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Praof Through Performance | 7#is Joint Strike Fighter for the United States Air Force is totally
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Editorial

By John T. Correll, Editor in Chief

Down Payment

v last winter, a consensus had

formed that the armed forces
were in trouble. They had been cut
repeatedly, yet they were deploying
to conflicts and contingencies more
often than before.

Readiness was down. Spare parts
and munitions were depleted. Capi-
tal equipment was wearing out and
not being replaced. Time and again,
force modernization had been post-
poned.

By various estimates that crossed
partisan lines, the services needed
tetween $50 billion and $100 billion
more a year just to avoid slipping
further into decline. On its way out
cf town, the Clinton Administration
groposed a modest defense increase.

Immediate relief was expected
f-om the Bush Administration, which
Fad made military decline a main
theme of the election campaign,
promising that help was on the way.

Thus, it came as a surprise in
January when the White House an-
nounced that Bush would stick with
tne 2002 Clinton defense budget until
Secretary of Defense Donald Rums-
feld had completed a sweeping re-
view of force structure and require-
ments.

Bush said the Clinton budget he
inherited was “only a start.” The “full
imvestment” would be forthcoming af-
ter the Rumsfeld review. “We must
put strategy first, then spending,” he
said. “Our defense vision will drive
our defense budget, not the other
way around.”

Meanwhile, the Administration
turned its energies toward a more
urgent priority, pushing a tax cut
through Congress.

To conduct the review, Rumsfeld
brought in teams of outsiders, who
labored behind closed doors. That
gave rise to all sorts of rumors about
changes and reductions.

In May, Rumsfeld launched a
news media blitz to explain that the
review had been misinterpreted. It
was exploratory and informational,
he said, and no big decisions had
been made. The action shifted to the
Pentagon’s regular Quadrennial De-
fense Review, which had been side-
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lined in deference to the outsider re-
view.

Halfway through the year, the armed
forces got a supplemental appropria-
tion for 2001. The amcunt was about
a third of what they actually needed,
but they would not have to park their
airplanes for lack of operating funds.

Because of the drawn-out review,
however, the Pentagon was dead last
among federal agencies in submiz-

What priority does the
White House put on
defense?

ting its revised 2002 budget to Con-
gress, which it did in late June. By
then, the tax cut had consumed much
of the budget surplus, and other
claimants had gotten their bids in for
the money that was laft.

The 2002 defense budget proposal
is $328.9 billion, an incr=ase of $18.4
billion. Rumsfeld will not say how
much he asked for, but according 1o
press reports, he was cut off at the
pass—and not for the rirst time—by
the Office of Management and Bud-
get.

Rumsfeld wanted a S35 billion in-
crease for 2002. The OMB counter-
proposal was $15 billion. The settle-
ment wasn't far from OMB’s number.

Asked if the defense review hed
been budget-driven after all, Rums-
feld quipped that “life is budget-
driven.” Perhaps so, but the Admiri-
stration’s whole premise for staging
the review and deferring a decision
on defense had been to establish
the requirement first and let that de-
termine the budget.

Rumsfeld reminds us that the pro-
posed increase is the biggest for de-
fense in years, and he is correct.
But as he also knows. it leaves a big
gap, some of which Rumsfeld hopes
to fill with the next budget.

He told Congress -hat it will take
$347 billion in 2003 “to keep the

department going next year on a
straight-line basis with no substan-
tial improvements” and “before ad-
dressing important transformation
issues.”

That calls for another increase as
big as the $18 billion proposed for
2002, which will undoubtedly meet
resistance from OMB. Even if he gets
the full amount, Rumsfeld will be
hard-pressed to cover the existing
problems with it.

He will still be looking for money
to pay for two of the Administration’s
declared objectives: ballistic missile
defense and transforming the mili-
tary to exploit the technological Revo-
lution ir Military Affairs.

A new cloud appeared on the ho-
rizon in late July, with reports that a
revised estimate now projects the
federal surplus to be lower than ex-
pected next year. The 2002 defense
proposzl may have to be scaled back.

The President properly described
some of the early budget numbers
as a “down payment." Up to now,
though, OMB has been allowed to
prevail consistently in interdepart-
mental negotiations. That raises the
question of what priority the Admin-
istration really puts on defense.

The promised defense recovery
looks to be running out of gas.

The suggestion is made, both in-
side and outside of government, that
most of the recovery, recapitaliza-
tion, ard transformation of the mili-
tary can be funded by cost savings,
cutbacks, and internal realignments.

No doubt some reductions can—
and should—be made, but in situa-
tions lixe this, the most deserving
candidates have a way of escaping
the nocse. Also, it is not realistic to
believe that the services can come
up witk enough savings to pay for
10 years of neglect.

In 1995, for the first time in al-
most 50 years, the nation’s alloca-
tion for defense slipped below 4.0
percent of the Gross Domestic Prod-
uct. Not coincidentally, it is since then
that the worst of the military deterio-
ration has occurred.

It all depends on where the priori-
ties lie. =
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Horse Races

One of the few points | agree with
[in the editorial “The Purpose of War,”
August, p. 2]is: “The objective is not
to destroy the enemy but to gain a
strategic result.” | suggest that you
cannot gain strategic result without
eliminating your enemy’s will to re-
sist and attack you (a basic tenet of
Sun Tzu). Effects-based targeting just
doesn’t work.

No one can doubt the measure of
effectiveness we demonstrated dur-
ing the Gulf War. | witnessed first-
hand the daily rack-up of bridges and
tanks destroyed, infrastructure dam-
aged, but we never really impacted
the will of the leadership in Baghdad.

While it may be true that the daily
[no-fly-zone] missions over Iraqg pre-
vent the missile sites from powering
up their radar, our 11th year in this
role has not impacted the will of the
Iragis to fire the odd missile now and
then. Our continuing role in the Gulf
would have ended long ago [if we
had] adopted Professor [Conrad]
Crane’s measure of successful war:
“It concludes with a triumphant march
through the enemy capital.”

Lt. Col. Herbert M. Harrington Jr.,

ANG (Ret.)
Wilmington, Del.

While | agree with the basic premise,
all of the tenets endorsed in the edi-
torial have been articulated for cen-
turies, the earliest example being
found in The Art of War.

The basic message is to attack the
enemy’s political center of gravity,
defeating him if you are successful
and thereby gaining your own politi-
cal objective as a result. As noted by
Clausewitz, “War is politics by other
means.” Obviously, the military strat-
egy or tactic used to attack an
enemy’s center should be tailored to
the objective of the attack. In some
cases land forces are appropriate, in
others they are not. As a service it's
important that we be intellectually
honest when new thinking occurs and
when it doesn’t—this time it didn't.

Col. Charles J. Jernigan,
USAF (Ret.)
Edmond, Okla.

Being one of only 44 US Army Air
Forces officers [in] World War Il who
were qualified—.50-caliber gunners
(MOS 611), navigators (MOS 1034),
bombardiers (MOS 1035), and radar
cbservers, bcmbardmant (MOS 0142)
[4sing] AN/APQ-13 raedar—I take ex-
ception to your remark: “[The Circular
Error Probable—] the Air Force’s stan-
dard calculation of accuracy—for long-
range bombers was 3.300 feet.”

Ourtraining ended on Aug. 25, 1945,
znd the margin of error was 50 feet.
As long as the pilot could see to take
off and land, finding the target area
end obliterating the target, completely
covered by clouds was a simple task
with the AN/APQ-13 radar and Norden
bombsight. We were trained as the
odd man of a B-29 crew, an aide to the
r:avigator and bombardier for the No-
vember invasion of Japan.

The method we were trained for
riavigating and bombing through ove--
cast [conditions] is nct even covered
in the Radar Obs=zrver's (Bombard-
rment) Informatior File, July 1945,
issued to me Sept. 4, 1945, two days
before | was to be transferred from
Williams Field, Ariz., to Herrington,
Kan., a B-29 overseas staging base.
Transfer to take effect 1800 hours,
Sept. 6, 1945. Hostilities with Japan
ended at 1530 hours Mountain Time
Sept. 6, 1945, and not Aug. 14, 1945.
Transfer canceled at 16C0 hours Sept.
€, 1945. My 201 file proves the above.

Capt. Herbert W. Schimke
Onekama, Mich.

® [twas nota “remark.” It was a fact.

In 1943, the CEP—the standard mea-

Do you have a comment about a
current article intha magazine? Write
to “Letters,” Air Force Magazine, 1501
Lee Highway, Arlington. VA 22209-
1198. (E-mail: letters@afa.org.) Let-
ters should be ccncise and timely.
We cannot acknowledge receipt of
letters. We reserve the right to con-
dense letters. Letters without name
and city/base anc stzte are not ac-
ceptable. Photographs cannot be
used or returned.—THE EDITORS

sure of bombing accuracy—for B-17s
was 3,300 feet. By 1970, the CEP for
F-4s delivering iron bombs in Viet-
nam was down to 500 feet. In Opera-
tion Desert Storm in 1991, F-117s
achieved a CEP of 10 feet with laser-
guided bombs. The CEP for B-2s in
the air war over Serbia was 20 feet,
but they did it without laser designa-
tion, using satellite data from the
Global Positioning System instead.—
THE EDITORS

Three Fighters

Bravec Zulu (Navy slang for “job well
done”) to John Tirpak for his outstand-
ing article “The Three Fighters” [July,
p. 26]. He did a wonderful job of ex-
plaining the roles and missions and
more importantly the need for the F-22
Raptor, Joint Strike Fighter, and Su-
per Hornet. A nation with a $9 trillion
gross domestic product can surely af-

ford all -hree aircraft.
| personally feel that the invest-
ment of precious and scarce taxpayer
dollars for these aircraft is a good air
dominance insurance policy. Far too
often during the 20th century, Ameri-
can military personnel were killed
because this nation lacked air supe-
riority. It should be the policy of this
nation never to let it happen again.
The procurement of these three new
aircraft represents a good first step.
Jim Dolbow
Alexandria, Va.

| applaud your balanced and infor-
mative article on the F/A-18, F-22, and
JSF programs. It surprises me, how-
ever, why discussions of tactical air-
power and its cost always ignore the
othertactical air assets—the US Army’s
attack helicopters. The Comanche,
currently under development, is an
enormously expensive aircraft—the
GAO recently reported that each will
cost $39 million and the total program
cost will be $48.1 billion. Thus, a heli-
copter will cost more than an F-16 or
even a JSF. Longbow Apaches are
less expensive, “only” $24 million
apiece eccording to the CBO, and then
there's the Black Hawk upgrades esti-
mated to cost several billion dollars.

Allthatis real money. It would there-
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fore seem that any discussion of tac-
tical aviation—what is needed, what it
costs, and what can be trimmed—
should always include the price tag
and utility of attack helicopters. Cost
is certainly important, but if we also
consider the factors of range, pay-
load, and vulnerability, how do attack
helicopters stack up against the Su-
per Hornet, Raptor, and JSF?
Phillip S. Meilinger
McLean, Va.

The Axe

This is truly a time of testing the
courage and integrity of high ranking
active duty Air Force officers to speak
up about the dangerous and destruc-
tive proposal to take out of service
more than a third of our most capable
strategic bombers, the B-1. [See “Aero-
space World: In Major Shift, B-1B
Bomber Fleet Comes Under the Axe,”
August, p. 13.]

The B-1 bomber is a paid for, rela-
tively new, and very effective strategic
weapon system. In an era when our
bombers—B-52s—are very old orrela-
tively new but very few in numbers—
B-2—it will be a terrible mistake to
phase out some of our B-1s and to
consolidate the remainder at just two
bases. If we phase out B-1 bombers, in
the near future we will be desperately
trying to develop, fund, and build re-
placements at a terrible cost and per-
haps too late for America.

Col. Robert M. Byrom,
USAF (Ret.)
Crozet, Va.

Speaking of the Last Flight
In your article “The Last Flight of
Wang Wei” [July, p. 51], the author
compared the F-8 to the MiG-21. Even
though the F-8 is a modified design
borrowing much from the MiG-21, a
more accurate comparison would be

to the Su-15 Flagon.

Capt. Todd Breitmann,
Florida ANG,
Tyndall AFB, Fla.

“The Last Flight of Wang Wei" per-
petuated the incorrect designation of
the Chinese pilot's aircraft that has
appeared in the media since the inci-
dent on April 1. It was not an F-8 but
a J-8, built by the Shenyang Aircraft
Corp. The original J-8 was a Chi-
nese-built derivative of the single-
engine MiG-21, which the Chinese
have operated since the early 1960s.
The J-8 Il which Wei flew is a twin-
engine, greatly upgraded design.

Cmdr. Peter B. Mersky,
USNR (Ret.)
Alexandria, Va.

| realize this is a sensitive subject
that must be approached with utmost
care, but this EP-3 spyplane [Distin-
guished Flying Cross] award matter
has been grinding on me since it
occurred.

First let me say that | am very
proud of the airmanship exhibited by
the entire crew and especially the
pilots. Without question they are made
of the stuff it takes to be military
pilots, and | applaud their efforts and
successful landing. Even so, they did
exactly what would be expected of
them and saved their own and their
crew members’ lives. There is, how-
ever, a matter of precedent and fair-
ness that has thus far been ignored.

These DFCs were awarded for a
single mission, not even a true com-
bat mission, whereas | can recall thou-
sands of pilots risking their lives flying
real combat missions in Korea, Viet-
nam, and the Gulf War and at the end
of their tours getting a pat on the back
for a job well done and a ticket back to
the real world. What about them? The
comparison effectively downgrades
the contribution of every pilot who
completed a combat tour and was
never even considered for anything
more than multiple Air Medals.

[Blased upon this precedent, ev-
ery pilot and aircrew member who
didn't get at least one DFC for the
aforesaid combat tours should get
one now, even if it be posthumously,
regardiess of the cost.

Lt. Col. Rolland S. Freeman,
USAF (Ret.)
Longboat Key, Fla.

The Time Bomb

Regrettably, this “time bomb” has
already gone off and [Air Force lead-
ers] do not even know they have been
fragged when the best they can offer
is “recruitment will likely be the key to
maintaining civilian workforce qual-
ity.” [See “The Civil Service Time
Bomb,” July, p. 54.]

If accident investigators arrived on
the scene of this bomb blast, what
would they find? They would find the
field littered with mortally wounded:
The bodies of those who recognized
these problems early on but because
of indifference, aterminal case of the
Peter Principle, or politics, just passed
the buck.

They would find severely wounded:
Those personnel who are in the civil-
ian personnel system but do not have
the requisite training or experience to
function in the job. Unreasonable pri-
ority placement practices and classifi-
ers that impose specious reasoning to
a position force unqualified personnel
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into critical areas, such as Precision
Measuring Equipment Laboratories.
Personnel departments, either through
incompetence or through intention, er-
roneously keep personnel costs in
check by misclassifying a range of per-
sonnel for positions. How can anyone
reasonably expect a PMEL technician,
with years of formal training and certi-
fication in metrology and calibration, to
be replaced by a civil service electron-
ics mechanic with no formal training in
metrology and calibration?

Investigators would also find the
walking wounded: Those haggard per-
sonnel who get the job done but must
wait an inordinate amount of time for
reinforcements. When a Civilian Per-
sonnel Office is notified that an orga-
nization will have a vacancy, [it is]
unable to provide a timely list of
replacements. The system is so pon-
derous, inefficient, and ineffective that
CPOs may not be able to produce a
certificate for up to six months. If a
[security] clearance or a newly re-
leased veteran is involved in the se-
lection, add more time for waivers,
paperwork processing, and such. If
the position requires a position re-
view, add more time—months.

And lastly, the [investigators would
find] those who are just shell-shocked:
Those in critical positions that are
misclassified and improperly graded.
Air Force civil service directors of
aircraft maintenance are classified
under the same family of Office of
Personnel Management jobs as cem-
etery administration and dry clean-
ing and laundry plant management.

Or you can ask OPM what is the
difference between an aircraft me-
chanic and a person who, as a condi-
tion of employment, must hold an
FAA airframe and power plant certifi-
cate with which to work. Guaranteed
[the answer] you will get: “They are
both just mechanics.”
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How can any agency recruit quali-
fied replacements when those who
classify these positions do not know
what they are doing? Is it unreason-
able to expect that if positions are
properly classified, qualified person-
nel could be recruited?

Maybe the recruitment effort needs
to start at headquarters, OPM, and
civil personnel offices. The current
crop has buried us with incompe-
tence, inefficiency, and indifference.

Mark A. Hewitt
Deputy Director of Maintenance
Laughlin AFB, Tex.

You addressed the fact that, for
the most part, USAF can’t compete
with private sector pay scales and
that “recruitment requires emphasis
on other attractions, such as job se-
curity, generous leave allowances,
and travel opportunities.”

When | began my career with the
Air Force 15 years ago, that was true.
Job security is no longer there. | would
like to retire from the Air Force, but it
is very likely that | won’t have the
opportunity. There was a time when
benefits like job security made up for
lower pay. No more.

You point out only six paragraphs
later that “the goal is to reduce the
share of the workforce made up of
permanent civil service employees.”
Then later you talk about outsourcing
and base closures. Every time there
is another A-76 study, more jobs are
lost. If the function isn’t totally out-
sourced, then jobs are cut to make
the function competitive. | am stowly
watching all of our base jobs being
nibbled away, and on top of that is
the possibility that the base may close
anyway during the next round of clos-
ings. That seems to be what DOD
wants. It really doesn’'t matter what
installation we work at, the same thing
is happening everywhere.

| am proud to be an Air Force civil-
ian employee, but | wouldn't make the
same decision now, and | wouldn’t
recommend anyone else do, either.
The benefits like leave and insurance
are still good, but job security doesn’t
exist anymore. There is high turnover
in industry, but if you are likely to lose
your job anyway, go for the bucks.
Gary Chamberlain
Warner Robins, Ga.

| found the article very interesting,
particularly the paragraph that stated
aircraft engine mechanics are in the
top 10 of the hardest-to-fill civil ser-
vice jobs. As a former USAF jet en-
gine mechanic and current USAF
engine field rep, | keep a close watch
on current aircraft engine mechanic
job openings. The most experienced
engine mechanics available for the
military aircraft/engine environment
are those who used to wear the uni-
form, specifically recent military re-
tirees.

There are a couple key reasons
why the majority of these folks are
not attracted to civil service engine
mechanic positions. One is the 180-
day hiring restriction. This is a built-
in obstacle that prevents various fed-
eral agencies from being competitive
with private companies. By the time
the 180-day time window has passed,
most of those skilled mechanics, who
wish to remain engine mechanics,
have been recruited by a private com-
pany.

The second main reason is simple:
pay. The majority of wrench turning
civil service engine mechanics will
never rise above the wage of a WG-
10. Many of the job openings over the
past few years have been as low as
the WG-07/08 level. | guess those
who have the hiring power have never
heard, “You get what you pay for.”

Tim Tursick
Luke AFB, Ariz.

It’s Frightening

Interservice rivalry has always been
with us, and outward exhibits of es-
prit de corps are laudatory—when
held within the bounds of civility and
common sense. But | find assertions
by [retired Army] Gen. Gordon Sulli-
van to be offensive, unprofessional,
and thoroughly in error. [See “Aero-
space World: Army Supporters Lash
Out at Technology, Missile Defense,
Airpower, and Spending ‘Rat Hole’ in
Space,” July, p. 13.]

When he made the attributed re-
marks—"ground forces [in the 1991
Gulf War] achieved in 100 hours what
airpower could not achieve in six
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weeks of around-the-clock bomb-
ings"—did he actually believe that
our Army could have as easily sliced
through the Iragi forces had not our
airpower (Air Force, Navy, Marine,
and Army) first knocked out their ra-
dar (thus their commanders’ eyes and
ears), vanquished their air forces,
and ultimately reduced their ground
troops to a point of utter apathy?
Coalition victory, to me, was al-
ways inevitable, but our effortless
progress in the ground war was due
in no small part to the initial air on-
slaught. | find such shorisightedness
by one of our nation’s top staff offi-
cers to be not only obtuse but damn
frightening.
Jim Vanore
Cape May County, N.J.

Early Overflights

The article “The Early Overflights”
[June, p. 60]makes the following state-
mentregarding ajoint USAF-USN over-
flight program in the spring of 1952:
“The twin-engine, unpressurized P2V-
3W ... Neptune flew at about 15,000
feet and identified radar and radio sig-
nals that would indicate radar sites
and airfields. The pressurized RB-50
flew much higher and well behind the
Neptune. Crews on these flights main-

What kind of man are you? ki
‘-:Whether chipping away at a vertical assault or taking
on a mountain of tasks closer to home, you can ays
court on the multi-tool experts at Leatherman.'For
peak performance, try the Wave, our most comfortable
and versatile tool. In sub-zero temps, just don’t touch it
with your tongue.

tained complete radio silence, so ev-
erything depended upon timing, as the
RB-50 was to photograph the areas
the Neptune identified.”

I'd like to ask how, with complete
radio silence, did the RB-50 crew
know which areas the Neptune had
identified for it to photograph?

Henry R. Kramer,
London, Ky.

B The RB-50 flew above and behind
but within visual range of the Nep-
tune. Good catch.—rTHE EDiITORS

[When NRO historian] Cargill Hall
informed me that the Heartthrob pro-
gram [overflights conducted by “light-
weight” RB-57As] was now declassi-
fied, and | could make a full presentation
[at the Defense Intelligence Agency
symposium] to include the specific mis-
sions, | setto work putting the 45-year-
old story together. Immediately | hitthe
“declining memory” wall.

There were no records, other than
the flying hours on my Form 5, show-
ing that | had flown over 800 hours in
the Heartthrob version of the RB-57
and 165 hours at pressure suit alti-
tudes—about 75 percent of the high
altitude missions flown between Oc-
tober 1955 and August 1956. All of

the Heartthrob overflights over the
USSR satellite countries were most
likely flown in this time period. Study-
ing the maps after all these years, |
was able to remember three missions
in Hungary and Czechoslovakia and
one abort on penetration in the north-
ern Adriatic Sea.

There were no records and no pho-
tos that could be linked to the project
after allthese years. Secrecy was such
that no records were kept, no logbooks
or diaries, no squadron or group files.
Nothing was kept at the time, so obvi-
ously nothing was available to recon-
struct some 45 years later. One of the
more amazing aspects of the Heartthrob
program, to me, was the degree to
which its security was never compro-
mised. We had the airplanes on the
Rhein Main AB [Germany] flight line
every day for over four years, and our
secret missions were never compro-
mised to my knowledge.

Some 45 years later you will not
find the Heartthrob mission talked
about in histories and documenta-
ries. They all leap from the B-45s to
the B-47s and then to the U-2s and
SR-71s. And even those in the know
act as though all the Canberra recce
flying was done by the RAF—this in
spite of the openness of the 10

Explore the world of Leatherman at wwwv.leatherman.com, Or call 1-800-762-3611 for a Leatherman dealer near ycu
Available in sporting goods and hardware departments of retailers nationwice.
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people.

Heartthrob aircraft on flight lines in
Europe and in the Pacific in 1955-59
and with [Soviet leader Nikita] Khrush-
chev openly complaining about Can-
berra overflying. And in 1955 Rhein
Main was already a joint-use base
with Air France, Lufthansa, et al., in
and out every day.

[“The Early Overflights”] article
concentrated on the Asian overflights
during and after the Korean conflict
and the SAC overflights of the USSR.
Undoubtedly these missions were
more important and more dangerous
and deservedly more interesting. To
his credit, however [Walter J.] Boyne
is the first author I've read who men-
tioned the Slick Chick and a light-
weight Heartthrob RB-57 at all.

Three Heartthrob pilots—Col. Joe
Guthrie, Lt. Col. Lou Picciono Jr.,
and me—and one Slick Chick pilot,
Col. Cecil Rigsby, were participants
in the DIA symposium. There were
only 10 Heartthrob aircraft—six in
Europe and four in the Pacific. And
they were not RB-57 configuration.

Maj. Gen. Gerry Cooke,
USAF (Ret.)
San Antonio

[“The Early Overtlights” article states]
“RB-45s were withdrawn from daylight
operations.” Our crew with photo navi-
gator Capt. Joseph G. Girardo, pilot
1st Lt. Oliver K. Nasby, and | flew all
but one of 35 missions in daylight over
North Korea and other places.

Maj. William J. Kristen Jr.,
USAF (Ret.)
St. Louis

® We stand corrected.—THE EDITORS

Taking Offense

As an integrated avionics technician
assigned to the 4450th Tactical Group
from 1982 to 1986, | thoroughly en-
joyedthe article inthe June issue about
the F-117, especially the story about
the short history of the F-117. [See
“Two Decades of Stealth,” p. 32.]

However, | was offended by the
statement in that story: “Pilots on the
program were selected for maturity
and skill but led a monastic exist-
ence, living at the secret base and
flying in the dead of night, and com-
ing home to their families only on the
weekends.” The same high standards
applied to the maintainers who put
their hearts and souls into the suc-
cess of the program.

For the first years of the program,
maintainers were also handpicked for
technical skills, maturity, and ability to
deal with new systems and new prob-
lems. We also were on-site all week

and only saw our families on the week-
ends. Who do you think gets the planes
in the air and prepares them to fly
again after a tough night of missions?
All of us in the program were well
aware of the importance and prestige
of getting the aircraft off the ground
every night, and fixing them every day,
especially in the early days when we
were all learning just how the aircraft
worked and how much care it required.
| have never worked with such a
group of professional people who had
to be a cut above the average in
technical skills and who also had to
tolerate family separation. Please give
these people the credit they deserve
for making this program the success
that it was and still is!
SMSgt. Craig M. Happ,
USAF (Ret.)
Khamis Mushayt, Saudi
Arabia

The First Air Staff

In regard to Herman S. Wolk’s ar-
ticle “The First Air Staff’ [June, p. 66]:
I must take exception to his statement
that the Combined Chiefs of Staff was
createdin August 1941 atthe Argentia,
Newfoundland, conference between
Prime Minister Churchill and Presi-
dent Roosevelt. No such action oc-
curred at that conference. Moreover,
Roosevelt did not make any military
commitments although Churchill was
very desirous of getting America in-
volved against both Nazi Germany
and the Japanese empire.

The main purpose of the confer-
ence was the proclamation of the
Atlantic Charter, a statement of rights
and principles by the heads of the
two most prominent democratic gov-
ernments. High level military officials
from both countries attended the con-
ference, including Maj. Gen. Henry
H. Arnold.

The Combined Chiefs of Staff of the
wartime Allies was actually created in
Washington, D.C., at the conference
held in December 1941 to January
1942 known as Arcadia, which fol-
lowed American entrance into World
War Il. See Roosevelt: The Soldier of
Freedomby James MacGregor Burns
(p. 183) and also The Grand Alliance
by Winston Churchill, who stated that
the most valuable result of Arcadia
was the setting up of the Combined
Chiefs of Staff Committee (p. 686).

In his book Global Mission Arnold
discusses the meetings at Argentia
where he expressed his ideas on the
use of airpower against Germany or
Japan and the fact that the diversion
of American production of aircraft and
related equipment to Great Britain and
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Russia would be to the detriment of

the US Army Air Forces’ combat ef-

fectiveness that had been given so

much emphasis since the fall of France
in June 1940.

Brig. Gen. Richard B. Posey,

USAF (Ret.)

Camp Hill, Pa.

= We did indeed mix up the formal
creation. In his book, Arnold calls the
August meeting the “forerunner” of
the Combined Chiefs of Staff.—rHe
EDITORS

| read with great pride and consid-
erable nostalgia “The First Air Staft.”
In particular | was most pleased to
see my father (George H. Brett) pic-
tured and to read that he had been
properly identified as the acting Chief
of the Air Corps—a point most au-
thors have missed in writing about
those so challenging and critical days.

There are probably very few of us
left who were privileged to know these
key players who were instrumental in
putting together the first Air Staff. |
did meet Gen. [George C.] Marshall
on afew occasions and knew Arnold’s
and [Maj.] Gen. [Frank] Andrews’s
families in a very personal way. | am
very grateful that my father shared
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with me, at that time, his views and
permitted me to be present, mainly at
the dinnertable, with these great men.
Needless to say | was given specific
instructions on being seen not heard.
The Army and the Army Air Corps
was very small and all senior officers
knew each other and most had served
together at some time in their ca-
reers. This also included their fami-
lies. For me and many of my friends,
our earliest ambitions were to be pi-
lot officers. Those of us who were
fortunate to realize our ambitions had
a life that could not be equaled.
| found Wolk’s article to be accu-
rate, very interesting, and timely as
we go into this new century. The
more written about those so perilpus
and far reaching times can only cre-
ate a most positive motivation for the
men and women of today’s Air Force.
Lt. Gen. Devol Brett,
USAF (Ret.)
Alexandria, Va.

About Kelly Field

Your excellent article in the July
issue [“The Return of Kelly Field,” p.
46] was well-received by those of us
who were proud to have been gradu-
ated from Kelly Field.

Our Class 42-B was graduated in

two sections: Feb. 6, 1942, and Feb.
13, 1942. Kelly was still a large grass
airfield at that time. Among the Feb. 6
pilots sentto Operational Training Units
was 2nd Lt. Thomas B. McGuire Jr.
The article gave the names of Kelly
Field pilots after whom USAF airbases
were named. It omitted McGuire, who
[flew] P-38s in Fifth Air Force in World
War |l and shot down 38 Japanese
aircraft, becoming the second highest
scoring US fighter pilotin any US war.
McGuire AFB near Ft. Dix, N.J., is
named in his honor. [He was] awarded
the Medal of Honor posthumously.
Col. Thomas Stone Ryan,
USAF (Ret.)
Alexandria, Va.

The article [mentions] the jet-pow-
ered B-36D. To those younger readers
who are unfamiliar with the B-36, this
phrase would seem to indicate that the
Peacemaker was solely jet-powered.
I'm sure you know that the four jet
engines on this aircraft were meant
only to augment the plane’s main power
suite of six [reciprocating] engines.
Perhaps the sentence should have
referred to “the jet-augmented B-36D."

MSgt. James B. Walker,
USAF (Ret.)
Dayton, Ohio
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We Had a Missile Shield

[About] the proposed missile shield,
I really do not know what the plan
would look like or encompass, but here
is one thing | do know: The US at one
time had the best missile defense sys-
tem that was ever assembled or ever
will be assembled. [See “Aerospace
World: Washington Starts Missile De-
fense Sales Pitch,” July, p. 19.] It took
a lot of long hard work by completely
dedicated people. It was operational
from March 1946 to May 1992. it was
called Strategic Air Command.

SAC was commanded by some of
the best generals in the Air Force. It
had the best trained flight crews and
the best maintenance crews in the Air
Force. In its full operational capacity
SAC provided a protective shield that
could only be detecied by satellite
and not always by them. The whole
world knew about SAC, and Russia
and Red China feared it the most.

We have the aircraft and firepower
to build another system just as effec-
tive as SAC was. The Air Force has
some very dedicated and intelligent
peoplein its ranks today. SAC did the
very job it was formed to do and did it
with great pride and success. It can
be done again. There are still some
people around who are descendants
of the old SAC family. They will know
exactly what to do. Yes, | spent 24
years in SAC on the tankers KC-37
and KC-135. | loved every minute of
it. SAC will be back.

CMSgt. Donald W. Grannan,
USAF (Ret.)
Fort Worth, Tex.

All Over Again?

[The news item] “Osprey Crash
Caused by Hydraulic, Software Fail-
ures” [“Aerospace World,” June, p.
15] states, “A titanium hydraulic line
burst, causing total loss of fluid in the
V-22’s primary flight control system.”
Is this a case of déja vu all over
again? If memory serves, the F-14
prototype crashed outon Long Island
some 30-plus years ago because of
the failure of titanium hydraulic lines.

Lt. Col. Joseph E. Quinn,
USAF (Ret.)
Las Vegas

To Bomb a Bridge

“The Chart Page: To Bomb a Bridge”
[p. 9] in the July issue tells a great
story of how technology has benefit-
ted the warfighter. However, I'd like to
dispel a misconception concerning the
explosive power of the future Small
Diameter Bomb. While the SDB may
be used against some targets that are
now serviced with a 2,000-pound war-
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head, it will not possess an equivalent
blast/fragmentation capability. There
is no warhead explosive fill that could
be stuffed into a 250-pound bomb that
could match the destructive power of
a Mk 84.

The SDB will be effective because
of its accuracy and its employment
against targets that can be killed with
a small warhead. While bridges have
not been identified as a key SDB
target, further analysis of its poten-
tial capabilities and operational em-
ployment concepts may establish
them as legitimate targets.

Col. Dennis Miner
USAF (Ret.)
Yorktown, Va.

Oh, Those Numbers

Please be very careful of statis-
tics. Your example in the June maga-
zine is misleading. [See “The Chart
Page: The Rated Force Goes Down,”
p. 23.] Yes, there are fewer rated
officers today, but there are also fewer
NCOs and airmen. If you had done
the math, you would know that there
are 11.1 officers per plane in today's
Air Force, compared to 1944’s 4.3
officers per plane.

[A] USAF goal from the late 1980s
was to never have a senior NCO
serve under a junior officer. That is
not a goal anymore as we have many
more officers today than we have
had at any time in our history per
capita for the total population. Please
use your statistics judiciously.

SMSgt. Kevin Perdue,
USAF
Jacksonville, Ark.

[There is a] missing-man rated of-
ficer [statistic from the] year 1944.
[It] is, of course, the bombardier: at
least 20,000.

Lt. Col. Norman F. Comly,
USAF (Ret.)
Lakewood, N.J.

To Abaya or Not

| read with great interest your
article[s] about Maj. [Martha] Mc-
Sally’s inability to conform to the rules
for serving in Saudia Arabia. [See
“Aerospace World: Female USAF
Fighter Pilot Slams Dress Rules in
Saudi Arabia,” June, p. 16, and "Sena-
tors Target Dress Code in Saudi
Arabia,” July, p. 12.]

She claims to be a fighter pilot
because she has been selected to fly
an attack—fighter aircraft. Having
been there for many years, my ver-
sion of a fighter pilot represents more
attitude than just the ability to roll
upside down, put a pipper on a tar-

get, and to press the pickle switch at
some given moment.

A fighter pilot's attitude may not
always be conformity, for he has to do
what needs to be done to succeed
and be able to out think the box in
which he finds himself at any given
moment. The fighter pilots we all think
of and know as heroes did not achieve
their greatness by opposing their
country’s rules and theircommander’s
policies. They lived within those bound-
aries and did what was required of
them—being able to stretch the enve-
lope just a little more in performance.
Can't you just see a Bong, McGuire,
QOlds, or Ritchie creating an interna-
tional situation because he has to
wear a long-sleeve shirt to go into
town between sorties?

Robert E. Patterson,
Shalimar, Fla.

Never underestimate an adversary.
Never overestimate an ally. None of
our military personnel are “property”
of the Saudis. The Muslim kingdom
needs USAF personnel more than
we have requirements for their oil.
The United States has oil resources
in our own territory. Do not waste our
youths on allies that are not worth a
grain of sand.

Emmett N. Bailey Jr.
Henderson, N.C.

