”

“We don’t run solo operations
much, so we get that support when it

The Navy’s preferred option is to replace the EA-6B with the EA-18, a variant

is appropriate for us to have it,” he
observed.

The EA-6B is a 1960s—technol-
ogy airplane. Though it has profited
from an ongoing, state-of-the-art
avionics upgrade, it is still an aging
aircraft, frequently beset by mechani-
cal problems. The Navy would like
to move to a new airplane, easier to
fix and with greater capability.

Ever since the Navy opted to pur-
sue the F/A-18E/F Super Hornet, it
has had a policy of shrinking, when-
ever possible, the number of aircraft
types on its carrier decks. It does
this to reduce the number of parts
inventories and repair capabilities
that it must maintain. The Super
Hornet and its smaller predecessors,
the F/A-18A-D models, have a high
commonality of parts, and the sea
service would like its EA-6B fol-
low-on to be a Super Hornet variant
as well.

Boeing has developed the “EA-
18” proposal to meet the require-
ment and said it has been working on
the project since 1993.

“We call it the ‘Growler,” ” said
Paul Summers, Boeing’s director for
F/A-18 derivative programs. “This
concept is extremely mature.”

Summers asserted that Boeing has
thoroughly worked out the internal
design of the EA-18 and has endeav-
ored to make it compatible with the
EA-6B’s ICAPIII jammer pods with
only minor modifications. Flight tests
to check the fit of the external sys-
tems have already been flown. In-

L _'_Ii: . I::“

of the Super Hornet. Speed and commonality with the rest of the Navy’s fleet
are its chief selling points, but USAF doubts that this is the way to go.
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cluding internal processors, the EA-
18 would have 70 percent common-
ality with the EA-6B’s Electronic
Warfare systems, Summers said.

Just In Time

Because the F/A-18E/F test pro-
gram is far along—and the EA-18 is
externally almost identical to the F
model—Boeing believes it could
have the first nine EA-18s available
for duty in 2009. That is exactly
when the Navy will begin to run
short on EA-6Bs and would assume
a go-ahead in 2004.

“This is an integration program,”
Summers insisted, and the Navy can
save a great deal of money because it
doesn’t need to certify the type or
repeat flight testing. So common are
the aircraft that the Navy has also
asked for quotes on making all F
model Super Hornets capable of us-
ing the interchangeable Electronic
Warfare pods and internal systems,
to ease decking considerations and
broaden the interchangeability of its
fleet. The EA-18 would retain all the
combat and tanking capability and
weapon stations that the F model
has, without the internal gun. The
additional onboard gear to make the
F model an EA-18 is about 350
pounds, a figure that would be re-
duced to 200 pounds if fiber optics
supplant coaxial cable in the air-
craft.

While the Navy currently fields a
fleet of 122 EA-6Bs, the Air Force
and Navy agree that number is too
low and that it would be desirable to
fix the low-density, high-demand
problem.

“Pricing for 180 airplanes has been
requested by the Navy,” Summers
acknowledged. “That number as-
sumes they will continue to support
Air Force requirements. If they don’t
have to, the number will be lower.”

Summers said that Prowler crews
have looked over the layout of the
two-man EA-18 and believe it can,
with automation improvements, do
the job that the four-seat Prowler
now does.

Besides commonality and manu-
facturing and development savings,
the EA-18 offers the Navy and Air
Force an opportunity to recover the
escort jammer role that was surren-
dered when the EF-111 left the in-
ventory.

“This is an airplane that can go
supersonic ... and keep up with the
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strike package, if that’s something
you want to do,” Summers pointed
out. Because it retains combat capa-
bility even with some jamming pods
carried, it could do some of the SEAD
mission as well, he added.

According to the AEA analysis of
alternatives, an Electronic Warfare
plan focused on the EA-18, adding
new-technology jammer pods, would
cost about $40 billion over the life of
the program. Another option—re-
starting the EA-6 line and building
brand-new EA-6C aircraft with new-
technology pods—would cost about
$34 billion.

One of the most attractive options,
said one participant, was an AEA
version of the Joint Strike Fighter.
Both a carrier capable and conven-

An electronic attack version of the JSF might make sense as the next jammer
platform, but it doesn’t arrive until 2010, leaving a gap in coverage. One JSF
option (top) is for a “clean” version with EW gear carried internally. Another
idea (here) would use external pods already in the works for the EA-6B.

tional takeoff version could be de-
veloped and fielded for about $38
billion, but “there would be a long
wait before we could get those air-
planes ... unless we did them simul-
taneously with the [conventional]
attack version,” he said. The F-35
JSFs don’t begin to roll off the as-
sembly line until 2008, and the first
units will not be equipped until 2010.

The Stealth Factor

The Air Force’s unique require-
ments for AEA are still being worked
out, Leaf said.

“We’ve got to ask ourselves, will
we have the right Electronic War-
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fare capability to support a fleet
that’s going to become increasingly
stealthy, ... some element of which
will operate at supercruise?”

With the F-22 entering the battle
zone at Mach 1.5 or more, “we’ve got
to make sure we have responsive,
flexible EW support to match that
kind of capability. Some of that ...
may be inherent to the F-22 itself. An
EF-22 is among the options the Air
Force is considering.”

Wald said that replacing the EA-
6B is “probably necessary. ... We
support the Navy’s initiative to re-
place some of their EA-6s.”

However, “there are additional

capabilities we’re going to have a
look at,” Wald added. Some of these
are nontraditional, such as the Air
Force’s SEAD unmanned combat
aerial vehicle.

The “replacement in capability, if
notin kind, of the EA-6B is probably
not going to meet our needs in the
next decade,” Leaf acknowledged.
“We’re probably going to have to go
beyond [it] ... and that may require a
new platform.”

The Air Force is “committed to
Electronic Warfare,” Wald asserted.
“We’re not committed to a single
platform. We’re committed to mul-
tiple platforms, ... to a synergistic
approach, maybe some nonconven-
tional ways of doing some of this
that haven’t been talked about be-
fore.” These will include “traditional
methods as well as information op-
erations, space capabilities, ... and
perhaps some emerging technologies
that are still classified.”

In an apparent nod to criticisms
that the Air Force has not taken the
EW mission seriously enough, Wald
said, “It’s not a simple problem. It
goes to this debate over suppres-
sion of enemy air defense and de-
struction of enemy air defense. As
if it was either—or. There is no ei-
ther—or.”

The Pentagon’s plan of address-
ing AEA with add-on systems first,
followed by a new platform at the
10-year point, and more sophisti-
cated new technologies after that,
“will meet the threat of the future,”
Wald said, “as long as we stick with
it.” =
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INce the September attacks, com-
mercial airlines have been hir-
ing fewer pilots, former mili-
tary fliers have been applying to
return to active duty, and the
Air Force’s Stop-Loss actions
have halted the exit of rated officers.
Why, then, is USAF still paying “con-
tinuation” bonuses of up to $25,000
a year to some 5,000 pilots to get
them to remain on active duty?

“The fact is that Stop-Loss has only
a temporary effect on the pilot force,
as it does on the other career fields,”
said Lt. Col. David Moore, the chief
of rated force policy under the Air
Force’s Deputy Chief of Staff for
Personnel. “We foresee shortages in
our pilot force for many years to come,
and the solutions on which we focus
need to point to the long term.”

In addition, Moore also sees the
slump in civilian competition for
pilots as a temporary phenomenon.
“We expect the airlines to expand
their hiring,” he said, “and we ex-
pect that to continue to be a long-
term challenge for pilot retention in
the Air Force.”

Nor is the lure of civilian jobs the
only cause of pilot shortages. De-
spite recent efforts to spread the
workload more evenly, the stress of
deployments and day-to-day opera-
tions still is a major reason for sepa-
ration. Although officials applaud
the way members have responded to
the war on terrorism, they concede
that optempo has increased since
Sept. 11.

Cause and Effect

There is no single cause of the Air
Force’s present predicament, but
some of the actions taken to reduce
strength in the 1990s are at least
partially responsible.

During the drawdown, the Air
Force tried to protect its pilot re-
sources, even though it had surpluses
in the rated ranks at that time. Most
pilots were exempt from involun-
tary separation and barred from vol-
untary early release. The only major
effort USAF took to reduce rated
strength was to cut the rate of pilot
training. This achieved the desired
force reductions, but at a price.

“Yes, the inventory came down,”
Moore said, “but when we cut that
far, it was going to have an inevitable
consequence—not having enough pi-
lots in certain year groups.” That
unwanted effect would carry over
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Despite some
easing of the
problem, USAF’s
pilot shortage
will drag on for
years.

Another
L0ok at
Pilot
Retention

By Bruce D. Callander

for decades, he added, “because if
you don’t manufacture anew pilotin
a certain year group, that’s some-
body you can never get back. Ten
years later, that’s a senior captain or
junior major that you aren’t going to
have to fill a supervisory position.”

As the oversupply of pilots turned
to shortages, USAF increased pro-
duction from fewer than 500 new
pilots per year to about 1,100 per
year and increased active duty com-
mitment for newly graduated pilots
from eight years to 10 years. While
the higher production rates prom-
ised long-term relief, there remained
the more immediate problem of the
lack of experienced midcareer fliers
able to lead operational elements and
hold rated staff positions.

Nor was the pilot shortage the only
problem. “You’ve gotto have enough
sorties to get your people the level of
training they need,” said Moore, “but
to generate enough sorties, you also
need enough crew chiefs to launch
the jets, enough avionics technicians
tokeep the systems operating, enough
aircraft controllers to sequence the
traffic, and ultimately—and this is an
important point—enough airplanes.”

That said, however, the pilot short-
age remains the Air Force’s most press-
ing personnel concern, and USAF has
moved on several fronts to remedy the
situation. In the process, however, it
has encountered new problems.

For example, the service’s effort
to ease the shortage of seasoned fli-
ers in the cockpit has led to a reduc-
tion in the number of rated officers
in staff jobs, and many of those be-
ing filled are taken by navigators.
USAF also invited recently retired
pilots to return to active duty or, in
some cases, to fill staff jobs as civil-
ian employees. To encourage these
recalls, Congress eased the dual-com-
pensation laws which had barred re-
tirees from drawing two federal pay-
checks at once.

In another move to meet the short-
ages, the Air Force has drawn more
heavily on Guard and Reserve mem-
bers to take jobs previously filled by
active duty officers. The Air Na-
tional Guard and Air Force Reserve
Command have furnished instructor
pilots to Air Education and Training
Command and to Formal Training
Units with operational units. Others
were brought back as test and check
pilots.

In its struggle to hold the current
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rated force, the service asked for and
received authority to sweeten the fi-
nancial incentives for active duty
pilots. In recent years, both aviation
career incentive pay (flight pay) and
aviator continuation pay (bonuses)
have been increased. Even though
pilots were included in the Stop-
Loss order after Sept. 11, they still
remain eligible for bonuses when
they commit to additional service.

The Downside

These measures have helped the
Air Force weather the immediate
problems and continue to maintain
an active operational force, officials
say. However, most of these steps
have only limited impact and some
pose difficulties of their own.

The decision to cut pilot produc-
tion rather than reduce the rated force
during the drawdown is one example.
Although it kept more experienced
pilots aboard, it drastically reduced
the number of younger fliers in the
pipeline. Itislargely this shortage of
replacement pilots that is causing
the service its current worries.

Doubling the pilot production even-
tually will help plug this experience
gap, but at the moment, it too has
some side effects. The increased stu-
dent load requires more instructor
pilots both at the undergraduate level
and in the operational FTUs.

“You can’t simply increase pro-
duction without having an effect on
other aspects of the problem,” Moore
said. “One of the most important is
our ability to absorb new pilots into
the system and get them trained and
experienced over the long term. You
can manufacture a whole bunch of
brand-new pilots, but if they don’t
have the kinds of flying experience
you need, they are not going to be
ready to move into supervisory posi-
tions and do the multitude of things
that you need done.”

He went on, “The really crucial
thing is not increasing initial pro-
duction but making sure you have
the ability to train those new pilots
and bring them up to the point where
they are properly experienced and
seasoned where you can use them
for the more difficult missions.”

Another logical step was turning
to the Guard and Reserve for pilots
to fill the instructor jobs and other
positions calling for experienced
officers. The Guard and Reserve tra-
ditionally have been well-supplied
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with pilots who didn’t want to re-
main on active duty but wanted to
continue to fly. Moreover, most of
these fliers have been seasoned by at
least one term of active duty and
kept current by their units.

In recent years, however, these
backup forces have experienced some
of the same difficulties as the active
force. Since the drawdown, they have
taken on a variety of additional mis-
sions. They now handle all of the
nation’s weather reconnaissance and
fighter-interceptor missions, more
than half the tactical airlift, refuel-
ing, and rescue missions, and a sub-
stantial portion of the fighter, bomber,
and airlift missions.

At the same time, the Air Force’s
decision to cut pilot production during
the drawdown has had an impact on
reserverecruiting. The effect was slow
in coming, but the Guard and Reserve,
like the active force, now are finding it
harder to fill their operational flying
positions and can spare only limited
numbers of pilots to fill instructor jobs
and other positions.

As Moore said, “If you use Guard
and Reserve pilots to do some of your
active training, those are Guard and
Reserve members who may not be
available to perform the regular Guard
and Reserve mission. So in some re-
spects, it’s a zero-sum game. You
can’t rob from one to pay the other.”

Moore argues that the nation needs
to deal with solutions across the board
in the Total Force.

Retirees Return

In December 2000, the Air Force
tapped another source by inviting
recently retired pilots, navigators,
and air battle managers to return to
active duty to fill headquarters rated
staff positions.

“We have seen a surge since Sept.
11,” said Maj. Michael Franckowiak,
the chief of the recall operations cen-
ter at the Air Force Personnel Cen-
ter. “That has caused us to increase
the number of folks we have in the
operation. We also have set up a call
center in AFPC to take the requests
and get those officers in contact with
assignment officers.”

Lt. Col. James Mont, the chief of
AFPC’sretired aviatorrecall program,
explained, “The program was de-
signed to bring back individuals who
had been retired for five years or less.
So that’s the target audience.”

“[Through March] 284 retirees

have contacted us and expressed an
interest in the program,” reported
Mont. “So far, we have brought 102
back on active duty, and we cur-
rently have 99 active packages that
we are working.”

The colonel, himself a recently
recalled retiree, noted that Congress
limited the Air Force to no more
than 208 recalls and put an Oct. 1,
2003, deadline on the authority.

That cutoff date means few of the
retired recallees can be returned to
cockpit positions, Mont said, because
needed refresher training calls for a
longer active duty commitment.

The Air Force also has made a
similar invitation to former active
duty officers who are in reserve sta-
tus or who severed all military ties.
One, called the Limited Period Re-
call Program, allows an active duty
unit to make a by-name request for a
reservist to fill a specific slot. An-
other, called the Permanent Recall
Program, accepts both reservists and
separated officers who want to re-
turn for full careers. It has been this
latter program that has seen the great-
est surge in applications since Sept.
11, Franckowiak said. Most go to
flying slots and serve for three or
four years of active duty in reserve
status, but the numbers still are small.
Only slightly more than 100 such
officers actually had returned to duty
as of March.

Even being accepted does not mean
that an officer will be returned to a
cockpit. Maj. Woody Ganis, the chief
of rated staff assignments at AFPC,
noted, “For the folks who are return-
ing to active duty, that are not re-
tired, we look at them, see what their
skills are at the time. If they are
currently flying, we look at putting
them in the cockpit. No guarantees.
If they are not flying, then odds are
they are going to a staff position like
the retirees because we just don’t
have a lot of available training time
to take someone in off the street and
get him spun up in the aircraft.”

For all their limitations, the recall
programs have been a welcome boost
to the service. As Franckowiak said,
“One of the benefits we see in bring-
ing these officers back on is that it
gives us immediate experience that
we need in the cockpits right now.
So that’s the big plus.”

Like the recall effort, Stop-Loss
has helped USAF for the moment.
As Moore of rated force policy said,
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“Currently, Stop-Loss is in effect
for all aircrews, all pilots, naviga-
tors, and air battle managers as well
as for the majority of the Air Force.”

The Air Force has released the
first set of officer and enlisted Air
Force Specialty Codes from Stop-
Loss, and every quarter, USAF will
once again address the issue, look-
ing at which troops will stay and
which will be allowed to separate.

“My personal speculation is that,
because aircrews are out there at the
leading edge of the fight, Stop-Loss
will be in effect for them for a while
longer,” said Moore. “It probably
will depend on how the war goes,
and it’s going to be specifically tied,
] am sure, to the mobilization of
forces in the Guard and Reserve. It
doesn’t make sense for us to be al-
lowing people to leave out the back
door if we’re calling up the Guard
and Reserve.”

Still, the involuntary hold cannot
be imposed indefinitely, and when it
is lifted, the Air Force again will be
struggling to retain pilots who are
free to leave. Unless it can convince
substantial numbers of them to in-
crease their commitments, there could
be another surge of losses.

Airline Pay Still a Lure

One of the biggest threats to re-
tention remains the lure of high-pay-
ing airline jobs.

“It’s true that many airlines have
furloughed pilots in the months since
Sept. 11,” said Moore, “but we ex-
pect them to be hiring again in the
coming year, and in the long term,
we expect the airlines to place new
orders and continue to grow. And,
obviously, for the good of the coun-
try, we want the airlines to prosper,
to succeed, and survive.”

However, the Air Force cannot
afford indefinitely to give up too
many of its most experienced avia-
tors to the commercial carriers. To
stop the hemorrhage of talent, it has
fought for and won increases in flight
pay and in the bonus for those who
stay longer.

The bonus, known formally as
aviator continuation pay, has been
sweetened in recent years. Under

current rules, a pilot can qualify for
up to $25,000 for each year he or she
agrees to stay beyond the initial eight-
or 10-year commitment acquired
from initial flight training. Shorter
commitments pay less ($15,000 per
year for three years or less), but un-
derrecent rule changes, officers now
are allowed to trade these rates for
higher ones by lengthening their com-
mitments. The program also allows
pilots to take a hefty portion of the
money as a partial up-front payment.

Lt. Col. Robert J. Sirois, the chief
of operational programs at AFPC,
gave a dramatic example of how much
the bonus can amount to over a full
career.

“The first pilot to take an agree-
ment this year had just finished the
eight years of his active duty com-
mitment from pilot training. He took
a long-term agreement for 25 years
of aviation service at $25,000 per
year. So that would equate to a 17-
year agreement at $25,000 per year.
Pilots in their first year of eligibility
also are authorized to take 50 per-
cent of the bonus in cash up to a cap
of $150,000, and then the remaining
payments would be prorated over
the remaining years.”

For the pilot in the colonel’s ex-
ample, the bonus could amount to
$150,0001n cash and another $275,000
over the rest of his career. His total
take from the up-front cash and an-
nual increments would be $425,000
over and above other pays and al-
lowances.

. There is no guarantee that the bo-
nus will be available when the pilot
shortage is over, Sirois conceded.
“But,” he added, “once a pilot is on
the bonus, the Air Force has made a
commitment to pay out through the
length of the agreement. And, as you
can see from the pilot who just took
a new 17-year agreement, we’ll be
out there at least until the early
2020s.”

Retention Is Still Down

About 5,200 pilots (almost half
the active duty inventory) are under
bonus agreements. The program costs
the Air Force about $130 million per
year, but that is a small fraction of
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what it would cost to train an equal
number of new replacement pilots
and bring them to the same experi-
ence level. Officials say there has
been some improvement in pilot re-
tention rates in the past year but they
still are below the needed levels.

Sirois said, “There are a lot of
different ways to encourage people
to stay longer, but one of the ways is
to try to bring them closer o what
they might be making with the air-
lines.”

Flight pay also has improved in
recent years, particularly for more
experienced pilots. Until the late
1990s, an aviator’s pay began to de-
crease after 18 years of commissioned
service. The new law states that the
rate peaks at $840 per month for
fliers with more than 14 years of
aviation service and does not drop
until 22 years of aviation service.
This means that a pilot beyond the
midcareer point can draw some
$35,000 per year in flight pay and
bonus installments in addition to the
normal pay of his or her grade.

The increases are justified, offi-
cials say, because surveys show that
pilots generally perceive tkey can
make even more money in civilian
life. In one recent poll, many pilots
said they expect to make at least
$50,000 more on the outside than in
the Air Force even with flight pay
and bonuses. Interestingly, however,
the officials note that polls on the
factors influencing company-grade
pilots toleave service show that avail-
ability of comparable civilian jobs
dropped from the second most im-
portant factor in 1999 to the fourth
in 2000.

Higher pay in the civilian world
still is a formidable “pull” factor,
but the surveys say that many pilots
are driven to leave by a variety of
“push” factors such as dissatisfac-
tion with the service itself. Choice
of assignments, additional duties, and
high optempo consistently show up
as top reasons for leaving.

In recent years, the Air Force has
tried to address the work-related
dissatisfactions with programs that
spread assignments more equitably
and make deployments more pre-
dictable. The efforts appear to have
had some success, but with the cur-
rent manpower shortages end the
added demands of the war on terror-
ism, the stress on pilots is not likely
to ease any time soon. a
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In one spectacular engagement in the skies over Lebanon,
modern airpower took a dramatic leap forward.

THE BEKAA VALLEY WAR

K June 1982, Israeli ground forces

pushed into Lebanon in an effort
to put an end to cross-border terror
attacks. Operation Peace for Galilee,
as Israel dubbed it, led to a prolonged
conflict with Lebanon and produced
mixed overall results.

However, the initial phase of that
operation included a spectacular mo-
ment when the Israeli Air Force de-
stroyed 19 surface-to-air missile bat-
teries, with no losses, and downed a
huge number of enemy aircraft. With
real-time intelligence and careful
exploitation of adversary weaknesses,
the IAF dealt modern air defenses
their first major defeat.

So startling was the IAF success
in that Bekaa Valley air war 20 years
ago this month that it ever since has
stood out as a critical turning point
in the deadly duel of fighters and
SAMs.

The Bekaa Valley success was long
in the making. Israel’s small but elite
air force dominated the Six Day War
of June 1967, pulling off one of the
most successful surprise attacks of
all time. Flying about 3,300 sorties,
the IAF smashed the air forces of
Egypt, Jordan, and Syria. The three
Arab nations, taken together, lost
around 400 aircraft on the ground
and in the air. Thereafter, the Egyp-
tian, Syrian, and Jordanian armies
were routed in the Sinai, Golan
Heights, and West Bank.

However, the JAF’s dominance in
the air was successfully challenged
in the War of Attrition which offi-
cially started in March 1969 and
ended in mid-1970. Egypt’s cam-
paign to harass Israeli forces in the
Sinai was backed by a massive infu-
sion of Soviet weapons, including

~modern aircraft and missiles. As a
result, the IAF was the first air force
that had to contend with advanced
Soviet—-made SAMs.
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During these years, IAF raids de-
stroyed some Egyptian SAM batter-
ies, but sporadic action was not
enough. Worse, the SAMs were tak-
ing a toll on the small Israeli Air
Force. One historian of these events,
retired RAF Air Vice Marshal Tony
Mason, observed, “Squadron attri-
tion exchange ratios had changed
from 1-to-40 in the air to 2-to-4
against missiles” during the peak of
the War of Attrition. It was only too
apparent that the Arab states were
shifting from fighters to SAMS for
air defense.

The October War

Major changes were on display
during the October 1973 war. When
Egypt and Syria mounted their coor-
dinated surprise attack on Oct. 6,
1973, the IAF faced a formidable air
defense environment—"“denser than
anything in North Vietnam,” accord-
ing to a 1978 Air University report.

Egypt had only 20 mobile SA-6
SAM systems, but these were backed
up by 70 SA-2s, 65 SA-3s, and up-
ward of 2,500 anti-aircraft batteries
and perhaps as many as 3,000 shoul-
der-fired SA-7s. Syria deployed an-
other 34 SAM batteries. IAF pilots
had to fight for air superiority while
making frantic efforts to deliver close
support to Israel’s embattled ground
forces east of the Suez Canal. “Is-

By Rebecca Grant

raeli fighters and Arab missile sites
engaged in mutual bloodletting,” said
one official Israeli report.

During this dangerous time, the
IAF’s second in command was Da-
vid Ivry. Ivry, a fighter pilot who
flew in the 1967 war (and who re-
cently served as Israel’s ambassa-
dor to the United States), recalls
that the surprise nature of the at-
tack meant “we didn’t have any
time to eliminate the air defense,
and we had to fight within very
dense air defenses, to participate
in the land forces campaign, and
we lost a lot of airplanes.”

In the first three days, the IAF lost
50 aircraft in about 1,220 sorties.
This was an unsustainable loss rate
of four percent, rivaling the loss rate
of the early US bomber offensives
over Germany in World War II. The
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losses tapered off, but the SA-6s,
SA-7s, and ZSU-24 guns scored hits
on 53 of Israel’s prewar total of 170
A-4 Skyhawks and 33 of its 177 F-4
Phantoms.

Some of the battle damage was
light and some serious, but the air
defenses were finding their mark and
making it difficult for the IAF to
provide emergency close air support
to Israeli ground forces. Egypt’s air
defenses stymied the IAF’s attempt
to support Israel’s early counterat-
tacks.

The IAF was undertaking very
high-risk missions and, ultimately,
Israel reaped the reward. The air
support helped turn the tide in huge
battles east of the canal.

On Oct. 14, Egypt moved up re-
serves to the Sinai and pushed ahead
of its own air defenses. Egypt paid
the price with the loss of 28 aircraft
that day. The attack unraveled as
Israeli air and ground troops quickly
stopped the advance. One Egyptian
division commander, in an interview
with British historian Trevor N.
Dupuy, said, “When we tried to move
out beyond the SAM umbrella, we
took unacceptable losses from the
Israeli Air Force.”

Fighting continued for several days
more, ending in a cease-fire with
Israeli ground troops ensconced west
of the canal and all sides bloodied
and battered.

Israel had prevailed, but the cost
of the October War made clear the
factthatthe IAF’s tactics would have
to change. Even at the end of the
war, Israel was still groping for so-
lutions to the SAM problem, losing
five Phantoms in a single raid.

Devastating Losses

To Ivry, the TAF’s loss of effec-
tiveness was devastating. “At the
end of the war,” he said, “we man-
aged to come up with quite an im-
pressive victory,” but Israel’s mili-
tary leaders had “a very bad feeling”
about the fact that the F-4 was “not
successful against SAM batteries.”
SAM belts restricted the ability of
the TAF to interdict an invading
army. Surface-to-air missiles could
also shelter batteries of short-range
surface-to-surface missiles like the
S§8-21, which would be capable of
holding Israeli territory at risk of
attack.

As Ivry saw it, airpower’s role in
future wars had been placed in doubt.
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When SAM batteries in the Bekaa Valley threatened Israel’s air superiority
over its border with Lebanon, IAF F-4 Phantoms such as these used high-
speed anti-radiation missiles to destroy the sites.

The 1973 war left Isracl—not to
mention other Western air forces—
with the fear that fighters might no
longer be able to gain air superiority
against anintegrated air defense. One
such skeptic was Ezer Weizman, a
former commander of the IAF. Ivry
recalled Weizman’s stated view as
“the wing of the fighter plane was
broken by the SAM.”

Clearly, the IAF’s freedom to op-
erate in future battles depended on
its finding a way to rapidly and sys-
tematically take out stationary or
mobile SAMs. In Ivry’s view, the
main lesson of 1973 was simple:
“We have to find an answer to the
SAM batteries.”

Years passed, and Egypt and Is-
rael made peace, but the overall SAM
problem did not go away. If any-
thing, it intensified. In April 1981,
Syria began to deploy its first SAM
brigades to the Bekaa Valley of Leba-
non. The move came in response to
the IAF’s shootdown of two Syrian
helicopters which had been partici-
pating in attacks on Christian mili-
tia—TIsrael’s allies—in southern Leba-
non.

One who was studying Syria’s
move with great interest was Ivry,
who had become head of the TAF.

“From our point of view,” he
said, the movement of SAM bri-
gades into the Bekaa Valley was
“crossing the red line” because it
threatened Israel’s air superiority
overits border with Lebanon. SAMs
in the Bekaa Valley restricted the

TAF’s ability to conduct reconnais-
sance or to provide air cover for
ground operations.

However, the clock was ticking
on implementing the final pkases of
the 1978 Camp David Accords and
the 1979 Israel-Egypt peace treaty,
which called for withdrawal of forces
from the Sinai in 1982. The political
situation was “very delicate,” in
Ivry’s words. Israel was tempted to
carry out an attack on the Bekaa
Valley SAM brigades, but the IAF
had a bigger challenge in mind: de-
struction of the Osirak nuclear reac-
tor then under.construction in Iraq.
On June 7, 1981, in a stunning at-
tack, a strike package of 14 Israeli
fighters destroyed the reactor out-
side Baghdad.

A year later, however, the elimi-
nation of the Bekaa Vallev SAM
sites became an urgent priority. Pal-
estine Liberation Organization forces
in southern Lebanon had become part
of an escalating cross-border con-
flict aimed at Israeli settlements. The
PLO fired artillery and rockets against
Israeli civilian areas in Galilee.

Israeli Defense Minister Ariel
Sharon got Prime Minister Menachem
Begin’s support for an operation in
Lebanon to attack the PLO forces
there. Operation Peace for Galilee
aimed to drive Israeli ground forces
into Lebanon to keep Syria at bay,
while Lebanese Christian militiamen
drove out the PLO. The first week of
the operation culminated with the
most significant air battle of the 1980s
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and one of the most important in the
history of military airpower.

The Huni Begins

On June 6, Israeli ground forces
began an advance into the PLO settle-
ments in Lebanon with the IAF fight-
ers and attack helicopters providing
support. Israeli forces moved fast,
pushing north to Jazzin, where action
stalled. Israeli ground forces needed
continued air support, but the pace
threatened to put IAF fighters, attack
aircraft, and helicopters in range of
the Bekaa Valley SAM sites.

Ivry and his headquarters staff at
the Tel Aviv command post were
watching Syria closely. One major
concern was trying to “avoid any war
with Syria,” said Ivry. The SAM sites
were in the Bekaa Valley in Lebanon
with others in Syria itself, protecting
the Bekaa Valley batteries. Syrian
troops and Palestinian guerrillas were
crowded into the small operational
area along with Israeli helicopters
and rescue operations.

“Sometimes we had more than 100
planes flying in this kind of environ-
ment,” said Ivry. It was “a real satu-
ration area,” about 1,500 square miles
of airspace, where command and con-
trol was paramount. Ivry ran the cen-
tral control of the operation himself.

Initial plans called for attacks on
14 SAM sites. Then on Tuesday,
June 8, Ivry learned that Israeli Re-
motely Piloted Vehicles (RPVs) had
spotted an additional five SA-6s
moving from the Golan Heights into
the Bekaa Valley.

“They had a very dense belt along
the Golan Heights to prevent Israeli
penetration” toward Damascus, Ivry
explained. “We found this out in the
morning,” Ivry said, and “it meant
quite a lot for us.”

The move signaled that Syria had
no intention of becoming involved
in a major war—or the SAMs would
have been positioned to defend the
approach to Damascus, instead of
going north and reinforcing the Bekaa
Valley. The redeployment suggested
to Ivry that they could strike the
SAM sites without drawing Syria
into a wider war and achieve the
goal of eliminating the SAM defenses
from Lebanon.

Conditions were perfect. Ivry
changed plans on the morning of
Wednesday, June 9, taking into ac-
count the five newly spotted SAM
batteries. He planned to launch the
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attack at noon but had to wait for
Israel’s Cabinet to approve the raid.
The Cabinet’s deliberations finished
shortly after 10 a.m. and “we got the
green light.” Ivry by that time had
postponed the attack until 2 p.m.

“Before the attack, there were a
lot of Syrian patrols on the border,”
recounted Ivry, but no air combat
engagements that morning. The Syr-
ians avoided battle. “We’d shot down
quite a lot of Syrian MiGs before,”
commented Ivry.

“Free-Fire Zong”

When Israel launched its strike
force at 2 p.m., the Syrians ordered
their combat air patrols to return to
base and land. With their fighters
down and safely out of the way, Ivry
said, Syrian commanders thought
they “were going to have a free-fire
zone to shoot anybody who flies.”

He added, “They’ve been so con-
fident that their air defense is so
strong that why should they risk any
Syrian fighter planes?”