Is it just an example of arrogance
or is [McSally] really that ignorant of
protoceol? We have lived and worked
in Saudi Arabia for more than five
years. With more than 25 years of
active duty on both the enlisted and
officer sides of the workforce we find
her attitude offensive.

More than 17 years of our Air Force
life was spent working and living in
countries around the world. We al-
ways had respect for cultural diversi-
ties. The abaya is just one of the
items we have to contend with while
having the privilege of living and
working around members of another
society. My wife wears the abaya
when out in public and has a scarf
around her neck. If confronted by a
religious policeman she pulls the scarf
over her head to cover her hair. We
then proceed on with our business
without additional problems.

If the major is traveling in a car
from one point to another without
mingling with the local population,
there is no need to wear the abaya.
However, to prevent problems with
local authorities, she should respect
their cultural and religious differences.
It's a small price to pay when serving
in an overseas location. The com-
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mander should stick to the rules and

not change them for one disgruntled
employee.

Douglass and Tonya Dippert

Khamis Mushayt, Saudi

Arabia

One More on WASPs

Ruth Helm’s June letter [“WASPs,”
p. 7] is not quite correct. | was sta-
tioned at Great Falls, Mont., with the
7th Ferrying Group in October 1942.
My first flight to Alaska was Oct. 16,
1942. | made 28 flights to Alaska after
that. We first took the P-39s, A-20s,
B-25s, and C-47s to Fairbanks where
the Russian pilots would then fly them
to Russia. There were some women
Russian pilots, also flying planes to
Russia. It was later that we flew to
Nome where the Russian pilots took
over. And we also flew into Anchor-
age where pilots flying in the Aleutian

Islands would pick them up.
Lt. Col. Robert J. Craig,
USAF (Ret.)
Novato, Calif.

Correction

In the May issue, the contrac-
tor listed for the C-21 on p. 146 in
the “Gallery of USAF Weapons”
should be Gates Learjet.
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Flashback

An Enclosed Cockpit, Please.

The crew of this B-9 might have been a
bit chilly in their open cockpits, but this
bomber's technology was on the leading
edge when Boeing designed it in 1930.
The B-9 was the Air Corps’ first all-metal
monoplane bomber. The low-wing air-
craft had internally braced cantilever
wings and retractable landing gear. It
had a .30-caliber machine gun in the
front and rear cockpits and could carry

14

WA

more than 2,000 pounds of bombs. With
two 600 hp R-1860-11 engines in na-
celles ahead of the wings, the Y1B-9A
version produced a maximum speed of
188 mph. Such speeds made open
cockpi's impractical, and the B-9 was
one of the last US open-cockpit bomb-
ors. Only seven were built. The B-9
never antered production, being sur-
passed by the Mart'n B-12.
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Verbatim

By Robert S. Dudney, Executive Editor

Once Is Enough

“[A]m | confident we can have a ...
successful base closing round? The
answer is no, I'm not. And no one
could be. It is a very difficult thing to
do. ... After a great deal of consulta-
tion on the Hill, the conclusion by
the people who were doing that con-
sulting was that a single [base clo-
sure] round would be better than two
or three or five or 10, the latter be-
ing akin to cutting a dog’'s tail off
one inch at a time, hoping it doesn't
hurt so much."—Secretary of De-
fense Donald Rumsfeld, Aug. 3 re-
marks to Pentagon reporters.

Running on Empty

“If we don't have $18 billion, we
won’t do $18 billion. ... There has
been a request for additional funds
for defense ... and in education. | do
think we're going to have to exer-
cise some fiscal discipline. We may
not be able to see as much spend-
ing as some people would like in a
number of areas."—Sen. Trent Lott
(R—Miss.), Senate minority leader,
in July 31 Washington Times. He
referred to President Bush’s re-
quest to increase next year’s Pen-
tagon budget by that amount.

What the Rogues Know

“To those who wonder why so many
of the regimes hostile to the United
States—many of them desperately
poor—are investing such enormous
sums of money to acquire ballistic
missiles, | suggest this possible an-
swer: They know we don’t have any
[anti-missile] defenses.”"—Deputy
Secretary of Defense Paul Wolf-
owiiz, July 12 statement to the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee.

One Way or Another

“These are not going to be tradi-
tional arms control negotiations with
small armies of negotiators inhabit-
ing the best hotels in Geneva for
months and years at a time. ... It's
our full intention to engage [with Mos-
cow] as robustly, as expeditiously,
and as sincerely as we can. ... We
hope that the Russians will see this
as part of the new strategic frame-
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work in a cooperztive mode that is in
both cf our interests, but we will move
ahead on our own, if need be."—
Undersecretary of State for Arms
Control and International Security
John R. Bolton, July 24 Senate For-
eign Relations Commitiee hearing
on President Bush’s plan for a new
Russian-American “framework”
that includes deployment of US
missile defenses.

Third Tablet of Moses

“[Alny policy that seeks meaning-
tul reductions in nuclear weapons
must include the deployment of ef-
tfective [anti-ballistic missile] defenses.
Defenses provide a hedge against
cheat ng or a sudden breakout from
a deep-cuts agreement. There is the
basis in this logic for a new biparti-
san compact on defenses and disar-
mament. The Bush Administration’s
approach has been heavily weighted
on tha side of the former. Officials
should get started on offensive re-
ducticns and speak more pragmati-
cally about defense plans and pro-
grame. For their part, instead of blindly
defending the ABM treaty as if it were
the third tablet Moses brought down
from the mountair, Democrats should
refocus on the real danger: nuclear
weapons. ... Democrats should not
rule out the desirability of supplement-
ing deterrence with effective defenses
on ideological grounds or on the ba-
sis of a mistaken nostalgia for the
misremembered comforts of [Cold
War—=sra] deterrence."—Barry M.
Blechman, assistant director of the
US Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency 1977-80. in July 25 Los An-
geles Times.

Friendly Advice

“Here’s some unsolicited advice
for two old friends, Donald Rumsfeld
and Paul Wolfowitz: Resign. Right
now, that may be the best service
they could perform for their country,
for it may be the only way to focus
the atiention of the American people—
and the Bush Adninistration—on the
impending evisceration of the Ameri-
can military. ... [A] few weeks ago,
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld went

to the White House to present his
Fiscal Year 2002 budget request.
After some five months of review,
Rumsfzsld had concluded that he
needed approximately $35 billion in
additional funds for FY 2002, with
more to come in FY 2003. ... Rums-
feld wes mauled. The Office of Man-
agement and Budget demanded that
Defense receive only a $15 billion
increase over the Clinton baseline.
They ‘zompromised’ at $18 billion.
President Bush duly approved the
halving of his Defense Secretary’s
request and moved on to more press-
ing business."—Republican politi-
cal commentators Robert Kagan
and William Kristol, in July 23
Weekly Standard.

In Rumsfeld’s Defense

“I'm not asking for him [Rumsfeld]
to resign. He's trying to do the right
thing. He’s just not getting the sup-
port he needs from the White House
and OMB. It all goes back to the tax
cut.”—Rep. Norm Dicks of Wash-
ington, senior Democrat on House
defense appropriations subcom-
mittee, July 21 Congressional
Quarterly Weekly.

Precision Tank Rounds
“Sormetimes, when you have a
conflicced target, where they have
decided to take their warmaking po-
tential and put it into innocent area
sanctuary, where your large explo-
sive weights would cause unaccept-
able damage, in those cases, your
most precise instrument may be a
tank sabot round [from a distance of
about two miles] that can attack a
target ike that without the collateral
damage."—Gen. Eric K. Shinseki,
Army Chief of Siaff, in July 30 les-
timony to the House Appropria-
tions defense subcommittee.

Modest to a Fault

“The Navy is the last outfit that
has to be told, ‘Oh, well, you have to
transfarm yourself,” because they al-
ready have, [but] they haven’t been
very good at publicizing it."—Naval
analyst Norman Friedman, quoted
in July 14 National Journal.

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



R A N° DT 9B O N AN T E N N A

o " ‘“:

With over 30 vears of experience in EW broadband antenna systems design and production, Randtron Antenna Systems provides
complete bandwidth flexibility and versatility for optimization of your system requirements.

At Randtron Antenna Systems, we have direct hardware experience with broadband antennas used for Threat Identification,
Coazse Amplitude DF and Precision Phase DF on military aircraft. Today, our stare-of-the-art interferometer antenna designs
are used on numerous systems that produce high accuracy Angle-of-Arrival (AOA) direction over multi-octave bandwidths
in large regions of space, with reduced RCS.
® RAS production-proven Dual Circularly Polarized (CP) frequency-independent “sinuous”
antenna simultaneously responds to both lefi- and righi-hand circularly polarized and two
orthogonal linearly polarized signals.

Curvent sizes range from as small as 2 1o 15 inches in diameter and cover the frequency com mdﬁfcations
range of 350 MHz to 18 GHz, with bandwidihs as great as 14:1.

B RAS' EW broadband spiral antennas operate in the 2 to 18 GHz band, in the 400 MHz Randiron Antenna Systems

to 2 GHz band and 18 GHz to 100 GHz bands. Specific bands are: 130 Constitution Drive

2-18 GHz, 4-2 GHz, .5-18 GHz 6-18 GHz, 1840 GHz, 18-100 GHz (video output). Menlo Park, CA 94025

B Since our inception in 1972, we hava designed, developed and produced over 0,000 Phone (650) 326-9500
antennas for & variety of MIL-E-5400 airborne applications. Fax (650) 326-1033

® RAS' EW broadband antenna applications optimize bandwidth requirements with www.L-3com.com
environmental versatility (airborne, land-based, shipboard, undersea) such as Radar THE EW Broadband Antenna Leader

Warning, ESM (interferometer}, ECM repeater, Polerimeter and Compact Range feeds.

A 3 & - £
x

K b, N A A




www.smiths-aerospace.com

dalre your
memory systems

hard totgme?

Are your videotape recorders and disk drives giving you a rough time? Are you
wasting mcney and losing critical mission data because your memory systems
won t work when you need them to? Get your problems under control with
flight-proven solid-state video recorders from Smiths. Our systems provide
gigabytes of solic-state mass storace, contain no moving parts, and record
multipl2-video, audio, anc data channels. They're availzble with a wide variety
of interfaces so you can remove and replace your current recorders w th no
wiring or software changes.

Are you ready to ame vour tape recarder and disk drive problems? When you are,
go with a company that has a proven track record. Go with a company that has
flight-proven hardware. Go with Sm ths.

email: fdbusdeviéfsd.com Tel: +1 301 428 6477

engineering value in electronic systems




Aerospace World

By Peter Grier

F-22 Cleared For Production

After long delay, the Pentagon's
Defense Acquisition Board finally
cleared USAF’s F-22 Raptor to begin
production.

The Aug. 15 decision denotes offi-
cial Bush Administration endorsement
and settles for at least four years any
question about whether DOD will con-
tinue to back and fund the super-
sonic stealth aircraft.

The decision came with strings at-
tached, however. The Air Force and
Lockheed Martin must find substantial
cost savings. If not, the Pentagon will
trim production from today’s planned
339 aircraft to only 303 aircraft.

To improve efficiency, the service
will have to add about $5 billion, which
it expects to later recoup through
savings.

Congress will have to approve a $5
billion increase in the production cost
“cap” it imposed on the program a
few years ago.

Edward C. Aldridge, DOD's acqui-
sition chief, said, “The program has
met all of its exit criteria for entering
low-rate production and is perform-
ing to design goals.” He expects Con-
gress will go along with the restruc-
tured program.

Jumper Confirmed for CSAF
The Senate on Aug. 3 confirmed
Gen. John P. Jumper, commander of
Air Combat Command, to be the next
Chief of Staff of the US Air Force.
The White House had announced
July 16 that President Bush nomi-
nated Jumper to succeed Gen. Mi-
chael E. Ryan, who retires this month.
The new Chief is a 35-year veteran
of the service. A fighter pilot, Jumper
completed two tours of duty in South-
east Asia and received the Distin-
guished Flying Cross with two oak
leaf clusters, among other awards.
Over the years he has commanded
a fighter squadron, two fighter wings,
and a numbered air force. Pentagon
jobs included a tour as deputy chief
of staff for air and space operations
and as senior military assistant to
two Secretaries of Defense.
“General Jumper knows our mis-
sion and our people inside out, and
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Gen. John Jumper testifies before the Senate Armed Services Committee during

his confirmation hearing to be the next Air Force Chief of Staff. Jumper will
replace Gen. Michael Ryan, who retires this month.

he has the vision, leadership, and
experience to assure the US Air Force
remains the world’s pr2-eminent aero-
space force,” said Ryan.

Roche's Eye Falls on the B-52

James G. Roche, Secretary of the
Air Forze, told a House panel July 16
that the Administration will likely re-
quest a reduction in the size of the
B-52 bomber fleet when it submits its
2003 budget request next year.

“I’s my intention to do exactly that,”
Roche said at a hearing of the House
Appropriations defense subcommittee.

Monzy saved by retiring a certain
number of B-52s could be used to
upgrade those that remain, accord-
ing to the service's civilian chief.

Today’'s bomber fleet includes a
total of 94 B-52Hs, the only variant
still in operational service. Only 44
are considered to be fully combat-
ready. Moreover, the Air Force has
said it needs only 76, meaning 18 are
expendable.

Nexi year will mark the 50th anni-
versary of the first flight of the BUFF.
The youngest in sertvice is nearly 40
years old. It is still a formidable sys-

tem, however, and would employ
standoff weapons in the nuclear and
conventional role.

B-1B Cuts Likely To Be Delayed

It will take longer than expected to
execute the Air Force’s proposed re-
duction in B-1B bombers.

Roche said as much at a Senate
Armed Services Committee hearing
July 10.

Shrinking the B-1 fleet from 93 to 60
aircraft and consolidating all remain-
ing bombers at two bases might take
all of 2002, if the operation is to be
done “in a sensible manner,” he said.

When the reductions were an-
nounced in June the Air Force plan
was to move the airplanes by this
Oct. 1. Then reality—and a Senate—
passed budget amendment prohibit-
ing use of 2001 funds to pay for the
move—took hold.

Budget Boost Not Enough, Say
Services

In coming years, the US military
will need budget increases over and
above the $18.4 billion added by the
Bush Administration to its Fiscal 2002
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spending plan if the services are to
maintain procurement and readiness
accounts, according to their leaders.

“We will need more money,” Roche
told a July 10 Senate Armed Ser-
vices Committee hearing.

Flat budgets simply won't cut it,
agreed Chief of Naval Operations
Adm. Vernon Clark. Low levels of
investment in the 1990s mean the
Navy needs about $34 billion a year
for procurement, he said, as opposed
to today’'s $24 billion annual level.

“We must buy 180 to 210 aircraft
and nine ships a year to sustain the
1997 QDR force level of 4,200 air-
craft and 310 ships,” he said.

However, the committee’'s new
Democratic chairman, Sen. Carl Levin
(Mich.), warned that money is already
tight due to the effects of the recently
passed tax cut and nonmilitary spend-
ing initiatives.

Army Needs More Troops, Says
Shinseki

To fully carry out its current mis-
sions, the Army needs to grow by up-
ward of 40,000 active duty troops, Army
leaders told the House Armed Ser-

B-1B Scheme Hits Wall of Opposition
on Capitol Hill

A proposed reduction in the B-1B bomber force has turned into one of the
hottest political potatoes the Pentagon has seen in a while.

The plan, announced in June, has already sparked determined opposition from
members of Congress whose districts would be affected by the move. McConnell
AFB, Kan., Robins AFB, Ga., and Mountain Home AFB, Idaho, are bases which

stand to lose B-1B units.

Kansas lawmakers, for instance, are emphasizing that the Kansas Air National
Guard can fly a B-1B for only $6,600 an hour, as opposed to the Air Force average
cost of $10,600, and that the average B-1B technician at McConnell has 15 years
of experience, far higher than the service norm.

“l think we're going to win this one on a long-term basis,” said Sen. Sam
Brownback (R—Kan.) at a July 9 press conference following a meeting with Air

Force officials.

Pentagon officials, for their part, say that shrinking the B-1B force could free
up $1.5 billien to outfit the remaining Lancers with new precision weapons,
self-protection systems, and reliability upgrades.

"This is the kind of efficiency we owe the taxpayers,” Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld told a House panel July 16.

vices Committee on July 18. Back in
1995, Army end strength was 532,000.
Since then, the Army has maintained a
high operations tempo and deployed
thousands of troops to various Balkan
hot spots, yet end strength today stands
at around 480,000.

statement:

transformation budget of 2003.

children’s future.

Wolfowitz and the “Reckless”
Three-Percent Solution

At a July 11 House Budget Commitiee hearing, Deputy Secretary of
Defense Paul Wolfowitz issued a strong plea for more defense spending,
starting with the Fiscal 2002 DOD budget. This is an excerpt of his

“The increase in the 2002 budget is ... devoted to beginning urgent
rehabilitation of the 20th century force that we have and begins building
the force of the 21st century. This 2002 budget gets us started on the
road to rehabilitation. [I1] is a bridge budget to what we hope will be the

*I'm reminded of another point in our history when it was a challenge
fo make a case for increased defense spending. In 1950, Gen. Omar
Bradley urged President Truman to spend at least $18 billion on defense.
[Figures herein not adjusted for inflation.] The Joint Chiefs gave an even
higher estimate at $23 billion, and the services’ estimate was higher still
at $30 billion. But the President said we couldn't afford that much—$15
billion was as much as we could afford. Six months later, we were
suddenly in a war in Korea. Just as suddenly we found we had no choice
other than to budget some $48 billion—a 300 percent increase. How
much better it would have been to have made the investment earlier. ...

“We have spent an historical average of about eight percent of GDP on
defense, in part because we have not spent enough in peacetime to
prepare for, and deter, war. We can’'t know who may challenge us in the
future, or where, or when. Today, we are more in the range of three
percent of GDP, but it is reckless to press our luck or gamble with our

“To think we can’t afford an insurance policy of roughly 3.5 percent of
GDP today to deter the adversaries of tomorrow and underpin our
prosperity and, by extension, peace and stability around the globe is
simply wrong. When compared with the cost in dollars and human lives
if we fail to do so, it is cheap at that price. ... [W]e are much wiser to make
smaller investments now rather than pay the premium rate later on.”
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“The Army is too small for the mis-
sion load it is carrying [and] under-
resourced for the size that it is,” said
Chief of Staff Gen. Eric K. Shinseki.

Shinseki then endorsed a 40,000
increase figure mentioned by a panel
lawmaker but used no specific num-
bers himself.

The new Secretary of the Army,
Thomas E. White, added that the
service today has trouble managing
normal commitments, much less op-
erational missions.

“You can see that in the personnel
readiness of commands like the Train-
ing and Doctrine Command,” said
White.

Two Killed in California F-16
Crash

Two crew members diedinthe July
17 crash of an Air Force F-16 near a
mountain range in the eastern Cali-
fornia desert.

The aircraft was flying a photo mis-
sion out of Edwards AFB, Calif., to
record the test flight of another F-16.
It went down at about 7 a.m. near
China Lake Naval Air Warfare Center,
in an area studded with volcanic peaks.

Killed were Maj. Aaron George, a
test pilot with the 416th Flight Test
Squadron, and Judson Brohmer, an
aerial photography subcontractor
working with Lockheed Martin.

Investigators could notimmediately
determine if either or both of the men
ejected from the aircraft. A board of
officers will investigate the accident.

First Jet Lost in No-Fly-Zone
Operation

A USAF F-16 en route from Incirlik
Air Base in southern Turkey to a pa-
trol mission covering the no-fly zone
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over northern Iraq crashed July 18.
Pilot Capt. Michael A. Nelson Jr.
ejected safely from the aircraft and
was taken to a hospital in the Turkish
city of Batman, according to local
press accounts.

The Turkish military said engine
failure, not hostile action, was the
cause of the crash.

Although the accident marked the
first loss of a fixed-wing aircraft over
Irag since the end of the Gulf War,
two USAF F-15s mistakenly shot down
two Army helicopters in northern Irag
in 1994, killing 26.

Iraqi Missiles Near US Aircraft

An Iraqi surface-to-air missile on
July 24 flew so close to an Air Force
U-2 reconnaissance aircraft that the
pilot felt the reverberations from its
warhead’s explosion, according to
news service reports.

The airplane was carrying out a
mission over southern Iraq as part of
Operation Southern Watch. It returned
safely to base.

Combined with another recent in-
cident in which a Navy E-2C surveil-
lance aircraft flying in Kuwaiti air-
space observed a plume from a
missile fired from within Iraqg, the U-2
attack may herald an important
change in Iraqi targeting techniques,
according to the Pentagon.

In the past, Iragi air defense bat-
teries have concentrated their fire on
faster, lower-flying fighter aircraft.

Washington and Moscow Agree To Seek
New “Framework”

President Bush and Russian President Vladimir Putin struck a surprise
agreement July 22 to discuss a package deal of missile defense deploy-
ments and deep cuts in nuclear arsenals.

The hope is that the talks will produce a new framework for thinking
about nuclear deterrence and arms control.

Bush’s national security advisor, Condoleezza Rice, traveled to Moscow
on July 25 to set up a schedule for fast-track talks.

“The two Presidents have developed a good relationship and we have the
basis for cooperation on these new threats,” she told a Moscow television
station.

In the forthcoming talks, Washington will not attempt to amend the 1972
ABM Treaty to allow missile defense deployments, said US officials.
Rather, it will ask for a joint withdrawal from the treaty. Absent joint
withdrawal, the US would seek some sort of political declaration about
the permissibility of missile defense work.

If Russia does not agree to either withdrawal or a declaration, the US
would go forward and announce its unilateral withdrawal from the ABM

pact, said officials.

Now they may have modified their
weapons in an attempt to reach
slower-flying surveillance aircraft that
pass overhead at altitudes Iraqi mis-
siles were previously unable to reach.

To date, no US or allied aircraft
has been hit by Irag, although Bagh-
dad occasionally claims such suc-
cesses. However, the recent inci-
dents continue the pattern of Iraqgi

On Friday the 13th, It Was Over for Kelly
and McClellan

Two of the Air Force's largest and most venerable bases—Kelly AFB,
Tex., and McClellan AFB, Calif.—ended their tours of military duty in

bittersweet closure ceremonies.

The existence of both officially ended Friday, July 13.

Both big depots were ordered closed during the Base Closure and
Realignment Commission rounds of the 1990s. Both were once among
the largest employers in their areas, and both are attempting to regain
their former status as economic centers via reinvention as private

aerospace and industrial parks.

Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Tex.) told a crowd of 2,000 at the San
Antonio—area base, “Kelly did not die. Instead, it is renewing its place in

our city.”

Thousands of miles away, Sacramento officials echoed the sentiment.
“This is a great day to reflect on the past, look at the present, and look
into the future,” said Stuart Lichter, executive vice president of McClellan
Park LLC, which is working to redevelop the base in conjunction with

Sacramento County.

In Texas, the industrial park KellyUSA has already attracted about
5,000 private sector workers and 37 companies. Together with 7,000
remaining Defense Department contract jobs, employment at Kelly is still
12,000, noted local officials in the San Antonio Express—News.

KellyUSA's goal is to create or retain 21,000 jobs by 2006.

McClellan, at one point, was home to 24,000 workers and residents.
Today, McClellan LLC has attracted 67 tenants, according to the Sacra-

mento Bee.
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aggressiveness in shooting at coali-
tion aircraft, said DOD spokesman
Rear Adm. Craig Quigley.

Strategic Commander Says Go
Slow on Nukes

Adm. Richard W. Mies, commander
in chief of US Strategic Command,
told lawmakers July 11 that deep re-
ductions in nuclear weapons would
not necessarily make the world a safer
place.

Depending on how they are struc-
tured, such cuts could reduce the
flexibility of nuclear arsenals, which
in turn could make the nuclear bal-
ance between the US and Russia
less stable.

Mies told a subcommittee of the
Senate Armed Services Committee that
itis “naive” to believe that “the nuclear
danger is directly proportional to the
number of nuclear weapons and, ac-
cordingly, lower is inevitably better.”

The Bush Administration has pro-
posed that the current US stockpile
of some 7,000 nuclear warheads be
substantially reduced as part of a
transition to a nuclear doctrine that
depends at least partially on defen-
sive as well as offensive forces.

Mies did not comment directly on
the Administration’s plans.

Rumsfeld, Chiefs Push Base
Closures

Painful as it may be for local com-
munities, the Department of Defense
really, truly needs to close more bases
to save money, Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld said July 16.

The Pentagon wants Congress this
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The Ups and Downs of Pentagon Research
and Development

President Bush's amended 2002 Pentagon budget, released June 27, adds
$5.6 billion to Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation accounts. The total
rises from $41.8 billion (proposed in April) to $47.4 billion, the highest level since
the Reagan Administration.

As seen in Fig. 1, USAF got $14.3 billion, more than any other service or
agency. Much of the new funding, however, went to ballistic missile defense, with
spending set at $7 billion.

According to a July 18 Congressional Research Service report, some B0
percent of RDT&E funding focuses on operational hardware and software. The
rest goes to the more basic Science and Technology program. The amendment
actually reduced the S&T component to $8.8 billion (Fig. 2).

As seenin Fig. 3, RDT&E spending peaked in 1987, declined for eight years,
and bottomed out in 1995-96 before turning up.

Source: CRS Issue Brief, “Defense Research: DOD's Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation Program,” by John D. Moteff, July 18, 2001.
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year to approve creation of another
commission to recommend base clos-
ings—for what would be the fifth round
of closures since 1988. Administra-
tion plans call for a 25 percent reduc-
tion in the number of domestic instal-
lations, producing a projected annual
savings of $3.5 billion.

“As little stomach as | have for it,
we will be coming at you on base
closing,” Rumsfeld told the House
Appropriations Committee’s defense
subcommitiee.

The leaders of the armed services
seconded Rumsfeld's point in sepa-
rate Capitol Hill appearances. The
Air Force has saved about $5 billion
a year from previous closure efforts,
said Gen. Michael Ryan, the Chief of
Staff. “The Air Force is overbased for
the force structure we have today.
We think that we can save significant
amounts of money in the out-years
with a base closure.”

Ryan appeared before the Senate
Armed Services Committee.

The verbal support of Ryan and
the other Chietfs makes it more likely—
although far from a sure thing—that
lawmakers will acquiesce to the
Administration’s desires.

Russia Sells China New Fighters

China has signed a deal with a
Russian aircraft manufacturer to pur-
chase upward of $2 billion worth of
Su-30 ground attack jets, reported
the Washington Post.

The contractinvolved 38 airfames,
according to one Russian press ac-
count. Two years ago Beijing bought
an initial batch of 40 Su-30s, of which
10 are believed to have been deliv-
ered.

The Chinese air force has already
developed a potent air-to-air capabil-
ity via purchase of Russian Su-27
fighters. Seventy to 100 Su-27s are
now thought to be in Chinese service.

The addition of ground-attack air-
craft would give Beijing a more mod-
ern force and improve its ability to
threaten or even attack Taiwan, said
analysts.

Pilot Dies in Shaw F-16 Accident

Capt. Mitchell Bulmann, a pilot with
the 77th Fighter Squadron, Shaw AFB,
S.C.,waskilled July 6 when his F-16CJ
crashed into the Atlantic Ocean about
40 miles east of Charleston, S.C.

Atthe time of the accident Bulmann
was participating in an air-to-air train-
ing mission within a military training
area.

The Coast Guard recovered Bul-
mann’s body but did not find the air-
craft. The search for the F-16 ended
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GAO Warns Parts Are Big Problem for
Air Force Readiness

A new report from the General Accounting Office documents the Air Force
readiness problems caused by parts shortages over the last five years—but also
concludes that the situation is beginning to improve.

The Congressionally mandated study looked at the E-3 Airborne Warning and
Control System and C-5 transport aircraft programs and the F-100-200 engine.

“Specifically, the Air Force did not meet its mission capable goals for the E-3
or C-5 during Fiscal Years 1996-2000, nor did it meet its goal to have enough
F-100-200 engines to meet peacetime and wartime goals during that period,” said
the study.

Overall Air Force mission capable rates ranged between a high of 78.5 percent
in 1996 to a low of 72.9 percent in 2000.

Rates for the systems GAO studied were similar: The E-3 mission capable rate
varied between a high of 82.5 percent in 1996 to a low of 71.9 percent in 1998,
while the C-5 rate swung from a high of 64.2 percent in 1996 to 59.5 percent in
1999.

Parts shortages were a major cause of downtime, though far from the only one.
And the most-cited reason for parts shortages was underestimation of need,
according to GAO.

One three-month projection put the F-100-200 program requirement for a
particular engine bolt at 828, based on past experience. Actual new demand in

one quarter: 12,000.

July 8. The Air Force has a board
investigating the accident.

Navy Seeks Vieques Alternative

A panel headed by retired Adm.
Leighton W. Smith Jr. and retired
Marine Gen. Charles Wilhelm has
begun drawing up a list for live-fire
sites suitable to replace the Navy’s
Vieques training range, the Penta-
gon announced July 19.

Defense Department officials have
lang called Vieques's combination of
deep water, sandy terrain, and rela-
tive isolation a virtually irreplaceable
training asset. Butintense local oppo-
sition has led the Bush Administration
to rule that the Navy must abandon
the Puerto Rican island by May 2003.

At least one proposed alternative
has already generated its own local
controversy. Texas officials have
expressed reservations about a Navy
plan that would involve approach
corridors over Padre Island National
Seashore and amphibious training
on the nearby Texas Gulf coast.

Nor is the Navy the only service with
arecent no-bombing-in-my-backyard
problem. On July 16 a federal judge
barred the Army from resuming
live-fire training in Hawaii’'s Makua
Valley until at least Oct. 29, pending
resolution of a lawsuit brought by a
local environmental group.

State Mulls Blocking Vaccination
of Guardsmen

The Massachusetts legislature is
considering a bill that could protect
members of the state’s National Guard
from being forced to participate in the
Pentagon's anthrax vaccination pro-
gram.
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The legislation would require Guard
members to give personal consent
before receiving drugs or vaccines
thatare notlicensed for theirintended
use or have not been proved safe
and effective in tests on humans.
The military could circumvent these
restrictions only via Presidential ex-
ecutive order.

State Rep. Mary Rogeness, spon-
sor of the bill, has termed the anthrax
vaccine experimental and cited at
least one constituent who had life-
threatening blood clots develop in
one leg following vaccination.

Similar legislation was introduced
in the legislature of Connecticut, the

only other state that has considered
imposing a stricture. That bill failed
to win passage out of committee.

Officer Trainee Dies at Maxwell

Angel A. Castro Jr. collapsed dur-
ing a morning run and died July 2 at
Maxwell AFB, Ala. Castro was in the
officer training program at the Of-
ficer Training School at Maxwell.

Priorto entry into OTS, the 15-year
Air Force veteran served as an avi-
onics technician at Elmendorf AFB,
Alaska.

Two trained medical technicians,
who were also in the OTS class,
immediately provided CPR, but Cas-
tro was pronounced dead after ar-
rival at a local hospital.

Castro's death came justtwo weeks
after atrainee death at Lackland AFB,
Tex. Darryll M. Logans, who was in
basic military training at the Texas
base, also collapsed during routine
physical conditioning. (See “Aero-
space World: Trainee Dies at Lack-
land,” August, p. 23.)

The Air Force is investigating the
causes of both deaths.

Privatization Plan Draws Fire

The Department of Defense wants
to conduct an experiment in the priva-
tization of a few base commissaries.

Less than a month after Defense
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld broached
the issue with Congress, akey House
panel said not so fast.

“Qur major legislative accomplish-
ment this year may be what we will
not do,” Rep. Roscoe Bartlett (R—
Md.), the chairman of the House
Armed Services panel that oversees

Spectacular Test Success Buoys Missile
Defense Effort

A successiul intercept test cheered the Pentagon's missile defense program

officials following two previous failures.

In the July 14 event, a prototype interceptor launched from Kwajalein Atoll in
the Marshall Isiands flew for 10 minutes then hit and destroyed a mock warhead,
launched from Vandenberg AFB, Calif., at an altitude in excess of 140 miles.

The interceptor's sensors were able to distinguish between the intended target

and its decoy balloon, said officials.

The Administration is proposing to accelerate and expand missile defense
testing, with six more flight tests scheduled in the next year. Plans call for the
Ballistic Missile Defense Organization to conduct at least 20 intercept tests over
the next five years, said Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld.

“These tests are designed to demonstrate that ballistic missile defense is no
longer a problem of invention but rather a challenge of engineering,” said
Rumsfeld in a taped message for a meeting of defense proponents in Huntsville,

Ala., on July 16.

Not every aspect of the test went perfectly. The X-band radar located on
Kwajalein Atoll that was used to steer the interceptor toward its target was
overwhelmed by the many data points produced by debris following the collision.

The malfunction shouldn't be a reason for concern, said the Pentagon. It was
the first time the X-band radar had been used in a post-collision assessment

mode.

“It is through trying things and experimenting with things that you learn from

them,"” said Rumsfeld.
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the issue, declared July 26. “Specifi-
cally, we will not authorize the De-
partment of Defense to test commis-
sary privatization.”

Key lawmakers are concerned that
any such effort would undermine the
value of what many in the military
consider a key benefit—discount
prices for groceries.

Currently, the 284 military com-
missaries are managed by the De-
fense Commissary Agency. They re-
ceive about a $1 billion subsidy from
the Defense Department every year.

The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that military families save
about 20 percent on their grocery bill
due to this subsidy.

The Administration’s privatization
planwas contained in the Fiscal 2002
budget submission for Congress. It
asked lawmakers to approve an ex-
perimentin which retail grocers would
be allowed to manage commissaries
at a few Army and Marine Corps
bases.

Pentagon Wants To Discard
50/50 Rule

The Pentagon wants to make ma-
jor changes in the law that now re-
quires it to assign at least half of its
maintenance and repair workload to
public depots.

Under a proposal submitted to
Congress earlier this year, the so-
called 50/50 rule would be replaced

Failure Is Only the First Step

Fear of failure does not exactly haunt the officials in charge of DOD's
ballistic missile defense program, if the words of Deputy Defense Secre-
tary Paul Wolfowitz are any guide.

“We expect there to be test failures.” Wolfowitz told the Senate Armed
Services Committee at a July 12 hearing on the Bush Administration’s
plans. “There is not a single major technological development in human
history that did not begin with a process of trial and error, and many of
our most successful weapons developments have been marked by

testing failures.”

As evidence, Wolfowitz cited the following examples:

m The Corona satellite program, which produced the first overhead
reconnaissance satellites, suffered 11 straight test failures.

®m Thor Able and Thor Agena launch programs failed four out of five times.
® Atlas Agena launches failed five out of eight times.

® Scout launches failed four out of six times.

® The Vanguard program failed 11 of its first 14 tries.

® The Polaris failed in 66 out of 123 flights.

PACAF Intensifies Anti-Terror Drive in
Tense Times

In response to the continuing threat of terrorist attack, the head of Pacific Air
Forces on July 16 intensified PACAF's protective preparations.
Gen. William J. Begert, PACAF commander, announced a commandwide force

protection awareness campaign.

Throughout the early summer a string of intelligence reports indicated a
significant increase in planned terror attacks on US targets, according to officials.
PACAF, as well as other US commands, has been on force protection alert.