Now, Ivry directed his strike air-
craft toward the nest of SAMs. The
SAM sites were a combination of
SA-2s, SA-3s, and SA-6s. “It was a
challenge to attack,” said Ivry. Key
to the plan was gathering data to
exploit weaknesses in the technol-
ogy of the SAMs and the way they
were operated by the Syrians.

Ivry recalled that “the intelligence-
gathering effort which we did was an
enormous one.” Other sources describe
how, prior to the war, Israeli drones

tested out the radar and communica-
tions frequencies of the SAM batter-
ies. In his 1991 book The Samson
Option, Seymour M. Hersh writes that
clandestine operations in May 1982
produced a wealth of data on SAM
frequencies and radar coverage that
later proved useful to IAF electronic
warfare in the Bekaa Valley.

Attacking the SAMs in daylight re-
lied on command, control, and intelli-
gence to make the strike fast and ef-
fective—and standoff missiles to give
the Israeli aircrews the first shots. The
planhad been well-rehearsed. Aircrews
practiced attack runs against dummy
SAM sites in Israel’s Negev desert for
months before the operation. The IAF
conducted mock jamming of fighter
and ground communications in order
to undercut centralized control of the
air defense.

“You have to find a way when to
jam and when not to jam,” explained
Ivry. “You can jam it when you need
it to assist your fighter planes. And
you cannot jam it when you want to
get information, when you want to
listen.”

IAF aircraft also carried electronic
countermeasures pods to foil radar
tracking.

Ivry needed direct control over
the attack to make it a success. The
IAF command post in Tel Aviv gave
Ivry areal-time command picture of
the air battle through various data
links. E-2Cs with their airborne sur-
veillance radar downlinked their pic-
tures to the command post.

deployed to the valley. This allowed IAF leaders to adjust their strategy. Later,
the RPVs smoked out SAM sites for the F-4s to destroy.
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Remotely Piloted Vehicles pro-
vided video. Israel had one squadron
of RPVs; this was not enough, in
Ivry’s view, and it had limited night-
time capability, but the squadron was
enough for Ivry to keep at least two
RPVs in the air all the time. Israeli
RPVs helped provide constant loca-
tions of the Syrian SAM batteries.

“We tried to follow them, because
some of them had been mobile,” said
Ivry. He added, that morning “we’d
been following them, all of them,
[and] this was one of the conditions
for that morning, to get all the infor-
mation. Yes, we knew, no doubt, we
knew all of them, where they were
located.”

The TAF also set up two-way voice
communications between Ivry and
his pilots. This real-time command,
control, and intelligence capability,
largely new to modern air warfare,
delivered what Ivry termed the “real-
time intelligence” to the local opera-
tors and the strike force.

When the attack was launched,
F-15s and F-16s provided intercep-
tion and air defense capability while
F-4 Phantoms took the main role in
attacking the SAM batteries. RPVs
went in first to get the Syrian SAMs
to turn on their radars. Then the F-4s
destroyed them with high-speed anti-
radiation missiles.

Because the fighters were striking
known locations, the attack moved
fast, minimizing the exposure of air-
craft to the SAMs. The rapid flight
time of the missiles also furnished
just enough standoff to maximize
the F-4s’ chances of getting away.
Immediately, the SAM batteries were
“disrupted one after another,” re-
counted Ivry.

When the shooting was over, the
IAF had destroyed all 19 SAM bat-
teries within two hours without los-
ing an airplane.

The IAF had Laser-Guided Bomb
capability, but Ivry said, “In this
case we didn’t use it. It’s too slow.
But then, after the attacks, after elimi-
nating the SAM battery, you can come
over to destroy part of the site” with
no risk.

Score: 87-10-Zip

Meanwhile, Syria’s fighters found
themselves badly out of position
when the Israeli attacks on the SAM
sites began. “After about 20 min-
utes, they launched fighter planes to
intercept, to try to disturb our at-
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One at a time, four-ship formations of Israeli fighters flew into the engagement

zone. The IAF pilots were able to shoot down as many as two or three out of
four Syrian fighters. Here, three IAF F-15s carry out a patrol.

tacks on the SAM batteries,” Ivry
noted.

Helicopters, drones, electronic
warfare, strike fighters, and now air
combat made up a massive aerial
melee.

“Youhave akind of concert which
you are conducting,” recalled Ivry.
“It’s not only just the fighter planes
that are killing MiGs and other ones
on SAM batteries. Once you have
them in the same area, you have to
conduct a concert. You cannot play
the drums in the same time as the
piano is playing a different concert.
And air combat is a different concert
than [the attack on] the SAM batter-
ies.”

From the command center, Ivry
had the E-2C air picture plus F-15s
capable of sorting out engagements
at shorter range. IAF pilots relied
frequently on VHF radio, hoping to
preserve their tactical communica-
tions and links to the command post.

Ivry’s tactic was to vector four-
ship formations of Israeli fighters into
the engagement zone, one at a time.
Each air battle lasted one to two min-
utes. Ivry did not want to let any more
than one four-ship into the battle area.
“Never mind if I’m not going to catch
all the MiGs” he said; he wanted “to
be on the safe side that I’'m not going
to intercept one of ours.”

For the Syrians, the battle was
hopeless, tactically and psychologi-
cally. Selective airborne communi-
cations jamming frazzled the air-
waves for the Syrian MiG-21s and

MiG-23s and cut them off from
ground control.

Ivry described their lack of confi-
dence as the Syrian fighter pilots
launched and came up into the fight
without any idea of the interception
route they would run. When they did
try something, the interceptions at-
tempted by the MiG pilots were “not
very efficient,” in Ivry’s opinion.

“So, we catch them slowly, one by
one,” he remembered.

Listening in the command post,
Ivry heard the Israeli fighters shoot-
ing down “sometimes two or three
out of four” of the Syrians. “And the
more they came, the lack of confi-
dence on their side was increased.”
Psychologically, as Ivry said of the
Syrian pilots’ state of mind, “you’re
losing and losing.” He went on, “Once
you start to lose, you think, ‘Well,
I’m going to be a target, and I'm
going to go over there because I've
been summoned?’ ”

The Israeli pilots kept the advan-
tage. “I can only tell you that, within
half an hour, we shot down about 26
MiGs,” Ivry said. After two hours
Ivry called off the SAM attacks. The
tally grew so that by noon on Friday,
when a cease-fire took effect, IAF
pilots had shot down 82 airplanes
without losing any in air combat.

Wiping out the Bekaa Valley SAMs
cleared the way for the IAF to give
full support to the Israeli ground
forces. Subsequently, the IAF also
scored hits on Syrian tanks using
attack helicopters with TOW mis-

61

Pholo courtesy IAF Magazine



Pholo courlesy IAF Magazine

The Bekaa Valley War forced Israel’s enemies to consider alternative weapons
and helped the IAF—whose F-15s still bear the kill markings from this batlle—
regain its stature within Israel’s armed forces.

siles and fighters with LGBs. “We
were attacking a lot of tanks,” Ivry
said. “We had an operation to pre-
vent an armored division coming
from the north, by night.”

AfterIsraeliand Syriantank clashes,
the IAF used F-4s and A-4s, with Mk
82 and Mk 83 laser guidance kits
attached, to designate and attack
tanks by night.

Real-Time Targeling

Two weeks later, Ivry got a chance
to test out real-time command and
control against another small set of
SAM batteries. The Syrians moved a
new SAM battery into Lebanon. One
F-4 Phantom loitering in the area
was shot down by the ambush and
“attacked by a missile coming from
Syria, not from inside Lebanon.”

Ivry ordered an immediate strike
and now believes they caught three
out of the four batteries. The success
came because the IAF constantly
tracked the SAMs.

“In some ways it was much more a
kind of hunting,” as Ivry described
it. “We had RPVs running after them
[the SAM batteries] all the time.”
The SAM batteries ducked into vil-
lages, causing frustration. This left
the TAF following them, “waiting to
see that we are not going to miss
them [the SAM batteries] getting out
of the city and to attack them on a
place which [was not] very popu-
lated.”

The RPVs gave a video picture
that matched up with a map grid
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system familiar to the Israeli pilots,
who knew the terrain well. With alot
of practice, the system gave Ivry the
ability to call each fighter and pass
the information within “seconds.”

“This was real-time communica-
tions,” Ivry said. “By voice, I could
speak with anyone from my com-
mand post. Sometimes I even knew
the names” of the pilots in the for-
mation, he added, especially when
his son was flying.

A Change in Warfare

In contrast with the desperate air
battles of October 1973, Israel’s 46-
hour Bekaa Valley air war set a new
standard for orchestrated air opera-
tions and proved that even sophisti-
cated mobile SAMs could be dis-
membered by well-coordinated air
attacks.

“The ability to disrupt the SAM
batteries, this kind of achievement,
it made a major impact strategically,”
Ivry noted.

The lopsided scores against both
Syrian SAMs and fighters put or-
chestrated airpower back in the cen-
ter of modern warfare. Not losing
airplanes was “mainly luck, I can tell
you,” Ivry said later, pointing to the

close-packed nature of the air battles.
Bekaa Valley underscored the value
of electronic warfare and the benefits
of coordination and careful planning.
Ivry’srole in coping with unexpected
SAM batteries and altering attack
plans in real time showed that suc-
cess in air warfare rested on skillful
execution in the heat of battle as well
as prior planning.

For Israel, the Bekaa Valley air
war established a strong deterrent
against Syria, according to Ivry. It
also helped the IAF regain balance
within Israel’s armed forces.

Yet the Bekaa Valley air war also
helped drive Middle East strategy in
anew direction. Potential opponents
started to look for new weapons,
since challenging the IAF in the skies
was deemed pointless. Ivry cited
conclusions drawn by the Syrian
minister of defense, who felt that
Israeli airpower and electronic war-
fare won the day in the Bekaa Valley
and the next war would be a “sur-
face-to-surface war and not the sur-
face-to-air war anymore.” As Ivry
said, “That’s when they started to
buy the Scuds.” He was referring to
Syria and Iraq.

In Moscow, the Bekaa Valley op-
eration threw military men into a
kind of shock. Top Soviet systems
had been trounced. On a visit to
Czechoslovakia in 1991, Ivry met a
Czech general who had been serving
in Moscow in 1982. He told Ivry that
the Bekaa Valley air war made the
Soviets understand that Western tech-
nology was superior to theirs, and in
this Czech general’s view, the blow
to the Bekaa Valley SAMs was part
of the cascade of events leading to
the collapse of the Soviet Union.

The Bekaa Valley also provided a
preview of the technological mar-
vels of the 1991 Persian Gulf War,
with the US Air Force’s destruction
of integrated air defenses, to in-
creasing real-time control by those
in charge of fighter operations, to
Laser-Guided Bombs hitting tanks
in the desert. Used aggressively and
skillfully by the IAF, airpower once
again had come out on top. =

Rebecca Grant is president of IRIS Independent Research in Washington,
D.C., and has worked for Ranp, the Secretary of the Air Force, and the Chief
of Staff of the Air Force. Grant is a fellow of the Eaker Institute for Aerospace
Concepts, the public policy and research arm of the Air Force Association’s
Aerospace Education Foundation. Her most recent article, “The War Nobody
Expected,” appeared in the April 2002 issue.
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| THEY ESCORTED BOMBERS INTO EUROPE

AND EQUALITY INTO AMERICA.
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conditions for the Tuskegee
Airmen were less than
perfect, There was a belief
that black men lacked
the inteltigence, skitl and |

- courage necessary to

== “become combat pilots, -

= These men had to fight .

. two wars: one against

prejudice and the  *
other against_Né_z’j,s;r_ﬁl" S
They won both. 25

They flew over 15,000
sorties in WWII, but the
bravery, courage and skill
of the Tuskegee Airmen
may best be illustrated

by their bomber escort

-/ missions: They escorted

“ore than 200 bomber

So many Iaftwaffe
pilots were bested
by the 99th Fighter
Squadron that the
Tushkegee Airmen
managed to build
a reputation that
spread across the

' Atlamtic into Germany.

The Tuskegee
Airmen were

awarded hundreds

of medals,
including 150
Distinguished
Flying Crosses.

missions and never lost a
bomber to an enemy fighter.
The many achievernents
of the Tuskegee Airmen

spoke volumes, and
President Harry Truman
listened. In 1948, he
desegregated the armed
forces. It was the first
step toward true equality

in America.

Thanks in part to the
Tuskegee Airmen, when
you Cross Into The Blue in
the United States Air Force,
the world of opportunity
and honor is available to
everyone. They made the
most of their opportunity.

What will you do with yours?
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Airpower won its first victory over a land force. The Tuskegee
Airmen saw their first combat. Not bad for one battle.

— e e
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x 1943, the World War IT Allies
launched Corkscrew, a military
operation whose aim was to
seize the Mediterranean island
of Pantelleria. It was an armed

action meant to pave the way for an
Allied invasion of Sicily and then
the Italian mainland, but it turned
out to be far more than that. By the
time Corkscrew was finished, it had
become a case study in the devastat-
ing uses of airpower and a major
milestone in the exploits of the famed
Tuskegee Airmen.

The importance of Pantelleria Is-
land itself stemmed from its loca-
tion—smack in the middle of the
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Pantelleria, 1943

Pantelleria was a stepping stone to the Italian mainland.

Mediterranean Sea. Some 53 miles
to the west was Tunisia. To the north-
east, 63 miles away, was Sicily. Thus,
Pantelleria lay astride the route from
North Africa, where the Allies ear-
lier in 1943 had routed Axis forces,
and Italy, the next target for inva-
sion.

Between May 8 and June 11 in
1943, Allied aircraft flew 5,285
bombing sorties against targets on
Pantelleria and dropped 6,313 tons
of bombs on Italian and German
forces ensconced there. The opera-
tion called for using sustained aerial
bombardment to crush enemy power
on the island and therefore reduce

By Herman S. Wolk
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the number of Allied ground forces
needed to capture and hold it. The
plan succeeded—dramatically so. In
fact, the aerial offensive marked the
first time in history that an enemy
land force was compelled to surren-
der in the absence of an accompany-
ing ground invasion. Saturation
bombing, plus limited shelling by
the Royal Navy, broke the enemy’s
defenses and will to resist.

For all that, it was an offensive
that almost didn’t happen.

Road to Pantelleria

Allied leaders convened at Casa-
blanca in January 1943 to draw up
plans to take the offensive against
the Axis powers where they were
most vulnerable—in the south of
Europe. In addition to approving an
around-the-clock strategic bombing
offensive against Nazi Germany,
Allied leaders, including Gen. Dwight
D. Eisenhower, decided that they
must conquer Sicily before pushing
on to Italy and that the Sicily cam-
paign would have to wait until the
Allies had crushed German resis-
tance in Tunisia. The Allied Com-
bined Chiefs of Staff concluded that
the Sicily operation, code-named
Husky, would secure the Mediterra-
nean sea lanes and airspace and ease
the invasion of the main Italian pen-
insula.

This plan did not win universal
support, however. Other senior of-
ficers—most notably Gen. George
C. Marshall, the US Army Chief of
Staff—didn’t want to wait. They ar-
gued for launching an attack on Sic-
ily even before the final defeat of
Naziforces in North Africa. Marshall
told Eisenhower that he was taking
an overly conservative approach to
his planning and that it lacked bold-
ness and adaptability.

The final complication came from
none other than Winston Churchill
himself. The British Prime Minister,
eager to carry the war to the enemy
in Europe itself, argued for bypass-
ing Sicily altogether and mounting a
direct attack on the Italian mainland
from Tunisia.

By February 1943, Marshall had
come to realize that, with North Af-
rican combat still going on, the Navy
would not be in any position to pro-
vide aircraft carriers in support of
Operation Husky. He therefore rec-
ommended to Eisenhower that the
Allies first seize Pantelleria. Marshall
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Primary responsibility for the bombing of Pantelleria fell to the Northwest

African Strategic Air Forces, commanded by Maj. Gen. Jimmy Doolittle—
shown here preparing to take off on a flight over Tunisia.

reasoned that Allied fighter aircraft
based at Marghana airfield on Pan-
telleria would then be in good posi-
tion to support the invasion of Sicily
when it did come.

Eisenhower’s planners, however,
concluded that attacking Pantelleria
would be too tough and advised their
commander not to take the chance.
They wanted to postpone the inva-
sion until the Allies had on hand
forces substantial enough to defeat
the Axis units in Sicily in full-scale
combat.

By May, however, Eisenhower had
made up his mind. He concluded
that the advantages of occupying
Pantelleria outweighed the disadvan-
tages of mounting the operation un-
der the existing circumstances. By
seizing Pantelleria, the Allies could
provide air cover and remove a seri-
ous Axis threat to the invasion of
Sicily, he affirmed, and on May 13,
1943, the CCS approved the Pan-
telleria operation. Operation Cork-
screw was born.

Concentrated Bombing

Perhaps thinking about Marshall’s
comment that he lacked adaptabil-
ity, Eisenhower decided the Allies
would take the island without a heavy
investment in ground power. He
sought advice from Lt. Gen. Carl A.
“Tooey” Spaatz, commander of
Northwest African Air Forces. His
goal: to make the reduction of Pan-
telleria “a sort of laboratory to de-
termine the effect of concentrated

heavy bombing on a defended coast-
line.”

Eisenhower directed Spaatz to
concentrate everything and then use
his force to pound the island so that
its defenders would not be able to
contest alanding. The assault, Eisen-
hower emphasized, should be a
“rather simple affair.” He thought of
the effect of the massive artillery
pounding of Corregidor in the Phil-
ippines. His objective, he said, was
“to see whether the air [forces] can
do the same thing.”

Under Corkscrew, Britain’s 1st
Infantry Division, supported by na-
val forces, was to occupy the island.
The nearby Pelagian Islands of Lam-
pedusa, Linosa, and Lampione would
also be blasted and occupied, giving
the Allies control of all the islands
of the Sicilian strait.

Earlier, in 1941, British leaders
had actually considered seizing Pan-
telleria—eight miles long and five
miles wide with sheer cliffs—so as
to eliminate it as an enemy base for
aircraft and submarines interfering
with British air and sea traffic in the
Mediterranean. Churchill described
Pantelleria as “a thorn in our side.”

The problem had been in the mak-
ing since the mid—1920s. Italian dic-
tator Benito Mussolini, describing
the Mediterranean as “mare nos-
trum,” or “our sea,” set Italians to
building fortifications on the island.
By the mid-1930s, construction of
naval and air bases was well under
way. As many as 100 Axis aircraft
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had been kept at Marghana airfield
during the Tunisian campaign.

Although the Allied victory in
North Africa greatly diminished Pan-
telleria’s value as an Axis staging
point, it still contained an under-
ground hangar with large repair and
maintenance shops.

As Corkscrew began taking more
definite shape, it garnered additional
opponents. At least one major player,
Air Vice Marshal Arthur Coningham,
commander of the Northwest African
Tactical Air Force, did not share the
enthusiasm of Eisenhower and Spaatz
for the operation. Coningham found
itdifficult to take seriously the planned
massive bombardment of the island.
In fact, he made light of it, prompting
Spaatz to recommend bluntly that he
correct his attitude.

No one doubted that taking Pan-
telleria by air would be a significant
challenge. Aerial reconnaissance
over the rocky 42-square-mile is-
land revealed more than 100 gun
emplacements, embedded in rock or
concrete. Additionally, pillboxes
were scattered in the mountains and
in the sides of cliffs.

The strength of the garrison was
estimated at 10,000. This led Allied
planners to worry that, if these troops
were skillful and disciplined, the
Pantellerian defense could be formi-
dable. They took some comfort in
the fact that, during the Tunisian
campaign, anti-aircraft gunners on
the island made a poor showing
against Allied air attacks.

e

The AAF’s first African—American fighter pilots—Iater called the Tuskegee

Extensive aerial reconnaissance
proved a critical element throughout
the operation.

Daily Coverage

Beginning in late May, the North-
west African Photographic Recon-
naissance Wing made at least one and
sometimes two daily swings over the
island. Coverage increased during
June. And on June 11, the day ground
forces landed, as many as five photo-
graphic missions were flown.

The reconnaissance film was in-
terpreted at NAAF headquarters,
where targets were assigned daily.
Intelligence experts were assisted by
Solly Zuckerman, an Oxford scien-
tist on loan from the British Com-
bined Operations Staff. They ana-
lyzed the aerial photographs for each
bombing mission for the relation
between effort and effect.

NAAF intelligence experts relied
almost exclusively on aerial recon-
naissance, working closely with the
reconnaissance units to ensure im-
mediate delivery of prints, to make
target assignments. “The mainte-
nance of a constant check through
aerial reconnaissance of this kind
constituted an essential part of the
operation,” stated the official Army
Air Forces history.

The effect was sustained destruc-
tion of key targets, specifically
coastal batteries and gun emplace-
ments. Eisenhower and Spaatz were
convinced that the Pantellerian gar-
rison could not hold up under such
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Airmen—flew P-40 Warhawks in support of the operation. Members of the 99th
FS had arrived in North Africa from Tuskegee, Ala., in April 1943.
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a concentrated air bombardment.
Their objective was to shatter the
morale of the troops and civilian
population.

For the duration of Corkscrew,
Eisenhower’s air arm was headed by
Mediterranean Air Command. This was
a small planning headquarters com-
manded by British Air Chief Marshal
Arthur W. Tedder. MAC oversaw
Northwest African Air Forces headed
by Spaatz and comprising several op-
erational units—Northwest African
Strategic Air Forces commanded by
Maj. Gen. Jimmy Doolittle; North-
west African Tactical Air Force headed
by Coningham; as well as coastal, ser-
vice, and training commands. Also
under Tedder were the Royal Air Force
Middle East, with the US Ninth Air
Force and the RAF Malta.

Eisenhower directed Spaatz to
throw the full resources of the North-
west African Air Forces into the task.
For Corkscrew, a joint command di-
rectly responsible to Eisenhower
consisted of Spaatz; Rear Adm. R.R.
McGrigor, Royal Navy; and Maj.
Gen. Walter E. Clutterbuck, com-
manding the British 1st Infantry Di-
vision.

The US Twelfth Air Force and a
number of groups from Ninth Air
Force also took part in Corkscrew.
One of the Twelfth units seeing its
first action was the Tuskegee—trained
99th Fighter Squadron. The airmen
of that unit—the first African—Ameri-
can airmen to fly in combat for the
Army Air Forces—became known
later as the Tuskegee Airmen. The
99th, which had just arrived in North
Africa to reinforce the XII Air Sup-
port Command, flew P-40s as part of
Corkscrew.

Doolittle’s Command

However, the major responsibil-
ity for the attacks fell to the North-
west African Strategic Air Forces,
flying from Tunisian bases, under
Doolittle’s command.

The NASAF comprised four groups
of B-17 bombers (2nd Bomb Group,
97th BG, 99th BG, and 301st BG);
two groups of B-25 bombers (310th
BG and 321st BG); three groups of
B-26 bombers (17th BG, 319th BG,
and 320th BG); three groups of P-38
fighters (1st Fighter Group, 14th FG,
and 82nd FG); one group of P-40
fighters (325th FG); and several wings
of Wellingtons from the RAF Middle
East Command.
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While primarily providing escort
for the bombers, fighter groups also
conducted sweeps and dive-bomb-
ing missions.

The mission of NAAF was basi-
cally tactical—the support of land
and amphibious operations. This sup-
port might be delivered by airplanes
of the NATAF or by long-range
bomber aircraft of the NASAF. (Ex-
cept for several attacks on Ploesti,
Romania, and Wiener Neustadt, Aus-
tria, in August and October 1943,
Mediterranean—based aircraft did not
conduct strategic operations until
after creation of Fifteenth Air Force
in November 1943.)

Although Doolittle’s units were
totally committed to the operation,
the NATAF, commanded by Coning-
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B-17 Flying Fortresses (top) were among the Allied aircraft that flew more than
5,000 sorties against Axis positions on Pantelleria, dropping more than 6,000
tons of bombs. Here, an AAF photo gives a bird’s-eye view of a bombing raid

on the island’s airfield.

ham, was only partially devoted to
the air offensive. Only units of the
XII Air Support Command, based on
the east side of Tunisia’s Cape Bon
peninsula, and the Tactical Bomber
Force were available to Coningham.

The AAF, RAF, and South Afri-
can Air Force began flying scattered
sorties against Pantelleria in early
May. In late May, in consultation
with Tedder, both Spaatz and Coning-
ham decided that the air onslaught
should be conducted in two parts.
From late May through June 6, the
heavy bombing would be incremen-
tally intensified. In the second phase,
from June 7 to June 11, Pantelleria
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would be attacked around the clock,
the weight of daily attack increasing
from 200 sorties to between 1,500
and 2,000 sorties on the 11th. At the
same time, to confuse the enemy,
targets would also be bombed in Sic-
ily, Sardinia, and points on the main-
land of Italy. Simultaneously, a na-
val blockade of Pantelleria would be
carried out by British Adm. Andrew
B. Cunningham’s forces.

The Corkscrew air offensive began
May 18, led by 42 B-25s, 44 B-26s,
and 91 P-38s and P-40s of Doolittle’s
NASAF. Attacks were stepped up in
late May against little enemy fighter
opposition. These attacks were pri-

marily directed against the airfield
and the port of Pantelleria. There
were some reports of anti-aircraft
fire.

Reconnaissance in late May con-
firmed heavy damage to the island’s
airfield. Craters were evident, the
main barracks and buildings near the
underground hangar were destroyed
by direct hits, and supply dumps had
been heavily damaged. Moreover,
damage to aircraft on the ground had
been considerable. Coastal batteries
and gun emplacements were con-
tinuously bombarded. Indications
were that the bombing had badly
disrupted life on the island.

On June 1, heavy bombers entered
the fray, 19 B-17s, together with
Wellingtons, pounded the island. By
June 6, daily sorties increased to 200
or more. The number doubled or
tripled over the next five days. Simi-
larly, bomb tonnage greatly in-
creased, 231 tons being dropped on
June 5 and June 6 and intensifying
with 600 tons on June 7.

Also during the first week of June,
British naval vessels bombarded the
harbor area of Pantelleria. On June
8, a naval task force consisting of
motor torpedo boats, cruisers, -and
destroyers carried out a full-scale
bombardment of coastal batteries and
the harbor’s docks.

The B-17s, along with medium,
light, and fighter bombers, dropped
almost 700 tons of bombs on June 8§,
followed the next day by more than
822 tons. Meanwhile, surrender leaf-
lets were also dropped on the island.

Enemy fighter opposition, ex-
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could achieve. It set the pattern for a strategy of increasingly intensive air and
naval bombardment to pave the way for land forces.

tremely light at first, picked up dur-
ing the June 5-7 period when Me-
109s and FW-190s appeared along
with Italian fighter aircraft. Again,
on the 10th and 11th, Sicily-based
enemy aircraft appeared but failed
to impede the Allied air offensive.
Of several hundred enemy airplanes
seen in June, 57 were definitely de-
stroyed and 10 probably destroyed.

The Crescendo

On June 10, the air offensive
reached a crescendo. The Army Air
Forces official history described
how “wave after wave of bombers
swept over former Tunisian battle-
fields and out across the Mediterra-
nean.” It went on to note that ob-
servers were “struck by the power
of the aerial weapon which the Al-
lies had forged.”

The onslaught continued day and
night, except for a three-hour lull
during which another surrender call
was made by the Allies. By the close
of the day, more than 1,760 sorties
had been flown by heavy, medium,
light, and fighter bombers. On June
10 alone, 1,571 tons were released.
It was one of the heaviest air attacks
of the war up to that time.

With the failure of the second sur-
render call to meet with a response,
the British 1st Infantry Division
embarked on the night of June 10-11
to assault and capture Pantelleria.

As landing craft headed toward the
island, B-17s delivered a final pound-
ing to the Pantelleria harbor area.
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During the next 12 minutes, the For-
tresses dropped tons of bombs, result-
ing in “simultaneous flashes and a
great roar,” stated the AAF official
history. “Suddenly the whole harbor
area appeared to rise and hang in mid-
air, while smoke and dust billowed
high, dwarfing Montagna Grande,
Pantelleria’s tallest peak.”

At about 11 a.m. on June 11, Al-
lied airplanes spotted a white cross
on the airfield. Shortly thereafter,
the first British assault wave hit the
beach. The commander of the land-
ing force contacted Pantelleria’s
military governor, Vice Adm. Gino
Pavesi, who surrendered the island
and the garrison of 78 Germans and
11,121 Ttalians.

A small number of captured Ger-
man technicians maintained that
German soldiers and anti-aircraft
gunners would have made a much
better showing than the island’s gar-
rison. On the other hand, the sheer
intensity of bombing and its increas-
ing weight, according to the testi-
mony of prisoners of war, made it
doubtful that the outcome would have
been different.

The harbor facilities at Pantelleria
had been badly damaged; the town
itself had been practically destroyed;
communications were a shambles;

roads had been obliterated; electric
power had been destroyed; and water
mains were broken.

At Marghana airdrome, the air-
field was cratered. Although the un-
derground hangar had withstood a
number of direct hits, except for two
aircraft, all of the 80-plus enemy
airplanes had been either destroyed
or damaged.

The 1943 Pantellerian experience
pointed the way toward the Allies’
future strategy: Intensive air bom-
bardment, increasing in tempo, and
naval bombardment would precede
landing operations. As the AAF of-
ficial history noted: “The pattern set
here was probably one that would be
followed in other island operations
and perhaps in the invasion of the
continent itself.”

Churchill hailed the Pantellerian
triumph, and Gen. Henry H. “Hap”
Arnold, Commanding General, AAF,
emphasized “the tremendous amount
of bombs dropped and the negligible
losses of airplanes, which speak well
for planning, preparations, and ex-
ecution.”

The official AAF history noted,
“The surrender of the Italian—held
islands furnished a spectacular il-
lustration of the intense and violent
force that the Allies could bring to
bear upon the enemy. The reduction
of the islands furnished the first proof
of the power of such bombardments
to induce surrender.”

The fact was that Eisenhower’s
laboratory concept had paid off.
Pantelleria had been conquered pri-
marily by airpower. An invasion had
not been necessary.

In aletter to Marshall, Eisenhower
pointed out that many had opposed
Corkscrew, noting, “I am particu-
larly pleased that the operation turned
out as it did because I personally had
to make the decision for its capture
in the face of much contrary advice,
but I predicted that the garrison would
surrender before any infantry sol-
dier got ashore.”

The Allies now intensified prepa-
rations for the assault on Sicily in
July 1943. Allied airplanes operating
from Pantelleria would play a critical
role in that assault operation. ]

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
Genius of George Kenney,” appezared in the April 2002 issue,
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Col. Robert Newman

Ernst

Maj. Gen. W. Reed Ernst Il

(Chair) _ Lt. Gol. Craig A. Noll
Capt. Jamie L, Baggstrom Capt. Elizabeth Rogers
(Liaison)

SSgt. Peter T
CMSgt. Robert Baggstrom (Ret.) tho (SR

Col. Marshall Bronston
Civilian Advisory Council

Frankie Hammonds
Deborah Hatch

Alvin P. Jones

Lucy J. Kuyawa
Merlin L. Lyman
Michael D. McAdams
Paula Pupalaikis
Paul Tierney

Teresa A. Warren
Randall B. White
Shirley C. Williams (Advisor)

Alvey

Dennis H. Alvey (Chair)
Judy Adamcyk

Barbara Barger
Frederick R. Beaman
Laura Bowers

James Carlock (Liaison)
Harry Feucht Jr.