Begert said he does not want personnel under his command to become numb
to the condition and treat Force Protection Condition Alpha as “Force Protection

Condition Normal."

*Just as we used to be on constant alert during the Cold War when the Soviet
Union was our biggest threat, we now need to resume that posture toward the very
real presence and threat of terrorist attacks,” said Begert.

The new directive calls for all PACAF units to take prudent force protection
measures. In addition, each base must implement a force protection training day
to review evacuation plans, operations security, and computer security, among

other things.

“We are now on a constant state of alert for terrorist attack," said Begert. “Each
of us needs to practice what we have learned about personal and organizational

security on a daily basis.”

by legislation allowing defense offi-
cials o outsource repair work that is
not considered core to the military
mission and that would strain public
depot capacity.

In presenting the amended Fiscal
2002 budget, Defense Comptroller
Dov Zakheim said the proposal, which
needs a Congressional waiver, “would
save $140 million immediately.”

Many Pentagon officials have long
chafed at what they perceive as Con-

Concluded Wolfowitz, “From these failures came some of the most
effective capabilities ever fielded. Failure is how we learn. If a program
never suffers test failures, it means someone is not taking enough risks

and pushing the envelope.”

gressional protection of big, job-
producing public depots. More out-
sourcing would save much-needed
cash, they contend—as much as $140
million next year alone, if their cur-
rent proposal is adopted.

Roche Sees Bright Depot Future
USAF’s three large depots will ex-
perience a strong demand for their
services in the years ahead, said
Secretary of the Air Force James

A Thor missile explodes at launch.

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



" REALISTIC ATC TRAINING
WITH AAI's TOWER SIMULATION SYSTEM

AAT’s Air Traffic Control (ATC) Tower Simulation System (TSS)
is a new training product designed specifically to meet U.S. Air Force
Tower Simulator program requirements.

OPEN ARCHITECTURE
This totally new PC-based open architecture product providesan affordable,
high-fidelity, compact system that features the latest state-of-the-art m‘tage
generation, display, and voice recognition lechnologtes 3A-1

BEST VALUE

The innovative. supportable design assures an affordable
product over the system’s total life cycle.

AIR FORCE HERITAGE

AAI pioneered the VFR Tower Simulator at the U.S. Air Force Technical
Training Center at Keesler AFB in 1977. /—\j

MEETS ALL USAF REQUIREMENTS
The compact system provides sharp visual acuity resulting in realistic aircraft
and environmental effects, automated pseudo-pilot functionality through voice
recognition and speech synthesis technology, open architecture airfield
databases, selectable tower radar displays, time-of-day effects, airfield and runway
lighting, and scenario recording and playback capabilities.

JO10

For more information or a demonstration of this U.S.~designed--
and manufactured system, contact us at ATC@aaicorp.com or 800-655-2616.

AAIl Corporation

A tubmdiary of United Industnal Corporaton

York Road and Industry Lane Hunt Valley, MD 21030 www.aaicorp.com




Aerospace World

F-22 Flight Test Picks Up the Pace

28

USAF has greatly accelerated the F-22 flight test program, said Darleen
A. Druyun, a top Air Force acquisition official.

Druyun told a July 10 Senate Armed Services Committee panel that the
fighter's flight test "experienced a significant turnaround” in spring 2001,
both in sorties and hours.

In March, April, May, and June, test F-22s averaged some 37 sorties and
88 flight hours per month—a marked increase over the prior year's
record of about 11 sorties and 23 hours per month, as seen in Fig. 1.

Druyun attributed the change to delivery of additional test aircraft and
more efficient operations. The Raptor had racked up more than 1,230
hours of flight test through June, as it neared a production decision, she
said.

“At this stage in development, the F-22 is far more mature than any other
aircraft weapon system program at this point in the development cycle,”
said Druyun. “No other fighter program has accumulated as many hours
at their production decision as the F-22 program.”

Fig. 2 provides a comparison of the four most recent US fighters.

Fig. 1
F-22 Flight Tests—Recent Resulits
Monthly Flight Hours and Sorties
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Fig. 2
F-22 Flight Test Hours at Production Decision
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Roche on a July 20 visit to Tinker
AFB, Okla.

The Air Force still has more instal-
lations than it needs, he added, but
the Air Logistics Centers are a differ-
ent matter. The three are Oklahoma
City ALC, Okla., Ogden ALC, Utah,
and Warner Robins ALC, Ga.

“You can't just do away with main-
tenance,” Roche said. “l want a long-
range plan for the three ALCs we
have and how we should load them
and how we should deal with them
over time.”

A long-term management plan
should be in place sometime nextyear,
he said. Among the changes he wants
to encourage are more effective part-
nerships with private industry.

“We have older aircraft that we will
be phasing out and hopefully newer
aircraft coming in, and we've got to
be able to allocate those well so that
they're well-maintained over time,”
Roche told Tinker personnel.

Beale To Be First Global Hawk
Base

The Air Force has picked Beale
AFB, Calif., as the first Global Hawk
main operating base, officials an-
nounced July 27.

A recently completed environmen-
tal assessment concluded that bas-
ing 18 of the big Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles at Beale would have no sig-
nificant environmental impact.

Other installations under consid-
eration were Edwards AFB, Calif.,
Ellsworth AFB, S.D., Tinker AFB,
Okla., and Wright-Patterson AFB,
Ohio.

The Global Hawk should fit in well
with Beale's 9th Reconnaissance
Wing and its U-2 mission, said offi-
cials.

No Bull Fights, Please; We're
American

Military commanders at Lajes Field
in the Azores islands of Portugal are
cautioning US service personnel
against participating in the street
bullfights that are popular with lo-
cals.

The Portuguese bullfights do not
look as dangerous as the famous
“running of the bulls” in the Spanish
town of Pamplona. The animals in
question are restrained by ropes.

However, the fights still cause fa-
talities every year, since the ropes
and surrounding low stone walls do
not always hold back an angry, 1,200-
pound animal.

In the past, personnel coming
through Lajes ontemporary duty have
proved particularly vulnerable to the
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DOD, Vet Groups Seek to Enhance Funerals

The Department of Defense has begun working with national veterans service
groups in an effort to improve funeral ceremonies for those who wore their
nation's uniform.

At a June 28 meeting at American Legion headquarters in Washington,
Pentagon officials met with representatives of vet organizations to discuss their
augmenting Defense Department—provided personnel at military funerals with
volunteer color guards, rifle details, pallbearers, and buglers.

“We want to provide the appropriate honors to veterans who pass away,” said
Charles S. Abell, assistant secretary of defense for force management policy. “The
veterans organizations want to help us, and we would like to have their help.”

The new Authorized Provider Partnership Program was included in the Fiscal
2000 defense bill. Under the program, vet volunteers will be trained and certified
by local military installation commanders. They will be eligible for reimbursement
for travel costs and other expenses incurred in the course of funeral duties.

The Fiscal 2000 defense legislation also requires the Pentagon to provide at
least two active, National Guard, or Reserve military members to fold and present
a ceremonial flag at military funerals. If military musicians are unavailable,
officials will provide a high-quality recording of “Taps" for ceremonial use.

In 2000, according to Department of Defense records, the military participated
in 91,074 funerals, a 110 percent increase over the previous year.

That figure is predicted to increase in coming years. Enhancing these ceremo-
nies is “the right thing to do,” said Abell. “We asked them to put their lives on the
line for the freedoms we all enjoy today. As they reach the end of their lives, the
nation has a commitment to them, owes them an honor as they pass.”

resolution—which did not list specific
off-limits areas—will be taken up in
the course of regular consultations.

“The anger of Okinawan people is
at its peak against frequent and ram-
pant incidents committed by service
members,” said the city council reso-
lution.

News Notes

m Boeing named former Deputy
Secretary of Defense Rudy de Leon
head of its Washington, D.C.—area
corporate offices. De Leon served
the Pentagon in various high posts
throughout both terms of the Clinton
Administration.

s Anthony J. Tether has been ap-
pointed director of the Defense Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency,
Secretary of Defense Donald Rums-
feld announced June 18. Tether worked
in DARPA’s Strategic Technology Of-
fice from 1982 through 1986. His sub-
sequent jobs included vice president

temptation to participate in an activ-
ity that residents know is more dan-
gerous than it looks.

“There’'s no organization, virtually
no safety measures, and absolutely
no safety rules,” said Joe Raposo,
65th Air Base Wing ground safety
manager. “Everything is left up to
chance.”

Okinawa To Constrain US Troops?

The Okinawa City Council passed
a resolution July 25 that calls for
making portions of Okinawa City off-
limits to US servicemen and -women,
reported the Pacific Stars and Stripes.

In the wake of an alleged rape of
an Okinawan woman by a US airman
in June, local officials had previously
called for curfews on the many Ameri-
can military personnel based nearby.
US military commanders said the new

China and Russia, Together Again

In a move harking back to the earliest days of the Cold War, China and Russia
in July shook hands over a new friendship pact.

It is not something that bothers the US all that much, says the White House.

The agreement, signed by Chinese President Jiang Zemin and Russian
President Viadimir Putin in Moscow on July 16, is an informal expression of
mutual interests and not a binding treaty recreating the anti—-US Sino—Soviet axis
of the 1950s, said US officials.

“They have along border in the region, and itis important for them to get along,”
said State Department spokesman Richard Boucher, "so we don't see it as any
particular threat to us or to our plans.”

Washington does feel some anxiety about a recent spate of Russian arms
sales to China. Beijing has bought four diesel-electric Kilo-class submarines from
Russian manufacturers, as well as Su-27 and Su-30 fighter aircraft.

Bush Administration officials maintain that both Russia and China view their
relationship with the US as being more important than their relationship with each
other. As evidence, officials point to US trade with China, which, at $115 billion
a year, exceeds Sino—Russian commerce by a factor of more than 10.

"We have never felt that this was a zero-sum game," said Boucher. “We have
felt that it is important for us to have good relations with Russia and China, and
we have always felt it is important for them to have good relations with each
other.”

30

Airman’s Rape Case Stirs Anti-US Sentiment
in Okinawa

The case of US Air Force SSgt. Timothy Woodland, who is accused of raping
a woman ouiside an Okinawa bar early in the morning of June 29, has reignited
anti-US sentiment among local residents.

To Okinawans, the incident raises memory of the infamous 1995 rape of a
12-year-old girl by three US service personnel. Crime, noise, and pollution
caused by the 23,000 American iroops based on the island have long been large
issues for those who live nearby.

“As long as there are US military bases here, these crimes will not stop," said
a statement issued by a meeting of 500 residents of the town of Chatan, where
the alleged attack took place. The statement was reported by USA Today.

Woodland has told authorities that anything that took place that night involved
consensual activity. He was turned over to Japanese law enforcement officials
July 6. A district court rejected a bail request on July 25, saying Woodland might
destroy evidence.

of Science Applications International
Corp. and president and chief execu-
tive officer of The Sequoia Group, a
program management and strategy
development company.

m Suzanne D. Patrick assumed the
job of deputy undersecretary of de-
fense for industrial policy on July 9. A
former Wall Street analyst and Navy
acquisition specialist, Patrick is also
a commander in the US Naval Re-
serve.

m TSgt. Richard T. Lucio Jr., a mili-
tary training leader from the 34th
Training Group, US Air Force Acad-
emy, Colo., was recently named the
2001 United Service Organizations’
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Khobar Bombing Suspects Face
Saudi—not US—Justice

Saudi Arabian officials are insisting that they—not the US—will try the Khobar

Towers bombing suspects.

Nineteen US servicemen were killed and hundreds wounded in the 1996
terrorist attack, which targeted an eight-story Dhahran building used to house
American military personnel. On June 21, a US federal grand jury in Alexandria,
Va., indicted 13 Saudis and one Lebanese national on charges of carrying out the

bombing.

Eleven of the indictees are in prison in Saudi Arabia. Saudi officials, however,
say they were surprised by the US indictments and subsequent statements by
then—FBI Director Louis Freeh that Khobar trials might take place in US courts.

Asked on June 30 if the suspects would be extradited to America, the New York
Times reported that Saudi Interior Minister Prince Nayef bin Abdel Aziz said,

“Impossible.”

An understanding with the US that it would help Saudi officials track down and
capture the remaining suspects appears to have stalled, he said. The Saudi
government had been delaying any trials, pending their capture; now it is likely to

forge ahead on its own.

As to whether Iran had a hand in the bombing, as the US indictments charge,

the prince was unspecific.

“We can never point a finger of accusation at any side until we are sure they

were involved,” he said.

Spirit of Hope award winner. Lucio
won the leadership honor for being a
positive Air Force ambassador and
mentor to some 115 Air Force ca-
dets, said his commanding officer,
Lt. Col. Michael Boera.

= SSgt. Joseph A. Cormier, a flight
engineer with the 4th Special Opera-
tions Squadron, Hurlburt Field, Fla.,
has been named the 2001 American
Legion Spirit of Service winner. Cor-
mier and his wife, Melissa, manage a
foster home for mentally and physi-
cally handicapped aduits. He has also
served as bowling coach for the
Okaloosa County Special Olympics
Regional Games and spearheaded a

fund-raiser that netted $20,000 for
needy Hurlburt families.

= A1C Nathanial A. Malli, a wea-
pons-load crew member with the 18th
Fighter Squadron, Eielson AFB,
Alaska, drowned June 26 in the base's
Polaris Lake. Malli and a fellow mem-
ber of a five-person base clean-up
crew attempted to swim across the
100-yard-wide lake, but Malli became
tired and disappeared.

m Asix-mancrew from USAF’s 33rd
Rescue Squadron, Kadena AB, Ja-
pan, helped save the life of a US
Marine who suffered severe head
trauma as the result of a boating
accident off Okinawa on June 29.

Index to Advertisers

None of the 33rd’'s HH-60G Pave
Hawks were on alert, as it was a
no-fly day for them, but a fast re-
sponse produced takeoff within 14
minutes and a completed rescue mis-
sion within 39 minutes.

m | t. Col. Bruce McClintock, deputy
chief of the Space Operations School
for the Joint National Test Facility,
Schriever AFB, Colo., has been named
one of 12 White House fellows. Dur-
ing his one-year tenure, McClintock
will serve as an assistant to a senior
member of the White House staff.

m A court-martial panel of 11 offi-
cers sentenced Capt. John Buck on
May 22 to a reprimand, forfeiture of
$21,000, and restriction for 60 days to
base, for “willfully disobeying a lawful
order by not taking the anthrax vac-
cine,” according to a USAF release.
Buck, an emergency room physician
at Keesler AFB, Miss., applied for dis-
charge but only after the presiding
judge ruled that the order was lawful.
Buck had previously waived nonjudi-
cial punishment, requesting a court-
martial instead.

m Pararescuemen from the Alaska
Air National Guard's 210th Rescue
Squadron, Camp Denali, Alaska,
hoisted four stranded boaters to
safety in late June. The canoers had
been floating in the Delta River, near
Fairbanks, when they hit rough wa-
ter and were left stranded on a rock
near a waterfall.

m The Airborne Laser program has
received its first set of infrared sen-
sors—the “eyes” that will make the
initial detection of theater ballistic
missilesinflight. OnJuly 11 Lockheed
Martin Missiles and Fire Control of
Orlando, Fla., delivered four sensors
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Carrier Airpower

“[The claim that] aircraft carriers are increasingly vulnerable to attack ...
is simply incorrect. Highly mobile, well-defended naval forces are hard to
find, harder to hit, and nearly impossible to kill. While conducting routine
flight operations at a speed of 30 knots, an aircraft carrier can be
anywhere within an area as large as 700 square miles within 30 minutes.
The modern aircraft carrier is a highly armored target that is extremely
difficult to disable. It is also a source of high-volume, sustained fire-
power. The carrier and its embarked air wing represent the capacity to
strike more than 600 distinct targets every flying day—1,000 later this
decade, with the introduction of the F/A-1BE/F strike fighter. Any sugges-
tion that its time is past is out of step with reality.”

—Navy Vice Adm. John B. Nathman, commander, Naval Air Force,

ceived the Medal of Honor from Presi-
dent Bush during a July 16 White
House ceremony. Freeman flew 14
rescue missions to a stranded Army
battalion in the la Drang Valley in
1965. Originally awarded the Distin-
guished Flying Cross, his honor was
upgraded in part due to the efforts of
Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.).

m The Air Force selected 20,793 of
32,170 eligible senior airmen for pro-
motion to staff sergeant for the 01ES
cycle, an overall 64.63 percent se-
lection rate. That marks the highest
promotion rate to staff sergeant in

US Pacific Fleet, in July 11 Christian Science Monitor.

to a Boeing facility in Wichita, Kan.,
for installation into ABL aircraft and
two to Boeing in Seattle for testing
with missile tracking software.

®m SrA.Jason A. Huchel, 721st Com-
munications Squadron, Cheyenne
Mountain, Colo., was recently found
guilty of 10 drug charges at a general
court-martial. Huchel was sentenced
to a dishonorable discharge and five
years' confinement for the use and
distribution of LSD, Ecstasy, mari-
juana, and ketamine.

m Capt. Phil Preen, Air Force Op-
erational Test and Evaluation Center,
Kirtland AFB, N.M., was awarded the
Airman’s Medal for heroism July 9. In
Hawaii on temporary duty in 1999,
Preen spearheaded an emergency
rescue effort after a tragic Mother's
Day rock slide at Hawaii’s Sacred Falls
State Park that killed several hikers
and critically injured dozens more.

= Air Force officials have recom-
mended that a nuclear training bomb
jettisoned off the coast of Savannah,
Ga., in February 1958 not be dis-
turbed. The training weapon contains
400 pounds of conventional explo-
sives but no nuclear material.

m SMSqt. Jere Garvin, a flight en-
gineer with the 2nd Air Refueling
Squadron, McGuire AFB, N.J., has
surpassed the 10,000-mishap-free
flying hours milestone. Garvin has
logged some 2,400 sorties on C-130,
C-141, E-3, and KC-10 aircraft—more
flights than many fellow crew mem-
bers have hours.

= A temporary shortage of Td vac-
cine has impacted Air Force supplies
of the two-in-one vaccine that pro-
tects against tetanus and diphtheria.
Officials are deferring all routine
boosters of Td vaccine for previously
immunized adults and children older
than seven until 2002,

s Edward W. Freeman, a Vietnam
War—era Army helicopter pilot, re-
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the history of the Weighted Airman
Promotion System, officials said. =

Air Force Is Force Multiplier in
Strategic “Third Way”

Advances in the Air Force's “core competencies” may serve as multipliers
allowing the Pentagon to stop aggression with smaller forces than in the past,
according to Maj. Gen. David Deptula, head of the Air Force Quadrennial Defense
Review effort. He identified the core competencies as aerospace and information
superiority, agile combat support, global attack, precision engagement, and rapid
global mobility.

USAF's reach may soon be such that airpower can provide a middle ground
between a truncated national strategy sized to available forces or increasing the
size of available forces to meet a more ambitious strategy.

Pentagon leaders should study how transformational aerospace capabilities
might enhance the joint concept of operations, Deptula told a conference in
Washington. The US can retain the ability to conduct multiple warfights if we fully
leverage the capabilities of modern aerospace power—one of which is to “rapidly
halt aggression” using precision engagement, said Deptula.

Senior Staff Changes

PROMOTIONS: To Lieutenant General: Richard E. Brown lll, Lance L. Smith,
Thomas C. Waskow.

CHANGES: Brig. Gen. (sel.) Kurt A. Cichowski, from Cmdr., 80th FTW, AETC,
Sheppard AFB, Tex., to Vice Cmdr., 21st AF, AMC, McGuire AFB, N.J. ... Brig. Gen.
Trudy H. Clark, from Dir., C*, STRATCOM, Offutt AFB, Neb., to Dep. Principal Dep.
Asst. SECAF, Business & Info. Mgmt., Asst. SECAF, Acq., OSAF, Pentagon ... Brig.
Gen. John H. Folkerts, from Principal Dir., Combating Terrorism Policy & Spt., OASD,
Special Ops./Low Intensity Conflict, Pentagon, to Cmdr., 347th Rescue Wg, ACC,
Moody AFB, Ga. ... Maj. Gen. (sel.) James A. Hawkins, from Cmdr., 89th AW, AMC,
Andrews AFB, Md., to Vice Dir., Jt. Staff, Pentagon ... Lt. Gen. Paul V. Hester, from
Cmdr., 5th AF, PACAF, Yokota AB, Japan, to Cmdr., AFSOC, Hurlburt Field, Fla. ... Brig.
Gen. Richard B.H. Lewis, from Dep. Dir., CSAF's Developing Aerospace Leaders Prgm.
Office, DCS, Personnel, Pentagon, to Dir., Jt. Theater Air Missile Defense Orgn., Jt.
Staft, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. John W. Rosa Jr., from Cmdr., 347th Rescue Wg., ACC,
Moody AFB, Ga., to Dep. Dir., Current Ops., Jt. Staff, Pentagon ... Lt. Gen. Lance L.
Smith, from Cmdr., AF Doctrine Ctr., Maxwell AFB, Ala., to Cmdr., 7th AF, PACAF,
Osan AB, South Korea ... Brig. Gen. (sel.) Glenn F. Spears, from Exec. Officer to C/S,
USAF, Pentagon, to Cmdr., 89th AW, AMC, Andrews AFB, Md. ... Maj. Gen. Garry R.
Trexler, from Vice Dir., Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Dir., Air & Space Ops., PACAF, Hickam
AFB, Hawaii ... Lt. Gen. Thomas C. Waskow, from Dir., Air & Space Ops., PACAF,
Hickam AFB, Hawaii, to Cmdr,, 5th AF, PACAF, Yokota AB, Japan.

COMMAND CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT RETIREMENT: CMSgt. Marc A. Mazza.
CCMS CHANGE: CMSgt. David D. Mimms, to AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio.
SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RETIREMENT: Tommy B. Jordan.

SES CHANGE: Milton C. Ross, to Dir., Contracting, ASC, AFMC, Wright—Patterson
AFB, Ohio. =
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In the era of long-range precision strike, we have only 112

operational bombers.

Questions

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001

HE Pentagon’s Quadrennial
Defense Review, working to-
ward a statutory deadline of Sept.
30, will place heavy emphasis

on long-range precision strike
systems to help gain quick control of
a future military crisis and serve as a
wedge for other forces to get into the
fight. It will echo the Air Force’s own
proposals in this regard.

The QDR, however, is unlikely to
provide a blueprint for expanding
the manned bomber force. Plans
called for the Defense Department
toemphasize radically smaller, more-
precise munitions plus greater reli-
ability and availability of existing
aircraft and not the procurement of
new aircraft.

The new munitions will, in fact,
multiply the capabilities of the
bomber fleet. In the near future, a
B-2 stealth bomber will be able to
achieve on one mission the same
effects that it took six missions to
achieve during Operation Allied
Force. And even better weapons al-
ready in development could increase
each bomber’s effectiveness 20-fold,
enabling them to precisely strike
hundreds of targets per sortie.

The enhancement of aircraft reli-
ability, coupled with improved sur-
vival systems, will expand a bomber’s
maximum number of sorties, further
increasing the effects bombers can
achieve without the addition of new
airplanes.

The Air Force, reflecting this di-
rection, actually has proposed re-
ducing the size of its bomber fleet,
asserting that it prefers to invest the
savings in munitions and improve-
ments to the remaining bombers.
This, it is said, will increase their
readiness and the range of weapons
they can employ.

The multiplication of capability
should sharply increase the tempo of
a future air campaign.

Missing Successor

However, the Air Force still has
produced no plan for a successor to
USAF’s existing bombers, many of
which are quite old and will need to
be replaced sooner than previously
expected. The service is sticking to
its notion, voiced in the 1999 Bomber
Roadmap, that it can defer work on a
follow-on system until the mid—
2010s—fielding replacements in the
late 2030s. By then, however, the
fleet will have undergone a steep
decline, as airframes wear out or are
lost to attrition.

Because of the impending prob-
lems facing the bomber force, some
have suggested the existence of a
classified program of some sort, one
which could soon emerge to take
over some of the long-range mis-
sion. However, there seem to be no
budget placeholders for such a pro-
gram.

USAF’s proposed B-1B cut would
shrink the fleet from 93 to only 60
aircraft. The plan hit immediate re-
sistance. Senior members of Congress
blasted the move as both militarily
unsound and politically motivated.
Spurred by the potential loss of jobs
in their home districts, as well as
concern that the Air Force would be
getting rid of needed capability, the
Congressmen insisted on further study
before action is taken.

As a result, the B-1B drawdown
is on hold, though the Air Force
had intended to put it into effect on
Bet: .

Some lawmakers focused on the
argument that the Air Force should
be increasing the size of the bomber
force, not cutting it, and promised
budgetary amendments that might
oblige USAF toinvestin anew glob-
al strike platform earlier than called
for in service plans.

Since the Bush Administration
came info office this year, long-range
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airpower has been considered a ris-
ing priority in the Pentagon. The
Administration’s suggestion of a
possible shift of military focus to
Asia and the Pacific, coupled with
its desire to reduce overseas deploy-
ments and act with greater speed in a
military crisis, implied that the re-
quired bomber fleet, set at 190 air-
frames in the 1997 QDR, would be
expanded.

In setting the new QDR’s “Terms
of Reference”—that is, ground rules
and definitions for the exercise—
Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
named 13 investment priorities.
Prominent among them was preci-
sion strike.

Rumsfeld instructed the services
to favor “long-range platforms that
can strike rapidly ... carrying larger
payloads of weapons,” from the air,
sea, and space. He specified that the
military will increasingly demand
stealthy “long-range aerial platforms
capable of penetrating enemy air
defenses” as adversaries develop the
means to deny the US entry to over-
seas theaters of war.

Quickly defeating these anti-ac-
cess systems—such as weapons of
mass destruction, improved air de-
fenses, and tactical ballistic mis-
siles—may even be undertaken from
“suborbital space vehicles” that may
prove “valuable for conducting rapid
global strikes,” Rumsfeld wrote. He
also directed an emphasis on devel-
oping more precise and smaller stand-
off weapons, able to attack in all

weather and some able to loiter over
the battlefield, striking mobile tar-
gets,

The Naturals

Bombers seemed to be a natural
for these missions, given that the
combination of their long range and
heavy payload offered the exact ca-
pability needed to attack at globe-
spanning distances. Also, they would
require less aerial tanker support than
would be the case with fighters, and
they would also have the capability
to function without forward operat-
ing bases.

The Terms of Reference guidance
reflected President Bush’s own
pointed—though perfunctory—re-
marks on the shape of the future
military. In a May commencement
address at the. US Naval Academy in
Annapolis, Md., Bush said he was
committed to building a force “de-
fined less by size and more by mo-
bility and swiftness, ... one that re-
lies more heavily on stealth, precision
weaponry, and information technolo-
gies.” Such an approach, he said,
would help redefine war “on our
terms.”

To inform his own decisions on
both strategy and spending and to
identify issues for the QDR to tackle,
Rumsfeld launched a series of stud-
ies. He used them to examine current
and future military threats, the condi-
tion and direction of the US military,
and places where new funding would
have the most dramatic results.

B-1Bs on the Block? USAF proposed cutting the B-1 fleet and investing the
savings in munitions and improvements to remaining bombers. Here, a crew
refuels a Kansas ANG B-1B at a French base.
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The first of these groups to pub-
licly reportits findings was the Trans-
formation Panel chaired by retired
Air Force Gen. James P. McCarthy.
It pegged long-range precision at-
tack as one of six capabilities neces-
sary to quickly gain the upper hand
in future crises. The transformation
group suggested that the US military
of the future should be able, within
24 hours, to “set the conditions™ of a
conflict anywhere in the world. Af-
ter forces had accomplished this goal,
follow-on forces would enter a the-
ater of war, “establish control” of
the situation within 96 hours, and
achieve “decisive resolution” to the
conflict within 30 days.

The discussion of gaining entry to
a theater of war and defeating anti-
access threats dovetailed with the
Air Force’s own strategic concept,
Global Reconnaissance Strike, and
its execution derivative, Global
Strike Task Force. The two concepts
call for stealthy bombers and fast
stealthy fighters to quickly destroy
enemy anti-access systems so that
the rest of the military can flow into
the theater to conduct warfare on
any level deemed necessary to ac-
complish strategic objectives.

“Bomber-Centric” Force

Gen. Richard E. Hawley, retired
former head of USAF’s Air Combat
Command and a principal author of
the initial Global Reconnaissance
Strike paper, followed up with an-
other paper in the spring 2001 Stra-
tegic Review. In it, he said that the
Air Force should swing “the airpower
pendulum™ away from fighters and
back toward a more “bomber-cen-
tric” force. Bombers, he said, re-
quire fewer pilots and less invest-
ment than fighters to deliver the same
number of munitions and can reduce
the strain on airlift and tanker assets
as well.

“A bomber-centric approach can
deny an enemy his anti-access ob-
jectives, attack his key strategic in-
frastructure, slow or halt his forces,
and beat down his defenses while
the other elements of the joint force
are safely built up in-theater,” Haw-
ley wrote.

The Transformation Panel did not
focus on bombers to the exclusion of
all other systems. Cruise missiles
launched from standoff platforms
were also deemed crucial in the early
round of combat. With a bow to
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jointness, the panelists called for
more involvement of naval forces to
help protect forces entering the the-
ater and for insertions of a small
number of ground forces.

Then came the report of the Con-
ventional Forces Panel, headed by
David C. Gompert, president of RAND
Europe. This panel assessed the sys-
tems now in service or in develop-
ment and attempted to determine
which were most suited to the kinds
of warfare anticipated in the early
decades of the 21st century.

Like the McCarthy panel, Gom-
pert’s group emphasized the need
for a “robust” long-range precision
strike capability as a prerequisite for
any future force. Upgrades to the
B-2 and B-52 bombers, stealthy
standoff missiles, and miniaturized
munitions were among the few shoot-
ing capabilities that the panel deemed

Leading Edge. The Air Force would use the stealthy B-2 with the stealthy
F-22 to quickly destroy enemy anti-access systems and clear the way for other

US forces to enter the combat theater.

BUFF Factor. Though the B-52H is still frisky, the youngest model will turn
40 next year. Can upgrades and new munitions keep the B-52 bomber service-

able until 2037, as USAF contends?

most “highly compatible” with fu-
ture required capabilities. The panel
suggested adding funds to the bomber
upgrade and munitions programs and,
where possible, accelerating them.

Underpinning the other panels was
a study chaired by the Pentagon’s
longtime director of the Office of
the Net Assessment, Andrew Mar-
shall. The Marshall study on mili-
tary strategy remains highly classi-
fied but is believed to concur with
the other groups on the need for fast-
striking systems to nip future mili-
tary crises in the bud.

Leaving aside the proposed B-1B
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reduction, the Air Force’s bomber
fleet today comprises 208 airplanes—
21 B-2s, 93 B-1s, and 94 B-52Hs.
However, the figure of 208 over-
states by far the service’s true bomber
capability. Of the 208 bombers in
service, only 112 are deemed mis-
sion ready; the remainder are dedi-
cated to either test and training func-
tions or are considered part of the
attrition reserve. This latter desig-
nation is conferred upon airplanes
that receive no funding for spare
parts, training hours, or crews and
get only minimal maintenance at-
tention.

The breakout is as follows:

m B-2 bombers, 21 total and 16
combat ready.

= B-1B bombers, 93 total and 52
combat ready (36 in the active force
and 16 in the Air National Guard).

m B-52H bombers, 94 total and 44
combat ready (36 in the active force
and eight in Air Force Reserve Com-
mand).

The proposed elimination of 33
B-1Bs would take the B-1B fleetdown
to just 60 airplanes, of which only 37
would be kept in combat-ready sta-
tus. Thus, if USAF’s reduction goes
through, the overall bomber fleet will
drop to 165 airplanes, of which only
89 would be ready for action.

In announcing the planned reduc-
tion, Rumsfeld said the Air Force
requested it and that $130 million a
year in savings could be retained by
the Air Force and be plowed back
into the bomber fleet to make the
remaining aircraft more capable.

$2 Billion Gap

Air Force Secretary James G. Roche
told the Senzte Armed Services Com-
mittee in July that the bill to upgrade
all 93 B-1Bsto aconfiguration deemed
sufficient to keep the airplanes battle-
worthy would cost $2 billion more
than the service had available for the
task. He addzd that the new Adminis-
tration wants to avoid asking for more
money if there are ways to deliver the
same capability within the existing
Air Force means.

The annual $130 million in sav-
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Higher 1Qs. A weapons load crew member offloads a Mk 82 “dumb” bomb,

maintain those airplanes. That’s the
whole idea,” he said.

Cutting the fleet and winding up
with a smaller but more capable in-
ventory is a move the Air Force has
been considering “for a couple of
years,” Northington said. From an
operational and logistics standpoint,
“this makes sense,” he added.

Some of the savings will come
from consolidating the bomber’s five
current operating locations into only
two. The USAF Chief of Staff, Gen.
Michael E. Ryan, told the Senate
panel that, in the Cold War, wide
dispersal of the bomber fleet made
sense because the US needed to re-
duce its vulnerability to a surprise
sea-launched ballistic missile attack.
Now that the Cold War is but a
memory, he said, it no longer makes

which may become scarcer. Plans call for using smaller, “smarter,” precision sense to continue with the ineffi-

arms to increase each bomber’s effectiveness 20-fold.

ings, even extended over a decade,
still will not entirely make up the
shortfall in bomber modificazion
funding, but, the Air Force deputy
assistant secretary for budget, Maj.
Gen. Larry W. Northington, said,
“It’s a pretty good down payment to
pay down the backlog.” Much of the
money would have to go toward im-
proving the B-1B’s defensive avion-
ics suite and adding the ALE-50
towed decoy to all aircraft in the
fleet.

In a statement, the Air Force said
it could pay for all planned modifi-
cations to the 60 remaining airframes
through 2007 using only the savings
generated by retiring the 33 bomb-
ers. A special team has been setup to
determine which airframes would be
retired, since tke B-1Bs are all about
the same age but have been used
very differently.

In explaining the reduction, Nor-
thington noted, “We have been un-
eble to put the necessary modifica-
tions in the ai-craft to continue to
keep it viable in a combat situation.
Offensive avionics, defensive avion-
ics, weapon syslems integration, elec-
tronics in general are things that ave
caused substantial cost growth and in
fact degrade the aircraft’s ability to
perform in a combat situation.”

The retired airplanes would be
stripped of useful parts and sent to
the boneyard. Absent amassive trans-
fusion of money, these aircraft would
never be serviceable again, Nor-
thington added. “We do not want to
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ciencies of a dispersed fleet.

Long-Range Strike Assets

The Air Force’s long-range precision strike capability rests with bomb-
ers and a number of new munitions designed to be highly precise and/or
stealthy for farther reach into enemy territory.

The B-2A, B-1B, and B-52H represent, respectively, USAF’s ability to
penetrate tough air defenses, to attack enemy forces when air defenses
have been suppressed, and to strike the enemy with standoff munitions.
Only the B-2 and the B-52 retain a nuclear mission; the B-1Bs are limited
to conventional operations.