Company Grade Officers Council

1st Lt. Majory McClead
Rodriguez— Capt. Jennifer Nevius
Rey Capt. Gloria Porter (Liaison)
Capt. Riley Pyles
1st Lt. Carie Seydel
Capt. Brad Tannehill
Capt. Kevin Virts
Capt. Hewett Wells

Maj. Gen. John M. Speigel
(Advisor)

Capt. Patricia Rodriguez—Rey (Chair)
Capt. James Alexander

1st Lt. Karen Baskin

Capt. Geoffrey Billingsley

Capt. Arthur Cartwright

Capt. Jeffry Glenn
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Enlisted Council

SSgt. Gregory W. Fry

MSgt. (sel.) Ronald A. Gisel

MSagt. (sel.) Monica M. Hill

SSgt. Tien N. Ho

CMSgt. Joseph L. Holguin (Chair) SMSgt. D. Dexter Lesieur

SSgt. Dennis L. Alexander MSgt. (sel.) John A. Maldonado Ii
MSgt. Maria D. Cornelia SSgt. Brandon R. Pearce

TSgt. Myrna L.S. Cornelson SSgt. Jason R. Raether

SSgt. James J. Delo Jr. SMSgt. Tim C. Bosch (Advisor)
CMSgt. Carol Dockery (Liaison) ~ SSgt. Susan A. Robinson (Advisor)

Holguin

Reserve Council

Col. J. Bradford Lynn

SSgt. Paul Markwalter

SrA. Jacqueline Marquez—Downie
CMSgt. Troy Mclintosh (Liaison)
MSgt. Craig Molm

MSagt. Kelly A. Moyer

SrA. Elizabeth Nowak

TSgt. Guy Pajor

SMSgt. Stanley Palmer

Brig. Gen. Michael J. Peters (Ret.)
Maj. Stephen Winn

Capt. Bryan Winter

Wayne R. Gracie (Advisor)

Veterans/Retiree Council

Cooper

Brig. Gen. Paul Cooper (Chair)
CMSgt. Robert Castillo

Maj. Maggie Dewan-Smith
Col. Chuck Friesenhahn

Capt. Mary Harp

CMSgt. Marva Harper

SrA. Chaya Hayes

Col. David Johnson

‘ Wolfe

Thad A. Wolfe (Chair)
Rev. Richard Carr
Gloria Crawford
David A. Guzman
Charles E, Lucas
Russell W. Mank
Jimmy L. Miller

John Park

Tommy A. Roberts
James S. Seevers
Elia T. Vasilopoulos
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he Predator UAV is not yet

officially operational, but it is
battle tested. It flew reconnaissance
missions over Kosovo in 1999 for
Operation Allied Force, but it became
a star in Afghanistan during Opera-
tion Enduring Freedom. Teams
operating the Predator were among
the first troops sent to the theater
last fall.

The focal point for the Air Force’s
Predators is Indian Springs Air Force
Auxiliary Field, about 40 miles
northwest of Las Vegas. It is home
base for the 11th, 15th, and 17th
Reconnaissance Squadrons.

At right, a Predator comes in for a
touch-and-go at Indian Springs.

VAL PN AV

A Predator system, designated RQ-1,
typically comprises four air vehicles,
a Ground Control Station, and a
Trojan Spirit Il satellite communica-
tions suite. For 24-hour operation,
each system has about 55 control-
lers, maintainers, and intelligence
personnel.

At right, a ground crew prepares an
RQ-1A for a mission. The RQ-1A
vehicle is 27 feet long and has a
wing span of about 48 feet. It weighs
950 pounds empty (gross weight
2,250 pounds) and can carry a 450-
pound payload. Its ceiling is 25,000
feet.
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The 11th RS, the first Predator
squadron, was activated at Nellis
AFB, Nev., in 1995. Its members now
train other Predator aircrews and
participate in deployments them-
selves.

The 15th RS began operating as a
Predator unit in 1997. The newest
unit, the 17th RS, was activated in
March, largely because of the
success of the Predator in Afghani-
stan. Mission requirements have
greatly increased.
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Pholos by Paul Kennedy

“Welcome the next generation,” Gen.
John P. Jumper, USAF Chief of Staff,
said of the follow-on Predator—the
RQ-1B. “It will do what we’re able to
do today, much, much better.” The
RQ-1B is distinguished by a blade
antenna on its spine, as opposed to
the bulge on the RQ-1A. The newer
model flies faster and higher, with a
ceiling of 45,000 feet, and has more
sensor pay'oad capacity.

At right, an RQ-1A vehicle is tied
down with heavy straps during an
engine run up. A crew chief with a
fire extinguisher stands by.
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At far left, the ground crew removes
the straps, and, once the pre-flight
checklist is complete, the aircraft is
ready to launch.

The Predator first flew on July 3,
1994, less than six months after
General Atomics Aeronautical
Systems of San Diego received its
first contract for 10 aircraft.
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Pholos by Paul Kennedy

Pholos by Paul Kennedy

The aircrew and sensor crews both
operate from the Ground Control
Station. The GCS is housed in what
looks like a camouflaged shipping
container. The system’s 20-foot-
diameter satellite dish connects the
GCS and the UAV when it is beyond
line-of-sight range and also dissemi-
nates intelligence.
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At left, aircrew members gain
experience using a mission task
trainer, a nearly exact copy of the
operational control unit.

Predator pilots, who come from
manned aircraft systems, control
takeoffs and landings of the UAV.
The pilot flies with a keyboard,
throttle button, joystick, and brake
pedals under the console. Once
airborne, though, the Predator
basically flies itself using a pre-
programmed flight path to reach its
station and maintain orbit. If the UAV
needs to fly to a different location,
the pilot can retake command and fly
the vehicle to its new orbit location.

Slaff pholos by Guy Aceto
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On deployments, Predator crews use
transportable, fabric aircraft shel-
ters, such as this one at Indian
Springs.

In Allied Force, Predators provided
data used by airborne forward air
controllers to find targets. They have
also flown reconnaissance missions
for Southern Watch, the no-fly zone
operation over southern Iraq.
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In cubicles inside the 30-foot-long
GCS van, screens display a map of
where the Predator is flying and what
its cameras see.

Although its sensors are not as
powerful as those on satellites or
U-2 reconnaissance aircrafl, Preda-
tor can identify vehicles as small as
tanks.

During Enduring Freedom, RQ-1s
provided live video transmissions of
target images to USAF AC-130
gunships. As the Chief of Staff
explained, “When the AC-130 arrived
on station, it was able to go right to
work.”
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At left and below are typical RQ-1A
images. The UAV has a nose-
mounted color camera, generally
used by the pilot for flight control, a
day variable aperture TV camera, and
a variable aperture infrared camera,
for low light and night. A synthetic
aperture radar enables it to “see”
through clouds, smoke, or haze and
produces still-frame radar images.
The sensors are carried on the same
airframe but cannot be operated
simultaneously.

The Air Force plans to include the
Multispectral Targeting System with
inherent Hellfire missile targeting
capability and to integrate the
sensors and laser designator and
laser illuminator into a single
package.
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At right and below, a team from the
11th and 15th is reassembling an
RQ-1B that they had taken apart. In
the process of reassembling the
UAYV, they are validating a checklist
for an air vehicle, whose strengths
and limitations are still to be deter-
mined.

Real world operations have shown
some shortcomings, such as wing
icing and occasional dropped
communications links.

USAF intends to expand the role of
tne Predator from reconnaissance
only to include weapons delivery,
too.

The Air Force began test-launching
Kellfire laser-guided missiles from
tne Predator last year. The CIA
employed Hellfire-carrying Predators
in Afghanistan. USAF plans to
dedicate the RQ-1B to the hunter—
killer role. According to Jumper, it
will carry four or six weapons.

At right, a truck tows a Predator to
the flight line.

According to Air Force officials, the
biggest challenge facing Predator
units is demand for their services.
The RQ-1 squadrons already have
found it difficult to keep deploy-
ments from exceeding 90 days. Most
squadron members have deployed
more than once in the past year.

The 17th RS is scheduled to be fully
mission capable by 2005, but initially
it pulled assets from the 11th and
15th RSs.

AIR FORCE Magazine / June 2002

Pholos by Paul Kennedy



Stalf pholos by Guy Aceto

The RQ-1 system can be broken
apart into six main components and
loaded into what the crews term
“coffins” for rapid deployment
worldwide. The GCS is the largest
component, and it can be rolled onto
a C-130.

The Air Force requested $154 million
in Fiscal 2003 to purchase 22 new
Predator systems. Plans also call for
using advanced communications to
link the Predator with other aircraft
and grourd stations so it can deliver
its visual and electronic goods and
receive orders in return.
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The Bush Administration sees the
UAYV as a leading transformational
system. There can be little doubt that
the workload for Predator crews will
continue to increase. m




AFA State Contacts

Following each state name are the names of the communities in which AFA chapters are located. Information regarding
chapters or any of AFA’s activities within the state may be obtained from the appropriate contact.

ALABAMA (Birmingham, Huntsville, Montgom-
ery): Greg Schumann, 4603 Colewood Cir.,
Huntsville, AL 35802 (phone 256-337-7185).

ALASKA (Anchorage, Fairbanks): Bart LeBon,
P.O. Box 73880, Fairbanks, AK 99707 (phone
907-452-1751).

ARIZONA (Green Valley, Luke AFB, Phoenix,
Prescott, Sedona, Sierra Vista, Tucson): Arthur
W. Gigax, 3325 S. Elm St., Tempe, AZ 85282-
5765 (phone 480-838-2278).

ARKANSAS (Fayetteville, Hot Springs, Little
Rock): Jerry Reichenbach, 501 Brewer St., Jack-
sonville, AR 72076-4172 (phone 501-988-1115).

CALIFORNIA (Appie Valley, Bakersfield,
Edwards AFB, Fairfield, Fresno, Los Angeles,
Merced, Monterey, Orange County, Paim
Springs, Pasadena, Riverside, Sacramento, San
Diego, San Francisco, Sunnyvale, Vandenberg
AFB, Yuba City): John F. Wickman, 1541 Mar-
tingale Ct., Carisbad, CA 92009 (phone 760-476-
9807).

COLORADO (Colorado Springs, Denver, Fort
Collins, Grand Junction, Pueblo): Chuck Zimkas,
729 Drew Dr., Colorado Springs, CO 80911 (phone
719-576-8000).

CONNECTICUT (Brookfield, East Hartford, Storrs,
Waterbury, Westport, Windsor Locks): Wayne
Ferris, P.O. Box 523, East Granby, CT 06026
(phone 860-292-2560).

DELAWARE {Dover, New Castle County): Ronald
H. Love, 8 Ringed Neck Ln., Camden Wyoming,
DE 19934-9510 {phone 302-739-4696).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (Washington): Rose-
mary Pacenta, 1501 Lee Hwy., Arlington, VA
22209-1198 (phone 703-247-5820).

FLORIDA (Avon Park, Broward County, Daytona
Beach, Fort Walton Beach, Gainesville, Home-
stead, Hurlburt Field, Jacksonville, Miami, New
Port Richey, Orlando, Palm Harbor, Panama City,
Patrick AFB, Pensacola, Tallahassee, Tampa,
Vero Beach, West Paim Beach): Bruce E.
Marshall, 9 Bayshore Dr., Shalimar, FL 32579-
2116 {phone 850-651-8155).

GEORGIA (Atlanta, Augusta, Savannah, Valdosta,
Warner Robins): Mike Bolton, 1521 Whitfield Park
Cir., Savannah, GA 31406 (phone 912-366-8295).

HAWAII (Honolulu, Maui): Michael E. Solomon,
98-1217 Lupea St., Aiea, HI 96701-3432 (phone
808-292-2089).

IDAHO (Mountain Home, Twin Falis): Dale W.
Smith, R.R. 1, Box 123, King Hill, ID 83633 (phone
208-366-2710).

ILLINOIS (Belteville, Chicago, Galesburg, Moline,
Springfield—Decatur): Frank Gustine, 988
Northwood Dr., Galesburg, i 61401 (phone 309-
343-7349).

INDIANA (Bloomington, Columbus, Fort Wayne,
Grissom ARB, Indianapotis, Lafayette, Marion,
Mentone, Terre Haute): William Howard Jr., 202
NW Passage Trail, Fort Wayne, IN 46825-2082
(phone 260-489-7660).

IOWA (Des Moines, Marion, Sioux City, Water-

loo): Norman J. Beu, 903 Blackhawk St.,
Reinbeck, 1A 50669-1413 (phone 319-345-6600).
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KANSAS (Garden City, Topeka, Wichita): Samuel
M. Gardner, 1708 Prairie Park Ln., Garden City,
KS 67846-4732 (phone 620-275-4555).

KENTUCKY (Lexington, Louisville): Edward W.
Tonlni, 12 Eastover Ct., Louisville, KY 40206-
2705 (phone 502-897-0596).

LOUISIANA (Baton Rouge, Shreveport): Peyton
Cole, 2513 N. Waverly Dr., Bossier City, LA
71111-5933 (phone 318-742-8071).

MARYLAND (Andrews AFB, Baltimore, College
Park, Rockville): Andrew Veronis, 119 Bond Dr.,
Annapolis, MD 21403-4905 (phone 410-455-
3549).

MASSACHUSETTS (Bedford, Boston, East Long-
meadow, Falmouth, Taunton, Westfield, Worces-
ter): Donald B. Warmuth, 136 Rice Ave.,
Northborough, MA 01532 (phone 508-393-2193),

MICHIGAN (Alpena, Battle Creek, East Lansing,
Kalamazoo, Marquette, Mount Clemens, Traverse
City, Southfield): James W. Rau, 466 Marywood
Dr., Alpena, Ml 49707 (phone 517-354-2175).

MINNESOTA (Duluth, Minneapolis—St. Paul):
Richard Giesler, 16046 Farm to Market Rd., Stur-
geon Lake, MN 55783-9725 (phone 218-658-
4507).

MISSISSIPPI (Biloxi, Columbus, Jackson):
Leonard R. Vernamonti, 101 Easthaven Cir.,
Brandon, MS 39042-2805 (phone 601-824-0060).

MISSOURI (Kansas City, St. Louis, Springfield,
Whiteman AFB): John D. Miller, HCR 77, Box
241-5, Sunrise Beach, MO 65079-9205 (phone
573-374-6977).

MONTANA (Bozeman, Great Falis): Al Garver,
203 Tam O'Shanter Rd., Billings, MT 59105
(phone 520-749-9864).

NEBRASKA (Lincoin, Omaha): Richard Gaddie,
7240 41st St,, Lincoln, NE 68516-3063 (phone
402-472-3605).

NEVADA (Las Vegas, Reno): Kathleen Clem-
ence, 35 Austrian Pine Cir,, Reno, NV 89511-
5707 (phone 775-849-3665).

NEW HAMPSHIRE (Manchester, Portsmouth):
Eric P. Taylor, 17 Foxglove Ct., Nashua, NH
03062 (phone 603-883-6573).

NEW JERSEY (Andover, Atlantic City, Camden,
Chatham, Forked River, Ft. Monmouth,
Jersey City, McGuire AFB, Newark, Old Bridge,
Trenton, West Orange): Ethel Mattson, 27 Maple
Ave., New Egypt, NJ 08533-1005 (phone 609-
758-2885).

NEW MEXICO (Alamogordo, Albuquergue, Clo-
vis): Peter D. Robinson, 1804 Liano Ct. N.W.,
Albuquergue, NM 87107 (phone 505-343-0526).

NEW YORK (Albany, Binghamton, Buffalo,
Jamestown, Nassau County, New York, Queens,
Rochester, Staten Island, Syracuse, Westhamp-
ton Beach, White Plains): Timothy G. Vaughan,
7198 Woodmore Ct., Lockport, NY 14094 (phone
716-236-2429).

NORTH CAROLINA (Asheville, Charlotte, Fayette-
ville, Goldsboro, Kitty Hawk, Raleigh, Wilmington):
Gerald V. West, 4002 E. Bishop Ct., Wilmington,
NC 28412-7434 (phone 910-791-8204).

NORTH DAKOTA (Fargo, Grand Forks, Minot):
James M. Crawford, 1720 9th St. S.W., Minot,
ND 58701-6219 (phone 701-839-7268).

OHIO (Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton,
Mansfield, Youngstown): Fred Kubli, 823 Nancy
St., Niles, OH 44446-2729 (phone 330-652-
4440).

OKLAHOMA (Attus, Enid, Oklahoma City, Tulsa):
Don Johnson, 309 Camino Nore, Alius OK
73521-1183 (phone 580-482-1387).

OREGON (Eugene, Kiamath Falls, Portland):
John Lee, P.O. Box 3759, Salem, OR 97302
(phone 503-581-3682).

PENNSYLVANIA (Allentown, Altoona, Coraopolis,
Drexel Hill, Harrisburg, Johnstown, Lewistown,
Monessen, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Scranton,
Shiremanstown, York): Bob Rutledge, 295 Cin-
ema Dr., Johnstown, PA 15905-1216 (phone 724-
235-4609).

RHODE ISLAND (Newport, Warwick): Wayne
Mrozinski, 90 Scenic Dr., West Warwick, Rl
02893-2369 (phone 401-621-5438).

SOUTH CAROLINA (Charleston, Clemson, Co-
lumbia, Myrtle Beach, Sumter): Roger Rucker,
112 Mallard Pt., Lexington, SC 23072-9784 (phone
803-359-5565).

SOUTH DAKOTA (Rapid City, Sioux Falls):
Ronald W. Mielke, 4833 Sunfiower Trail, Sioux
Falls, SD 57108 (phone 605-339-1023).

TENNESSEE (Chattanooga, Knoxville, Memphis,
Nashville, Tullahoma): Joseph E. Sutter, 5413
Shenandoah Dr., Knoxville, TN 37909-1822
(phone 423-588-4013).

TEXAS (Abilene, Amarillo, Austin, Big Spring, Col-
lege Station, Commerce, Dallas, Del Rio, Denton,
Fort Worth, Harlingen, Houston, Kerrville, San
Angelo, San Antonio, Wichita Falls): Dennis
Mathis, P.O. Box 8244, Greenville, TX 75404-
8244 (phone 903-455-8170).

UTAH (Cleartfield, Ogden, Salt Lake City): Brad
Sutton, 5221 West Rendezvous Rd., Mountain
Green, UT 84050-9741 (phone 801-721-7225).

VERMONT (Burlington): Dick Strifert, 4099
McDoweli Rd., Danville, VT 05828 (phone 802-
338-3127).

VIRGINIA (Alexandria, Charlottesville, Danville,
Langley AFB, MclLean, Norfolk, Petersburg, Rich-
mond, Roanoke, Winchester): Bill Anderson,
3500 Monacan Dr., Charlottesville, VA 22901-1030
(phone 804-295-9011),

WASHINGTON (Seattle, Spokane, Tacoma): Tom
Hansen, 8117 75th St. S.W., Lakewood, WA
98498-4819 (phone 253-984-0437).

WEST VIRGINIA (Charleston, Fairmont): Samuel
Rich, P. O. Box 444, White Sulphur Springs, WV
24986 (phone 304-536-4131).

WISCONSIN (Madison, Milwaukee, General
Mitcheli [AP/ARS): Chuck Marotske, 5406
Somerset Ln, S., Greenfield, W1 53221-3247
{phone 414-325-9272).

WYOMING (Cheyenne): Stephan Pappas, 2617

E. Lincolnway, Ste. A, Cheyenne, WY 82001
(phone 307-637-5227).
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Flashback

An

A circa 1960 photo of the flight line at
Eglin AFB, Fla., shows some of the air-
craft available to the Air Force Special
Air Warfare Center, a forerunner of
today’s special operations units. The Air
Force began to greatly expand its spe-
cial operations—air commando—capa-
bility during the Vietnam War, establish-
ing the SAWC at Eglin in 1962. Among
the aircraft seen at the center were
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these prop-driven workhorses, able to
operate from unimproved airstrips and in
the most austere conditions. At far left
is the U-5, a unique twin-engine version
of the U-10 light transport aircraft, lo-
cated on the far right. Next to the U-5 is
a C-47, followed by a C-46, B-26, and
T-28. In 1968, the Air Force redesig-
nated the SAWC as the USAF Special
Operations Force. At the same time, the

Air Commando Menagerie

SAWC's air commando units took the
name “special operations.”
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AFA / AEF National Report

By Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

AFA in Europe

Air Force Association National Pres-
ident John J. Politi visited AFA chap-
ters across Europe during a two-week
orientation tour of NATO, SHAPE,
and US Air Forces in Europe.

He received comprehensive brief-
ings on Air Force operations in Eu-
rope and met with USAF’s top lead-
ersthere. These included Gen. Joseph
W. Ralston, the SACEUR, at SHAPE
in Mons, Belgium; Gen. Gregory S.
Martin, USAFE commander, who had
personally invited Politi to make the
trip; and Lt. Gen. Timothy A. Kinnan,
US military representative to NATO,
at Brussels, Belgium.

Politi visited several airmen lead-
ership schools, first-term airmen cen-
ters, and the Kaiserslautern (Ger-
many) NCO Academy. He met with
groups of chiefs, first sergeants, and
company grade officers.

The airmen in USAFE, he said af-
terward, “are making significant sac-
rifices serving their country and have
to deal with a number of hindrances
to maintaining their high level of per-
formance.”

Among the top concerns: high op-
erations tempo and inadequate man-
power, lack of spare parts, and aging
aircraft and equipment. The enlisted
force considers education their No. 1
item of interest, he found. It is the
reason most of them enlisted.

The most pressing quality-of-life
issue in Europe is inadequate hous-
ing, Politi said. Among the problems
he saw were dilapidated kitchens and
brown water sitting stagnant in bath-
room basins. He noted that person-
nel from Ramstein AB and Spang-
dahlem AB, Germany, endure some
of the worst conditions in Europe,
although their housing is undergoing
renovation.

Politi’'s orientation tour received
wide coverage: a TV interview by
Armed Forces Radio and Television
Service, an article in Stars and Stripes,
and other articles generated by Air
Force news services. The DOD Joint
Combat Camera Web site released
photos of his visit to the 48th Fighter
Wing, RAF Lakenheath, UK, includ-
ing shots of him speaking to first-
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term airmen and preparing for a fighter
jet orientation flight.

In Germany

At Ramstein, Politi’s activities in-
cluded a luncheon hosted by the
Lufbery—Campbell Chapter, whose
presidentis Capt. Lisa K. Dahl. Chap-
ter Secretary MSgt. Peter Buchikas
reported that Politi spoke about AFA’s
mission and pointed out its support
forthe Air Force through, for example,
sponsorship of USAF’s Outstanding
Airmen program. He described AEF
programs such as the Pitsenbarger
Grants and Spouse Scholarships and
provided an update on the Air Force
Memoarial. Politi also presented an
AFA Medal of Merit to Capt. Jason M.
Jackson, aninstructor navigator from
the 37th Airlift Squadron and the
chapter’s legislative affairs vice presi-

afa-aef@afa.org

USAF pholo by SSgt. Tony R. Tolley

Before taking off on an
orientation flight, AFA
National President John
Politi (left) gets a close-
up view of an F-15E’s
weapons from pilot Capt.
Craig Vincent, 492nd
Fighter Squadron, 48th
Fighter Wing, RAF
Lakenheath, UK.

dent. Tke award recognized Jackson'’s
administrative consultant work with
the Arnold Air Society—an AFA affili-
ate—and Silver Wings, an auxiliary
of the AAS.

Othe- stops in Germany were Bit-
burg Air Base, the 52nd Fighter Wing
at Spangdahlem Air Base, and the
NATO air base at Geilenkirchen.

In Italy

Politi donned a hard hat to tour
construction sites that are part of
Aviano 2000, a $535 million facilities
upgrading program at Aviano AB,
Italy.

The 10-year construction project
started in 1995. Improvements en-
compass a new base exchange and
commissary, consolidated K—12 school,
20-bed hospital, flight line dining fa-
cility, upgraded dormitories, air traf-
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USAF pholo by MSgl. Chad Eiring

fic control tower, and repairs to aging
hangars—in all, more than 200 con-
struction projects, most funded by
NATO.

In a highlight of his two days at
Aviano, Politi presented an AFA Ci-
tation to the Aviano 2000 Program
Management Team, represented by
AFA member Col. Gary C. LaGassey.
The plague notes their management
of the largest construction program
in NATO, a project involving not only
NATO and USAF but also the US
Navy, US Army Corps of Engineers,
the Italian Ministry of Defense, and
the ltalian air force.

Last Stop: UK

Capt. Abner Devallon Jr., presi-
dent of the United Kingdom Chap-
ter, 1st Lt. David P. Goode, chapter
secretary, and Col. John A. Snider,
48th Fighter Wing vice commander
and a chapter member, were on hand
towelcome Politi to RAFs Lakenheath
and Mildenhall, UK.

In a day typical of the pace Politi
maintained during this information-
gathering tour, he was escorted by
Goode to breakfast at Lakenheath
with the Airman Leadership School
instructors, then received a briefing
on the 48th Fighter Wing mission. It
wasn’t even 9 a.m. when Politi spoke
at the First-Term Airmen Center on
retention issues, leadership, the
NCO’s role in AFA, and what AFA
does for the enlisted corps. Next on
the agenda: a windshield tour of the
base, followed by lunch at the en-
listed club.

At 2:30 p.m., Capt. Craig Vincent,

AFA National Chairman of the Board Thomas McKee presents SMSgt. Angela
Williamson with the Academic Achievement Award for Class 02-C at the SNCO
Academy graduation at Maxwell AFB, Ala., in April. Williamson is the superin-
tendent, military satellite communication programs, at Langley AFB, Va.

492nd Fighter Squadron, took off in
an F-15E, with Politi strapped into
the backseat for a two-hour orienta-
tion flight.

At4:45p.m., Politiwas back onthe
ground, participating in a wing and
squadron award ceremony.

By his own count, the AFA Na-
tional President spoke about the as-
sociation at more than 30 venues,
reaching about 2,000 airmen.

Lufbery—Campbell Chapter mem-
ber Col. Allan Swaim Jr., USAFE di-
rector of staff, coordinated the ori-

At NATO’s Geilenkirchen AB, Germany, Politi and his wife, Terri, have breakfast
with Charlemagne Chapter officers: L-r MSgt. Luis Martinez, president; Capt.
Richard Jones, membership VP; SMSgt. Robert Masorti, secretary; 1st Lt. David
Pokrifchak, special projects VP; and Col. Allan Swaim, the Politis’ escort.
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entation tour and escorted Politi
throughout USAFE.

AEF Honors Doolittle Raiders

The Aerospace Education Foun-
dation named the Doolittle Raiders
as AEF Jimmy Doolittle Educational
Fellows at the 60th anniversary cel-
ebration of the World War |l bombing
raid on Japan.

R.E. “Gene” Smith, former AFA
National Chairman of the Board and
National President, made the pre-
sentations at a banquet held April 18
in Columbia, S.C.

It was part of a week-long series of
events in Columbia, honoring the air-
men who joined Jimmy Doolittle on
April 18, 1942, taking off from the
Navy carrier Hornet in 16 B-25s and
flying more than 600 miles to bomb
Tokyo and other Japanese cities. The
raid into the Japanese homeland
came only four months after the at-
tack on Pearl Harbor and gave the
American public a tremendous mo-
rale boost.

All 80 original crew members were
named Doolittie Fellows. Fourteen of
the surviving 23 Raiders and nine
surviving spouses of Raiders were
presentto receive specially engraved
Jimmy Doolittle medallions from AEF.

In his remarks, Smith noted that
Doolittle was an AFA founding father
and its first National President and,
later, Chairman of the Board. He
added that a 60th anniversary com-
memorative plaque listing the names
of all raiders would be on permanent
display at the AFA building in Arling-
ton, Va.
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Rodgers K. Greenawalt, Southeast
Region president; Roger Rucker, state
president; and Stanley V. Hood, of
the local Columbia Palmetto (S.C.)
Chapter, assisted Smith with the pre-
sentations.

The SR-71 Scoop

At a March meeting in Manchester,
N.H., aformer SR-71 pilot gave mem-
bers of the Brig. Gen. Harrison R.
Thyng (N.H.) Chapter a comprehen-
sive history of the spyplane.

Retired Col. Richard H. Graham
has firsthand knowledge of the world’s
fastest (more than Mach 3) and high-
est-flying (more than 85,000 feet)
production aircraft. He was an SR-71
instructor, squadron commander, and
wing commander at Beale AFB, Cal-
if., before his retirement in 1989. He
also wrote SR-71 Revealed: The In-
side Story, published in 1996, a year
before USAF retired the “Blackbird.”

As part of his presentation to the
chapter, Graham showed a video on
the reconnaissance aircraft’s opera-
tions and one on Clarence L. “Kelly”
Johnson, who led the SR-71 design
team at Lockheed’s Skunk Works.
Graham is a member of the Dallas
Chapter.

Capt. Timothy W. Trimmell, Thyng
Chapter President, reported that Da-
vid T. Buckwalter, New England Re-
gion president; Eugene M. D'Andrea,
an AFA national director; Eric P. Tay-
lor, New Hampshire state president;
and Edward H. Josephson, Pease
(N.H.) Chapter president, attended
the meeting.

AFROTC cadets from the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts, Lowell, pro-

AFA National Board Chairman McKee (far left), Gen. Robert Foglesong, USAF
vice chief of staff, and James Hannam, president of the Donald W. Steele Sr.
Memorial Chapter (both at right), flank recipients of the chapter’s outstanding
airmen awards. They are (I-r) TSgt. Eric Martin, CMSgt. Cedric Redmon
(accepiing the award for SMSgt. John Crudup), and SrA. Michael Williams.

vided the color guard. Also on hand:
AFJROTC cadets from Derry, N.H.,
and members of local chapters of the
Order of Daedalians and Association
of Old Crows.

Honoring POWs

At a luncheon in March in Kansas
City, the Harry 8. Truman (Mo.)
Chapter joined The Military Order cf
the World Wars in henoring Prison-
ers of War and those Missing in Ac-
tion.

Lt. Gen. Donald A. Lamontagne,
commander of Air University, trav-

AFA Conventions

June 8
June 14-16
June 14-16
June 25-26
June 28-29
June 28-29
July 19-21
July 19-21
July 19-21
July 19-21
July 20

North Carolina State Convention, Wilmingtor, N.C.
New York State Convention, Owego, N.Y.

Ohio State Convention, Youngstown, Ohio
Alaska State Convention, Fairbanks, Alaska
Missouri State Convention, St. Louis

Oklahoma State Convention, Altus, Okla.
Arkansas State Convention Little Rock, Ark
Ftorida State Convention, Cape Canaveral, Fia.
Pennsylvania State Convention, Allentown, Pa.
Virginia State Convention, Alexandria, Va.
Kansas State Convention, McConnell AFB, Kan.

July 26-27
Aug. 2-3
Aug. 2-3
Aug. 3

Aug. 16-17
Aug. 17
Aug. 23-24
Sept. 7
Sept. 15-18
Sept. 21
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Texas State Convention, San Antonio
California State Convention, Vandenberg AFB, Calif.
lllinois State Convention, Galesburg, lll.

Massachusetts State Convention, Northborough, Mass.

Utah State Convention, Ogden, Utah

Georgia State Convention, Savannah, Ga.

Colorado State Convention, Denver

Delaware State Convention, Dover, Del.

AFA National Convention, Washington, D.C.

New Hampshire State Convention, Manchester, N.H.

eled from Maxwell AFB, Ala., to ad-
dress the group. Air Force JROTC
cadets from Washington High School
in Kansas City formed a color guard
and afterward had an ooportunity to
meet the general.

Truman Chapter member Lee La-
mar was among the POWs at the
luncheon. Patricia J. Snyder, chap-
ter president, szid other former POWs
included Gerald Anderson, Don Boyer,
Bob Jackson, Frank Plesa, Rudy
Rudolph, Bill Templeton, and Jack
Woodson.

Snyder said that, except for one
year, the chapter has hosted this event
since 1995.

15 Years Old

Family members of the chapter’s
namesake joined the 15th anniver-
sary celebration of the William A.
Jones Ill (Va.) Chapter in Char-
lottesville, Va.

The chapter was namad for a colo-
nel in the 602nd Special Operations
Squadron, Nakon Phanom RTAB,
Thailand. Jones was ‘lying an A-1H
Skyraider as on-scene commander
of a rescue mission Sept. 1, 1968,
searching for a dcwned pilot near
Dong Hoi, North Vietnam. Although
his aircraft was hit and he was se-
verely burned, Jones flew his jet back
to base. While an the operating table,
he reported on the position of the
downed pilot, who was rescued later
that day.

Jones was born in Norfolk, Va., and
entered service at Charlottesville. He
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died in 1969. His widow, Lois Jones,
and daughters Elizabeth Boehlertand
Anne Gilfillan were special guests at
the chapter’s anniversary dinner.

Retired Lt. Gen. John B. Hall Jr.,
former commander of 5th Air Force,
Yokota AB, Japan, was guest speaker
for the evening. Now a chapter mem-
ber and consultant, Hall spoke about
the USAF response to terrorism.

Other AFA officials on hand for the
anniversary included Thomas G. Shep-
herd, Central East Region president;
William Anderson, state president;
John E. Craig Il, an AFA national
director; Mary Anne Thompson, for-
mer National Secretary; and Charles
R. Renfro, chapter president.

Blue Suit Awards

Atthe Alamo (Tex.) Chapter’s 24th
annual Joe Kellogg Blue Suit Awards
banquet, more than 60 active duty
personnel and individual mobilization
augmentees were among those who
received awards.