The Joint Direct Attack Munition is an all-weather, satellite-guided
bomb. The 2,000-pound variant was employed by the B-2 in Operation
Allied Force with great success. A 1,000-pound version is available and
a 500-pound version is being readied for deployment. Both the B-1B and
B-2 are configured for the 2,000-pound JOAM. The B-52 will receive the
500-pound version late this year and the B-2 will receive it in 2004.

The Joint Standoff Weapon is a stealthy, satellite-guided glide bomb
that can be released 40 miles away from its target. Initial versions are
submunitions dispensers; later versions have a unitary warhead. The B-2
will receive JSOW certification late this year, the B-52 in 2002, and the
B-1B in 2004.

The Conventional Air Launched Cruise Missile is a satellite-guided
missile converted from stocks of nuclear-armed cruise missiles. Range
is given at 600 miles. A precision version is in development; only the
B-52 can carry the conventional cruise missile.

The Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile is a highly stealthy cruise
missile with a range in excess of 150 miles. The B-52 will receive JASSM
in 2003, and the B-1 and B-2 will receive it in 2004. The JASSM will also
be carried on fighters and is the planned replacement for CALCM, which
is only available in limited qualitites.

The Wind-Corrected Munitions Dispenser is a smart guidance kit that
can be applied to existing dispenser weapons, such as the tank-killing
Sensor Fuzed Weapon. It allows the bomber to veer away from the target
area immediately after weapon release and corrects the munitions flight
path for windage automatically. The B-52 will receive WCMD this year
and the B-1B in 2003.

The Small Diameter Bomb will have the precision necessary to achieve
the effects of a 2,000-pound bomb with a 250-pound bomb. In-service
dates are still being developed, but SDB will likely begin entering the
inventory in 2007.
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Balkan Star. The B-2 was lauded as the star of Allied Force. USAF has only
21; Northrop Grumman offered to build 40 more for $29.4 billion. Here, main-
tainers at Whiteman AFB, Mo., prep a B-2 for Exercise Global Guardian.

It was the prospect of some bases
“osing the bomber mission that gal-
vanized Congressional opposition to
the plan, even though Roche and
Ryan said a mit:gation plan will find
other tasks for the Guardsmen af-
“ected by the B-1 reduction.

Fading B-2 Prospects?

The B-1B znnouncement also
chilled speculation that the Penta-
zon would restart the B-2 produc-
tion line, a prospect that had seemed
to gain momentum with the nomina-
tion of Roche, a Northrop Grumman
executive, as Air Force Secretary.

In May, Northrop Grumman made
an unsolicitad offer to the Penta-
zon to reapen the B-2 production
line and deliver 40 new stealth
sombers zt a total cost of $29.4
dillion. The-airolanes, which would
e called B-2C (the C is for con-
ventional) would be cheaper than
heir elder trethren because much
of the expensive equipment neces-
sary only for the nuclear attack
-ole—such as hardening against
electromagnetic pulse—would be
deleted.

In a letter to Rumsfeld, Northrop
Grumman Chief Executive Officer
Kent Kresa said he could reopen the
B-2 line and get production under
way in 2003. The B-2 would remain
“essentiallv unchanged” aerodynami-
cally—saving money by eliminating
substantial test and development
costs vs. anew-design aircraft—but
would enjoy modern avionics and
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software and would be cheaper to
operate because its stealthy systems
and surfaces would be more modern
and resilient. The 40 airplanes would
be delivered through 2016, at a rate
of three or four a year.

There was no money for renewed
B-2 production in the Bush Ad-
ministration’s amendments to the
Fiscal 2002 budget, however, and
the move to reduce the B-1B inven-
tory all but quashed any chance to
add more stealth bombers.

“If we can’t afford to keep the
bombers we already have, I don’t
see how we could pay for ... new

jihorFell R

ones,” a senior USAF official told
reporters in Washington.

An advisor to Rumsfeld who par-
ticipated in one of the panels said he
has found no one in the Administra-
tion very high on the idea of restart-
ing the B-2. “The money’s not there,”
he said. “And even if it was ... if you
were to start a new stealth bomber
today, [the B-2] is not how you would
do it. Stealth has evolved quite a bit
over the last 20 years.” The advisor
said the Bush Administration is look-
ing for “something new” that could
serve as its “signature system.”

A participant in one of the Rums-
feld panels said the members of his
group nearly recommended retir-
ing all B-1s, mostly because of their
operational woes, chronic mainte-
nance problems, and vulnerability
in many phases of the mission.
However, they did not want to send
“the wrong message” about long-
range airpower, which they felt was
critical. Neither did they want to
imply that the US should buy more
B-2s.

In Defense of the B-1

Scott White, Boeing’s program
manager for the B-1 and B-2, on
which the company is a subcontrac-
tor to Northrop Grumman, said the
B-1 has acquired a bad reputation
for technical problems, but he ar-
gued that these are not inherent faults
of the airplane itself.

“The B-1 has, over the years, been
unfairly characterized and limited

SIOP Bomber. The B-2 retains a nuclear attack mission. In this photo,
munitions specialists at Whiteman operate a rotary launcher erector, one of

two that would contain nuclear weapons.
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How Many? Mow Capable? The proposed scrapping of 33 B-1Bs would take

the fleet down to just 60 airplanes, of which only 37 would be kept in combat-

ready status.

by what it is allowed to do,” he said.
Under terms of the START I treaty,
White noted, B-1Bs are not permit-
ted to carry cruise missiles or exter-
nal stores—they could carry 50,000
pounds of munitions on external
racks—which weighs against the B-1
when competing against the B-52
for the mission of employing stand-
off weapons.

White acknowledged, however,
that the B-1B “can’t go over Baghdad
with immunity” but was “never sup-
posed to have the survivability in the
high-threat region.”

The B-1 can do missions beyond
the way it is now employed, “but
somebody negotiated that capability
away,” he said. “To characterize the
B-1 as not being able to do certain
things is not allowing the B-1 to
compete on a level playing field.”

White also noted that the Air Force
has chronically shortchanged the
B-1 when it comes to spare parts,
maintenance, and staffing, and the
result is mission capable rates hov-
ering just above 50 percent. Gen.
John Michael Loh, a retired former
head of Air Combat Command, said
in a July 5 letter to the Los Angeles
Times that “the Air Force demon-
strated in 1993 to the satisfaction of
acritical Congress that the B-1 could
exceed all bomber standards for
readiness and reliability if, like any
other weapon system, it had its full
set of people and spare parts.” The
1993 evaluation cleared the B-1B
fora “$2.5 billion conventional mis-
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sion upgrade” that is still under way.

Both the McCarthy and Gompert
studies emphatically promoted the
use of bombers in conjunction with
the Small Diameter Bomb, a weapon
that will be able to achieve the ef-
fects of a 2,000-pound warhead in a
250-pound munition, mainly due to
sharp improvements in accuracy.

The B-2—which was lauded as
the star of Operation Allied Force in
the Balkans in 1999 and which typi-
cally hit 15 aim points or better on
each mission with 2,000-pound Joint
Direct Attack Munitions—will be
able to carry more than 300 SDBs,
according to the Air Force’s pro-
gram executive officer for weapons,
Joseph G. Diamond.

Diamond reported that the SDB
will go first on the F-15E and F-16
but will eventually be made avail-
able for most of the bomb-dropping
aircraft in the Air Force. A “smart
rack” will also be developed to carry
the munitions, whose aim points can
be updated after release to the point
of impact.

The SDB comes into the inven-
tory beginning in 2007, Diamond
said, but a Phase 2 version of the
weapon will come along just two
years later, with a terminal seeker
and the ability to hunt down mobile
targets within a prescribed area. The
unit will likely have a motor and
wings for more range and employ
either laser radar or millimeter-wave
radar seeker technology, along with
Global Positioning System and iner-

tial navigation. The projected SDB
buy is 12,000 munitions and 2,000
smart racks to hold them.

A major increase in bomber capa-
bility will already be long in service
by then, Diamond noted. The B-2 is
scheduled toreceive in 2004 the first
versions of the smaller 500-pound
JDAM, which will give the stealth
bomber the power to hit 84 aim points
on a single mission, in all weather,
and with accuracy to within 10 feet
of the target.

McCarthy, in an interview with
Air Force Magazine, said the SDB is
a critical part of the overall bomber
concept.

“You’re talking about being able
to do a decisive attack, meaning pre-
cision and a large number of weap-
ons,” he said, adding that its effects
would be mass combined with speed
and “mass in a different definition
than we’ve used in the past.”

“Awesome” Package

At a press conference explaining
the Transformation Panel’s findings,
McCarthy noted, “You can put 324
of the Small Diameter Bombs on
each B-2. If you launch 18 of the 21
B-2s, that’s 5,824 individually tar-
geted weapons on that small force.”
In conjunction with Conventional Air
Launched Cruise Missiles and ex-
panded B-52 launch capability, he
added, “You’'re talking about 8,000
to 10,000 weapons in a single strike
package, which is pretty awesome.”

The Transformation Panel did not
have time to weigh the issues sur-
rounding what type of system might
succeed the B-2 and the rest of the
bomber force, McCarthy said in the
Air Force Magazine interview. How-
ever, he added, “We felt that there 1s
a need for further study in this par-
ticular area, which would involve a
variety of different possibilities,
ranging from more B-2s to manned
or unmanned new aircraft to space-
based capabilities.”

McCarthy said flatly that the Air
Force should begin work on a follow-
on system much sooner than 2017, as
now called for in Air Force plans.
“We think you ought to start this
processrightnow,” he asserted. “That
doesn’t mean you start bending metal”
immediately, however. He added that
the platform itself is only part of the
picture and that “it’s the entire infra-
structure and support mechanism.”

McCarthy suggested that the Air
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Force should have bombers sitting
on conventional alert much as they
sat on nuclear alert in the Cold War
years. In a crisis, they could take off
and fly to a preset launch area and
receive targeting information en
route. Such a capability would be “a
very rapid, credible response force
that can go anyplace in the world,
and that has a deterrent capability in
itself,” McCarthy said.

The Transformation Panel alsourged
the Pentagon to begin work right away
on long-range conventional cruise
missiles, possibly a common type that
could be used by bombers as well as
ships and submarines.

The Big Leap

Ryan, in an interview with Air
Force Magazine, said the serviceisn’t
interested in buying more B-2s be-
cause it lacks the funding to buy
them or support them. Even so, USAF
wants to make a big leap in capabil-
ity with its next strategic system,
Ryan said, and the technology has
not yet arrived to do that.

“We need to go to the next level of
strike capability, beyond the B-2,” he
asserted. “And I'm not sure what that
is, butit’s long range, it’s fast, and it’s
precision and survivable. Whether
that’s manned, unmanned, orbital, sub-
orbital, or hypersonic, I don’t know,
but I think that it is not in the current
fleet that’s out there right now.”

Asked what field of basic research
seems to hold the most promise for a
bomber follow-on, Ryan said, “I'm
not sure it’s hypersonics yet, because
we haven’t yet been able to mitigate
the effects of drag at hypersonic ve-

Standoff Survivor. The B-52 will survive by staying away from lethal air
defenses. In 2003, BUFFs will receive the Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missile,
a highly stealthy cruise missile with a range of more than 150 miles.

locities.” Work continues on ablative
surfaces “that allow us to operate at
those frictional temperatures,” he
added, “but we haven’t got soluticns
to those yet.” However, the Chief of
Staff did say that a suborbital system
“may be closer.” Such a system would
“transit” the hypersonic realm but
not persist there.

“Orbital is another area we con-
tinue 1o look into,” Ryan added.
“There are huge policy issues about
being on orbit with weapons,” but
USAF will continue to examine the
technology to determine its prom-
ise, he said.

Ryan acknowledged the existence
of a little-known program called the
common aerospace vehicle, which

It Takes One To B-1

In the Senate, anger was running high over USAF's decision to shut down
B-1B operations in Georgia, Kansas, and Ildaho. James G. Roche, Secretary of
the Air Force, stepped before the Senate Armed Services Committee on July 10,
where he encountered Sen. Pat Roberts of Kansas, who spoke on behalf of fellow
Sens. Max Cleland and Zell Miller of Georgia, Larry Craig and Mike Crapo of

Idahe, and Sam Brownback of Kansas.

Roberts: Now it's time to move to the B-1. Secretary Roche, remem-
ber the old days when [former California Republican Rep.] Bob Dornan

was known as “B-1 Bob"?

(Laughter in audience)

Roche: Yes, I've met the gentleman.

Roberts: Well, now you've got B-1 Max, B-1 Larry, B-1 Mike, B-1 Zell,

B-1 Sam, and B-1 Pat.
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he described as “more a concept than
an actual article.” The system would
be carried aboard a space maneuver
vehicle, itself carried to orbit by a
rocket or reasable launch vehicle.
Once on orbit, it would remain there
until called on to act, but how it
might attack ground targets is not
yet clear, Ryan said.

No one seriously questions that a
new bomber—or something—even-
tually will be necessary. The young-
est B-52H in the fleet will be 40 years
old next year, and while the Air Force
has said the venerable bomber could
continue for another 40 years, ser-
vice officials privately say such a
planis unrealistic. Corrosion and other
unexpected problems are already play-
ing havoc with the KC-135, which is
of a similar vintage.

The B-1B was designed for about a
30-year service life and so will have
to be replaced entirely beginning
around 2015. Even the B-2, which is
the newest bomber in the inventory,
is seen as needing to retire starting
around 2024. The B-52s are projected
to give out around 2037. To have a
replacement strike platform ready by
then, USAF =zxpects to start work on
a program ci~ca 2017.

McCarthy, at his press briefing,
said the next bomber-type system
could be an unmanned aircraft, a jet-
liner loaded with cruise missiles, or
something “from space.” However,
he said, work should beginright away,
and the new system should be in hand
“absolutely sooner than 2017.” =
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The campaign

was in the air, but

SACEUR’s mind
, was on the

S ground.

By Rebecca Grant

44 AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



Clark’s Reversal. Since publication
of his book Waging Modern War in
May, Wesley Clark has stopped
calfling aftention to the role of
airpower in the success of Operation
Allied Force. Here, Clark talks with
soldiers in Kosavo two months after
the end of hostilities.
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en=Wesley K. Clark, United
States Army, led NATO’s
" .military forces to success in
1999 in Operation Allied Force. And
as recently as February, the former
Supreme Allied Commander Europe
told a large USAF-sponsored con-
ference, “The US Air Force saved
me, and it saved NATO.” Clark, how-
ever, delivered these remarks before
the appearance of his book, Waging
Modern War, in May.

Since publication, he has been
singing a different tune. Clark has
been unwilling to describe Allied
Force as an airpower success. The
now-retired SACEUR, appearing in
May at National Defense University
in Washington, D.C., declared to all
assembled that airpower could not
be expected to do much in future
armed conflict. “Boots on the ground,”
he said, would be needed for deci-
sive military action.

Incredibly, Clark’s 479-page mem-
oir does not even mention the Air
Force B-2 stealth bomber—one of
the war’s most effective weapons—
much less recognize the B-2’s key
contribution to the success of the
operation. In contrast, the Army’s
AH-64 Apache attack helicopter (the
core of Clark’s boots-on-the-ground
fantasy) gets extended and favor-
able attention—despite the fact that
it did not ever engage in combat.

It was exactly this obsession with
trying to put boots on the ground in
the form of an invasion in Kosovo
that likely cost Clark his job as
SACEUR. Even in its rockiest peri-
ods, the US military Chiefs and White
House officials offered steady sup-
port for the NATO air campaign.
Clark, however, lobbied hard for a
NATO decision to gear up for land
war.

As it turned out, Clark was com-
pletely at odds with Washington and
European leaders about the preferred
direction of the war. His penalty was
high. Just one month after the end of
Allied Force, White House officials
leaked the embarrassing news that
Clark would retire earlier than
planned and vacate the SACEUR post
for another officer, USAF Gen. Jo-
seph W. Ralston, who was then the
vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff.

Clark’s candid memoir gives a
view of Allied Force very different
from all others to date. The narrative
is dominated not by details of air
combat operations, as one might ex-
pect, but rather by recapitulations of
lost political battles and fervent plan-
ning for a ground operation that never
took place and was never really in
the cards. His tale provides a dis-
turbing inside look at a Supreme
Allied Commander who was distrust-
ful of airpower and out of step with
military colleagues and political su-
periors in Washington.

Going to War

Waging Modern War takes note of
the fact that Allied Force began on
March 24, 1999, with Clark’s full
backing. In early March of that year,
Clark told Secretary of State Made-
leine Albright that NATO air strikes
had to go ahead if diplomatic talks
between the Serbs and the Kosovar
Albanians failed. This was true, he
said, because alliance credibility was
on the line.

However, Clark had misgivings
about airpower. He believed that the
limited NATO air strikes had been
effective in Bosnia in 1995 (Opera-
tion Deliberate Force), but his pro-
fessional view of airpower was
shaped in the 1970s, a time in which,
as a student at the Army’s Command
and General Staff College, he re-
searched and wrote a thesis about
the “ineffectiveness” of Operation
Rolling Thunder in Vietnam.

Clark’s skepticism about airpower
was only reinforced by what he
thought he knew about Desert Storm.
The general believed (incorrectly)
that the Gulf War coalition’s airpower
hit only about 10 percent of the Iraqi
forces. He also felt that the long
Desert Storm air campaign preced-
ing a “short ground operation” had
wrongly convinced analysts that “pre-
cision strike” was sufficient to win
wars,

After reviewing early studies of
the situation in Kosovo, Clark felt no
more sanguine about the use of air-
power. Strategic targets were few,
and they did not constitute a firm
center of gravity, in Clark’s view.
However, Clark was encouraged when
the threat of air strikes in October
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1998 helped force a temporary cease-
fire between Serbs and Kosovars. In
early 1999, Clark began to acknowl-
edge that airpower would have to be
NATO’s main weapon in any combat
with Serbia. NATO Secretary Gen-
eral Javier Solana, according to Clark,
“saw no chance of maintaining NATO
cohesionif the divisive issue of ground
intervention was introduced.” The
SACEUR conceded, “I couldn’t be
sure that an air campaign wouldn’t
work; it might.”

For Allied Force, “my intent was
that air strikes would be coercive in
nature, following the Bosnia model,
providing a strong incentive for
[Yugoslav President Slobodan] Milo-
sevic to halt operations,” Clark said.
Clark wanted NATO airpower to fo-
cus on halting or degrading the sys-
tematic Serb campaign of ethnic
cleansing. Yet there was a major
hurdle. Clark had warned Albright
that the Serbs would most likely at-
tack the civilian population in Kosovo
as soon as air strikes started. Worse,
NATO could do nothing to prevent
it. It would be *“a race” between
NATO air strikes and what the Serb
forces could do on the ground, and in
the short term, Clark said of the Serbs:
“They can win the race.”

Fielded Forces

Although Clark was mirroring
NATO guidance and hoping for a
quick success, he had done little to
prepare for a longer air campaign,
should it become necessary. Clark

judged that the way to influence
Milosevic was to target his army
forces. From the start, he worried
that NATO’s airmen “hadn’t worked
in detail the techniques we would
use to strike early against the Serb
ground forces.”

The actual timing of the air cam-
paign was beyond Clark’s control.
NATO had already ceded the initia-
tive to Milosevic as negotiations
dragged on. More than 30,000 Serb
army soldiers massed on the border
of Kosovo and moved into the prov-
ince. Clark correctly concluded, “If
we couldn’t quickly break Milo-
sevic’s will with strategic strikes,
then we had to take away his capa-
bilities to fight in Kosovo.”

However, Clark had not prepared
NATO to do either.

Clark launched the campaign with
a short list of targets. All air strike
targets went through a complex po-
litical approval process that started
with Clark and wound its way on a
two-week journey through US and
NATO channels. During fall 1998
and winter 1998-99, air planners had
briefed Clark on at least 120 targets.
Clark crafted a plan for “a serious
attack, with some margin left over,”
but he submitted just 51 of the 120
targets for final approval. He did so
even though the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Army Gen. Henry H.
Shelton, prodded him to submit more.
“Wes, how soon are you going to get
me your Phase II targets?” Clark
quotes Shelton as saying. Clark’s

Task Force Hawk. Clark insisted that the Army’s Apache helicopters could
lead a ground plan in Kosovo, despite their poor performance in bad weather
and an Army assessment that they were too vulnerable to Serb weapons.
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decision to submit a limited number
of targets at the outset doomed Allied
Force to a slow start, if the strikes
went beyond three days.

“Moral Necessity”

In Clark’s view, however, the co-
ercive potential of air attacks on fixed
strategic targets in Serbia proper
paled in comparison to the impact of
striking Serbia’s forces in the field
in Kosovo. Clark had sound military
reasons for emphasizing attacks on
the Serb ground forces. As he ex-
plained it, hitting the ground forces
was “a political, legal, and moral
necessity.” He wanted to do what he
could to “relieve the direct pressure
the Serbs were putting on the Koso-
vars.”

However, Clark’s strategic ratio-
nale went even deeper. “Attacking
the Serbs’ military machine and po-
lice in Kosovo also made excellent
military sense,” he said. Milosevic
relied on the support of the army to
keep his grip on power. The Serb
leader was himself an officer in the
army reserve and as such had many
loyalists in key leadership positions
in the armed forces. In the previous
December, Milosevic had fired the
top army commander and replaced
him with a general who would not
complain about attacking Kosovars.

Clark saw the Serb ground forces
as a priority center of gravity be-
cause Milosevic “couldn’t stand to
have these forces seriously hurt.”
He criticized the “classic view of the
American airpower adherents,” which
pictured Milosevic as an “uncaring
leader” who would be “unaffected
by losses among his military and
police.” NATO aircraft had free rein
to attack Serb military forces in
Kosovo once they had been identi-
fied visually or by intelligence
sources. There was no two-week
approval process for these targets.

Even so, Clark did not ask for
more aircraft to counter the ground
forces. In the end, it was early April
before air planners put together a
request for Clark to triple the strike
aircraft in theater. NATO did not
approve all of the additional forces
in the package until after the alli-
ance summit was held on April 23.
Weather and lack of aircraft got the
campaign off to a difficult start, and
it was not until the second week of
May that sortie rates increased dra-
matically. Half of the 38,116 total
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sorties were flown in that last month
of action.

Meanwhile, Clark was doing his
utmost to get Apache helicopters, Army
Tactical Missile System (ATACMS)
ballistic missiles, and lead elements
of Army ground forces into theater
to turn up the pressure on Milosevic.
By mid-April, Clark had developed
a very strong interest in a ground
option because he wanted a backup
plan to pull out in case the NATO air
campaign fizzled. The potential out-
come of the air attacks was “un-
knowable,” he said, and “without a
ground force, there was no assur-
ance that we could actually force
Milosevic out of Kosovo.”

A backup plan was a prudent step,
but Clark ultimately pursued the
ground option with a personal deter-
mination stronger than anything else
he did during Allied Force. He esti-
mated the air campaign effective-
ness would peak by July then start to
diminish. However, good summer
weather, support from Albania, and
NATO’s firepower advantage meant
that ground operations could force
the Serbs out, Clark thought. Clark
also felt that visible preparations for
ground operations would “signifi-
cantly raise the pressure on Milo-
sevic.” By “working backward from
the first snowfalls in the mountains
of Albania,” he decided that he must
have national decisions from the
NATO allies “to begin preparation
of the ground forces on May 1.”

Clark’s urge to champion a ground
campaign could not have come at a
worse time. He took his plan to Wash-
ington during the NATO 50th anni-
versary summit where there was ar-
rayed against him a formidable lack
of interest. The Macedonians refused
to let NATO use their territory for
offensive operations. The NATO al-
lies, many with long experience of
peacekeeping in Bosnia, were not
eager to insert ground troops. Through-
out Washington, the ground option
was a nonstarter. Shelton warned
Clark not to lobby for the ground
option behind the scenes at the NATO
summit, “If that option is going to be
sold, it will be sold by the President,
not by you,” Shelton told Clark. The
Secretary of Defense, William S. Co-
hen, ordered Clark to say nothing
about ground forces during the NATO
meetings. “We have to make this air
campaign work, or we’ll both be
writing our résumés,” Cohen added.
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Star Ignored. Clark does not even mention the Air Force B-2 stealth bomber
in his 479-page book Waging Modern War, although it was one of the war’s
most effective weapons.

In his push for ground war plans
and Apache operations, Clark’s most
formidable opponent was not the ci-
vilians in the Pentagon or the White
House but rather the United States
Army—institutionally and in the
person of the Chief of Staff, Gen.
Dennis J. Reimer. Clark recounts nu-
merous occasions in which he sought
support from Reimer, only to be re-
buffed. The context of Clark’s book
makes plain the fact that virtually
everyone in the Army’s leadership
thought land war in the Balkans was
a bad idea. Clark’s book also dis-
closes, albeit indirectly, another fac-
tor that may have served as a re-
straint on Clark’s ambitions: The
institutional Army evidently didn’t
hold him in high esteem. Clark’s last
three assignments were as head of
strategic plans on the Joint Staff;
Commander in Chief of US South-
ern Command; and the SACEUR
post. In none of the three was he the
nominee of his own service.

Private War

As the NATO summit approached,
Clark promised Cohen not to be “the
skunk at the picnic,” but his push for
ground option planning was becom-
ing a major sore point in his deterio-
rating relationship with Washington.
Clark’s memoir detailed his many
troubles with other military and po-
litical leaders—but he employed the
tell-all tactic largely at his own ex-
pense. In vignette after vignette, his
tormentors came off as being more

reasonable than he. Shelton tried to
deal with the CINCs’ requests in a
measured way and kept communica-
tions open even when he had to relay
verbatim reprimands from Cohen
telling Clark to get his face off the
television. Cohen was on solid ground
when in 1998 he reprimanded Clark
for the leak of a Bosnian Muslim
paper about Kosovo, telling Clark,
“And I’ve told you before, you don’t
give military advice to [Richard C.]
Holbrooke.” As JCS vice chairman,
Ralston made the role of the hatchet
man look sympathetic. In one in-
stance, he gently cautioned Clark to
consider what would happen if war
broke out in Korea or with Iraq and
they had 200,000 troops bogged down
in Kosovo. Clark ignored Ralston’s
warning and charged into the Chiefs’
“Tank” later that day with a ground
option briefing. It fell flat.

The book is littered with examples
of Clark’s evident inability to take a
hint, even a heavy-handed hint, or to
deal effectively with surprises or
uncomfortable situations. The most
cringe-worthy story of all concerns
the moment when Clark turned up a
few minutes early for a reception at
the NATO summit. As Clark told it,
President Clinton, Albright, Cohen,
and Shelton were alone in the room
forming their receiving line. Clark
started to walk over to greet them,
then read their body language and
stopped, alone in the middle of the
room, 20 Teet away. In telling the
story, Clark seemed to want to show
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how he was unfairly shut out. In-
stead, the story tends to paint Clark
himself as an inept player of the
power game.

By April 25, the summit was over
and Clark was back in Europe. “I
knew that Secretary Cohen was de-
termined to make the air campaign
work and make it work in conjunc-
tion with diplomacy,” said Clark.
Personally, as of late April, he gave
the air campaign a 70 percent chance
of working. In his view, the guid-
ance from Washington left him a
loophole to start an “assessment” of
a ground option. Flying over Alba-
nia, he scouted the mountainous ter-
ritory, which he deemed tough but
not impossible for ground operations.
His staff set to work on options,
including the possibility of skipping
the southern approaches and invad-
ing northern Serbia from Hungary
with the objective of taking Belgrade.

But the ground option planning
was not coming together well. New
estimates also called for almost
200,000 troops. The planners told
him that if they stayed within the
normal NATO planning process time
lines “we would be lucky to attack
on Nov. 1.”

Clark was not “comfortable” with
the ground plans yet, but he did real-
ize that “we were going to have to
commence preparations and deploy-
ments before we had a final approved
plan.” Getting that approval became
a top priority for Clark. The mirage
of a ground operation, with attacks
onthree axes, became the secret heart
of Wesley Clark’s war. In the lead
would be the Apache helicopters.

The Apaches

Clark wanted the Apaches to rap-
idly target and strike Serb ground
forces, and he had asked for them the
day before the start of Allied Force.
Although he did not receive authori-
zation to employ them during the air
campaign, the Apaches were a con-
suming interest.

Clark’s concept of operations was
for fighters and artillery—including
ATACMS—to suppress the enemy.
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles would
find targets, and “we’d go at night”
with the Apaches. He insisted the
Apaches could survive flying at low
altitude and that the threat of Serb
SA-7s “was not borne out by analy-
sis.” In preparation for a video tele-
conference he was shown “a column
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that went for two or three pages”
listing all the weapons capable of
perforating the skin of an Apache
helicopter. He dismissed the data as
“the influence of the reluctant Army
mind-set.” He mentioned in his book
that the helicopters rescuing the
downed F-16 pilot drew small arms
and missile fire, although they were
trying to avoid contact. He noted in
the conclusion that Apaches weren’t
much good in bad weather but main-
tained that he wanted to use them.

To everyone but Clark, the con-
cept of operations for the Apaches
just wouldn’t work in the Kosovo
environment. Suppressive fires to lay
a corridor for the Apaches would
have violated the rules of engage-
ment, rules so tight that A-10 pilots
were calling the Combined Air Op-
erations Center for permission to
strike targets they positively identi-
fied in daylight. The Apaches had
more than demonstrated their worth
in the Gulf War, where they were a
formidable weapon. However, in the
Gulf, the Apaches were primarily
used to protect the flanks in areas
with few enemy ground forces. Some
close air support missions were flown
but from the friendly side of the
Forward Line of Own Troops. One
look at a map of Albania and Kosovo
would be enough to show that by
sending in the Apaches, Clark would
have risked them flying at low alti-
tude over many miles of enemy-held
territory. Serbs with small arms
would be eager to pick off an Apache.
As it turned out, locating mobile
targets was a major challenge, and
elements of Task Force Hawk Apache
helicopters helped that process greatly,
but fixed-wing aircraft proved fast
and efficient in striking targets once
they were identified.

Denouement of the Ground
Option

While the Apaches sat, Clark kept
the ground option planners hard at
work, fully aware that it would take
two-and-a-half months to begin
ground action “even by the most
optimistic estimates.” Washington
was unresponsive. By late May, the
Joint Staff still had not approved the
initial cadre of engineer units that
would have to begin their work long
before the ground offensive. Indeed
Cohen, giving his first interview since
the war began, said publicly May 28,
“There is no consensus for a ground

force. ... So the air campaign will, in
fact, continue.”

The only troops in contact were
the irregular forces of the Kosovo
Liberation Army. The KLA launched
its own offensive May 26. Clark es-
timated that four or five battalions
totaling up to 2,000 men were at-
tacking over the top of Mount Pastrik.
Clark characterized the KLLA action
as “light infantry against heavy
forces” and by Friday, May 28, it
was clear to Clark that “the Kosovars
were not able to secure their objec-
tive.” On Saturday, Clark observed
the KL A offensive was “stalled” with
the Serbs “vulnerable to our air-
power.” On Monday morning, May
31, “the KL A was barely hanging
onto the top of Mount Pastrik.” Clark
commanded USAF Lt. Gen. Michael
C. Short, NATO’s air component
commander, and Army Lt. Gen. John
W. Hendrix, Task Force Hawk com-
mander, to hold the mountain or
“we’ll have to pay for the top of that
hill with American blood.”

This was as close as he got to
directing ground attacks, but at the
time, Clark pictured much more. That
same day, Clark’s planners gave him
a revised ground option plan with
D-Day set for Sept. 1. Clark was
delighted and determined to push
the plan. “This was the culmination
of my 33 years of military service,”
he later wrote.

Here in essence was Clark’s true
instinct abouthow to defeat Milosevic.
Roads, bridges, and airfields would
be improved over the summer as
175,000 to 200,000 American and
European ground troops moved into
position. NATO would have to work
out arrangements with the KLA (“we
had scrupulously avoided direct con-
tact with them in Albania” so far,
Clark said), gain access via Monte-
negro, block the Danube River, and
ring Yugoslavia’s periphery with
troops, presumably in Macedonia,
Bulgaria, and Hungary.

Clark presented the new ground
plan to Shelton and the Chiefs via
video teleconference. The Chiefs
listened but gave “no indications
of support.” Changing tactics, he
pressed to be invited to the White
House for a routine meeting be-
tween the President and the service
Chiefs, hoping he could brief his
ground plan there. No invitation was
forthcoming. The denouement at last
came when Undersecretary of De-
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fense for Policy Walter B. Slocombe
consoled Clark by telling him that
the President would not make a de-
cision about ground forces without
talking to the SACEUR. The issue
died. Shelton told reporters at the
time that if necessary, NATO would
winterize the refugee camps and
enable the air campaign “to go right
on into the winter, if that is re-
quired.” As Clark put it, “I had been
screened off.”

End of Allied Force

While Clark fumbled with his
ground options, the air campaign was
coming to a culmination. Strikes on
Serb forces in Kosovo increased, and
fresh strategic targets were approved
and struck. On May 30, 1999, Clark
told the Washington Post that “I
would say the air campaign is work-
ing” although he added that there
were “theoretical limits to an air cam-
paign.” After a night of heavy air
strikes two days later he was quoted
as saying in a closed headquarters
briefing that “we’re driving him
[Milosevic] to a decision.”

Hindsight altered his view. Two
years later, in his book, the impact of
the air strikes in late May and June
barely caught his eye. Clark admit-
ted that opinion in Washington leaned
toward extending the air campaign
and against any ground option, with
the Army arguing against the ground
campaign. He also wrote that around
May 31 he feared that “the air cam-
paign was in serious trouble if it
persisted on its present course.”

In fact, the Serbs were ready to
accept NATO’s terms. On June 3,
Milosevic accepted key elements of
Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari’s
plan for the Serbs to withdraw from
Kosovo. In his book Clark cited the
airmen’s “good results in their strikes
against Serb forces in Kosovo™ on
June 3. But he drew no special corre-
lation between the crescendo of sor-
ties and new progress in the negotia-
tions. Clark related how he spent part
of June 3 pushing to get the engineers
in to prepare for ground operations,
talking over ground war strategy with
Solana, and monitoring the positions

No Boots. Clark’s book emphasizes his regret at not getting “boots on the

ground” and gives short shrift to one of history’s most successful alr cam-
paigns. Here, Clark stands with his USN and USAF air commanders.

of the KLA. On the very day Milosevic
indicated he would give in, Clark
believed (according to his book) that
a ground campaign would still be
needed two months hence. Asit turned
out, an agreement was in place a week
later and the air strikes stopped on
June 10.

As for the impact of the air war,
Clark praised it on June 5, 1999,
telling the New York Times: “What
did the trick was the accuracy of the
precision weapons, the avoidance of
losses, and the increasing destruc-
tion of the Serb forces.” Clark’s tes-
timony to the Senate in October 1999
included praise for airmen and ob-
servations on all-weather precision
weapons, airlift, intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance assets
and other recommendations relevant
to the after-action report on an air
campaign. He commissioned a de-
tailed survey of damage to critical
mobile targets and went so far as to
declassify its results, which validated
NATO airmen’s effectiveness against
Serb fielded forces.

Two years later, however, Clark
did not give airpower much credit
for pulling out the victory in Kosovo.
Of the war’s end he stated: “Plan-
ning and preparations for ground
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intervention were well under way by
the end of the campaign, and I am
convinced that this, in particular,
pushed Milosevic to concede.” Clark
contended that the Apaches, the
corps-level headquarters, and “a full
Army brigade of ground combat
power” in Albania were enough to
offset NATO’s obvious, public op-
position to a ground war and convey
“a powerful image of a ground
threat.” To Clark, this “image” out-
weighed the fire and steel of the air
campaign.

“Any endeavor that is both suc-
cessful and painful is all too apt to be
forgotten, and its lessons are likely
to be painful, too,” said Clark near
the end of the book. Clark’s written
account of the end of Allied Force
emphasized again that this general
had not come to grips with the fact
that he was leading—and winning—
an air war. Diplomacy and Russian
leverage played critical roles in the
outcome. However, Clark’s insis-
tence that the threat of a ground in-
vasion was a factor is countered by
statements of US officials at the
time—and by his own, detailed ex-
planations of his failure to get ap-
proval for the Apaches, ATACMS,
oreven the initial construction troops.
NATO, the Joint Chiefs, the Secre-
tary of Defense, and the White House
were not yet on board. The prospect
of a ground invasion existed mainly
in Clark’s mind. That may have been
Wesley Clark’s war, but it was not
anyone else’s. ]
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The Air Force was committed to readiness—even at the
expense of modernization.

By John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor

IR Force leaders know-
ingly held back on
weapon moderniza-
tion and facilities
maintenance in favor

of near-term readiness over the last
four years, reports Gen. Michael E.
Ryan, the outgoing Chief of Staff.
They were forced into an unwel-
come choice by tight budgets, high
operating tempo, and the conviction
that doing otherwise would funda-
mentally threaten USAF’s capabili-
ties for decades.

“For the years that I’ve been Chief,

. we emphasized people ... [and]
readiness investment, big time, at
the expense of modernization and
infrastructure,” Ryan said in an in-
terview with Air Force Magazine at
the close of his tour.

The choice was made in full knowl-
edge—"“with malice aforethought,”
Ryan quipped—that the Air Force’s
aircraft and facilities were rapidly
aging and declining in serviceabil-
ity. However, he felt it was crucial to
retain skilled personnel and near-
term capability and hope that, even-
tually, someone would bring funds
to the rescue for the other things.

“If you lose your readiness, you
lose the people,” Ryan said of the
thinking behind the decision. “If you
lose the people, you lose it all, for a
generation.”

Ryan also discussed the Air Force’s
unflinching support of space during
the lean years, the benefits of mov-
ing to the Expeditionary Aerospace
Force concept, Air Force prospects
in anincreasingly joint environment,
the movement of major service pro-
grams to the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Organization, the push for aero-
space integration, and the need to
modernize the Air Force’s aging fleet.

As a result of leadership priorities,
the service was able to execute a highly
successful air war in Yugoslavia when
called on two years ago. However,
senior officers have seen the fleet
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languish—with the average age of
aircraft approaching 30 years—and
the backlog of facilities maintenance
theoretically mount into centuries.

The Slide Begins

Inthe early 1990s, Ryan explained,
there was a misperception on the part
of the senior Air Force leadership
that “an excess™ of spare parts was
available. This thought stemmed from
the rapid pace of the post—Cold War
drawdown and the feeling that the
inventory, which was created to sup-
port a larger fleet, would last a while.

But six months into his tour as
Chief, Ryan reported, readiness in-
dicators began “tipping over.” The
supposed spares surplus had quietly
turned into a shortage, masked by
the efforts of diligent crews and a
flurry of cannibalization.

“When I got here,” he observed,
“we found out we were right down on
the mounts, no shock absorber left.”

Mission capable rates and overall
readiness—affected by empty spares
bins and a growing shortage of quali-
fied crew chiefs—"“took a dive from
the 92 percent area to the 65 percent
area, in a matter of three years,” he
noted. He saw no choice but to “stop
the decline in readiness and turn it
around.”

The decline has stopped, but the
mission capable rates are only slowly
rising again.

Spares and personnel accounts fig-
ured heavily in the equation because
Ryan felt there would be a profound
exodus of skilled people if they were
not given “the tools to do their job.”
He was already beginning to see signs
of a brain drain while he was head of
US Air Forces in Europe, he noted.
As the economy heated up, the civil-
ian market for skills acquired in the
Air Force became voracious, mak-
ing it tough for the service to com-
pete for qualified people.

Ryan characterized the strategy as
“protecting the basis of the fighting
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Outgoing Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Michael E. Ryan says that his strategy
was “protecting the basis of the fighting force—readiness and people—while
waiting for help to show up.” He feels that help is on the way. Here he speaks
with airmen at Incirlik AB, Turkey, on Thanksgiving Day 2000.
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Ryan believes that recapitalization is essential but emphasizes that sacrificing
readiness for modernization is “a formuia for failure.” Here, Ryan visits with
personnel at Incirlik.

force—readiness and people—while
waiting for help to show up.”

There was reason to believe help
would come, Ryan said. The economy
was humming, the nation was begin-
ning torun budget surpluses, and there
were indications from both parties
thatit would soon be necessary to “go
back and look at the fundamentals of
keeping defense funded,” he said.

Echoing the Bush Administration’s
campaign promise that “help is on the
way” for the military, Ryan said he
feels help is indeed “on the way. ...
We had areal [budget] growth of nine
percent in the budget for [Fiscal] *02.
That’s a pretty good whack upwards.”
The figure is adjusted for inflation,
and Ryan said next year’s budget
should make it possible to avoid seek-
ing a supplemental funding request
for flying hours and operations.

However, he admitted that the in-
crease will do little to cover Air
Force modernization needs, which
he himself has characterized as be-
ing underfunded to the tune of more
than $10 billion a year.

“Eventually, you have to step in
and recapitalize,” Ryan said.

He acknowledged that “aircraft
inflation”—the cost of maintaining
aircraft that have reached or exceeded
their planned life expectancy—runs
above economic inflation. The dol-
lars added for the next budget will
probably just cover the rising cost of
maintaining the aging fleet.

“The cost of operating the fleet
just continues to go up every year,”
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Ryvan said. The aircraft are “continu-
ing to get cld, and you have to cope
with that.”

The 170-Plane Solution

To kzep the Air Force aircraft in-
ventory at status juo, it would be
necessary te buy 170 airplanes a year,
but the service has only been acquir-
inz “about 100" pzr vear, Ryan noted,
and for the majority ¢f his tenure,
those have teen maositly trainers. Dur-
ing ais first year zs Chief, the Air
Force bought no fighters, for the
first tince ir: its history.

“There are ways you can change
that formula—buy morz airplanes or
cut the size of the force so you don’t
have to buy as many airplanes,” Ryan
observed. Howevszr, he added, “Noth-
ing I've sezn so far in this [Quadren-
nial Defense Review] says you ought
to cut the size of the force substan-
tially, given the demands that we see
for the future.” There will be no letup
in the need for the capabilities the Air
Force is able to provide, though it
gets harder to provide them without a
substantial round of replacement.

“We are going to have to step up
to the recanitalizztion issue in the
next years,” he observed. “We can’t
centinuz tc operate a force that’s
going from 22 years old to 30 years
old, and that’s where wz’re headed
unless we change.”

Ryan does not believe, however,
that the pendulum should swing back
toward modernization and away from
readiness.

“That is a formula for failure,” he
insisted. “You can never ask people to
join and then stay in a force that is less
than premier, particularly when you
are talking about an activity that is so
unforgiving, ... operations in the aero-
space domain, particularly against
people who don’t want you to be there.”

The Air Force should not sacrifice
readiness to buy new systems, he
said, or “de-emphasize the quality
of the people who work for you.”

Ryan feels that the Air Force’s
performance in the Balkans was vin-
dication of the priorities service lead-
ership set.

“We were able to generate and de-
ploy to 21 locations across Europe in
a very ‘min’ time and execute, along
with our Allies, 30,000-plus sorties.
And the combat environment was in-
tense, and we only lost two airplanes
and no crews,” Ryan pointed out.
“That’s pretty amazing.”

The Air Force’s new Global Strike
Task Force concept—which calls for
using bombers and speedy fighters to
quickly gain entrance to a theater of
war by knocking out anti-access en-
emy systems—is “just naming some-
thing we [already] do,” Ryan observed.
“That’s what we did in Kosovo.”

The prominence that such concepts
seem to have taken on in the Penta-
gon’s strategy reviews does not, how-
ever, lead Ryan to think the Air Force
will get more emphasis than the other
services in the future,

Kick Down the Door

“We’re a ... contributing member
of the joint team,” he said. “And
quite honestly, in many situations,
jointness does not mean that every-
body goes at once. Jointness means
we capitalize on the capabilities of
each of the contributors. And our
contribution normally is right there
in the front, going in there, kicking
down the door.” It matters little
whether the Air Force contribution
is all that’s required, or as support to
a broader effort, so long as the mis-
sion is achieved, he said.

“It isn’t the be-all and end-all,”
Ryan added. “That’s just the first shots
in a major conflict. There are a hell of
a lot of other contributors to it, too.”

He also described Global Strike Task
Force as “a natural outgrowth of how
we’'ve organized ourselves in the
[Aerospace Expeditionary Force].”

Ryan believes he has made great
strides in taking care of Air Force
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people. He is particularly proud of the
Expeditionary Aerospace Force con-
cept, which was matured and imple-
mented during his tenure. The EAF
and its operational units, the Aero-
space Expeditionary Forces—assem-
blages of roughly equal capabilities in
Air Force people and equipment for
overseas assignments—solved a ma-
jor headache for the force, Ryan as-
serted. It gave personnel predictabil-
ity about when they would be away
and made the process of spreading the
duty around fairer.

There were many other steps taken
to make the Air Force more livable,
Ryan asserted.

“We’'ve done a lot of stuff for our
folks to [enhance] the attractiveness
of serving in the military for a ca-
reer—not just a short stint—[to make
service] as appealing to the mem-
bers and their families as we could
make it.”

He ticked off examples: “The infu-
sion of money into military family
housing, pay raises, medical, time off
after deployments.” These, he said,
were expensive but needed steps.

“That kind of challenge will re-
main for my successor,” he added.
Making sure service personnel are
well cared for is a job that’s “never
completed.”

The new Administration’s in-
creased emphasis on jointness doesn’t
cause Ryan any worries that Air Force
priorities will somehow lose out
amidst the competing demands of
the overall force.

H o

Jointness comes at the operational and strategic level, says Ryan, not the
combat level. Here, as 16th Air Force commander, Ryan (center) talks with Army
Gen. John Shalikashvili (right), then JCS Chairman, about operations in Bosnia.

“If we raise our people correctly,
it doesn’t matter what [color] uni-
form they wear,” he said. “We don’t
find much parochialism at all among
our [regional commanders in chief]
or indeed in the Joint Staff. So I
wouldn’t presume we'll have that
same problem as we go further into
jointness ... at an operational and
strategic level.”

Ryan asserted, “Jointness is not
putting an F-16 on the wing of an
F-18. ... Jointness is how you put
together the strengths of the tacti-
cal units at an operational levzl to
achieve a strategic objective.” The

USAF’s performance in Allied Force demonstrated that leadership priorities of
readiness and people were valid, Ryan says. Here in October 1999, he appears
before a Senate Armed Services Committee to testify on readiness.
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notion of making all soldiers “purple”
is misguided, he said.

“Where you “get joint’ is not at the
combat level,” said Ryan. “Jointness
is how you orchestrate the different
mediums and capabilities ... to achieve
the effects you want.”

Strong on Space

Despite the emphasis on readiness
and personnel accounts, Ryan as-
serted that the Air Force did not
scrimp on capitalizing space.

“We have, overthe years, ... funded
the space piece of the aerospace force
to assure that it’s viable and doesn’t
fail,” Ryan said. This, he noted, was
undertaken without the status of ex-
ecutive agent for space among the
services, a status that DOD has con-
ferred on the Air Force as a result of
this year’s Space Commission rec-
ommendations.

“I'm very proud of the fact that
we’ve been great stewards of space,”
Ryan asserted.

One of Ryan’s early themes was
“aerospace integration,” and he dedi-
cated a great deal of the Air Force’s
intellectual power to streamlining the
connections between space-based,
ground-based, and airborne assets.

The Space Commission, headed by
Donald Rumsfeld until shortly be-
fore he was nominated to become
Secretary of Defense in the Bush
Administration, highlighted these
communication links but also sug-
gested that space may evolve into a
separate branch of the military, amove
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that Ryan opposed and still believes
should not come for many years.

“It would be very premature,” he
said. However, he doesn’t think the
suggested spin-off will recreate the
institutional barriers he worked to
break down. “No one believes that
separation of functional areas that
are dependent upon each other is
smart business,” he asserted. “And it
certainly isn’t smart war.”

There is no clash of concepts be-
tween the Space Commission sug-
gestions and the Air Force, he said.

“How we think of ourselves in the
Air Force is that we are the experts in
the vertical dimension, because we do
that from cradle to grave, from re-
quirements to retirement of the sys-
tem,” said Ryan. “We’re the only ser-
vice that does that across that spectrum.
And so, integration for us doesn’t mean
it excludes others; it just means we
want to capitalize on the strengths of
each of the pieces of the medium in
which we operate ... and make sure
that each is supported by the other. ...
I don’t see dueling concepts.”

The Administration wants to move
the Airborne Laser, Space Based
Laser, and Space Based Radar, all
major Air Force programs, under the
control of the Ballistic Missile De-
fense Organization, a DOD agency.
Ryan said it was not completely un-
expected that it has happened, given
the fact that the Administration high-
lighted missile defense and gave it
priority in budget deliberations.

He said the Air Force has no qualms

The combat environment was intense, but USAF lost only two aircraft and no

crews. Ryan says, “That’s pretty amazing.” Here, he visits with ANG members
from Idaho, Michigan, and Maryland in Italy during Allied Force.

about the move, provided that Air
Force—specific requirements for the
systems, which may not relate to
missile defense, are not lost in the
shuffle.

The Airborne Laser, for example,
“will have applications elsewhere,”
Ryan said.

“We ... are looking at the require-
mznis to perhaps have it go after
cru:se missiles,” or be involved in
air defense, or even an “air to ground
capability,” Ryan said. He feels such
requirements will get a fair shake
becauss “Air Force people will still
manage the program” for BMDO.
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Ryan knows it will take more time for USAF to break down organizational
barriers but calls the EAF "a unifying cry.” Here, airmen from the 39th Wing,
deployed for Northern Watch, have a Thanksgiving meal with the Chief of Staff.
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Rumsfeld’s Review

Ryan believes the Air Force is
well-positioned to deal with what-
ever restructuring may come with
completion of this year’s strategy
reviews and Quadrennial Defense
Review.

“We are a blessed institution in
that we can change ourselves very
rapidly [and] ... do that pretty darn
well,” Ryan said. “We can mold
[the service] to the needs of the
future.” He noted that, in the 1990s
alone, the Air Force went through
two major reorganizations. First
came the 1992 reduction of five
USAF major commands into three—
Air Combat Command, Air Mobil-
ity Command, and Air Force Mate-
riel Command—with all of the changes
that went with it. The second was
the creation and refinement in the
late 1990s of the EAF, during his
own tenure.

To fully realize the EAF, though,
the Air Force will need more time,
Ryan acknowledged. Service schools
have already begun the process of
spreading the new thinking, but it
will take more time to break down
organizational “stovepipes” and
make USAF “a whole, organic ser-
vice force that has a true under-
standing of what our mission is and
how everyone fits into accomplish-
ing the mission. And that’s what
EAF is all about.”

He called it “a unifying cry” that
merges expeditionary, aerospace, and
force. “That’s what we do.” [
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THEATER BALLISTIC MISSILES FLY
AT 4,000 MPH. THE AIRBORNE LASER

FIRES AT 670,000,000 MPH.

GUESS WHO WINS.

Today, more than 30 nations have theater ballistic missiles. Many are

in friendly hands. Many are not. That's why we're working with the U.S.
Air Force and the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization to build the
Airborne Laser. Soon to be flight-tested, the Airborne Laser combines
proven tracking and laser technology with a Boeing 747 to create a
revolutionary defense system. |t will be able to locate, track and destroy

a missile over an enemy’s own launch site. All in a matter of seconds.

www.airbornelaser.com
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HEN Secretary of Defense

Donald H. Rumsfeld revamped
military space management in a way
that expanded the Air Force’s au-
thority, hackles quickly rose in the
Army and Navy.

Rumsfeld in May designated USAF
to be the Pentagon’s executive agent
for space, yet space is critical to all
services. Space systems provide com-
munications, intelligence, and tar-
get information—the lifeblood of
modern military power. Not surpris-
ingly, interservice tensicns flared.

The Army and Navy both signed
off on the changes and publicly sup-
port them, but both are watchful and
warn that USAF must preserve the
joint nature of the US military space
enterprise and accommodate their
unique needs.

“The devil is in the details,” said
Lt. Gen. Joseph M. Cosumano Jr.,
commander of Army Space and Mis-
sile Defense Command and Army

The other services support—but are wary of—the leading role
that has been assigned to the Air Force.

Space Command, the Army’s focal
point for space activities and a com-
ponent of US Space Command.

Asserted Rear Adm. Richard J.
Mauldin, head of Naval Space Com-
mand, “We’re always concerned
when another service has lead on an
issue of such extreme imoortance to
the Navy.” The admiral’s organiza-
tionis also acomponent of US Space
command.

Of the two services, the Army ap-
pears edgiest about the Rumsfeld
reformation. One key change entails
setting up a special DOD budget line
for space systems and activities.
Cosumano was frank to say that, as
that process unfolds, the Army will
be watching the Air Force like a
hawk.

He maintained that the Defense
Department must guarantee that
Army requirements and capabilities
are addressed but ensure that “all the
services’ requirements are properly
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acknowledged, adjudicated, and
given a fair opportunity to compete
for resources in the joint context.”

The Army Space and Missile De-
fense Command is not only the Army
proponent for space but also integra-
tor for -missile defense, which is
linked te space assets and capabili-
ties, particularly new early warning
satellites and space based radar.

Col. Glen C. Collins Jr., director
of the Force Development and Inte-
gration Center at SMDC, was asked
his view of the effect of Rumsfeld’s
changes.

“Irrevocable Harm”

Collins told Defense Week, “Al-
though the NRO [National Recon-
naissancz Office] and Air Force havs
the largest investments in space, the
capabilities provided and the inte-
gration o- those capabilities arz
equally important to all the services.
Any acticns or decisions that do net
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protect the joint nature of our space
forces ... would cause irrevocable
harm to the services’ warfighting
capabilities.”

Collins’s job is to help develop
the Army’s space programs, includ-
ing ground-based efforts to defend
US satellites and target the space-
craft of adversaries. His comments
are not consistent with someone who
fully trusts the Air Force.

He said, “The increased responsi-
bility and authority given to the Air
Force ... must be balanced by in-
creased oversight from the com-
mander in chief of US Space Com-
mand, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
[the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense]. Without this oversight, there
is potential that space could become
focused on support to a single ser-
vice, its style of warfighting, and to
its priorities. This would be contrary
to the best interests of the Army.”

(There are signs that the Army and
its supporters aren’t totally synchro-
nized on the issue of space. Atatime
when senior Army officials were
working to protect Army interests in
space, high-profile Army retirees
tacked in the opposite direction. The
prime case in point: Retired Gen.
Gordon R. Sullivan, a former Army
Chief of Staff and now president of
the Association of the US Army in
Washington, D.C. Sullivan warned
in a May 10 speech that “countless
billions” might be spent on military
space activities. “Look up at the sky
and see how much money you want
to pour into that rat hole,” Sullivan
remarked.)

As the commander of Naval Space
Command tells it, he also keeps a
close watch on the Air Force as the
space reorganization unfolds,

Space is vital to the Navy, which
routinely operates large force ele-
ments for long periods in widely sepa-
rated parts of the globe, said Mauldin.
And the Bush Administration’s ex-
amination of Navy systems for a
possible role in national missile de-
fense could also strengthen the
Navy’s interest in space operations
and capabilities.

Even so, the Navy concedes that
the Rumsfeld reforms are logical.
“The truth is that the Air Force has
been the lead service for space for
vears, with the bulk of the dollars,
people, and programs in space,”
Mauldin acknowledged.

He quickly adds, however, that

the Navy also has a large investment
in space. The admiral points to suc-
cessful space efforts such as the lat-
est satellite communications pro-
gram, the Ultra High Frequency
Follow-On. This Navy program was
designed to meet Navy and joint re-
quirements. The service used a single
multiyear turnkey contract to put 10
satellites on orbit via commercial
launch. (Nine UFOs are successfully
on orbit; a March 1993 launch left
one in the wrong orbit. The Navy has
contracted for an 11th satellite,
scheduled for launch in 2003.)

Such systems are vital to the Navy.
Service officials explain that, at the
outbreak of the Persian Gulf War in
1991, an average American living
room with cable TV had access to
more bandwidth than did a Navy
aircraft carrier. Navy officials are
determined not to be caught in that
situation again.

Assurance and Reassurance

The Air Force (and its Pentagon
allies) has been at pains to reassure
the other services that their interests
are secure. Rumsfeld addressed the
issue head-on, declaring that opera-
tional control of satellites is “not
going to change, to my knowledge,
with these organizational recommen-
dations, at all.”

Brig. Gen. Michael A. Hamel,
USAF’s director of space operations
and integration, said planning teams
have been formed to address organi-
zational and budget issues. Other
services were invited to participate,
and they did so.

While Rumsfeld’s initiatives didn’t
address operational requirement defi-
nition and validation, Hamel said,
“We [the Air Force] believe that’s
going to continue as it has in the
past.”

By that, Hamel means that any
service or command that believes it
has a need for space capabilities will
take the usual path of writing a mis-
sion needs statement and defining
its own operational requirements,
which will then be vetted by the
Joint Requirements Oversight Coun-
cil.

Lt. Gen. Robert H. Foglesong,
USAF’s deputy chief of staff for air
and space operations, re-emphasized
that point in a recent briefing for the
press.

“Each service will have its own
unique requirements for space,” said
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Foglesong. “That process remains
the same. If the Navy has a unique
requirement, it comes into the Joint
Staff, the JROC. ... [It] is a joint
requirements committee that looks
at validating requirements. That all
happens the same way it always did.
Each service will still retain its au-
thority to come in and identify ser-
vice-unique requirements.”

Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, the USAF
officer who commands the multi-
service US Space Command, notes
that the new system has a built-in
safeguard. “There’s always a court
of higher appeal,” Eberhart told the
Senate Armed Services strategic sub-
committee on July 11. “That court of
higher appeal will be the deputy sec-
retary of defense and the Secretary
of Defense. ... The Air Force [lead-
ers] must be good stewards here.
They must be objective. They must
be fair across the board, and if they're
not, people will cry foul, [and] it'1l
go to the Secretary of Defense.”

Hamel pointed out that the pre-
ponderance of space capabilities to-
day really are joint in nature. Ex-
ample: satellite communications, all
of which support joint warfighting.

The space initiatives are meant to
put a sharper focus on space and
promote a stronger advocacy by giv-
ing the Air Force DOD-wide respon-
sibilitv for planning, programming,
and budgeting.

“We will continue to see other
services and agencies acquire sys-
tems that can exploit space informa-
tion and communications and the
like,” Hamel said, “but we would
imagine we would be responsible
for ... pulling together the integrated
plans and developing the overall pro-
grams and roadmaps across the DOD,
and so we’ve had to be talking with
the other services.”

Mauldin pointed out, however, the
services operate in different medi-
ums and with different platforms,
and so there will always be some
differences in priorities.

“We will all continue to rely on
established organizations and pro-
cedures to accomplish fair and equi-
table treatment of space,” Mauldin
said. The Navy space commander
added that the key is to “get your
facts straight” and then make a cred-
ible case for your service’s needs.

Rumsfeld’s new plan makes the
undersecretary of the Air Force the
acquisition authority for space pro-
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grams DOD-wide. This official’s
power is far from absolute. The Of-
fice of the Secretary of Defense still
maintains the ultimate authority over
all of the military space enterprise.
The Joint Staff and JROC are still
the authority on requirements. The
commander in chief of US Space
Command remains the authority on
space operations.

Space Control

Of the issues now before the armed
services, space control rates high in
priority. Space control means hav-
ing the ability to assure access to
space for the United States while
denying access to an enemy. Space
control comprises surveillance, pro-
tection, negation, and prevention.

The Air Force dominates in this
area. However, while little discussed,
the Army and Navy have both done
substantial work in the field of space
control.

The Army has long experimented
with space-control weapon programs
such as the Kinetic Energy—-Anti-
Satellite (or KE-ASAT) system. One
concept calls for building a kill ve-
hicle with a fly swatter—type sail
that could come close to a targeted
satellite and bat it into a never-end-
ing journey into deep space. This
would deny the use of its capabili-
ties to an adversary while not de-
stroying it and creating more space
debris that could endanger a US sat-
ellite.

This fly-swatter system has been
tested. Plans call for building three
vehicles that will be put on the shelf
for later use as test vehicles.

Army KE-ASAT program officials
are working toward a future test in
space, though the date is not yet set.
Sen. Bob Smith (R-N.H.), a propo-
nent of KE-ASAT, told Army Secre-
tary—nominee Thomas White at his
nomination hearing that the service
needs to start showing stronger sup-
port for the program. If not, said
Smith, “then maybe it's time to move
it out of the Army and put it in the
Air Force, where somebody might
believe in the program.”

Another Army space-control ef-
fort was the Data Collection Experi-
ment, which used the Army’s Mid-
Infrared Chemical Laser (or Miracl)
to send out a concentrated beam of
light that “dazzled” an aging US sat-
ellite orbiting over White Sands
Missile Range, N.M. The laser beam

temporarily blinded the satellite with-
out destroying it.

The Army has set up a space elec-
tronic warfare detachment and taken
operational control of the Big Crow
system, two wide-body aircraft
crammed with classified electronic
equipment. The system serves as a
test platform and is a possible space-
control asset of the future.

The Army is examining other simi-
lar ideas and is creating several op-
erational requirement documents,
which is the first step in developing
any program.

On the soldier side, the Army has
activated its first space-support bat-
talion, a dedicated space-control unit,
Educationally, the Army has begun
what it calls “Functional Area 40,” a
cadre of officers whose career des-
ignation will be space operations.

“We're looking at standing up a
space division as part of the Army
Staff so the Army Staff can be struc-
tured to provide support,” Cosumano
said.

The bulk of Naval Space Command
work is in space control, leaning
heavily on surveillance, Mauldin said.
The Navy needs to warn seagoing
commanders when a hostile recon-
naissance system passes overhead.

Legacy of Sputnik

Navy involvement traces back to
the shock of the Soviet Sputnik launch
in 1957. The Defense Advanced Re-
search Projects Agency initiated its
Dark Satellite program, which be-
came the-Navy’s space surveillance
system, familiarly known as the
“fence.” It detects anything that over-
flies the continental United States,
as do ocean-sweeping reconnaissance
satellites. It is now undergoing a
service-life extension program.

Even after 40 years of service, the
fence system still constitutes a criti-
cal sensor within US Space Com-
mand. As Mauldin notes, every pro-
posed future joint space surveillance
architecture includes the fence.

The Navy is evaluating its contin-
ued role in space control and how it
should evolve. Future improvements
are still in the talking and planning
stages.

“Too early to say where it will
go,” Mauldin observed, “but the in-
terest is definitely there.”

The Navy is reviewing its space-
technology programs and expects to

Continued on p. 62
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And now, for a
more realistic way to

consolidate the skies.

When it comes to satellite ground
systems architecture, Honeywell
brings it all together. Our 40-year
track record with NASA, the Air Force Space
command and the Air Force Materiel Command
speaks for itself. A 999% repair success rate over
the last 8 years, including back-to-back 100%
award fees. And the time we spent perfecting
our performance meant less spending for the
customer—with over $40 million in savings during
the life of our contract. The team we've assembled
to'handle the full contract is peerless. TRW (for
systems engineering), L-3 Comm (for CM/DM and
legacy software maintenance), and Booz-Allen &
Hamilton (for the nation’s space architecture
vision), are combining their unique skills to give
Honeywell an overwhelming edge. A consolidated
network of satellite ground systems. It's no longer
a pie-in-the-sky idea.
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Contirued from p. 60

continue research and development
programs that may lead to advanced
oceanographic sensors, a unique re-
quirement for the service.

Naval Space Command also stands
“space watch” around the clock,
tracking surveillance satellites, run-
ning communications satellites, and
providing tactical downlink, multi-
spectral imagery, and space support
to deployed sailors and Marines.

It also runs the Alternate Space-
Control Center for US Space Com-
mand’s primary center at Cheyenne
Mountain AFB, Colo.

“We are not expecting to lose any
programs or operations” in the reor-
ganization, Mauldin said. “What 1
expect to gain is an increased syn-
ergy and cooperation among the ser-
vices with better coordination be-
tween the various facets of space
programs.”

For sailors, education and train-
ing are also under the microscope.
Recently, the service formed a new
training and space education divi-
sion within Naval Space Command.
This has ties to the Naval Postgradu-
ate School. Currently the Navy has a
space subspecialty but not a clear
career path in space.

“There’s little doubt in my mind
that they [Navy students] can use
space knowledge throughout their
careers, something that we are seri-
ously beginning to address,” Mauldin
said.

Army and Navy officials also are
taking a close look at the larger pic-
ture. The Navy is taking on the is-
sues of space community manage-
ment and how it fits within the larger
space and information warfare com-
mand-and-control community. Plans
called for the Army Chief of Staff,
Gen. Eric K. Shinseki, to receive a
formal Army force management
analysis examining how to use its
space systems and shape its programs.
Which programs live or die will be
determined by the outcome of the
Quadrennial Defense Review, bud-
get deliberations for the Fiscal 2003
budget, and Rumsfeld’s military re-
views.

The Air Force for many decades
has provided the great bulk of US
military space funding, perhaps as
much as 85 percent of the DOD to-
tal, according to some analysts. At
times, Army and Navy officials en-
gage in behind the scenes grousing
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at the fact that USAF overshadows
their contribution and therefore en-
joys most of the political and deci-
sion-making clout.

Until the advent of the new Admin-
istration’s management changes,
overall space budgets had not been
as visible as they could have been.

Rumsfeld’s initiatives addressed the
perceived need to elevate space on the
national security agenda, but the funds
for space programs did not see a surge
in either the $5.6 billion Fiscal 2001
supplemental request or in the amended
$328.9 billion Fiscal 2002 defense
budget released in late June. Both
spending plans focus on quality-of-
life measures for service personnel
and service combat readiness.

New Conflicts?

However, the Fiscal 2002 DOD
budget does request some increased
funding in the areas of space-control
exercises as well as for the initial
program definition for an operational
space based radar, Hamel said. Rapid,
sustained spending growth in the
military space arena could reignite
serious service conflicts.

Army Space and Missile Defense
Command will continue to run the
operational Army Space Command,
manage the Army astronaut program,
oversee research and development
in its space battle lab, and develop
requirements and concepts for new
communications satellites and other
space products that soldiers need to
conduct operations, from peacekeep-
ing through high intensity warfare.

“We see that there’s potential ...
to allow some of those products that
were not necessarily accessible to
the warfighter to be more accessible,”
Cosumano said. “That’s very, very
important. When you have a lighter,
more agile force it’s important to be
able to see first, understand first,
and act first.”

Those are the qualities the Army
emphasizes for its future force, and
space capabilities are critical to the
power of future Army platforms.
With space assets, the Army could
use fewer, smarter platforms and
better protect its soldiers.

“Over the next two years,” said
Cosumano, “I’d like to be able to
normalize space. ... We really want
to make it a part of our everyday
[combat plans].”

In fact, a recent wargame played
at the Army War College, Carlisle

Barracks, Pa., examined the use and
protection of space assets as part of
a larger simulation examining con-
cepts of fighting wars with the Army
of tomorrow. SMDC’s Collins said
the game reinforced the Army’s be-
lief that space is a vital component
in future Army command and con-
trol.

The Army would also like to have,
at some point in the future, the capa-
bilities provided by a space based
radar with a ground moving target
indicator ability, Collins said. The
Army is working with the Air Force
and the NRO in this area. Last year,
Congress killed a similar program,
Discoverer II, but it remains popular
in the armed services. The space
based radar “would have a bigger
footprint than the [E-8] J-STARS
aircraft,” said Collins. “And what
happens if J-STARS can’t fly be-
cause of weather or some other rea-
son?”

Plans call for the Air Force’s in-
ternal realignment to be finished by
Oct. 1, Hamel said. The military com-
manders and their leaders received
the official documents during the
summer. The largest action calls for
the organizational movement of
Space and Missile Systems Center,
currently under Air Force Materiel
Command, into Air Force Space
Command.

As for the Army and Navy, the
watchword is cooperation, mixed
with a large dose of caution.

“Space is bigger than any of us,”
said Mauldin. “I suspect the real
answer is that none of us really want
to go it alone. With a focused effort,
the real winner will be the warfighter.
That is my goal.”

Eberhart, the head of US Space
Command, believes the Air Force
will meet the test. “In terms of being
good stewards [as] executive agent,
I personally believe the Air Force
will step up and do exactly that. ...
We’ll be much smarter about this in
a couple of years as we look back
and talk to other services and hear
from them that their interests have
been represented properly.” [ ]

Ann Roosevelt is executive editor of
Space and Missile Defense Report
and a reporter with Defense Week, a
defense-related publication based
in Washington, D.C. This is her first
article for Air Force Magazine.
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Poor visibility. A sudden storm. Rogue winds. Last
minute changes in the weather can complicate a
mission. Unless you know they're coming.

The National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental
Satellite System (NPOESS) provides critical data and
in-depth processing that will arm troops and com-
manders with an arsenal of late-breaking information.
Regional weather. Global forecasts. Short and long-
term analyses. Fast.

TRW and Raytheon have, for four decades, built large
national systems to give warfighters the information
edge. Global networks that distill and disseminate data.
Orbital assets that evolve with advancing technology.
Sensors. Satellites. Software. Ground stations.

Total system solutions to lift the fog of war or weather.

You can’t count on the weather, but you can
count on the TRW/Raytheon NPOESS team
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A fifth of the Air Force’s Instructor Pilots now come
from the Guard and Reserve.

o %he et

MEWHERE between the firstride
“*%in a primary trainer and
checkout in an advanced
fighter aircraft, many of
" today’s student pilots en-
counter a once unheard of situation:
The Instructor Pilot is not an active
duty Air Force officer.

More and more, the veteran pilot

in the cockpit—although wearing the :

same uniform as the student pilot— Using Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve Command members as

v e Talltinie anloves ofan sk Instructor Pilots is helping USAF keep more active duty pilots in operational
: p_ _y . 2 rather than training cockpits. Here, Lt. Col. Bruce Patch, an F-16 IP with the

or some other civilian organization.  y62nd Fighter Wing (ANG) in Tucson, Ariz., goes over some details in a

The typical trainee probably does preflight briefing with a Belgian student pilot.

not even know that his or her in-
structor is a reservist.