The outstanding airmen, NCOs,
senior NCOs, first sergeants, and
company grade officers represented
units in the San Antonio area, rang-
ing from the Cryptologic Systems
Group to Air Education and Training
Command.

David L. “Tex” Hill received the
P.D. Straw Patriotism Award. One of
the original Flying Tigers, Hill went
on to accept an AAF commission and
after World War Il joined the Texas
Air National Guard.

The patriotism award, which rec-
ognizes community service and pa-
triotism by a civilian in the commu-
nity, is named for the late retired Maj.
Gen. Paul D. Straw, a World War Il
Prisoner of War, chief of staff of the
Texas ANG, and Alamo Chapter presi-
dent 1987-89.

O.R. Crawford, former AFA Na-
tional Chairman of the Board, joined
Karen S. Rankin, Alamo Chapter
president, in presenting the award to
Hill. A $500 scholarship was estab-
lished in his name at the Air Force
ROTC unit at the University of Texas,
San Antonio.

Chapter members honored for out-
standing contributions to AFA were
Capt. David L. Stanfield from the Air
Force Personnel Center; SSgt. Michelle
C. Jordan, a security forces special-
ist from Lackland Air Force Base;
and Wright A. Nodine. They received
the Officer, Airman, and Civilian of
the Year chapter awards, respectively.

From Every Chapter
Representatives from Colorado’s
five AFA chapters—Gen. Robert E.
Huyser, Mel Harmon, Lance P. Si-
jan, Long’s Peak, and Mile High—
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attended the state AFA quarterly meet-
ingin February atthe Pueblo Weisbrod
Aircraft Museum in Pueblo, Colo.

The gathering highlighted the Mel
Harmon Chapter’s role in helping to
raise funds over the past 10 years for
the museum. It opened last October.
The museum—which includes the
international B-24 memorial—is lo-
cated at Pueblo Airport and houses
about 20 aircraft, including a Doug-
las A-26 Invader and a Lockheed F-80
Shooting Star.

The Mel Harmon Chapter main-
tains close ties to the museum. It
helps with “Model Rocket Days” on
the third Saturday of each month.
Accordingto 2nd Lt. Jeremy L. Eggers,
the state communications vice presi-
dent, visitors gather at the museum
on those occasions, assemble their
model rockets, and fire them off, with
guidance from the museum staff and
chapter members.

Onthe last Saturday of each month,
volunteers from the chapter help the
museum conduct “Open Cockpit Days.”
The event is geared toward children,
who get to sit in the cockpit of a
different aircraft each month and learn
about its characteristics. In April, a
UH-1H Huey was the attraction.

Space Simulation
Funding from the Leigh Wade (Va.)

Chapter helped put a group of middie
school students into space. In March,
17 Space Club students hauled sleep-
ing bags and duffle bags into Colo-
nial Heights Middle School for an
overnight simulated space mission.

Their teachers, chapter members
Melinda Kelley and Sheila Padlo, had
setup ascience classroom as a space
station.

Posters on the wall showed views
the students might see from their
spacecraft. Computer simulation pro-
grams allowed them to explore ter-
rain. Mission control—a rcom down
the hall—was in contact with the “as-
tronauts” only through computers.

Paul G. Riding, a technology ad-
ministrator at the school, assisted in
writing the simulation programs and
was also on hand for the actual space
mission overnight. He is the Wade
Chapter’'s Teacher of the Year for
2002. Kelley was the Aerospace Edu-
cation Foundation’s Christa McAuliffe
Memorial Teacher ofthe Yearin 2000.
Padlo was the AFA Virginia state
teacher of the year in 2001.

The space overnight received prom-
inent coverage in the local newspa-
per.

The Drill in Florida
More than adozen Air Force JROTC
units competed in the 14th annual

New AFA Cpring Wear

M0141 AFA Denim Shirt
100% cotton by Lee. Long sleeved, beautifully embroidered
with AFA logo M,L XL $35

- B

M0124 AFA.ORG Polo 1:.

100% combed cotton by Lanids' End. Short sleeved,
embroidered with the stars apd stripes

and AFA’s internet address. L‘rmte M,L XL $31

M0105 AFA Logo Scarf
100% silk bg HAN of New York:
Beautiful 35"square with logos

on cloud backaround. $35

AFA =
Polished Brass Brooch
Beautiful 2" color logo. Use
with scarves or to highlight a
blazer. $20

MO0104 Stars & Stripes Scarf
Add $3.95 per order 100% Silk scarf rendered in subtle red,
for shipping and handling white and blue colors. 54"x10.5” $49.50

\To order call Toll Free 1-800-727-3337 or visit www.afa.org
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AFA Florida AFJROTC Drill Compe-
tition in Marct, with AFA chapters
and the state organization sponsor-
ing 47 trophies.

The AFROTC cadets at Embry—
iddle Aeronautical University in
Daytona Beach organized the meet,
held on their campus. The daylong
event tested tha Junior ROTC cadets
in the categorizs of drill team, color
guard, and ind vidual drill routine.

Among thos= on hand to present
rophies to the winners were Kenneth
3. Beers, president of the Florida
Highlands Chapter; John Timothy
3rock, president of the Central Flor-
ida Chapter; Fobert F. Cutler, presi-
dent of the Gen. Nathan F. Twining
Chapter; John M. Holley, president
of the Gainesville Chapter; Richard
A, Ortega, state aerospace educa-
sion vice president; and Robert D.
2erry, president of the Brig. Gen.
James R. McCarthy Chapter.

Other AFA chapters that contrib-
Jted trophies were the Cape Canav-
aral Chapter, Col. H.M. “Bud” West
Chapter, Col. Loren D. Evenson
Chapter, Eglin Chapter, Gold Coast
Chapter, Jerry Waterman Chapter,
John C. Meyer Chapter, Miami Chap-
ter, Treasure Coast Chapter, and
West Palm Beach Chapter.

34

USAF photo by SrA. Russ Martin

S8gt. Kevin Chadaz of
the 75th Security Forces
Squadron, Hill AFB,
Utah, sips cocoa at an
outdoor reception where
the Northern Utah
Chapter and Ute-Rocky
Mountain Chapter
donated $1,000 to the
base’s security forces.
Wycliffe McFarlane,
Northern Utah Chapter
president, and Gary
Strack, Ute—Rocky
Mountain Chapter
president, presented the
donation to thank the
troops for the long
hours they have been
putting in since security
at military bases was
increased.

George J. Apostle

Maryland State President George
J. Apostle died in the crash of his
private airplane in southwest Brevard
County, Fla., on April 2. He was 67
years old.

Apostle was aloneinthe Piper Aztec
and was flying it from Boca Raton to
Ormond Beach, Fla.

He was born in New York and
served in USAF from 1953 to 1961.
He had been a C-130 pilot. Apostle
was a life member of AFA.

More AFA/AEF News

m Maj. Gen. Robert F. Behler
spoke to the Langley (Va.) Chap-
ter on the importance of military—
industry partnerships. He is com-
mander of the Air Force Command
and Control and Intelligence, Sur-
veillance, and Reconnaissance Cen-
ter at Langley AFB, Va. The chapter
held the quarterly membership lun-
cheon at a hotel in Newport News,
Va., with nearly 70 members attend-
ing, including chapter officers Ken-
neth R. Reynolds, president, Jerry
A. Wright, vice president, John H.
Tweedy, secretary, and Monte Cor-
rell, treasurer.

m At a March chapter luncheon,
Joseph E. Sutter, Tennessee state

president, and Capt. William L. Sher-
rill, president of the Gen. Bruce K.
Holloway (Tenn.) Chapter, pre-
sented the state Teacher of the Year
Award to Emily C. Gaude, a math
teacher at Gresham Middle School
in Knoxville, Tenn. Guest speaker at
the luncheon, held at the McGhee
Tyson Airport, was Russ Dedrick, an
assistant district attorney and also
anti-terrorism coordinator for East
Tennessee. He described how the
local, state, and federal agencies
have coordinated their efforts for the
war on terror.

m The Delaware Galaxy (Del.)
Chapter set up an AFA booth for
Retirees Appreciation Day at Dover
AFB, Del., in March. More than 250
guests turned out to hear informa-
tion briefings from base personnel.
Ronald H. Love, state president, and
John J. Kotzun, chapter vice presi-
dent, manned the booth, distributing
copies of Air Force Magazine, Com-
munity Partner applications, and
membership information—explain-
ing, as Love put it, “what’s in it for
them.” Chapter Secretary Mary E.
Frey helped organize the day’s ac-
tivities and the awards banquet for
retiree volunteers held that evening.

m The Lloyd Schloen-Empire
(N.Y.) Chapter co-sponsored a con-
cert by the US Air Force Band of
Liberty’s Ambassadors jazz ensemble
at Bethpage High School in Bethpage,
N.Y., in March. The band is based at
Hanscom AFB, Mass. As part of its
hospitality, the chapter hosted alunch
for the musicians.

m in April, the Col. H.M. “Bud”
West (Fla.) Chapter welcomed the
Leon County Sheriff's Office as its
first Category Two Community Part-
ner. Larry Campbell, Leon County
sheriff, and Scott Bakotic, bureau chief
in administrative services, received
their Community Partner plaque from
Wayne Coloney, chapter president.
A Category Two Community Partner
invests $150 in the chapter and spon-
sors two individuals for AFA mem-
bership. The Bud West Chapter now
has 43 Community Partners, reports
John Schmidt, chapter secretary. He
added that the chapter also recently
recruited as partners Sen. Bob Gra-
ham (D—Fla.) and the mayor of Talla-
hassee, Scott Maddox.

Have AFA/AEF News?
Contributions to “AFA/AEF Na-
tional Report” should be sent to Air
ForceMagazine, 1501 Lee Highway,
Arlington, VA 22209-1198. Phone:
(703) 247-5828. Fax: (703) 247-
5855. E-mail: afa-aef@afa.org. =
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Unit Reunions reunions@afa.org

1st AACS Sq Mobile, 1st Mobile Communica-
tions Gp, and 1st Combat Communications
Gp/Sq. Oct. 8-10in Santa Fe, NM. Contact: Don
Devine, 3704 Doune Way, Clermont, FL 37411
(352-241-4965) (dfdevine@att.net) (1stmob.
users1.50megs.com).

1st Strategic Air Depot Assn, Honington—
Troston, UK (1942—-46), Sept. 26-29 in New Or-
leans. Contact: Warren Stanley, 390 N. Win-
chester 5-10-G, Santa Clara, CA 95050
(wstanley@neteze.com).

4th Emergency Rescue Sq Assn. Nov. 5-9 in
Pensacola, FL. Contact: Chet Gunn, 237 Franklin
St., Reading, MA 01867-1030 (781-944-6616).

4th Fighter-interceptor Wg. Oct. 16—19 in Fort
Walton Beach, FL. Contact: Andrew Whipple,
PO Box 20996, Bradenton, FL 34204 (941-739-
6947) (andrewlwhipple@aol.com).

7th Air Div. (SAC), 3910th BG, RAF Stations
Wyton, Mildenhall, Lakenheath, Upper Heyford,
and Fairford, UK, and all satellite stations (1950—
53). Sept. 23-27 in Branson, MO. Contact: Bill
Parkhurst, PO Box 2881, Tulsa, OK 74101 (918-
446-6400).

11th ARS (SAC). Oct. 24-27 at the Sheraton
Hotel in Dover, DE. Contact: Cy Merritt, 44
Townbeach Rd., Old Saybrook, CT 06475 (860-
388-2612).

12th Troop Carrier Sq, Rhein—Main, Germany
(1950-55). Sept. 22—-26 in Myrtle Beach, SC.
Contact: Paul Baldwin, 113 Par Dr., Whitney, TX
76692 (254-694-2267).

37th and 6952nd RSM, including all assigned to
RAF Kirknewton, Scotland. Sept. 19-21 in San
Antonio. Contacts: Jim Adkinson (210-509-8444)
(jopar3@aol.com) or Roger Egger (210-432-3075)
(regger@aol.com).

41st Military Airlift Sq. March 26-30, 2003, in
Charleston, SC. Contact: Scotty White (843-
740-1435 or 843-763-6516) (douglas.s.white
@boeing.com),

43rd BG Assn, Fifth AAF (WWII). Sept. 22-26 in
Las Vegas. Contact: Roger Kettleson, 109 Huntly
Rd., Las Vegas, NV 89145 (702-363-2824)
(rgsk@juno.com).

46th and 72nd Recon Sq Assn. Sept. 12—-14 at
the Wyndham Hotel in Colorado Springs, CO.
Contacts: Bob Simpson (918-745-3678) or Don
Stout (210-656-8926).

64th Troop Carrier Gp. Oct. 3—7 in Sacramento,
CA. Contact: Vern Montgomery, 6744 Carisen
Ave., Indianapolis, IN 46214 (317-241-5264).

80th FG, including the 88th, 89th, 90th, and
459th Sqs (WWII), Oct, 2-5 at the Biltmore Hotel
in Oklahoma City. Contact: Charles Hughes, 601
Cass Ave., Moore, OK 73160-3219 (405-799-
3201).

96th ARS (1953-65). Oct. 15—18 at the Stage-
coach Inn in Salado, TX. Contact: Dick Snook,
1008 Yellow Rose Dr., Salado, TX 76571 (254-
947-4200) (snooky4255@juno.com).

310th BW, Schilling AFB, KS (1951-65). Oct.
11-14 in San Francisco. Contact: Richard
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Bouska, 2734 Crater Rd., Livermore, CA 94550
(925-443-4339) (rbouskal@attbi.com).

320th BG, North Africa, Sardinia, Corsica, and
southern France. Sept. 5-7 at the Hilton Hotel
Airport in Kansas City, MO. Contact: Ralph
Woolfe, 4095-A Palm Beach Cir., West Palm Beach,
FL 33406-4088 (561-686-9075) (WOOLFDEN
@aol.com).

345th BG. Sept. 26-30 at the Crowne Plaza
Hotel in Dallas. Contact: Mel Best (903-432-
4809).

368th FG, Ninth AF (WWII). Sept. 19-22. at the
Sixth Street Inn in Seattle. Contact: Randolph
Goulding, 6801 Governors Lake Pkwy., Building
200, Norcross, GA 30071 (phone: 678-333-0241
or fax: 770-455-7391).

376th ARS, Barksdale AFB, LA, and Harmon
AFB, Newfoundland, Canada (1953-65). Oct. 3-5
in San Antonio. Contact: John Yancy, 1051 S.
Dobson Rd., Burleson, TX 76028 (817-295-1754)
(jyancy@nycidco.com).

384th BG, Eighth AF (WWII). Sept. 19-22 at the
Red Lion Hanalei Hotel in San Diego. Contact:
Lloyd Whitlow, 38 Isleworth Dr., Henderson, NV
89052 (phone: 702-433-5810 or fax: 702-433-
0998) (koeppwhitlow@msn.com) or (FLYNHI747
@msn.com).

436th FS, 479th FG, Eighth AF (WWII). Oct. 13—
17 at the Gold Coast Hotel in Las Vegas. Con-
tact: Stanley Steele, 2412 E. QOakley Blvd., Las
Vegas, NV 89104 (702-457-1241).

438th TCG, including the 87th, 88th, 83th, 90th,
and Headquarters Sgs. Oct. 16—-19 atthe Ramada
Beach Resortin Fort Walton Beach, FL. Contact:
Bob Gates (850-243-7465) (bobgates@cox.net).

447th BG, 3rd AD. July 4-8 at the Hyatt Regency
Hotel Crystal City in Arlington, VA. Contact:
Tamarac Travel, 10837 Piping Rock Cir., Or-
lando, FL 32817 (888-486-9922).

448th BG, Eighth AF, UK (WWII). April 2-6,
2003, at the Holiday Inn Riverwalk Hotel in San
Antonio. Contacts: Cater Lee, PO Box 1850,
Foley, AL 36536 or Leroy Engdahl, 1785 Wexford
Dr., Vidor, TX 77662.

469th TFS, Korat AB, Thailand. Sept. 11-14 in
San Antonio. Contact: “Swede” Larson, 3623
Hunters Pier, San Antonio, TX 78230 (210-408-
1852) (glarson@satx.rr.com),

601st Tactical Control Wg, Germany (1945—
95), and all subordinate units. Sept. 30—Oct. 3 in
Frankenmuth, MI. Contact: John Haggard, 6860
E. Rosewood Cir., Tucson, AZ 85710-1216 (520-
298-8208) (haphagg@juno.com).