In a new use of its air reserve
components, the Air Force has tapped
hundreds of Air National Guard and
Air Force Reserve Command pilots
to become flight instructors with Air
Educartion and Training Command.
These IPs now are working at adozen
bases and make up roughly one-fifth
of USAF’s total IP force. They are
involved in activities of all types,
ranging from Specialized Under-
graduate Pilot Training to graduate
flying courses and training of other
Instructor Pilots.

Much of the new effort—known
as the Instructor Pilot Associate Pro-
gram—is centered in the 340th Fly-
ing Training Group (AFRC) at Ran-

P 1 = -
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dolph AFB, Tex., which also is the
location of AETC headquarters. The
340th oversees six subordinate train-
ing squadrons associated with ac-
tive duty flight training at Randolph
as well as at Moody AFB, Ga., Co-
lumbus AFB, Miss., Vance AFB,
Okla., and Laughlin and Sheppard
AFBs, Tex.

Guard and Reserve IPs also work
in Formal Training Units associated
with operational C-130H units at
Dobbins ARB, Ga., and F-16 units at
Luke AFB, Ariz. FTUs train gradu-
ate pilots in the aircraft used by com-
bat and support forces.

Regarding the Air National Guard,
all of the instructors that it supplies
are assigned to these kinds of FTUs.
They help to train graduate pilots in
the C-130 at Little Rock AFB, Ark.,
and the F-15 fighter at Kingsley
Field, Ore. They also work with F-16
FTUs at Springfield, Ohio, and Tuc-
son, Ariz. Another Guard unit trains
F-16 pilots at Kelly Field Annex,
Tex.

In both the Guard and Reserve
programs, the majority of IPs work
as airline pilots.

Schedule Alignment

“It works out well for people with
irregular schedules,” said Col. John
O’Connor, AFRC advisor to the com-
mander of AETC. “The traditional
Guardsman or Reservist usually par-
ticipates on the weekends, but in the
training world, we need them to par-
ticipate Monday through Friday, be-
cause that’s when the pilot training
and the graduate training is occur-
ring.

“So, it turns out the young airline
pilot usually has the worst civilian
schedule. He or she has to fly on the
weekends and holidays. They are
more frequently available on the
weekdays, which fits right in with
where we need them. So, itis turning
out to be a fairly synergistic rela-
tionship.”

Just having time to spare is not, in
itself, sufficient reason for a Guard
or Reserve pilot to win a coveted
flying slot in the training units. They
must be highly qualified.

IPs assigned to fly in the T-37,
T-6, or T-1 aircraft, said O’Connor,
must have had a major weapons sys-
tem designator and have been at least
an aircraft commander in that air-
craft. In the T-38 and the AT-38
program, they need a fighter pilot
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Kingsley Field, Ore., the home for these ANG F-15s, is the site of a Formal

Training Unit—run by Guardsmen—which provides the first actual combat
aircraft training for future F-15 fighter pilots.

background with a minimum of 350
hours.

A few exceptions apply: About 10
to 15 percent of the T-38’s reserve
instructors are pilots with experi-
ence in bombers, primarily the B-1.
It is an aircraft that requires what
O’Connor calls “the fast-mover type
of skills.”

The decision to move the Guard
and Reserve pilots into AETC fly-
ing units preceded but generally
accords with an Air Force initia-
tive called “Future Total Force,”
which was launched in the late
1990s and headed up by the Air
Force Directorate of Strategic Plan-
ning. Under the Future Total Force
umbrella, USAF is examining nu-
merous ideas and concepts that
promise to produce better integra-
tion of the Guard and Reserve with
the active duty forces. The goal:
help the Air Force operate more
efficiently and with more capabil-
ity, for less cost.

“On the [AFRC] side we have
507 Instructor Pilots now support-
ing the six pilot training bases,”
said O’Connor, “and 81 percent are
prior AETC instructors.”

Of those 507 AFRC Instructor Pi-
lots, just 85 are Active Guard Re-
servists, the colonel said. They are
called to active duty status for spe-
cific periods. The other IPs are “tra-
ditional” reservists, who work full
time in civilian jobs and part time
with the training squadrons.

“AGR is full-time active duty sta-

tus,” explained Col. John C. Chase,
ANG advisor to the AETC com-
mander. “The part-time guys are, in
effect, training for their wartime
mission, which is to be Instructor
Pilots. That’s how the mission state-
ments are written for both the Guard
and the Reserve.”

There is a third category of re-
serve members known as “techni-
cians.” They hold full-time jobs with
Guard and Reserve units in civilian
status and dual status as reserve
members of their units. While tech-
nicians may play training roles with
their own units, the colonel said,
they are barred by law from training
active duty members.

Dual Status

Once in the program, the reserve
pilots have a dual status. “In the
[Specialized Undergraduate Pilot
Training] world,” said O’Connor,
“Air Force Reserve Command has
administrative control over the Re-
serve IPs, but when they are flying
with students in the active duty air-
planes on a day-to-day basis, they
are under the operational control of
the active duty force.”

It works like this: When an AFRC
captain shows up to work as an In-
structor Pilot, his AFRC unit cuts
his orders and makes sure that his
pay and flight status make it legal
for him to fly the airplane. But he
takes direction from the active duty
unit when it comes to what flight he
is going to fly with, what mission he
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A wrinkle in the reservist IP effort is movement of some ftraining from Colum-

bus AFB, Miss., and Randolph AFB, Tex. (shown here), to Moody AFB, Ga. The
changes make for long commutes. “We’re probably going to lose some [IPs].”

is going to perform, and all other
operational contro] issues.

For the part-time reservists, AETC
has worked out what amounts to a
job-sharing plan. In effect, it takes
three part-time reservists to equal
one full-time instructor. Officials
admit that the arrangement poses
some scheduling problems.

“In the interview process,” said
O’Connor, “we tell the reservist can-
didates that we are looking for people
who will fly with us six to eight days
a month. That’s the time on station.
If it takes him a day to travel out to
a place like Laughlin or Columbus,
he needs to add a day on the back and
on the front. What most of the part-
time reservists will do is break that
into two visits a month and we’ll see
them for three days twice a month.”

That is the typical procedure, but
if a person is between jobs or is not
fully employed elsewhere, AETC has
enough flying opportunities to keep
the pilot working Monday through
Friday in every week that the Air
Force flies.

Most reservists instruct at bases
close to their homes, but like active
duty members, they can’t count on
staying in place indefinitely. A mis-
sion change currently under way, for
example, calls for concentrating all
of AETC’s Introduction to Fighter
Fundamentals course work at Moody.
IFF training has been phased out at
Columbus and will stop at Randolph
by the end of the year.

“All of the IP positions [at Colum-
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bus and Randolph] will move to
Moody,” said O’Connor, “and those
who are in those positions will be
expected to move.”

That, O’Connor quickly explained,
doesn’t necessarily mean that all will
move physically, in the sense of tak-
ing families to the local area. How-
ever, they will be expected to partici-
pate at Moody. Of the AFRC IPs at
Columbus, all but one are now par-
ticipating at the Georgia installation.

Reality Bites

*We expect that when the reality
of the long commute sets in, we’re
probably going to lose some of them,”
said O’Connor. “We may lose a few
more in the Randolph transition,
Many of the AFRC AT-38 Instructor
Pilots here live in the San Antonio
area, and the commute to Moody
from San Antonio is going to be a
little more cumbersome, so we’re
expecting more attrition among the
16 IPs who currently fly AT-38s at
Randolph.”

O’Connor believes that some may
opt out of the flying program alto-
gether. If Air Force needs permit it,
others may be allowed to cross-train
into a different trainer aircraft. They
could teach in the T-6 or the T-37
for as long as AETC flies it, said
O’Connor.

In the case of the traditional part-
time reservists, the Air Force has no
legal power to force changes of lo-
cation.

“In the Guard and Reserve,” said

O’Connor, “we have the ultimate
volunteer program. Active duty mem-
bers have service commitments, but
the way the laws are currently writ-
ten, even if a Guardsman or a Re-
servist goes to a formal training
school, we don’t have the same legal
hold on him or her to continue to
participate for a requisite number of
years. We look deep into their eyes
and press the issue—that, if we are
sending them to school, we expect
three years of participation, but we
do not have something enforceable
in court if they don’t show up.”

Nor do the reserves have all the
incentives the active force uses to
entice pilots to stay in service longer.

“There is a bonus system for re-
servists,” said O’Connor, but only
for the full-time reservists. “We’re
working hard to get a bonus program
for the part-time traditional Reserv-
ists and traditional Guardsmen as
well but we don’t have it yet.”

Popular Duty

Among the jobs the reserve com-
ponents have taken on inrecent years,
IP duties may be the most popular.
O’Connor said, “With the Guard and
Reserve doing far more with the op-
erational Air Force, the AETC mis-
sion is pretty attractive. We don’t
deploy to the desert, we don’t wear
gas masks, and for the moment any-
way, we don’t have to take anthrax
shots. We offer a pretty attractive
lifestyle to the Reservist and Guards-
man who might be a little tired of his
or her third deployment to air refuel-
ing tracks over the Red Sea.”

Like the use of Guard and Reserve
members to augment combat units,
this active duty—reserve training part-
nership is designed to help the Air
Force overcome or at least ease the
effects of a shortage of active duty
pilots. It also is another of the Air
Force’s efforts to recapture the skills
and abilities of the pilots that USAF
could not hold for full careers.

The helping hand never has been
needed as much as it is today. Dur-
ing its recent drawdown, the Air
Force cut its pilot training and di-
verted many new graduates into
ground jobs until it could deplete
temporary rated overages. Over the
same period, it suffered poor reten-
tion among experienced pilots as the
smaller force strained to meet new
commitments.

In the late 1990s, USAF moved to

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



rebuild its rated force, but it was
haunted by the effects of the draw-
down actions and was plagued by
continued poor retention. Pilot over-
ages swiftly disappeared and the ser-
vice suddenly faced shortages.

To counter the trend, USAF in-
creased undergraduate pilot produc-
tion from a low of about 350 stu-
dents per year in 1993 to today’s
annual rate of 1,100. The higher pro-
duction rate presented a new set of
problems, however. It required even
larger numbers of flight instructors.
With pilot losses still running high,
the service was hard pressed to spare
more fliers from operational units to
man training units. In addition, many
of the Instructor Pilots already avail-
able were leaving after their initial
commitments.

In 1997, AETC officials came up
with a plan which they believed
would provide at least a partial solu-
tion. They proposed tapping the re-
serve components for Instructor Pi-
lots to serve in the undergraduate
training program. While the active
force was suffering a hemorrhage of
experienced pilots, the reserve forces
were enjoying a surge of applica-
tions (from the same people who
were leaving active duty). Moreover,
the experience level of these reserve
fliers was higher.

USAF leaders approved a test of
the idea, and not long afterward,
40 Reserve pilots reported to Co-
lumbus and Vance to join active
duty training squadrons flying T-38s.

Some IPs AFRC officials expect to lose in the shift from Texas to Georgia

currently train students in AT-38s, like this one, at Randolph. A few may leave
flying altogether, but USAF may be able to take some into other training aircraft.

The initial program was funded by
AETC and Air Force Reserve Com-
mand, but USAF soon gave it top-
level support. A broader and for-
malized program came into being
with the activation of the 340th
FTG at Randolph.

As the active—reserve partnership
spread to other AETC schools, the
Air Force’s four-star Corona confer-
ence approved extending the con-
cept to graduate pilot programs.
Guard as well as Reserve units were
being linked with their active duty
counterparts at bases such as Little
Rock AFB, Ark., Tinker AFB, Okla.,

option for USAF and AFRC is to allow those AFRC IPs at Randolph soon to be out
of AT-38 jobs to cross-train into the new T-6 trainer, also used at the Texas base.
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and Tyndall AFB, Fla. Similar ar-
rangements have moved reserve IPs
into AETC’s training courses for
Instructor Pilots and for foreign stu-
dents.

Major Changes

Until fairly recently, the reserve
IPs working for AETC would have
been limited to undergraduate train-
ing schools, but the training world
itself also has undergone major
changes.

“AETC’s mission used to stop
when it graduated a new pilot and
sent him or her off to an operating
command,” said O’Connor. “The
operating commands ran their own
training programs. Over the last six
years, however, AETC has been given
the task of all the flight training
including the graduate course in In-
troduction to Fighter Fundamentals
and most of the FTUs.”

In IFF, AETC keeps the “baby”
fighter pilots in the airplanes with
which they are familiar, and since
they just came out of the T-38, they
stay in that.

“Now,” said O’Connor, “we have
to teach new concepts. IFF is brain
training for these young people on
how to maneuver the aircraft more
aggressively than they did in [Spe-
cialized Undergraduate Pilot Train-
ing], how to use the altitude regime
and energy management schemes in
order to build a foundation of skills
so that when we do introduce them
to the new airplane with the more
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Even the supply of reservists for IP duty has its limits. Like other ANG and
AFRC assistance to the active force, the nagging question has to be: How
much further can the reserve components be stretched?

advanced avionics the fighter funda-
mentals will have become something
they don’t have to think about any
more.”

Handpicked

The pilots go from there to the For-
mal Training Units, which have taken
the place of the old Replacement Train-
ing Units in the operational world.
AETC now runs FTU training for pi-
lots flying any aircraft other than the
B-1,B-52,and F-117. Training in those
three aircraft is specialized, and IPs
are handpicked from among pilots with
previous experience. The B-1, B-52,
and F-117 FTUs are still run by Air
Combat Command.

“When they go into [the FTU]
world, there also is Reserve and Guard
augmentation,” said O’Connor. “We
call that the ‘gray jet world,’ as op-
posed to the undergraduate training’s
‘white jet world,” holdover from the
days when all AETC planes were
painted white. In the gray jet world,
we have air reserve technicians who
support the C-130 training program
and the KC-135 training program,
and the Guard has technicians in the
F-15 and F-16 world.”

AETC has not only taken on more
of the graduate training load but has
overhauled its undergraduate curricu-
lum as well. Through much of its
history, the air arm sent all pilots
through essentially the same train-
ing course, dividing them only be-
tween single- and twin-engine air-
craft in the advanced phase. A few
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years ago, however, AETC adopted
the “track™ system under which un-
dergraduates specialize in fighter/
bomber or airlift/tanker aircraft.
Specialized Undergraduate Pilot
Training was phased in over a period
of years and now is standard.

If all goes well, the increased pilot
production should relieve the rated
shortage and provide the Air Force
with more active duty Instructor Pi-
lots. Will the Guard and Reserve IPs
then be relieved of the duty?

O’Connor doesn’t think so.

“We in the Guard and Reserve are
treating this as a career program,” he
said. “We have the ability to bring
people in as captains and grow them
all the way up to the O-5 [lieutenant
colonel] level out in the field, and
we can let them compete for full
colonel positions here at the head-
quarters. So, we’'re not thinking of
the program as a part-time filler.”

He added that the active force
views the program as “a tremendous
resource” for the service.

“Here we have people who have
combat experience and several thou-
sand flying hours,” said O’Connor.
“Although they are leaving the ac-
tive duty force, the Guard and Re-
serve program offers a safety net,
where we can catch a few of them

and keep them as participants. That
high degree of experience is trans-
ferred not just to the new student
pilots but to the new pilots who are
going into IP duty as their first as-
signments. Often, these young ac-
tive duty IPs will turn to the Reserve
and Guard instructors for advice.”
The Air Force believes that the use
of reserves also is cost-effective. Al-
though there have been some pro-
gram start-up costs, said O’Connor,
picking up a pilot who already is
trained is cheaper than growing a
new one. Chase added that the re-
serve IPs are likely to remain in place
for years, whereas active duty pilots
must be replaced periodically.

How Much Further?

A more critical question may be
how much further the reserves can
go in helping the active force in its
training and other missions. Like the
active force, the Guard and Reserve
are carrying heavy loads in their
operational forces, and although they
have been doing well at picking up
pilots when they exit active duty,
that supply is not inexhaustible.

“I think we are pretty close to the
line,” said O’Connor. “When we first
ramped up the IP program, we had a
lot more applicants. Now, the num-
ber of active duty people getting off
active duty is diminishing.”

That is happening because in 1992—
93 the Air Force was producing only
300 to 350 pilots a year. The commit-
ments of those people are now ending.
Even if all 350 of those pilots were to
come into the Guard and Reserve, the
service still couldn’t fill all of the
Instructor Pilot needs right now.

“Therefore, we see a lot more of
what we call ‘initial entries,” ” said
O’Connor. “We’re taking more sec-
ond lieutenants directly into the
Guard and Reserve and putting them
into pilot training. The experienced
prior-service pilots are getting harder
and harder to come by. I think we’re
close to pressing the limits of Re-
serve and Guard assistance to the
active duty mission.”

For now, however, the active-re-
serve partnership is a going concern.
And just at the right time. =

Bruce D. Callander, a regular contributor to Air Force Magazine, served tours of
active duty during World War Il and the Korean War. In 1952, he joined Air Force
Times, serving as editor from 1972 to 1986. His most recent story for Air Force
Magazine, "The Return of Kelly Field,” appeared in the July 2001 issue.
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The Joint Standoff Weapon (JSOW) is a series of low cost, highly lethal weapons that are
revolutionizing strike warfare. This new generation glide weapon ensures warfighter survivability
by enabling precision air strike launches from well beyond most enemy air defenses.

Our family of JSOW precision strike weapons is modular in design with variants that
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US Joint Forces Command keeps look-
ing for it, with mixed results so far.

the

est

orJointness

By Otto Kreisher

THE _983 Grenada rescue mission

went into the books as a success,
but there was no denying that major
problems had plagued its hastily as-
sembled US Air Force, Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps units. Their ra-
dios ard tactics and even their maps
were iacompatible. At times, near-
confusion reigned.

The 1991 Persiar Gulf War was
carefully prepared, but even there,
mismatched computers and differ-
ing opszrational concepts weakened
the air campaign. In Operation Al-
lied Force in 1999, the Army was
unable to integrate its Apache attack
helicopters into the joint force Balkan
air campaign.

These are examples of the kinds of
disconnects that are said to hamper
US power, proloag conflicts, and
cause unnecessary czsualties, despite
repeated efforts to blend service ca-
pabilities into a uniied force. Con-
gress and the Department of Defense
hate such disconnects. For decades,

they have pursued the ideal of
“jointness,” and while they haven’t
fully succeeded, they show no signs
of giving up.

Far from it. US Joint Forces Com-
mand, a multiservice organization
whose creation was pushed by Con-
gress, is working harder than ever
to close gaps between individual
service procedures, systems, and
doctrine that are said to be blocking
the path to the attainment of true
jointness. And the services them-
selves appear determined to do their
part.

The bedrock of the unification ef-
fort is the work performed by the
command’s Joint Experimentation
Directorate, which directs tests and
experiments to develop and demon-
strate new concepts, tactics, and hard-
ware needed to integrate service op-
erations. It is an urgent task, contends
David Ozolek, who is deputy direc-
tor of the directorate’s Joint Futures
Laboratory.
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“In the past, we really haven’t
fought a joint campaign,” said Ozo-
lek, a retired Army colonel. “What
we’ve fought are air, maritime, and
land campaigns that were unified by
a joint commander’s vision and in-
tent.” In Ozolek’s view, “The joint
forces commander was in the role
of—at worst—deconflicting those
service capabilities and—at best—
trying to synchronize them and get
them to work on common objectives.”

As jointness advocates tell it, one
need only examine recent opera-
tions to see the kinds of problems
USJFCOM is trying to fix.

m Grenada. It was an operation to
rescue US students caught in the
chaos of a bloody power struggle on
that Caribbean island. However, the
lead Army commander could not
make contact with Navy warships
just offshore. He had to fly out to the
flagship to communicate with the
admiral in overall command. Ma-
rines who had come ashore could not
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talk to the Army troops or the Air
Force AC-130 gunships with whom
they had to coordinate.

® The Gulf War. The Navy had sta-
tioned six huge aircraft carriers in
nearby waters. However, the commu-
nications systems on the carriers were
not equipped to handle USAF’s com-
puter-generated air tasking order, the
blueprint that was supposed to guide
all coalition combat air operations in
the theater. As a result, Navy war-
planes at times didn’t participate. Else-
where, Marine officers shifted their
airplanes from the combined air war
to the support of their own ground
forces, which Marines view as the
main purpose of their organic airpower.

= Allied Force. The Army’s Task
Force Hawk in Albania, equipped
with AH-64 Apache attack aircraft,
demonstrated problems with how the
Army operates in a joint environ-
ment, said a recent General Account-
ing Office report. The Army had no
established procedure for integrat-
ing the Apaches into the USAF-led
NATO air campaign plan. In the end,
concern about their effectiveness and
vulnerability kept the Apaches on
the ground, anyway.

Though DOD formally established
USJFCOM in 1999, Congress had
actually launched the new jointness
push years before. In 1993, DOD
handed US Atlantic Command the
mission of developing joint capa-
bilities for the US military, chang-
ing its acronym from LANTCOM to
USACOM. In 1998, the Pentagon
made USACOM the executive agent
for joint warfighting experimenta-
tion. It was renamed US Joint Forces
Command on Oct. 7, 1999,

The first USJFCOM Commander
in Chief (and last for USACOM),
Adm. Harold W. Gehman Jr., jumped
into the effort with exceptional com-
bativeness. He vowed to “duke it
out” with the service chiefs in Wash-
ington, if necessary, and “capture”
major service exercises “for our own
use” in instilling jointness.

Picking Winners and Losers
Gehman claimed, for example, that
his standing as the leader of joint
experimentation would allow him to
select which service warfighting
concepts would or would not be ap-
proved—a statement tailor-made to
infuriate service leaders. It seemed
to be a deliberate provocation.
“I've received nothing but prom-

ises of cooperation from the ser-
vices,” said Gehman. “However, I
have not progressed far enough
where I've bumped up against any-
body yet. So, stay tuned. Wait until
next year—until I take somebody
on or lay some marker down. ...
When it starts costing money or
starts bumping up against the ser-
vice doctrine or something like that,
or if we start picking winners and
losers, which we will eventunally
have to do, then I can anticipate
loud, sucking noises through front
teeth.”

Duking It Out

He went on, “When it finally gets
down to it, this is going to be a
choice of resources and doctrinal
issues. ... Iwill come to town, equally
armed as a service chief. Now, people
are starting to get nervous. And we
will start to duke it out.”

Two years later, near the end of
his tenure, Gehman struck a more
collegial pose, making this statement
in April 2000 to a group of defense
reporters: “[Duking it out] has not
happened. I am gratified at that. It
probably has not happened mostly
because we’ve become smarter at
what we do. ... I don’t have any
authority. I am not a czar. My job is
to go out and find the right answer
and to advocate the joint interoper-
able approach. ... I am the advocate
of interoperability.”

Even so, Gehman asserted that, in
about half a dozen areas, joint re-
quirements should surpersede ser-
vice requirements.

Lastyear, command of USJFCOM
was taken by Army Gen. William F.
Kernan, a move that broke a de-
cades-long naval stranglehold on the
Norfolk, Va.—based headquarters.
(All of its commanders had been US
Navy or US Marine Corps officers.)

Vice Adm. Martin J. Mayer,
USJFCOM deputy Commander in
Chief, said the command’s efforts
are focused on C*ISR (Command,
Control, Communications, and Com-
puters plus Intelligence, Surveil-
lance, and Reconnaissance). The goal
is to enable future commanders “to
shorten our decision time,” said the
admiral.

Other areas of experimentation are:
combat identification, theater air and
missile defense, attack operations
against critical mobile targets, deep
strike and battlefield interdiction,
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joint deployment, joint simulation,
and battlefield awareness. The joint
experimentation directorate already
is working on a joint interoperable
planning process that would “create
an environment for collaborative
planning and decision making,” Ozo-
lek said. It is, in short, a standing
joint service headquarters.

He went on, “Today, when we form
a joint headquarters, we typically
grab a service command ... [and]
designate it a joint task force, then
try to fuse some joint capability into
that. That has not always been as
successful as we’d like.”

According to a USJFCOM state-
ment: “The current joint task force is
an ad hoc organization. It is widely
acknowledged that a standing joint
force headquarters will greatly im-
prove our response to world situa-
tions.”

Ozolek explained that USJFECOM
proposes to develop and hand over
to the regional CINCs “some inher-
ently joint capability” to be on the
scene “before they form the joint
headquarters.” Then, they can “feed
the service connections” into the core
group. That should give the CINCs’
staff the power to begin planning for
a contingency much earlier than is
usually the case.

Army Lt. Col. Kevin Woods, who
served as the director of USJFCOM s
latest major experiment, said the con-
cept of the “joint standing headquar-
ters” would replace the current “ad
hoc method” of creating a staff for
contingency operations. One would
be based in the geographic area of
each CINC.

Even with service augmentation,
Woods said, the forward based staff
should be kept small in number. It
should have reachback capability—
that is, the ability through tele-
communications to communicate
instantaneously with experts in the
Pentagon, State Department, and
other security institutions.

Army Col. Chris Shepherd, an-
other leader of the experimentation
unit, said the advantage of having a
full-time “core” joint staff element
located in a theater is that its mem-
bers would be familiar with their
duties and the region and not have to
catch up with events, as is true with
the current system.

Officials at USTFCOM emphasize
that much initial work is focused on
ways to quickly combine different
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capabilities of the services, which
mainly means generating improve-
ments in communications.

Ozolek explained that the experi-
menters seck to develop a means for
creating a “common relevant air pic-
ture” by linking all the US military
sensors, blending their data, and dis-
tributing the picture rapidly through-
out the forces in action.

“I'm a big fan of standing joint
task force headquarters,” Kernan said
July 17 in Washington. “The power
of a standing joint task force [head-

RDO:

A concept to
achieve rapid
victory by
attacking the
coherence of
an enemy'’s
ability to fight
[by using]
effects-based
operations.

quarters] is that you get people as-
signed for three or four years, they
develop their staff procedures, they
get to know one another, there’s a
personal relationship that enables
them to [do] things fairly quickly.”

Rapid Decisive Operations

The command also has gone to
work refining the concept of Rapid
Decisive Operations. USJFCOM's
official definition: “A concept to
achieve rapid victory by attacking
the coherence of an enemy’s ability
to fight. It is the synchronous appli-
cation of the full range of our na-
tional capabilities in timely and di-
rect effects-based operations. It
employs our asymmetric advantages

in the knowledge, precision, and mo-
bility of the joint force against his
critical functions to create maximum
shock, defeating his ability and will
to fight.”

RDOis at the center of a USJFCOM
plan to conduct a series of experi-
ments in future years. The two-phase
jointexperiments will have the phases
occurring in successive years. The
first step of the current pair, con-
ducted in May, was called Unified
Vision 2001. It used computer simu-
lation with opposing teams of active
and retired senior officers to test an
RDO in a realistic multiservice op-
eration projected as occurring later
in this decade. It was a high-end,
small-scale contingency that had the
potential to escalate to a major the-
ater war.

In describing the experiment, the
participants used a number of terms
and concepts with a clear Air Force
pedigree.

The experiment employed effects-
based warfare to attack the coher-
ence of an enemy. “Instead of at-
tacking his warfighting capabilities,
we attack his war-making capabili-
ties,” Ozolek said, using terms com-
monly used by Maj. Gen. David A.
Deptula, now in charge of USAF’s
input to the Quadrennial Defense
Review.

Retired Marine Gen. Charles E.
Wilhelm, former Commander in Chief
of US Southern Command, was the
joint forces commander for the three-
week test. He said the first week
involved studying and refining the
operational net assessment, the sec-
ond week shifted into effects-based
planning, and the final week saw the
conduct of effects-based operations
in the RDO context,

A key part of RDO is the opera-
tional net assessment, which can
enable a commander “to assess an
adversary as a system of systems”
and attack him as such, Wilhelm
said.

Following in the wake of Unified
Vision 2001 will be Millennium Chal-
lenge 2002. That experiment is to use
essentially the same conditions, sce-
nario, and force structure seen in
Unified Vision 2001, only with the
employment of thousands of real
forces operating on land and sea and
in the air over much of the southwest-
ern United States, Ozolek said.

In the future, USJFCOM will re-

Continued on p. 76.
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peat the cycle to perfect concepts
and equipment tested earlier and to
work on new ideas and gear.

Service Support

Surprisingly, perhaps, the services
appear eagerto get USJFCOM’s help
in improving joint operations, Ozolek
said. A survey of the services’ own
experimentation verified the claim.

Lt. Col. Daniel Bryan, deputy di-
rector of assessments for the Air
Force Experimentation Office at
Langley AFB, Va., said it merged its
Expeditionary Force Experiment with
Millennium Challenge 2000. Tt will
do the same with the 2002 experi-
ments.

“We're pretty excited and pleased
with the way it lines up with Millen-
nium Challenge '02,” he said of
USAF’s experiment.

Rear Adm. Robert Sprigg, com-
mander of the Naval Warfare Devel-
opment Command at Newport, R.I.,
said the Navy adjusted the schedule
for its fleet battle experiments to tie
them in with USJFCOM s trials. “We
think the insights we gain early in a
joint environment will give all our
services the information they need
to avoid some of the pitfalls that
we’'ve seen in the past, when some of
our systems were less than inter-
operable,” Sprigg said.

The Army and Marines have done
the same with their previously inde-
pendent experiments. The Army in-
tends to test the capabilities of its
emerging “objective force” in the
Millennium Challenge 2002 experi-
ments,

While many regard USJIFCOM’s
steps as necessary and overdue, the
view is not unanimous. The rise of
jointness at least implies some de-
cline in the power of the individual
services. Some officers express con-
cern that USJTFCOM will try to dic-
tate terms on weapons and other types
of equipment, areas traditionally in
the domain of the service chiefs and
senior generals and admirals.

“I believe we all can work together
on this,” observes Gen. James L. Jones,
Commandant of the Marine Corps. He
added, however, that there could be
clashes between the services’ Title 10
duty to organize, train, and equip their
forces and USJFCOM s duties to seek
jointness. “That’s something we’re
working on,” said Jones

“I don’t know how that’s going to
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fall out,” Bryan said about the pro-
curement process. Although be ex-
pected USJIFCOM to make recommen-
dations based on its experiments, he
felt confident it would not interfere
with the services’ choice of weapons.

To a man, USIFCOM officials
vowed they will not try to direct the
services’ own transformation pro-
cesses or weapon development. May-
eremphasized, “Hardware is the ser-
vices’ prerogative. We don’tdo that.”
For example, he said, “We will not
tell the Navy how to build a ship.”

Hardware
is a service
prerogative, say
USJFCOM
officials. How-
ever, they plan
to establish
“joint
intent” prior
to weapon
development.

Ozolek contended, “I don’t see the
joint experimentation program as a
threat to the services’ force develop-
ment role. I see it as a tool they can
use to assist their own force develop-
ment. [The services] still retain pri-
macy within their core competencies.
We're not going to tell them how to
fight a ... battle or how to build the
systems required to do that.”

Joint Intent

However, USJFCOM does plan to
establish what it calls the “joint in-
tent” at the start of each service’s
weapon development process. If the
joint intent precedes the services’
development of forces or operational
concepts, explains Ozolek, “it will

allow us to take jointness down to
the lowest common level.” Tt would
allow a future unified combat leader
to “move from deconflicting to syn-
chronizing™ his forces, he said.

The new push for jointness has the
support of the Bush Administration.
It added $15 million for joint experi-
mentation in its supplemental de-
fense appropriation request for Fis-
cal 2001 and then doubled—to $100
million—the annual funding for joint
experiments in the 2002 budget.

Experimentation got a political boost
recently. Two studies commissioned
by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
emphasized, on the one hand, the need
for more joint experimentation and,
on the other hand, the need for forma-
tion of intrinsically joint headquarters
and even fighting forces.

The so-called Conventional Forces
Study concluded that the greatest un-
tapped potential for US forces is “truly
integrated jointness.” Its highest in-
vestment priorities were joint Com-
mand-and-Control systems, which the
study chairman, David C. Gompert,
called “absolutely essential.” Most C?
systems are not built for integrated
operations, said Gompert, adding, “If
we’re serious about taking jointness
to the next level, there has to be a
significant investment to replace non-
interoperable joint Command-and-
Control systems with interoperable
ones.”

The Conventional Forces report
also recommended formation of joint
response forces, which it described
as “operationally joint capabilities™
provided by the services to be inte-
grated and used by a theater CINC.

Retired Air Force Gen. James Mc-
Carthy, who led Rumsfeld’s Trans-
formation Study, reported that the
“integration and synergy that true
jointness brings is the most power-
ful transformation concept.” McCar-
thy said service transformation
should focus on forming “Global
Joint Response Forces,” which could
provide in 24 hours a fully integrated,
long-range, multiservice strike force
able to set the stage for larger inter-
vention. ]

Otto Kreisher is a Washington, D.C.-
based military affairs reporter for
Copley News Service and a regular
contributor to Air Force Magazine.
His most recent article, "Flying the
Unfriendly Skies of America,”
appeared in the June 2000 issue.
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The Chart Page

By Tamar A. Mehuron, Associate Editor

The Defense Budget at a Glance

In June, President Bush presented his
amended defense budget for Fiscal 2002.
The document requests $328.9 billion in
budget authority and $312.9 billion in
outlays for the direct program (DOD
activities only). The budget request for the
total national defense program (DOD
activities and defense activities in the
Depariment of Energy and other federal
agencies) is $344.6 billion in budget
authority and $328.6 billion in outlays.

Funding levels can be expressed in
several ways. Totals are most frequently
stated in budget authority, which is the

value of new obligations that the gov-
ernment is authorized to incur. These
include some obligations to be metin later
years. Figures can also be expressed in
outlays (actual expenditures, some of
which are covered by amounts that were
authorized in previous years).

Another cifference concerns the value of
money. When funding is in current or then-
year dollars, no adjustment for inflation has
taken place. This is the actual amount of
dollars that has been or is to be spent,
budgeted, or forecast. When funding is
expressed in constant dollars, or real
1999

2000 2001

dollars, the e“fect of inflation has been
factored out to make direct comparisons
between budget years possible. A specific
year, often the present one, is chosen as a
baseline for constant dollars.

The following charts address only the
Defense Department program. In some
instances, numbers on the charts in this
section may not sum to totals shown
because of rounding. Years indicated are
Fiscal Years. Civilian manpower figures
are now measured in terms of Full Time
Equivalents.

2002

Budget authorit

{(current)

DOD Budget
Topline
(§ billions) .

(current)

(constant FY 2002)

$278.4

$2€7.3 $296.3

Budget authorit

$328.9

President Bush's Fiscal 2002

$300.7 $303.4 $304.8 $328.9 budget is the first installment of
a new six-year Future Years
Defense Program. However, he
$261.4 $281.2 $283.9 $312.9 did not present any figures for

the outyears 2003-07.

(constant FY 2002)

Percent

0

1950 1954 1958 1962

Source: US Department of Defense.
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The Chart Page / The Defense Budget at a Glance

Service Shares
(Budget authority in constant $ billions)

FY 2002 $ billions 1999 2000 2001 2002
Air Force 88.5 87.8 88.3 95.0
Army 73.9 771 7H3 79.5 President Bush’'s Fiscal 2002
Navy/Marine Corps 90.5 93.5 95.7 98.1 budget is the first instaliment of
Defense agencies 47.9 45.2 457 56.2 a new six-year Future Years
Total 300.7 303.4 304.8 328.8 Detense Peagram. Hosier, s
did not present any figures for
Percentages the outyears 2003-07.
Air Force 29.4% 28.9% 29.0% 28.9%
Army 24.6% 25.4% 24.7% 24.2%
Navy 30.1% 30.8% 31.4% 29.8%
Defense agencies 15.9% 14.9% 15.0% 17.1%
Force Structure Changes
1997
Cold War Base BUR QDR Plan
Base 1990 Force Plan Goal 2002
AlrForea - = - — — _*_____ - - .- =< e o_ulr O— s eaem Mk e )
Active fighter wings 24 15.3 13 12+ 12+
AFRC/ANG fighter wings 12 11.3 7 8 7+
e N W N e O R N R e R R TN ey [ T e
Active divisions 18 12 10 10 100
Army National Guard/Reserve 10 g2 8 8 8¢

Aircraft carriers

Active 15 12 11 11 12
Reserve 1 1 0
Carrier air wings

Active 13 11 10 10 10
Reserve 2 2 1 1 1
Marine’Corpsit . "= SAT Mot s T R S T L S R e R S R S e
Active Marine Expeditionary Forces 3 3 3 3 3
Reserve Marine Expeditionary Force 1 1 1 1 1

® Comprising 34 brigades.

b Plus two armored cavalry regiments.
¢ Plus 18 separate brigades (15 of which are at enhanced readiness levels).

Operational Training Rates

1990 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Flying hours per crew per month,
fighter/attack aircraft 19.5 17.0 17.7 17.2 171 17.1

Flying hours per tactical crew
per month 14.2 11.4 11.8 12.7 14.5 14.0
Annual tank miles? 800 600 601 669 800 730

Flying hours per tactical crew

per month 23.9 20.2 21.6 20.9 17.8 22,6
Ship steaming days per quarter

Deployed fleet 54.2 50.5 50.5 50.5 50.5 50.5

Nondeployed fleet 28.1 26.8 26.1 28.0 28.0 28.0

@ Excludes National Training Center miles.

o
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Major USAF Programs RDT&E

(Current $ millions)

Program

B-1B bomber

B-2 bomber

C-5 transport

C-17 transport
C-130J transport
CV-22 transport

E-3 AWACS

E-8 Joint STARS
F-15 fighter

F-16 ighter

F-22 “ighter

F-24 “ighter (JSF)
T-6 JPATS

AIM-120 AMRAAM
JDAM

JASSM

AEHF satellite

DSP satellite

GPS satellite
Milstar satellite
SBIRS-High satellite
SBIRS-Low satellite
Airborne Laser
Space Based Laser
Space Based Radar
Titan IV booster
EELV booster
Minuteman Il ICBM

(Budget autharity in constant FY 2002 $ billions)

2000 2001 2002
1565.7 156.7 1945
286.4 129.1  155.0
55.9 891.7 166.5
153.3 1748 1106
8.6 59.9 80.5
0.0 0.0 10.0
43.4 35.3 39.8
1356 147.8 1479
120.9 68.2 1014
106.6 122.8 1108
0.0 0.0 16.1
2491  351.2 7695
0.0 0.0 0.0
49.6 53.2 57.7
11.3 11.1 28.0
154.4 115.2 79.2
89.8 2441  549.7
T 9.4 6.4
1459 325.0 3179
345.6 2352 2321
400.3 564.0 405.2
218.1 238.8 0.0
3114 2315 0.0
68.9 72.5 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.1
30.8 25.6 21.3
322.0 329.9 320.3
0.0 0.0 0.0

Cutting the Pie: Who Gets What

1999 2000

Military personnel 76.4 -9

O&M 113.4 114.1

Procurement 55.0 58.1

RDT&E 41.4 40.9

Military construction 5.8 54

Family housing 39 I

Other 5.0 3.3

Total 300.7 3034

Manpower

(End strength in thousands)
1990 1999 2000 2001
Total active duty 2,065 1,390 1,382 1,382
Air Force 535 366 358 357
Army 751 480 480 480
Navy 582 372 372 372
Marine Corps 197 172 173 173
Selected reserves 1,128 877 864 866
Civilians (FTE) 997 724 699 683

80

2001

77.6
111.0
63.9
42.0
5.5
3.7
1.9
304.8

2002

1,388
359
480
376
173

2002

82.3
125.7
61.6
47.4
58
4.1
1.8
328.9

Change
1990~
2002

677
176
271
-206
-24
?

?

Major USAF Programs Procurement

(Current § millions)

Program

B-1B bomber

B-2 bomber

C-5 transport

C-17 transport
C-130J transport
CV-22 transport
E-3 AWACS

E-8 Joint STARS
F-15 fighter

F-16 fighter

F-22 fighter

F-24 fighter (JSF)
T-6 JPATS
AIM-120 AMBAAM
JDAM

JASSM

AEHF satellite

DSP satellite

GPS satellite
Milstar satellite
SBIRS-High satellite
SBIRS—Low satellite
Airborne Laser
Space Based Laser
Space Based Radar
Titan IV booster
EELV booster
Minuteman Il ICBM

AEHF
AFRC
AMRAAM
ANG
AWACS
BUR
DSP
EELV
FTE
GPS
JASSM
JDAM
JPATS
1997 JSF
QDR O&M
Goal QDR
RDT&E
1,360
339 SBIRS
480 STARS
369
172
835
640

2000 2001 2002
113.7 4B.3 95.5
17.2 245 11.9
75.3 945 103.2

2,774.5 2,673.6 3,015.1
136.0 295.3 221.8
215 3325 95.1
114.5 87.8 92.5
209.3 281.4 366.2
574.4 7155 2122
509.1 426.9 232.0
288.5 2,130.4 2,658.2

0.0 0.0 0.0
107.4 1315 2284
83.6 97.8 104.7
189.2 2149 187.3

0.0 0.0 45,0

0.0 0.0 0.0
100.5 1054 1125
107.5 155.7 177.7

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 93.8

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0
399.4 406.0 385.3
68.1 280.4 98.0
269.6 371.7 552.7
Acronyms

Advanced Extremely High
Frequency

Air Force Reserve Command

Advanced Medium-Range Air-
to-Air Missile

Air National Guard

Airborne Warning and Control
System

Bottom-Up Review
Defense Support Program

Evolved Expendable Launch
Vehicle

Full Time Equivalent

Global Positioning System
Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff
Missile

Joint Direct Attack Munition

Joint Primary Aircraft Training
System

Joint Strike Fighter
Operations and Maintenance
Quadrennial Defense Review

Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation

Space Based Infrared System

Surveillance Target Attack
Radar System
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The new AB139 lacks one thing. An equal.

Ulrimare flexibilicy. High survivabiliry. The larest rechnology. Surprising

characteristics for a helicopter char also offers unmatched cost efficiency.
The AB139's eight cubic meter, fifteen-passenger interior can be quickly
reconfigured to meer a wide range of missicn demands. Its state-of-the-art
Honeywell glass cockpir significantly reduces pilor workload. And rhe
latest survivability fearures adc safety where it’s needed most.

Wharever your mission, it calls for the only machine thar’s built for

both the modern battlefield and current defense budgers. The AB139.

BELL/AGUSTA AEROSPACE COMPANY
For Your World.™




Morthrop Grumman arlist's cancept

Procurement budgets may be limited, but technology
continues to evolve.

WINGS IC
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On these pages are some of the new and serious concepts being pursued
by the Pentagon, NASA, and the aerospace industry to meet emerging
requirements and take advantage of the state of the art in materials,
propulsion, and aerodynamic research.

At left is Northrop Grumman’s design for a possible Future Strike Aircraft.
The company is working on a one-year Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency contract, worth up to $2.5 million, to develop a super-
sonic cruising attack airplane that produces a sonic boom less intense
than that of today’s aircraft. The research has application to future
airliners as well as to military aircraft. Current plans call for USAF to
begin work on a next-generation bomber within 15 years.

Lockheed Martin has proposed a research aircraft (above) based on the
F-22, to be called the X-44. It would have no flaps, ailerons, rudder, or
other control surfaces. Instead, the aircraft's flight path would be con-
rro“e!d purely by the movement of two multioxis thrust-vectoring exhaust
nozzles.

By John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor
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Lockheed Marlin pholo by John Rossing

ion by Erik Simonsen

NASA is exploring the possibili-
ties of a large blended-wing
airplane. With a span of well over
200 feet, the aircraft would have
prodigious internal volume for
carrying cargo or fuel for aerial
tanking purposes. The large wing
surface would give the airplane
tremendous ability to lift payloads
and carry them long distances with
increased fuel economy. However,
the design would crowd other
airplanes on the ramp and thus
would require large airfields. At
far right, the blended wing in a
NASA wind tunnel; at rigﬁt, as it
might appear in Air Mobility
Command service.

Lockheed Martin would solve the ramp space problem by making o future
tanker a biplane. The joined-wing, or box-wing, concept would allow for
shorter wingspan with greater lift capability. Above, a radio-cortrolled
model demonstrates that it will fly; at right, an artist's concept of the
biplane freighter in service.

o
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MNASA pholo

Lockhead Martin artist's concept
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The US currently enjoys amo-
nogoly on fielded stealth aircraft,
but other nations are looking at

stealth for their next generation of

combat airplanes. At right is a
BAE Systems concept employing a
cranked-delta wing. Quiside the
US, the UK is considered fo have
the most capability in stealth
design.
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Lockheed Martin has developed a future fighter concept (left) in which
the pilot would be optional. One version would be an Unmanned Combat
Air Vehicle for especially dangerous missions, while another variant
would have a cocipii that would be used only when there was need for a
pilot. A common assembly line would reduce overall costs for the fighter-
size aircraft.

Scaled Composites is cleveiopiniihe Proteus aircraft (above) for a variety

of missions, one of which might be to serve as a regional relay platform

for communications, substituting for a satellite. The aircraft wiﬁ cruise
etween 59,000 and 65,000 feet for a maximum duration of 18 hours.

‘Other missions might include atmospheric research, reconnaissance, and

QO'nc_h_'of'smu“.-.smellites. The Proteus has a wingspan of more than 77

feet, expandable to 92 feet, and a length of more than 56 feet, but
weighs only as much as a midsize car.
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MASA photo by Mick Galanle
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Dell Helieopters
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Bell is investigating a possible
expanded version of its V-22
Osprey tilt-rotor. Dubbed V-44,
the quad tilt-rotor {at left) would
have the same fuselage size as o
C-130 transport but would be able
to take off and land vertically,
eliminating the need for a runway.
The concept has appeal for special
operations forces needing trans-
port to unimproved airfields or
remote locations. m

on by Erik Simonsen




BOEING

Forever New Frontiers

[It’s the model program
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www.bhoeing.com

It starts with building the world's most capable
airliffer. Next, comes o partnership between
customer, manufacturer and suppliers that
continually spurs innovation while it lowers

costs. Add to that a commitment to quality
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and efficiency worthy of the Baldrige
Award, the Collier Trophy and countless
other accolades and it's clear what makes the
C-17 Globemaster lll one-of-akind. I's miles

ahead of anything else by any measure.

's anliione.




Missile defense should be in
addition to—not instead of—deterrent capabilities.

The Changing Wor
of Nuclear Deterrence

Adm. Richard W. Mies is the commander in
chief of United States Strategic Command. On
July 11, he gave extensive testimony on US
strategic policy and forces to the Senate Armed
Services Committee’s strategic subcommittee.
What follows are excerpts from his statement.

New World, New Strategy

“The post—Cold War world is a more chaotic place.
Strategic deterrence, which worked well in the bipolar
framework of the Cold War, may not work vell in a
multipolar world of unpredictable, asymmetric threats,
and in some cases, it may fail. How do vou deter a threat

have articulated a need to move beyor
Cold War deterrence—the almost exclusive reliance on
mutual vulnerability and assured response—to a more
comprehensive framework that integrates other comple-
mentary elements of military strategy—elements includ-
ing dissuasion, defense, and denia

22 to deterrence that
includes both offenses and defenses. Missile defense
would not be a replacement for an assured response but
rather an added dimension.”
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Dan’t Chuck the ICBMs

“Intercontinental ballistic missiles continue to pro-
vide a reliable, low cost, prompt response capability
with a high readiness rate. They also promote stability by
ensuring that a potential adversary takes their geographi-
cally dispersed capabilities into account if contemplat-
ing a disarming first strike. Without a capable ICBM
force, the prospect of destroying a significant percentage
of America’s strategic infrastructure with a handful of
weapons might be tempting to a potential adversary in a
crisis.”

No Risky Launch Strategies

“Our strategic plans provide a wide range of delibera-
tive, preplanned options and adaptive planning capabili-
ties to ensure our nation can respond appropriately to any
provocation rather than an ‘all-or-nothing’ response.
Additionally, our forces are postured such that we have
the capability to respond promptly to any attack, while at
the same time, not relying upon ‘launch on warning’ or
‘launch under attack.” ”

Down on De-Alerting

“With the end of the Cold War, we have dramatically
transformed our strategic force posture. ... We must be
cautious, however, as we consider further changes in our
force posture. Reducing the alert status of our forces, in
isolation, can diminish their credibility and survivabil-
ity. Many ‘de-alerting’ proposals jeopardize the existing
stability against a pre-emptive first strike because they
increase our vulnerability and create a premium for
attacking first. As Albert Wohlstetter wrote many years
ago: ‘Relaxation of tension, which everyone thinks is
good, is not easily distinguished from relaxing one’s
guard, which almost everyone thinks is bad.” Most de-
alerting proposals create an incentive to be the first to
rearm.”

No “Hair-Trigger” Situation

“I would also like to challenge the perception that our
forces are on ‘hair-trigger’ alert—a characterization
routinely used to justify de-alerting proposals. Mul-
tiple, stringent procedural and technical safeguards
have been in place, and will remain in place, to guard
against accidental or inadvertent launch. Rigorous safe-
guards exist to ensure the highest levels of nuclear
weapon safety, security, reliability, and command and
control.

“Additionally, the policy of the United States is not
to rely on ‘launch on warning.’ As I stated earlier, our
forces are postured such that while we have the capa-
bility to respond promptly to any attack, we will never
need to rely upon launch on warning. The diversity,
flexibility, and survivability of our strategic forces
and our command-and-control networks are designed
to ensure we are never faced with a ‘use them or lose
them’ dilemma and we are always capable of an as-
sured response. ... Our trigger is built so we can
always wait—the hair-trigger characterization is inac-
curate.”

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001

Cuts for the Sake of Cuts

“Strategic force reductions must be viewed as means
to an end—national security—not as an end in itself. ...
Deterrence ultimately depends not on our capability to
strike first but on the assurance that we always have a
capability to strike second. ...

“We need to focus more on capabilities rather than
numbers. There is a naive and mistaken belief that the
‘nuclear danger’ is directly proportional to the number of
nuclear weapons and, accordingly, lower is inevitably
better. As we reduce our strategic forces to lower levels,
numerical parity or numbers alone become less and less
important—issues such as transparency, irreversibility,
production capacity, aggregate warhead inventories, and
verifiability become more and more significant.

“It is ultimately the character and the posture of our
strategic forces—characteristics like assured command
and control, survivability, and reliability—more than
their numbers alone that make the strategic environment
stable or unstable. Additionally, there is a tyranny in
very deep numerical reductions that inhibits flexibility
and induces instability in certain situations.”

The Diagnosis

“Strategic deterrence will be a fundamental pillar of
our national security for the foreseeable future. Short of
universal brain surgery, the design of nuclear weapons
cannot be disinvented or erased from memory.”

Strategic Force Reductions

Mies listed the changes in strategic forces since the
fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989. The United
States has:

m Curtailed production of most modern bomber (B-2)
and ICBM (Peacekeeper)

m Stopped development of land-based mobile mis-
siles—Peacekeeper rail-garrison and small ICBM road-
mobile programs

m Capped production of sea-launched ballistic missile
warheads (W-88)

m Removed all sea-launched nuclear cruise missiles
from ships and submarines

m Removed all bombers from day-to-day alert

®m Reduced the number of command-and-control air-
craft from 59 to 20

m Terminated the Ground Wave Emergency Network
m Converted the B-1 bomber to conventional-only use
m Eliminated the Minuteman II ICBM force

= Eliminated all nuclear short-range attack missiles
from the bomber force

m Eliminated all ground-launched intermediate- and
short-range nuclear weapons

m Halted underground nuclear testing

m Closed major portions of the nuclear weapons produc-
tion complex. [ ]
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Photochart of USAF Leadership ... .1z

An Air Force Magazine Directory
Compiled by Chequita Wood, Editorial Associate

Office of the Secretary of the Air Force

Assl. Secrelary of the
Air Force {Acquisition)
and Chief information
Officer
Lawrence J. Delaney

Secrelary of the Air Force
James G. Roche

Asst. Secretary of the Air
Force (Space) and
Direclor, NRD
Keith R. Hail

Undersecretary of the Air Force

Lawrence J. Delaney (acting) Inspector General

Lt. Gen, Raymond P. Fuot

Asst. Secretary of the Air Force
(Financial Management
& Comptroller)
Michael Montelonga

Deputy Undersecretary for
Internalional Affairs
Willard H. Mitchell

Director, Legislalive
Liaison

Maj. Gen. T. Michael
Moseley*

Director, Small &
Disadvantaged Business
Utilization
Dale McNabb {acting)
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Administralive Assl. to the
Secretary of the Air Force
William A. Davidson

Asst. Secretary of the Asst. Secretary ol the
Air Force Air Force
(Installations & Environment) (Manpower & Reserve Alfairs)
Melson F. Gibbs Michael L. Dominguez
Audilor General General Counsel
Vacant John P. Janecek (acting)

Director, Marketing Direclor, Public Affairs
Brig. Gen, Arthur F. Diehl Brig. Gen. Ronald T, Rand
I

Military Asst. to the
Secretary
of the Air Force
Col. Phil Breedlove

*Nominated as Commander, Sth Air Force, Shaw AFB, 5.C
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The United States Air Force Air Staff

Asst. Vice Chief of Stalf Chief Master Sergeant Air Force Historian
Lt Gen. Lance W. Lord of he Air Farce Richard P. Hallion
CMSAF Frederick J. Finch

Chief of Staff
Gen. John P. Jumper
(confirmed 8/3/01)

Judge Advocate General Surgeon General Chair, Scientilic Advisary
Maj. Gen. William A, Moorman Lt, Gen, Paul K. Carlton Jr Board
Roberl W. Selden

Chief of Chaplain Service Chiet of Salely Chief Scientist
Maj. Gen. Larraine K. Potter Maj. Gen. Timothy A. Peppe Alexander Levis

Vice Chief of Stafl
Gen. John W. Handy
(nominated to be Cc fer in Chief, TRANSCOM)

Chiel of Air Force Reserve Director, Air National Guard Director, National Defense
Lt. Gen. James E. Sherrard il Maj. Gen. Paul A. Weaver Jr Review

Maj. Gen. David A. Deptula

Director, Security Forces Director, Test & Evaluation
Brig. Gen. James M, Shamess John T. Manclark
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84 years old,
and we’re still

going strong.

From the first launch of an aircraft off a Navy ship, Vought's aircraft heritage has
proudly supported the United States military with quality products and services.
Today, we continue our tradition of innovation as a key supplier on such programs
as the B-2, Global Hawk and C-17. We are the world’s largest independent supplier
of aerostructures. And, we're committed to making sure our men and women in
uniform have the finest products to fly in the world.

” Vought

PROVEN. INNOVATIVE. PARTNER.

Vought Aircraft Industries, Inc. P.0. Box 655907, Dallas, TX 75265-5907 www.voughtaircraft.com




Deputy Chiefs of Staff

Deputy Chief of Staff,

Air & Space Operalions

Lt. Gen. Robert H, Foglesong
(nominated to be USAF Vice
Chief of Staff)

Director, Command & Director, Intelligence, Director, Joint Matters Director, Nuclear &
Conirol Surveillance, & Reconnaissance Maj. Gen. (sel.) Tommy F Counterproliferation
Brig. Gen. James W. Morehouse Maj. Gen. Glen D. Shaifer Crawford Maj. Gen. Franklin J. Blaisdell

Director, Operational Director, Operational Directar, Dperations
Plans Requirements & Training

Director, Space Operations &
|
Maj. Gen. (sel.) Jeffrey B. Kohler ~ Maj. Gen. (sel.) Daniel P. Leaf  Maj. Gen. Walter E. Buchanan 11|

Integration
Maj. Gen. (sel.} Michael A. Hamel

Director, Weather
Brig, Gen, David L.
Johnson

Depuly Chiel ol Staff,
Communications &
Information

Lt. Gen. John L
Woodward Jr,

Director, Architeclure & Director, DCS Aclion

Director, IT Enterprise Direclor, Plans, Policy, &
Interaperabilily Group Operations Resources
Col. William P. Nelson Col. Don Greiman Col. Michael Basla Col. Lou G. Jakowatz 11l

Deputy Chief of Staff,
Instaliations & Logistics
Lt. Gen. Michael E, Zettler

Civil Engineer Director, Maintenance Director, Plans & Inlegration Director, Services
Maj. Gen. Earnest 0. Robbins I Brig. Gen. Terry L. Gabreski Susan A. 0'Neal Arthur J. Myers

Direclor, Supply Directar, Transportation
Brig, Gen. Robert E, Mansfield Jr.  Brig, Gen, Teresa M. Peterson
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Deputy Chiefs of Staff (continued)

Deputy Chief of Stalf,
Personnel
Lt Gen. Richard E. Brown IIl

Direclor, Personnel Force Direclor, Personnel Farce Director, Personnel
Development Management Resources
Elizabeth T. Corliss Maj. Gen. Michae! C. McMahan Brig. Gen, Toreaser A, Steele

Deputy Chief of Stalf,
Plans & Programs
Lt. Gen. Joseph H.

Wehrle Jr.

Direclor, Manpower, Organization, Direclar, Programs Director,
& Quality Maj. Gen. Duncan J. McNabb Strategic Planning
Brig. Gen. Joseph P. Stein Maj. Gen. John L Barry

Air Force Acquisition System

Assl. Secretary of the Alr Principal Depuly Assl. Program Executive Officers
Force for Acquisition Secretary of the Air Force . )
Lawrence J. Delaney for Acquisition Alrlift, Trainers, Modeling, Space Programs
Lt Gen, Stephen B. Plummer Simulation Brig. Gen. Craig R. Cooning
Brig. Gen, Robert W, Chedister

Principal Depuly Asst. Weapons
Secretary lor Acquisition & Command & Control Programs Joseph G. Diamond
Management Brig. Gen. Jefirey R. Riemer

Darleen A. Druyun
Fighter & Bomber Programs
Maj. Gen. Michael C. Mushala

Mission Area Directors

Global Power Intormation Dominance
Maj. Gen. (sel.) John D.W. Corley Brig. Gen. Henry A. Obering 1ll
Global Reach Space & Nuclear Delerrence
Maj. Gen. Paul W. Essex Maj. Gen. (sel.) Joseph B, Sovey
Major Commands
Air Combat Command
Hg. Langley AFB, Va
( 1st Air Force (ANG) Aerospace Command & Control &
Maj. Gen. Larry K. Arnold Intelligence, Surveillance, & Reconnais-
Tyndall AFB, Fla, sance Center
Maj. Gen. Gerald F. Perryman Jr.

Bth Air Force Langley AFB, Va.

Lt, Gen. Thomas J. Keck

Barksdale AFB, La. Aerospace Expeditionary Force Cenler

Brig. Gen. Allen G. Peck
9th Air Force Langley AFB, Va
. Lt Gen. Charles F. Wald®
Vice Commander Shaw AFB, §.C Air Warfare Center
Lt. Gen, Donaid G, Mal. Gen, Lawrence D. Johnston
Cook 12th Air Force Nellis AFE, Nev.

Lt. Gen. William 7. Hobbins
Davis—Monthan AFE, Ariz

Commander
Gen. John P. Jumper*

*Gonfirmed as Chief of Staff; replacement not yet named *Nominated to be DCS, Air & Space Operations, USAF, Pentagon
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Major Commands (continued)

Air Education and Training Command

Hq. Randolph AFB, Tex.

Commander
Gen. Hal M. Hornburg

Air Force Materiel Command
Hq. Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Commander
Gen. Lester L. Lyles

Air Force Reserve Command

Hg. Robins AFB, Ga

Commander
Lt. Gen. James E. Sherrard
i

Lt. Gen. John D. Hopper Jr.

2nd Air Force
Maj. Gen. John F. Regni
Keesler AFE, Miss.

19th Air Force
Maj. Gen. Steven R. Polk
Randolph AFB, Tex

Aeronautical Systems Center
Lt Gen. Richard V. Reynolds
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Aerospace Maintenance &
Regeneration Center

Air Force Recruiting Service
Brig. Gen. Duane W. Deal
Randolph AFB, Tex

Air Universily

Lt. Gen. Donald A.
Lamontagne

Maxwell AFB, Ala

Air Force Office of Scientific
Research

Lyle H. Schwartz

Arlington, Va

Air Force Research

Col. Kenneth M. Li dowski
Davis-Monthan AFB. Ariz.

Air Armament Center

Maj. Gen. Michael C. Kostelnik

Eglin AFB, Fla,

Air Force Flight Test Center

Maj. Gen. Wilbert D. Pearson Jr

Edwards AFB, Calif.

4th Air Force
Brig. Gen. James P. Gzekanski
March ARB, Calif,

10th Air Force

Maj. Gen. John A. Bradlay

NAS Fort Worth JRB, Carswell
Field, Tex.

22nd Air Foree
Maj. Gen, James D. Bankers
Dobbins ARB, Ga

Air Force Special Operations Command

Ha. Hurlburt Fieid, Fla

Commander
Lt Gen. Paul V. Hester
(confirmed 8/3/01)

100

Brig. Gen. Richard L.

16th Special Operations Wing
Brig, Gen. (sel.) David J. Scott

Hurlburt Field, Fla.

352nd Special Operations Group

Col. Jeff Walls
RAF Mildenhall, UK

353rd Special Operations Group

Col. Douglas Salmon
Kadena AB, Japan

720th Special Tactics Group
Col. Robert Holmes
Hurlburt Field, Fla

USAF Special Operations School

Col. Jim Oeser
Hurlburt Field, Fla

ory
Maj. Gen. Paul D. Nielsen
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Air Force Securily Assistance
Center

Maj. Gen. Glaude M. Boiton Jr.

Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Arnold Engineering
Development Center

Col. David J. Eichhorn

Arnaold AFB, Tenn

Wilford Hall USAF Medical Center

(59th Medical Wing}
Maj. Gen. Lee P. Rodgers
Lackland AFB, Tex

Electronic Systems Center
Lt Gen. Leslie F. Kenne
Hanscom AFB, Mass

Dgden Air Logistics
Center

Maj. Gen. Scott C. Bergren

Hill AFB, Utah

Oklahoma City Air
Logistics Center
Maj. Gen. Charles L.

Johnsaon [
Tinker AFB, Okla

Space & Missile Systems
Center*

Lt Gen. Brian A. Arnold

Los Angeles AFB, Calif.

Warner Robins Air
Logistics Center
Maj. Gen. Dennis G.

Haines
Robins AFB, Ga

US Air Force Museum

Charles D. Metcalf

Wright-Patterson
AFB, Ohio

*Space & Missile Systems Center reatigns under Air Force Space

Command in October 2001

Air Force Space Command
Hqg. Peterson AFB, Colo.

Commander
Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart

Vice Commander
Lt Gen. Roger G
DeKok

Air Mability Command

Hq. Scott AFE, Il

Commander
Gen. Charles T. Robertson Jr.*

Vice Commander
Lt Gen. Ronald C.
Marcotte

14th Air Force
Maj. Gen, William B. Looney 11
Vandenberg AFB, Calif,

20th Air Force
Maj. Gen, Timothy J.

MeMahon

F.E. Warren AFB, Wyo.

Space Warlare Center
Maj. Gen. Thomas B. Geslin

Jr

Schriever AFB. Colo.

15th Air Force
Maj. Gen. John D. Becker
Travis AFB, Calif.

21st Air Force
Maj. Gen. George N. Williams
McGuire AFB, N.J

Air Mobility Warfare Center
Maj. Gen. Robert J. Boots
Ft. Dix, N.J.

Tanker Airlift Control Center
Maj. Gen. Michael W, Wooley
Scott AFB, NIl

*Slated to retire. Gen. John W. Handy nominated for position

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



Call AAFMAA. 33% cheaper than SGLI.

$250,000 of coverage with SGLI costs $20 per month. With AAFMAA it costs only $13.40* a month.
You save 33%. SGLI is not mandatory. Why are you paying so much?

PLUS
« SGLI stops 120 days after you separate or retire. AAFMAA’s coverage continues.
* Your spouse, children and grandchildren are eligible for AAFMAA’s low cost coverage.
* AAFMAAS Survivor Assistance Services are included with each policy.
* No wartime exclusion clause or flight crew restrictions, same as SGLIL.
* With AAFMAA you can save up to 72% over VGLL

Call AAFMAA Direct: 1.877.398.2263

www.aafmaa.com

*After 20% rebate of premiums for nonsmokers, which is NOT guaranteed and is subject to change.

Insurance from a name you can trust... AAFMAA
STABILITY = REPUTATION = LOW COST += SINCE 1879

102 Sheridan Avenue, Fort Myer, VA 22211-1110




Major Commands (continued)

Pacific Air Forces
Hg. Hickam AFB, Hawaii

Vice Commander
Lt. Gen. Lansford E
Trapp Jr

Commander
Gen. William J, Begert

United States Air Forces in Europe

Hag. Ramstein AB, Germany

5th Air Force

Lt. Gen. Thomas C. Waskow
(confirmed 8/3/01)

Yokota AB, Japan

Tth Air Force

Lt. Gen. Lance L. Smith
(confirmed 7/27/01)
Osan AB, South Korea

11th Air Force
L Gen. Norton A. Schwartz
Elmendorf AFB, Alaska

13th Air Force
Maj. Gen. Theodore W. Lay Il

Commander
Andersen AFB, Guam

Gen, Gregary S. Martin

3rd Air Farce
Maj. Gen. Kenneth W, Hess
RAF Mildenhall, UK

16th Air Force
Lt. Gen, Ronald E. Keys
Aviano AB, Italy

Vice Commander
Lt, Gen. Glen W. Moorhead
Il

Command Chief Master Sergeants

CMSqgt. Daniel M. Keane
Air Gombat Command
Langley AFB, Va.

CMSql. Roberl V. Martens
Air Force Special
Operations Command
Hurlburt Field, Fla,

CMSgt. William A, Milligan
Air Education and
Training Command
Randolph AFB, Tex

CMSgt. Kenneth F. Van
Holbeck
Air Mobifity Command
Scott AFB, Il

CMSgl. David D. Mimms
Air Force
Materiel Command
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

CMSgt. Gerald R. Murray
Pacific Air Forces
Hickam AFB, Hawaii

CMSgl. Raymond G. Carter
Air Force Office of Special
Investigations
Andrews AFB, Md
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CMSgt. John E. Ensor
United States
Air Force Academy
Colorado Springs, Colo.

CMSgt. Cheryl D. Adams
Air Farce
Reserve Command
Robins AFB, Ga

CMSgt. Kevin D. Estrem
Air Force Space Command
Peterson AFB, Colo.

CMSgl. Vickie C. Mauldin
United States Air Forces
in Europe
Ramstein AB, Germany

CMSgt. Valerie D. Benlan
Air National Guard
Andrews AFB, Md

CM3gl. Larry D. Palmer
11th Wing
Bolling AFB, D.C.
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US101 is Ready for Duty

The right choice for USAF Combat Search And Rescue

The only Medium Lift Helicopter in production today
. . 3
sound investment for the warfighter and the US taxp

AgustaWestland Inc.
1601 North Kent Street, Rosslyn Plaza C, Suite 1013, Arlington, VA22209 USA
Telephone: (703) 243 7733 Fax: (703) 243 0885




Field Operating Agencies

Air Force Agency
for Modeling

& Simulation
QOrlando, Fla

Commander
Col, Grant F. Herring

Air Force
Civil Engineer
Support Agency

Tyndall AFB, Fla,

Commander
Col. Bruce R. Barthold

Air Force Freguency
Management Agency

Alexandria, Va

Commander
Col. Steven L. Woolf

Air Force Legal

Services Agency
Bolling AFE, D.C.

Commander
Col. Michael N. Madrid

Air Force Medical
Support Agency

Brooks AFB, Tex.

Commander
Col. William J. Germann
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Air Force
Audit Agency

Washington

Auditor General
Vacant

Air Force
Communications
Agency

Scott AFB, 1l

Commander
Col. Thomas J. Verbeck

Air Force Historical

Research Agency
Maxwell AFB, Ala.

Commander
Frederick Shaw (acting)

Air Force Logistics
Management Agency

Maxwell AFB, Gunter Annex, Ala

Sy

Commander
Col. Ronnie G, Mercer

Air Force News
Agency

Kelly AFB, Tex.

Commander
Col. Anthony J. Epifano

Air Force Base

Conversion Agency
Arlington, Va

Directar
Albert F, Lowas Jr

Air Force Cost

Analysis Agency
Arlington,Va

Execulive Director
Joseph T, Kammerer

Air Force History
Support Office

Washington

Commander
Col. Caral S. Sikes

Air Force Manpower &

Innovation Agency
Randolph AFB, Tex.

Commander
Col. Ronnie D. Sullivan

Air Force Office of

Special Investigations
Andrews AFB, Md

Commander
Brig, Gen. (sel.} Leonard E. Patterson

Air Force Center for
Environmental

Excellence
Brooks AFB, Tex

Director
Bary M. Erickson

Air Force Flight
Standards Agency

Andrews AFB, Md,

Commander
Col. Scott Grunwald

Air Force Inspection
Agency

Kirtland AFB, N.M.

Commander
Col. J. Warth Carter

Air Force Medical

Operations Agency
Bolling AFB, D.C

Commander
Brig, Gen. Gary H. Murray

Air Force

Operations Group
Washington

Commander
Col. Dave P. Jones
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Field Operating Agencies (continued)

Air Force Air Force
Pentagon Commu- Air Force Personnel Air Force Program
nications Agency Personnel Center Operations Agency Executive Office
Washington Randolph AFB, Tex. Washington Washington

Commander Commander Commander Air Force Acquisition Execulive

Col. Howard A. Bower Maj, Gen. Michael C. McMahan Brig Geng?reaserA Lawrence J. Delaney
eele
Air Force Real Air Force Review Air Force Air Force
Estate Agency Boards Agency Safety Center Security Forces Center
Bolling AFB, D.C. Andrews AFB, Md. Kirtiand AFB, N.M. Lackland AFB, Tex.

® 4

Director Director Commander Commander
William E. Edwards Joe G. Lineberger Maj. Gen. Timothy A Brig. Gen. James M.,
Pappe Shamess
Air Force Air Force Technical Air Force Air National Guard
Services Agency Applications Center Weather Agency Readiness Center

San Antonio Patrick AFB, Fla Offutt AFB, Neb, Andrews AFB, Md.

e

Commander Commander Commander Commander
Col. Horace L. Larry Col. Roy E. Horton (1l Gol. Robert H. Allen Col. Naomi D. Manadier
{acting)

Direct Reporting Units

Air Force
Air Force Operational Test & Air Force Studies & United States Air Force
Doctrine Center Evaluation Center Analyses Agency Academy 11th Wing
Maxwell AFB, Ala. Kirtland AFB, N.M Washington Colorado Springs, Colo. Bolling AF8, D.C.