857th Medical Gp. July 26-28 at the Ramada Inn
in Clinton, OK. Contact: H. Clerval, 1021 Richfield
Dr., Newark, DE 19713 (302-368-0474) (Sac857
@aol.com).

966th AEW&C Sq, Det. 1, 552nd, AEW&C Wg.
Oct. 18—-20in Orlando, FL. Contacts: Jim Skelton
(903-723-5008) (trustme5@juno.com) or Phil
Szymkowicz (503-645-3917) (philszy@europa.
com).

6514th, 6545th, and 6501st Sqs. July 19—20 at

the Marriott in Ogden, UT. Contact: Dave
Nordquist, 10054 Allison Dr., Breinigsville, PA
18031-1941 (610-395-6356) (dwni@worldnet.
att.net).

Air Commando Assn. Oct. 10-13 in Fort Walton
Beach, FL. Contact: (phone: 850-581-0099 or
fax: 850-581-8988) (aircommando@aocl.com)
(home.earthlink.net/~aircommando1/).

Army Air Corps Enlisted Pilots (1912-42). Oct
23-26 in Houston. Contact: Ed Wenglar, PO Box
187, Francitas, TX 77961 (361-872-2189)
(edwenglar@earthlink.net).

Pilot Class 43-K, all training commands and
schools. Sept. 19-23 at the Crown Plaza Hotel in
St. Louis. Contact: Harold Jacobs, 17545 Drayton
Hall Way, San Diego, CA 92128 (858-485-9422)
(Jakes43k@aol.com).

Pilot Class 50-E. Sept. 12—15 in Reno, NV.
Contact: Forest Riddell, 345 Franklin Ave.,
Redlands, CA 92373 (phone: 809-792-9682 or
fax: 909-798-3655) (forestr@juno.com).

Pilot Classes 52-G and H. Nov. 16-20 at the
U.8. Grant Hotel in San Diego. Contact: Randy
Presley, PO Box 1238, Mt. Pleasant, TX 75456-
1238 (903-573-2439) (Randy@Presley.com).

Pilot Tng Class 68-H, Williams AFB, AZ, Oct.
11-14 cruise from Los Angeles to Ensenada,
Mexico. Contact: Richard Stamler (817-219-
1238) (richardstamler@sprintmail.com).

Vietnam Security Police Assn. Oct. 10-13 at
the Marriott Hotel in Dayton, OH. Contacts: Steve
Gattis (909-986-6991) (gattis@gte.net) or Re-
union Brat (509-582-9304) (bratemail@aol.com)
(www.vspa.com).

Seeking former members of the 548th SMS for a
reunion in 2003. Contacts: Don Peoples, 55
Bucknell Ave., Hamilton, NJ 08619 (609-587-
6487) (njpeeps@att.net) or Stan Bieleski, 104
Teakwood Ct., Clinton, TN 37716 (865-457-
4317) (sbieleski3@comcast.net).

Seeking former members of the 6511th Test Gp
(Precht), El Centro, CA (1951-78), for areunionin
San Diegoin October. Contact: Ken Cunningham,
Box 2774, Lancaster, CA 93539 (661-942-7712)
(cunninghamk@iopener.net).

Seeking AFROTC Det. 850 alumni for a reunion.
Contact: Lynda Robinson, 1901 E. South Cam-
pus Dr., Salt Lake City, UT 84112-9352 (801-
581-6236) (Irobinson@csbs.utah.edu).

Seeking members of Vance AFB, OK, Class 83-
03 for a reunion. Contact: Michael Hare, 9935
Albers Ave., Dundas, MN 55019 (507-664-0383)
(harem@rconnect.com). =

Mail unit reunion notices four months
ahead of the event to “Unit Reunions,”
Air Force Magazine, 1501 Lee High-
way, Arlington, VA 22209-1198. Please
designate the unit holding the reunion,
time, location, and a contact for more
information. We reserve the right to
condense notices.
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(520) 625-9449

NATION

RECTOR

Northeast Region
New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania

Karl Miller

412-21 N. Broadway
Yornkers, NY 10701
(914) 968-5499

Texoma Region

Oklahoma, Texas
M.N. “Dan” Heth
3000 Steve Dr,

Hurst, TX 76054-2118
(817) 498-2880

SECRETARY

Daniel C. Hendrickson

Layton, Utah

TREASURER
Charles A. Nelson
Sioux Falls, S.D.

Great Lakes Region

Florida Region

Florida, Puerto Rico

Bruce E. Marshall
9 Bayshore Dr.

Shalimar, FL 32579-2116
{850) 651-8155

Nonhmsl Region
laska, Idaho, Oregon,

Washmglori

Steven R. Lundgren

4581 Drake St.

Fairbanks, AK 99709

1907) 451-4646

Special Assistant Pacific
Gary L. McClain
Komazawa Garden House D-309

--2-33 Komazawa
Setagaya-ku, Tokyo 154-0012

.iap:?i

Ing_lana, Kentucky, Michigan,
io

James E. Fultz

3915 Bay Tree Ln.
Bloomington, IN 47401-9754
(812) 333-8820

g

Rocky Mountain Region

Colorado, Utah, Wyoming

Craig E. Allen

5708 West 4350 South
Hooper, UT 84315
(801) 731-6240

Special Assistant Europe

Fred J. Ruggeri
PSC 1, Box 3451

APQ AE 09009

1-3-3405-1512

011-49-0631-52071

N\

A
W2
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Midwest Recion

lllinois, lowa, Kansas, Missouri,

Nebraska

W. Graham Burnley Jr.
112 Elk Run D,

Eureka, MO 83025
(636) 938-6113

South Centrsl Reglon
Alabama, Arkansas,

Louisiana, M ssissippi,
Tennessee

Frederick A.Zehrer lll

6401 Thistlewood Ct.
onluorﬂery AL 36117-5223

(334) 273-5577

New England Region
Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts,

New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, Vermont

David T. Buckwalter

30 Johnnycake Ln.
Po-tsmouth, Rl 02871

(4C1) 841-6432

Southeast Region
Georgia, North Carolina,
South Carolina

Rodgers K. Greenawalt
2420 Clematis Trail
Sumter, SC 29150

(803) 469-4945

Eric W, Benken
San Antonio

Roy A. Boudreaux
Venice, Fla.
Billy M. Boyd
Columbus, Miss.

John H. Breslin
Miami

Stephen P. “Pat” Condon
Ogden, Utah

John E. Craig It
Arlington, Va.

David R. Cummock
Daytona Beach, Fla.

Eugene M. D’Andrea
Warwick, R.l

Theron G. Davis
Fort Worth, Tex.

Dennis R. Davoren
Beale AFB, Calif,

Ted Eaton
Sun City West, Ariz.

Richard B. Goetze Jr.
Arlington, Va.

Richard E. Hawley
Newport News, Va,

Sam Johnson
Washington, D.C.
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Thomas J. Kemp
Fort Worth, Tex.
Doyle E. Larson
Burnsville, Minn,
Lloyd W. Newton

von, Conn.
Robert E. Patterson
Shalimar, Fia.
Jack C. Price
Pleasant View, Utah
Coleman Rader Jr.
Maple Grove, Minn,
I. Fred Rosenfelder
Renton, Wash,
Michael E. Ryan
Arlington, Va.
Thomas J. Stark
O'Fallon, lil.
Jack H. Steed
Warner Robins, Ga.
William G. Stratemeier Jr.
Quogue, N.Y.
Charles G. Thomas
Albuguerque, N.M,
Ronald E. Thompson

Beavercreek, Ohio

Arthur F. Trost
Walnut Creek, Calif

Howard R. Vasina
Colorado Springs, Colo.
Edward [. Wexler
Savannah, Ga
Robert M. Williams
Omaha, Neb

Mark J. Worrick
Denver

directors emeritus
John R. Alison
Washington, D.C.
Joseph E. Assaf
Sandwich, Mass.
Richard H. Becker
Oak Erook, Ill,
David L. Blankenship
Tulsa, Okla.
John G. Brosky
Pittsburgh
Dan Callahan
Centerville, Ga.
Robert L. Carr
Pittsburgh
George H. Chabbott
ovar, Del.

Charles H. Church Jr.
Lenexa, Kan,
O.R. Crawford
Blanco, Tex,

R.L. Devoucoux
Portsmouth, N.H
Jon R. Donnelly
Richmond, Va.
Russell E. Dougherty
Arlington, Va,
Geor 3e M. Douglas

Colorag
Charles G. Durazo
McLean, Va.
Joseph R. Falcone
Ellington, Conn.
E.F. “Sandy” Faust
San Antonio
Joe Foss
Scottsdale, Ariz.
John O. Gray
Arlington, Va.
Jack B. Gross
Harrisburg, Pa.
Martin H. Harris
Montverde, Fla.
Gerald V. Hasler
Encinitas, Calif.

o Springs, Colo.

Monroe W. Hatch Jr.
Cliften, Va.

H.B. Henderson
Santa Ana, Calif.

John P. Henebry
Winnetka, Il

David C. Jones
Arlington, Va.

Victor R. Kregel

Colorado Springs, Colo.

Jan M. Laitos
Rapid City, S.D.
Nathan H. Mazer
Roy, Utah
William V. McBride
San Antonio
James M. McCoy
Bellevue, Neb.
Bryan L. Murphy Jr.
Fort Worth, Tex.
Ellis T. Nottingham
Washington, D.C.
William C. Rapp
Williamsville, N.Y,
Julian B. Rosenthal
Durham, N.C
Peter J. Schenk
Pinehurst, N.C.

Walter E. Scott
Dixan, Galif.
Mary Anr Seibel-Porto
S\ Louis
Joe _. Shosid
Fort Worth, Tex.
James E “Red” Smith
Princston, N.C.
R.E. “Gene” Smith
West Point, Miss
William W. Spruance
Marzthon, Fla.
Thos. F. Stack
Lafayette, Calif.
Harold C. Stuart
Jenser Beach, Fla
Walte- G. Vartan

icago
A.A. West
Hayes, Va.
Sherman W. Wilkins
Issaquah, Wash.

Joseph A. Zaranka
Bloomfield, Conn.

Richard Carr
National Chapliain Emeritus
Sprirglield, Va.

ex officio

John A. Shaud
Executive Director
Air Force Association
Arlington, Va.
Donald J. Harlin
National Chaplain
Albuquerque, N.M
John D. Ryan
National Commander
Arnold Air Society
Champaign, IIl.

For information
on state and
local AFA
contacts, see
www.afa.org
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Books

Compiled by Chequita Wood, Editorial Associate

509th Composite
Group. Mid Coast Mar-
keting, Columbus, OH
(877-330-0870). 107
pages. $60.00.

1001 Things Everyone
Should Know About
World War II. Frank E.
Vandiver. Broadway
Books, New York (800-
733-3000). 260 pages
$26.95

America’s Wars. Alan
Axelrod. John Wiley &

Sons, New York (877-

762-2974). 550 pages.
$40.00.

Inside Delta Force:
The Story of
America’s Elite
Counterterrorist Unit.
Command Sgt. Maj.
Eric L. Haney, USA
(Ret.). Delacorte Press,
New York (800-726-
0600). 324 pages
$25.95.

Left for Dead: A
Young Man’s Search
for Justice for the
USS Indianapolis.
Pete Nelson. Delacorte
Press, New York (800-
726-0600). 201 pages.
$15.95.

No Gun Ri: A Military
History of the Korean
War Incident. Robert
L. Bateman. Stackpole
Books, Mechanicsburg,
PA (800-732-3669). 302
pages, $22.95.
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North American XB-
70A Valkyrie:
WarbirdTech Series
Vol. 34. Dennis R,
Jenkins and Tony
Landis. Specialty Press
Publishers and Whole-
salers, North Branch,
MN (800-895-4585).
104 pages. $16.95.

The Savage Wars of
Peace: Small Wars
and the Rise of Ameri-
can Power. Max Boot.
Basic Books, New York
(800-386-5656). 428
pages. $30.00.

The Secrets of Inchon:
The Untold Story of the
Most Daring Covert Mis-
sion of the Korean War.
Cmdr. Eugene Franklin
Clark, USN (Ret.). G.P.
Putnam’s Sons, New York
(800-788-6262). 325
pages. $26.95.

September 11: A Tes-
timony. Tim Moore.
Reuters and Prentice
Hall PTR, Upper Saddie
River, NJ (800-282-
0693). 266 pages.
$29.00.

Six Days of War: June

1967 and the Making SIX IMYS

of the Modern Middle

East. Michael B. Oren. ug,ﬂ,&'_‘,,
Oxford University |

Press, New York (800-
451-7556). 446 pages.
$30.00.

Strategic Denial and
Deception: The
Twenty-First Century
Challenge. Roy God-
son and James J. Wirtz,
eds. Transaction Pub-
lishers, New Brunswick,
NJ (888-999-6778). 256
. pages. $29.95.

STRATEGIC
DENIAL
AND
DECEPTIRN

oy Fam
ombsry

Taps: Notes From a
Natlon's Heart. Rich-
ard H. Schneider. Will-
iam Morrow, New York
(212-207-7000). 134
pages. $19.95.

RICTAER 1 RSN

The Twenty-Five Year
Century: A South Viet-
namese General Re-
members the Indo-
china War to the Fall
of Saigon. Lam Quang
Thi. University of North
Texas Press, Denton,
TX (800-826-8911). 423
pages. $32.95,

United We Stand: A
Visual Journey of
Wartime Patriotism.
Richard J. Perry.
Collectors Press,
Portland, OR (800-
423-1848). 128
pages. $19.95.

— US Light Carri-
ers in Action:
Warships No.
16. Squadron/
Signal Publica-
= tions, Carrollton,
& X (800-527-

- 7427). 49 pages.
$9.95.

Victory in Vietnam:
The Official History of
the People's Army of
Vietnam, 1954—1975.
Translated by Merle L.
Pribbenow. University
Press of Kansas,
Lawrence KS (785-864-
4155). 494 pages.
$49.95.

With 3 Para to the
Falklands. Graham
Colbeck. Stackpole
Books, Mechanicsburg,
PA (800-732-3669). 224
pages. $29.95.
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Pieces of History

Photography by Paul Kennedy

Flying the Needle

With its long needle nose, the Douglas
X-3 inevitably acquired the name
Stiletto. The Air Force and the National
Advisory Committee for Aeronautics—
iorerunner to NASA—had hoped to use
u for exploring high-speed aerodynamics
up to Mach 2. But on its first official
night—Oct. 20, 1952, at Edwards AFB,
Calif—the X-3 proved difficult to contro!
cecause of low power and tiny wings.

a8

The highest speed it ever reached was
Mach *.2—achieved while accelerating
in a 3C-degree dive. Only ore X-3 was
completed, and it went to the Air Force
Museum in 1956. However, data from
the aircraft’s flights did help in the
development of the F-104, X-15, and
SR-71. The X-3 also proved the
usefulness of titanium as a heat-
resistant melal.
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NEMESIS
CAMN DEFEAT

LESS TIME

‘\' \ A MISSILE IN

|

THAN IT TAKES

J

Y o TO RERD

THIS SENTENCE.

AN/AAG-24(Y) / ART 12246 NEMESIS

L] 24

DEPLOYED TODAY: The NEMESIS system is the only directional infrared countermeasures
system in production and protecting aircraft today. It has been chosen as the system of choice
by the U.S. Air Force and Special Operation Forces, the U.K. Air Force, Navy and Army, and the
Australien Air Force to protect their rotary- and fixed-wing aircraft from the infrared threat.

READY FOR TOMORROW: As the threat evolves, so will NEMESIS. We have committed our
resources to developing drap-in improvements that have been proven effective in live fire
testing, including the Viper mid-infrared laser, the WANDA all-laser transmitter and the

Multispectral Multi-Image Two-Color IR Missile Warning Sensor.

Technology's Edge. NORTHROP GRUMMAN

©2001 Northrop Grumman Corporation /

www.northropcrumman.com



Before the C-17 Globemaster |ll,
major airlift missions meant
first establishing major ground
support operations. That took
time, manpower and machinery,
all in short supply in time of

crisis. But the C-17 changed

that forever. With its unique
design and unmatched flexibility,
the C-17 can load and unload

payloads up to 160,000 Ibs.

in under thirty minutes, with

About all it needs for S ground.

minimum crew and logistics
support. Which means more
airlift missions get off the ground,

instead of being stuck on it.

www.boeing.com