Commander Commander Commander Superintendent Commander
Maj, Gen, D?de F. MacGhee Maj. Gen. William A. Peck Jr. Jaccueline R. Henningsen Lt Gen. John R. Dallager Brig. Gen, (sel.) James P
i Hunt

“Slated to replace Lt. Gen. Lance L. Smith this month
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Air Force Generals Serving in Joint and International Assignments

Office of the Secretary of Defense

LL. Gen. Michael E. Zeitler
Chairman, DOD Commissary Opzrating Board

Maj. Gen. Willam A, Peck Jr.
Director, National Assessment Group, USD, Acquisition. Technology. &
Logistics

Maj. Gen. Leonard M. Randolph Jr.
Deputy Executive Director, Tricare Managament Activity, USD, Personnel
& Readiness

Maj. Gen. Herberl M. Ward
Director, Special Programs, USD, ATAL

Brig, Gen. John H, Folkerls
Principal Director, Combating Terrorism Policy & Suppert, USD, Folicy

Brig. Gen. (sel.) Ronald D, Yaggi
Sr. Military Asst., PDUSD for Policy

Depariment of Defense

Li. Gen. Michael ¥, Hayden
Director, National Security Agency
FL Meade. Md.

Lt. Gen. Ronald T, Kadish
Director, Baliistic Missile Defense Organization

LI, Gen. Harry D. Raduege Jr.
Director, Defense Information Systems Agency
Arlington, Va

L1, Gen. Tome H. Walters Jr.
Director, Defense Security Cooperation Agency
Arimgtor, Va

Maj. Gen, Roberl P, Bongiovi
Deputy Director, Defense Threal Reduction Apency
Dulles, Va

Ma). Gen. Aober J. Courter Jr.
Director, Defense Commissary Agency
Fr. Lee, Va

Maj. Gen. Tilu Kera
Deputy Chief, Central Security Service. NSA
FL. Meade, Md

Maj. Gen. Michael 5. Kudlacz
Director, On-Site Inspection, DTRA
Dulles, Va,

Maj. Gen. Lee P, Rodgers
Lead Agent, Health Services Region 6
Lackiand AFB, Tex

Maj). Gen. Mary L. Saunders

Commander, Defense Supply Center Columbus
Defense Logistics Agency

Columbus, Ohio

Brig. Gen, Joseph E. Kelley
Lead Agent, Health Services Region 5
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio

Brig. Gen. Frank G. Klotz
Director, Nuciear Polley & Arms Control, National Secunty Council
Washington

Brig, Gen, Dan L. Locker
Lead Agent, Health Services Regian 4
Kazsler AFB, Miss

Brig, Gen. Bernard K. Skoch
Principal Director, Network Services
Defense Information Syslems Agency
Arlington, Va

Brig. Gen. Michael G. Lee

Deputy Director, Flans & Customer Operations
National Imagery & Mapping Agency

Reston, Va

Brig. Gen. Robert P. Summers
Oirector, Combat, DTRA
Algxandria, Va

Joint Chiefs of Staff

Gen, Richard B, Myers
Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staif

Gen, John P. Jumper
(confirmed 8/3/01)
Chiet of Staff, United States Air Force

Lt. Gen. Bruce A. Carison
Director, Force Structure, Resources, & Assessment

LL. Gen, Joseph H. Wehrle Jr.
USAF Member, Permanent Joint Board on Defense, Canada-US

Maj. Gen. Kevin P. Chilton
Deputy Director, Politico-Miiitary Affairs [Asia, Pacific, & Middle East)

Maj. Gen. (sel.) Charles E. Croom
Vice Directar, C* Sysiems
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Maj, Gen. Michasl M, Dunn
Vice Director, Strategic Plans & Policy

Maj. Gen. {sel.) James A. Hawkins
Vice Oirector, Joint Staff

Brig. Gen. William M. Fraser Il
Deputy Director. Operations (Natl. Systems Support}

Brig. Gen. Jonathan 5. Gration
Deputy Director, Operations (Information Operations)

Brig. Gen, Paul J, Lebras
Vice Directar. Intelligence

Brig. Gen. Aichard B.H, Lewiz
Director, Joint Theater Air Missile Defense Organization

Brig. Gen. John W, Rosa Jr,
Deputy Director, Current Dperations

Brig. Gen. Norman R. Seip
Deputy Director, Operaticns, Nafional Miiitary Command Center

Brig. Gen. Roberl L. Smolen
Director, Manpower & Personnal

National Guard Bureau

L1. Gen. Russell C. Davis
Chief, National Guard Bureau

Joint Service Schools

Maj. Gen, Edward L. LaFountaine
Commanaant, Join! Forces Staff College
National Defense Univarsity

Norfalk, Va

US Central Command

Lt. Gen. Charles F. Wald

(neminated to be DCS, Afr & Space Operations, USAF)
Commander, US Gentral Command Alr Forces

Shaw AFB. 5.C

Maj. Gen. T. Michael Moseley
(naminated te be Commander, CENTCOM Air Forces)
Shaw AFB, 5.C

Maj. Ben. Gary A. Dylewski
Commander, Joint Task Force-Southwest Asia
Rivadh, Saudi Arabia

Maj. Gen. Victor E. Renuart Jr.
Director, Operations
MacDill ATB, Fia

Brig. Gen. (sel.) William L. Holland
Deputy Director, Engagement

US European Gommand

Gen, Joseph W, Ralston
CGommander in Chief, US European Command
Mons, Belglum

Gen. Gregory $. Martin
Commander, Air Force Component
Ramstein AB, Germany

Ma|. Gen, Craig P. Rasmussen
Chiet, Office of Defense Gooperation Turkey
Ankara, Turkey

Maj. Gen. Charles N. Simpson
Director, Plans & Policy
Stuttgart-Vaihingan, Germany

Brig. Gen, Edward R. Ellis
GCommanding General, Combined Task Force=Operation Norther Watch
Incirilk AB, Turkey

Brig. Gen. Elizabeih A, Harrell
Diractor, Logistics & Security Assistance
Stuttgart-Vaihingen, Germany

Brig. Gen. Neal T. Robinsen
Diractor, Intelligence
Stuttgart-Vaihingen, Germany

Brig. Gen. Gary L. Salisbury
Director, C* Systems
Stuttgart-Vainingen, Germany

US Joint Forces Command

Maj. Gen. Jack R. Holbein Jr.
Chief of Staff
Norfolk, Va

Maj. Gen. Daniel M. Dick
Director, Strateqy, Requirements, & Integration
Norfolk, Va,

Brig, Gen. Anlhony W. Bell Jr.
Director, C* Systems
Narfolk, Va

Brig. Gen. James B. Smith
Deputy Commander, Joint Warfighting Center
Suffoik, Va

US Pacific Command

Gen, William J. Begert
Commander, Air Somponent
Hickam AFB, Hawaii

Lt. Gen. Thomas A. Case
Daputy CING, Chief of Statt
Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii

Lt. Gen. Norton A. Schwartz
Commander, Alaskan Command
Eimendorf AFB, Alaska

Lt. Gen, Thomas C. Waskow
{confirmed 83/01)
Commander, US Forces Japan
Yokota AB. Japan

Brig. Gen, Raymond E. Johns Jr.
Deputy Director, Strategic Flanning & Palicy
Camp HM. Smith, Hawsaii

Brig. Gen. Steven J, Redmann
CGommander, Joint Task Farce—Full Accounting
Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii

Brig. Gen. Donald C. Wurster
Commandar, Special Operations Command, Pacific
Camp H.M Smith, Hawaii

US Southern Command

Lt. Gen. Paul V. Hesler

{eonfirmed 83/01)

Commander, Air Force Component-Special Operations
Hurlburt Field, Fla.

LL. Gen. William T. Hobhins
Gommander, US Southam Command Air Forces
Davis~Monthan AFB, Ariz

Brig. Gen, Barry W. Barksdale
Vice Cormmander, SOUTHCOM Air Forces
Davis=Monthan AFB, Ariz

Brig. Gen. Robert D. Bishop Jr.
Director, Stralegy, Policy, & Plans
Miami, Fla

Brig. Gen. Richard L. Comer
Vice Commanaer, Air Force Component
Camp H.M. Smith, Hawaii

US Space Command

Gen. Ralph E. Eberharl
CING and DOD Manager for Manned Spaceflight Support Operaticns
Peterson AFB, Golo

Maj. Gen. William A. Looney Il
G der, Air Force G t-Space O
Vandenberg AFE, Calif

Maj. Gen, Bruce A, Wrighl
c int i Center

( , Joint
Lackland AFB, Tex.

Brig. Gen, Ronald J, Haeckel
Vice Director, Plans
Peterson AFB, Colo

Brig. Gen. Simon P, Worden

Deputy Director, Operations
Peterson AFB, Colo

US Special Operations Command

Gen, Charles A. Hotland
I
MacDill AFB, Fla

LL. Gen, Paul V. Hester

rmed B/3/01)

mmander, Air Force GComponent-Special Operations
Hurlbyrt Field, Fla

Brig. Gen. Richard L. Comer
Vice Commander, Air Force Component
Hurlburt Field, Fla

Brig. Gen. Gregory L. Trebon

Deputy Commanding Gereral, Joint Special Operations Command
Ft. Bragg, N.C.
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Air Force Generals Serving in Joint and International Assignments (continued)

US Strategic Command

Li. Gen. Robert C. Hinson
Deputy CINC
Offutt AF8, Neb.

I.I Gen. Thomas J. Keck
, Alr Foree G mbers
Barksua!e ma La

I.! Gen. William 7. Hobbins
, Alr Farce G
Da\ﬂs Monthan AFB, Ariz

Mal Gen. John D. Becker
. Air Farce G Tankers
Traws AFB, Calit

Hai Gen. Timothy J. McMahon
, Air Force Camp 1CEMs
F E Warren ﬁFE Wyo

Brig. Gen. Barry W. Barksdale
Vice G der, Air Force Compe A i ]
Davis-Monthan AFB, Ariz

Brig. Gen. (sel.) Roger W. Burg
Deputy Director, Operations & Logistics
Offult AFB, Neb

Brig. Gen. Trudy H. Clark
Director, ¢* Systems
Dtfutt AFB, Neb.

Brig. Gen. Kelvin R, Coppock
Director, Intelligence
Offurt AFB, Neb.

US Transportation Command

Gan, Charles T. Roberison Jr.
(slated to retire)

Commander in Chiei

Scoft AFB, It

Gen. John W. Handy
(nominated to be CING)
Seoft AFB, Il

Maj. Gen. William Welser Il
Director, Operations & Loglstics
Scott AFB, Il

Brig. Gen. Charles B. Green
Command Surgeon
Scott AFB, Il

Brig. Gen. Gilberl R. Hawk
Director, G* Systems
Scott AFB, 1

Brig. Gen. {sel.) David R. Lelforge
Executive Officer to CING
Scott AFB, i

Brig. Gen. James W. Swanson
Chie Counsel
Scoft AFB, 1l

Brig. Gen. (sel.) Winlield W. Scoti Ill
Inspector General
Scoft AFB, Il

North Atlantic Treaty Organization
Gen. Juseph W. Ralston

Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR)

Suprame Headquarters Allied Powers Europa (SHAPE)

Mons, Belglum

Gen, Gregory S. Marlin
Commander, Allied Air Farces North Europe (AIRNORTH)
Ramstein AB, Garmany

LI. Gen, Ronald E. Keys
Commander, Allied Air Forces South Europe (AIRSOUTH)
Naples, laly

Li. Gen. Timothy A. Kinnan
US Military Representative, NATO Military Committes
Brussels, Belgium

Maj. Gen. Thomas L, Baptiste

Assistant Chief of Staff, Operations, AIRSOUTH
Naples, Italy

110

Maj. Gen. Robert R. Dierker
Asst. Chief of Staff, Operations, SHAPE
Maons, Belgium

Mzj. Gen. Maurice L. McFann Jr.
Deputy Commander, Joint Subregional Command (JSAC) North
Stavanger, Norway

Ma|. Gen. {sel.) Gary A. Winterberger

Commander, NATO Airborne Early Warning & Control Force—E-3A
Component

Geilenkirchen AB, Germany

Brig. Gen. Marion E, Callender Jr.
Deputy US Military Representative, NATO Military Committee
Brussells, Belgium

Brig. Gen. Fellx Dupre
Executive Otficer, SACEUR
Mons, Belgiom

Brig. Gen. Robert J. Elder Jr.
Deputy Director, Allied Command Europe {AGE) Reaction Force Air Stafi
Kalkar, Garmany

Brig. Gen. Robin E. Scoft

Deputy Commander, Combi ed Air Dperations Center 7, Reglonal
Command South (RC SOU
Larissa, Greece

Brig. Gen. Frederick D. Van Valkenbarg Jr,
Diractor, Balkans Combined Air Dperations Cemter
Vicenza, Haly

Brig. Gen. (sel.) Roy M. Worden
Deputy ; Alr 0 ions Center 6, AIRSOUTH
Eskisehir, Turkey

North American Aerospace Defense Command

Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart
GING
Peterson AFB, Golo

Lt. Gen. Narton A. Schwartz
Gommander, Alaskan NORAD Region
Elmendarf AFB. Alaska

Maj. Gen. Larry K. Arnold
{ommander, CONUS Region
Tyndall AFB, Fla

Maj. Gen. Dale W. Meyerrose
Director, Command Control Systems
Peterson AFB, Colo

Brig. Gen. (sel.) Mark G. Beesley
Director, Pians
Peterson AFB, Colo

Brig. Gen, Kennaeth M, DeCuir
Deputy Commander, Ganadian NORAD Region
Winnipeg, Canada

Brlg Gen. Michasl C. Goulﬂ
, Cheyenne M in Op Center
Cne;enne Mountain AS, Golo

United Nations Command

L, Gen. Lance L. Smith

[confirmed 7/27/01)

Deputy CINC; Deputy Commander, US Forcas Korea; and Commander, Alr
Component Command, ROK/US Combined Forces Command

Maj. Gen. Dennis A. Larsen
Chief of Staff, Air Componant Command, ROK/US Combined Forces
Command

Maj. Gen. James N. Soligan
Deputy Chief of Staff, United Nations Command and US Forces Korea

Central Intelligence Agency

Lt. Gen. John H. Campbell
Associate Director of Central Intelligance for Military Support

Departments of the Army and the Air Force

Maj. Gen. Charles J. Wax
Commander, Army & Air Force Exchange Service
Dallas
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Industrial Associates

Y]

Listed below are the Industrial Associates of the Air Force Association. Through this affiliation, these
companies support the objectives of AFA as they relate to the responsible use of aerospace technology for the
betterment of society and the maintenance of adequate aerospace power as a requisite of national security

and international amity.

3M/Federal Systems

AAl Corp.

Accenture

ACS Defense, Inc.

Advanced Technical
Products

Aerojet

Aerospace Corp.

Aerospatiale, Inc.

Alliant Techsystems,
Inc.

American Ordnance
LLP

Analytic Services, Inc.
(ANSER)

Anheuser—Busch, Inc.

Anteon Corp.

ARINC

Armed Forces Journal
International

AT&T Federal Systems

Atlantic Research Corp.

Autometric, Inc.

Aviation Week & Space
Technology

BAE SYSTEMS,
Canada

BAE SYSTEMS, Inc.

Battelle Memorial
Institute

Bell Helicopter Textron

Boeing Co.

Bombardier Inc.,
Canadair

Booz Allen & Hamilton,
Inc.

Bose Corp.

Burdeshaw Associates,
Ltd.

CACI, Inc.—Federal

Camelbak

Computer Sciences
Corp.

COMSAT Aeronautical
Services

Condor Systems, Inc.

CSC/Nichols Research

Cubic Defense Systems

Cypress International,
Inc.

Derco Aerospace, Inc.

DFI International

Dowty Aerospace

Dynamic Concepts, Inc.

DynCorp

EADS CASA

Eastman Kodak Co.,
C&GS

ECC International Corp.
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EDO Corp., Government
Systems Div.

EDS

EFW, Inc.

E.H. Industries

E.l. du Pont de
Nemours & Co.

Emergent Information
Technologies, Inc.

Evans & Sutherland

Fairchild Defense Co.,
Inc., a subsidiary of
Smiths Industries

Firearms Training
Systems, Inc.

Gateway Fax Systems

GE Aircraft Engines

GEICO

General Atomics

General Dynamics

Gentry & Associates,
Inc.

Georgia Tech Research
Institute

Goodrich Co./UPCO

Gulfstream Aerospace
Corp.

Harris Electronic
Systems Sector

Harris Government
Communications
Systems Div.

Harris Government
Support Systems Div.

Honeywell, Inc., Space
and Aviation Control

Howell Instruments, Inc.

IMO Industries, Inc.

Ingersoll-Rand Co.

Intergraph Corp.

Intermec Technologies
Corp.

Interstate Electronics
Corp.

Israel Aircraft Industries
International, Inc.

ITA Corp.

ITT Defense

Jane’s Information
Group

JGW International

Johnson Controls World
Services, Inc.

Keane

Kollsman

L-3 Communications

Lear Siegler Services,
Inc.

Litton Advanced
Systems

Litton Guidance &
Control Systems

Litton Industries

Litton Integrated
Systems

Litton PRC

Lockheed Martin Corp.

Lockheed Martin
Aeronautics Co.

Lockheed Martin
Systems Integration

Lockheed Martin Corp.,
Fairchild Systems

Lockheed Martin
Technology Services

Lockheed Martin Space
Systems Co.

Logicon, Inc.

Logistics Management
Institute

Lucas Aerospace, TRW
Aeronautical Systems

Lucent Technologies,
Inc.

Management Consulting
& Research, Inc.

Martin—Baker Aircraft
Co., Ltd.

Motorola, Inc., ISG

MTS-3, Inc.

NavCom Defense
Electronics, Inc.

NCI Information Sys-
tems

Nortel Networks

Northrop Grumman Corp.

Northrop Grumman,
Airborne Ground
Surveillance & Battle
Management Systems

Orbital Sciences Corp.

Perry—Judd's, Inc.

Per Udsen Co.

Precision Echo, Inc.

PricewaterhouseCoopers,

LLP
Racal Communications,
Inc.
Rafael USA, Inc.
Ranp
Rational Software Corp.
Raytheon Aircraft Co.
Raytheon Co.
RECON/OPTICAL, Inc.
Reflectone, Inc.
Robbins—-Gioia, Inc.
Rockwell Collins
Avionics & Communi-
cations Div.

Rolis Royce, Inc.

Ryan Aeronautical
Center, Northrop
Grumman

Sabreliner Corp.

Sargent Fletcher, a
Cobham plc company

Science Applications
International Corp.

SDS International, Inc.

Securelnfo Corp.

Sensis Corp.

Sikorsky Aircraft

Smiths Industries,
Aerospace & Defence
Systems

Spectrum Astro, Inc.

Stewart & Stevenson
TUG

Sun Microsystems
Federal, Inc.

Sverdrup Technology,
Inc.

Symetrics Industries,
Inc.

Systems & Electronics,
Inc.

TEAC America

Teledyne Brown
Engineering

Teledyne, Inc.

Telephonics Corp.

Textron

Textron Defense
Systems

Themis Computer

Thiokol Corp.

Titan Systems Corp.

TRW Space & Electron-
ics Group

TRW Systems & Infor-
mation Technology
Group

Ultra Electronics

Unisys Corp.

USAA

UTC, Hamilton
Sundstrand

UTC, Pratt & Whitney

UTC, Pratt & Whitney/
Space Propulsion
Operations

Veridian

Virtual Prototypes, Inc.

Vought Aircraft Indus-
tries

Williams International

W.L. Gore & Associates
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YEAR

1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

1976
1977

1978

1979

1980

1981
1982
1983

1984

1985
1986

1987

1988
1989

1980
1991
1992

1983
1994
1985
1996
1997
1988
1999
2000
2001

Chapters of the Year

RECIPIENT(S)

San Francisco Chapter

Santa Monica (Calif.) Area Chapter
San Fernando Valley (Calif.) Chapter
Utah State AFA

H.H. Arnold Chapter (N.Y.)

San Diego Chapter

Cleveland Chapter

San Diego Chapter

Chico (Calif.) Chapter

Fort Worth (Tex.) Chapter

Colin P. Kelly Chapter {N.Y.)
Utah State AFA

ldaho State AFA

New Yaork State AFA

Utah State AFA

Utah State AFA

{no presentation)

Georgia State AFA

Middle Georgia Chapter

Utah State AFA

Langley (Va.) Chapter

Texas State AFA

Alamo Chapter (Tex.) and San
Bernardino (Calif.) Area Chapter
Scott Memorial Chapter (lIl.)
Thomas B. McGuire Jr.
Chapter (N.J.)

Thomas B. McGuire Jr.

Chapter (N.J.)

Brig. Gen. Robert F. Travis
Chapter (Calif.)

Central Oklahoma (Gerrity)
Chapter

Alamo Chapter (Tex.)
Chicagoland—0O'Hare Chapter (lll.)
Charles A. Lindbergh Chapter
{Conn.)

Scott Memorial Chapter (I11.)
and Colorado Springs/Lance
Sijan Chapter (Colo.)

Cape Canaveral Chapter (Fla.)
Charles A. Lindbergh Chapter
(Conn.)

Carl Vinson Memoarial

Chapter (Ga.)

Gen. David C. Jones Chapter (N.D.)
Thomas B. McGuire Jr.
Chapter (N.J.)

Gen. E.W. Rawlings Chapter (Minn.)
Paul Revere Chapter (Mass.}
Central Florida Chapter

and Langley (Va.) Chapter
Green Valley Chapter (Ariz.)
Langley (Va.) Chapter

Baton Rouge (La.) Chapter
Montgomery (Ala.) Chapter
Central Florida Chapter
Ark—-La—Tex Chapter (La.)
Hurlburt Chapter (Fla.)

Wright Memarial Chapter (Ohio)
Lance P, Sijan (Colo.)
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30%
48%  Relired military
6%

AFA/AEF Almanac

Compiled by Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

Profiles of AFA Membership
As of June 2001 (Total 143.407)

- Active duty military

Cadet
Spouse/widow(er)

mmm;u:};mw; -
account for.about 10 percent
of USAF total strength):
'63% are officers

37% are enlisted

‘O1 AFA's retired military members:.

73% ara retired officers

27% are retirad enlisted

AFA “Member of the Year” Award Recipients

State names refer to winner's home state at the time of the award

RECIPIENT(S)

Julian B. Rosenthal (N.Y.}

George A. Andert (lIL)
Arthur C. Storz (Meb.)

Jack B. Gross (Pa.)

Carl J. Long {Pa.)

Q. Donald on (Colo,)
Robert P. Stewart (Utah)
{no ntation)

N.W. DeBerardinis (La.)
and Joe L. Shosid (Tex.)

Maxwell A. Kriendler (N.Y.)

Milton Caniff (N.Y.)

Wiltiam W. Spruance (Del.)

Sam E. Keith Jr. (Tex.)
Marjorte O. Hunt (Mich.)
(no presentation)

Lester C. Curl (Fla:}
Paul W. Gaillard (Neb.)
J. Raymond Bell (N.Y.)
and Martin H. Harris (Fla.)
Joe Higgins (Calif.)
Howard T. Markey (D.C.)
Martin M. Ostrow (Calif.)
Victor R. Kregel (Tex.)

YEAR RECIPIENT(S)

Edward A. Stearn (Calif.)
William J. Demas {N.J.)
A nder C. Field Jr. (1.}
David C. Noerr (Calif.}
Danie! F. Callahan (Fla.)
Thomas W. Anthony (Md.)
Richard H. Becker (lIL.)
Earl D. Clark Jr. (Kan.)
George H. Chabbott (Del.)
and Hugh L. Enyart {lIl.)
John P.E. Kruse (N.J.)
Jack K, Westbrook (Tenn.)
s G. Durazo (Va.)

Jack C. Price {
Lt. Col. James G

William A, Laffert 8
William N. Webb (Okla.)
Tommy G. Harrison (Fla.)
James M. McCoy (Neb.)
lvan L. McKinney (La.)
Jack H. Steed (Ga.)
2000 Mary Anne Thompson (Va.)
2001 Charles H. Church Jr. (Kan.)
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Edward P. Curtis
1946-47

George C. Kenney
1954-55

Thos. F. Stack
1961-62

Air Force Association National Chairmen of the Board

Jimmy Doolittle
1947-49

John R. Alison
1955-56

Joe Foss
1962-63

1950-51

ot {

Carl A. Spaatz Thomas G. Lanphier Jr.
1951-52

Gill Robb Wilsun
1956-57

John P. Henebry
1957-58

Jack B. Gross
1963-64

W. Randolph Lovelace Il
1964-65

Joe L. Shosid
1972-73

John G. Brosky
1982-84

James M. McCoy
1994-96

'\t“_‘-__-;‘;" % |
e (B

Martin M. Ostrow
1973-75

David L. Blankenship
1984-85

Gene Smith
1996-98

Joe L. Shosid
1975-76

Gerald V. Hasler
1976-77

Edward A. Stearn
1985-86

Martin H. Harris
1986-88

Doyle E. Larson
1998-2000

Thomas J. McKee
2000~

George M. Douglas

Arthur F. Kelly

1852-53 1953-54

Julian B. Rosenthal
1959-60

Howard T. Markey
1960-61

o

George D. Hardy
1971-72

Jess Larson
1967-71

George D. Hardy
196667

Victor R. Kregel

1977-79 1981-82

Sam E. Keith Jr.
1988-90

0.R. Crawford
1992-94

Jack C. Price
1990-92
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Air Force Association National Presidents

: . PSS . 4
Jimmy Doolittle Thomas G. Lanphier Jr. C.R. Smith Robert 8. Johnson Harold C. Stuart Arthur F. Kelly George C. Kenney
1946-47 1947-48 1948-49 1949-51 1951-52 1952-53 1953-54

p— %

e o
John R. Alison Gill Robb Wilson John P. Henebry Peter J. Schenk Howard T. Markey Thos. F. Stack Joe Foss
1954-55 1955-56 1956-57 1957-59 1959-60 1960-61 1961-62

=

B
N, -

John B. Montgomery W. Randolph Lovelace 11 Jess Larson Robert W. Smart George D. Hardy Martin M. Ostrow Joe L. Shosid
1962-63 1963-64 1964-67 1967-69 1969-71 1971-73 1973-75

George M. Douglas Gerald V. Hasler Victor R. Kregel John G. Brosky David L. Blankenship Martin H. Harris Sam E. Keith Jr.
1975-77 1977-79 1979-81 1981-82 1982-84 1984-86 1986-88

Jack C. Price 0.R. Crawford James M. McCoy Gene Smith Doyle E. Larson Thomas J. McKee John J. Politi
1988-90 1990-92 1992-94 1994-96 1996-98 1998-2000 2000-
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AFA’s Regions, States, and Chapters

These figures indicate the number of affiliated members as of June 30, 2001, Listed below the name of each region is the region president.

N 13.252

* Thomas G. Shepherd
Delaware .........cceevvemnneriennnnne. 768
Delaware Galaxy .., s DT0
Diamond State...... . 198

District of Columbia ................. 811

Nation’s Capital ........cocovumesrarisnennee 811
Maryland .. 2,844
Baltimore* ....... ... 833
Central Maryland . . 413

College Park Airport . 147

Thomas W. Anthony ... 1,451
UAT{ 1,15 [nammmmm—— 1.
Danville 59
Donald W. Steele Sr.

Memarial ... 3,539

Gen. Charles A. 1,238
Langley .......... L1777
Leigh Wale .......oocoerrrrmimmmmriorannns 153
Northern Shenandoah Valiey 213
Richmond .

Roanoke ...

Tidewater ......

William A. Jones Il ........

West Virginia ... Setekradtins
Brig. Gen. Pete Everest
Chuck Yeager

Rich Taubinger

California .......cccoovnvneniennnie. 14,666
Antelope VallBY .oecvrmrcmiinsrsenns 523
Bakersfield ....

Bob Hope ......
Brig. Gen. Robert F. Travis
€. Farinha Gold Rush .....
David J. Price/Beale ...
Fresno* ..
Gen. B.A. Schriever

B AT T T T e — 754
General Doolittle

Los Angeles Area*
Golden Gate*
High Desert...
Maj. Gen. Ghariesl Bennett | e
Monterey Bay Area .........coereennene
Orange County/Gen. Curtis

B LaMAY it
Paim Springs .... i
Pasadena Area .
Robert H, Goddard ..
San Diego ...
Tennessee EmJe Furd

A REGION

-Da\nd R. Cummock

11,808

Florida .. . 11,908
Brig. Gen. James R. Mc[:arthy ...... 421
Cape Canaveral...

Central Flmida.___,
Col. H.M, “Bud” West
Col Loren D. Evenson

Falcon
Florida Highlands
Gainesville ...

Gen. Nathan F. Twining. ;
Gold Coast s aisimsiiire
Hurlburt
Jerry Waterman
John C. Meyer .....
John W. DeMilly Jr.
Miami
Pensacola............
Treasure Coast ....
West Palm Beach

; W Ron Gnerges .

INOHANA v ssnangapinmsnanss sssass Bpd SO
Central Indiana..... o
Columbus—Bakalar .
Fort Wayne ...........
Grissom Memorial .
Gus Grissom..,
Lawrence D. Bell Museum
Lester W, Johnston .......
Southern Indiana ...........
Terre Haute-Wabash Valley .

Kentucky .. A
Gen. RussaIIE Dougherty %
LBXIGRON aacivs s disss s

MIChIDaN ... eciicniivananiens
Battle Creek .
Huron o
James H. Strauhel
Kalamazoo ......eeeeien
Lake Superior Northland ...

Lloyd R. Leavitt Jr. .... . 138
Mid-MiChigan .......coouesmmemmissesserasssanes 87
Mount Clemens ... %
PE-TO-SE-GA

Dhio ..
Capt. Edme chkenhacker
Memorial* .. :
Frank P. Lahm :
Greater Gincinnati
North Coast*
Steel Valley
Wright Memorial™

'MIDWEST REGION 8,470
W. Graham Burnley

Illinois .. il 3,529
Chmagoland [] Hare 1,382
Heart of OIS ..c.cvccrenrmrsiassessnns 40
Land o EINEOTN iositaiimisnmiem 382

Richard W, Asbury
Scott Memorial ...oouvninnns

.. 238

JOWE .. ccvvvnnnsimiamsavasssssvasindansas 681
Gen. Charles A. Horner ....

Richard D. Kisling

KaNEAS iviiivinsnnnmnmitaaisesaiin
GONtTAIlE i e e e 72
Lt. Erwin R. Bleckley ....
Maj. Gen. Edward R. Fry

MISEORH . coveissssmisacanssammnsnsioss
Earl D. Clark Jr. ..
Harry S. Truman ....
Ozark . : A
Spirit of St. Louis i 889

Nebraghs o onnmaaianiiva
Ak-Sar-Ben
Lincoln

: Eugene M Dﬂmdrea

Connecticul .....coeveevunenenn ..915
Flying Yankees .. . 145
Gen. Bennie L. Da 190

Gen. George C. Kenney
Lindbergh/Sikorsky ......
Northern Connecticut
Sgt. Charlton Heston

Maine ..

Eastern Mame
Maj. Charles J. Lnrlng Jr.
Southern Maine ................

Massachusetts ................
BOBEON i s
Laurence G. Hanscom ..
Maj. John 5. Southrey*
MINUEBMAN wcvvvarecrscrmrsssasessasissniinnes
Otis
Paul Revere ........
Pioneer Valley
Taunton
Worcester®

New Hampshire ..
Brig. Gen. Harrlsan R Thyng
PRHBE i et s 422

Rhode Island ........cooerreenemnnanen
Metro Rhode Island ..
Newport Blue & Gold

VEIMONE s il i T e
Burlington

Gary H. Olsﬁn

Minnesota .....ccccvvvneeeininnnnnans 1,306
Gen. EW. Rawlings ....cooiveverenne 1,049
Richard I. BONG .....cc.coommmainionacsics 257

Montana.
Big Sky ...
Treasure State

North Dakota...........c.cconvivnnnnns
Gen. David C. Jones .
Happy Hooligan .....
Red River Valley ...

South Dakota .... ..583
Dacotah 250
RUBRMOTE o ivsasianionsisisniammseissesiasen 333
WiSCORSIN tecvvienisiisennssnsansnias 1,380
Billy Mitchell...... .. 580
Capt. William J. ... 470
MadISON wiscimmnisiiadasibi s 330
| "REGION 9,146
Raymand “Bud” Hamman
New Jersey .. ... 2,562
Adm. Charles E Rosendah! ......... . 129

Aerospace FOUNDErS ......oeeermernsren:
Brig. Gen. E, Wade Hampton
Brig. Gen. Frederick W. Castle ...
Hangar One..
Highpoint
Hudson*
John Currie Memorial ..
Mercer County .......
Passaic-Bergen*
Sal Caprighiong ... 90
Teterboro—Bendix .....
Thomas B. McGuire Jr.
Tri-County ..........
Union Marris

Albany-Hudson Valley
Chautauqua........
Colin P, Kelly .....
Forrest L. Vosler ...

Francis S. Gabreski ............
Gen. Carl A, "Tooey" Spaatz.......... 246
Gen. Daniel “Chappie”

James Jr. Memorial........ccconeer. 139
Genesee Valley .. 251
Iron Gate ... . 198
L.D. Bell-Niagara Frontier .. . 425
Lloyd Schioen—Empire ... 160
Nassau Mitchel.. . 380
QUEENS v 247

Thomas Watson Sr. Memorial 196

Pennsylvania ........cceveevueieeens 3,046
Altoona .6
Brandywine ........

Eagle
Greater Pittsburgh*
Joe Walker—Mon Valley ..
Lehigh Valley .....
Liberty Bell ........
Lt. Col, B.D. “Buzz" Wagner ...
Mifflin County*
QOlmsted
Pocono Northeast
Total Force
York-Lancaster .....

*These chapters were chartered prior to Dec. 31, 1948, and are considered original charter chapters; the Maj. John 5. Southrey Chapter of Massachusetts was formerly the
Chicopee Chapter; the North Coast Chapter of Ohio was farmerly the Cleveland Chapter.
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' Stevenﬁ Lundgren

Alaska .. 1,026
Anchorage . 763
Fairbanks Mldnlght Sun 263
1] e, 359

Magic Valley ...

Snake River Valley 252
Dregon i nmnisimaiassision.

Bill Harris i
Portland* ... x
Willamette Valley .... . 296
Washington ........cccevirennncnnans 3,408
Greater Seattle 1,183
Infand Empire .. 791

McChord ...

oyd Anden

Colorado ...........
Gen. Robert E Huyser
Lance P. Sijan ...
Long’s Peak .....
Mel Harmon .
Mile High ........

Utah

Northern Utah .....

Salt Lake

Ute—Rocky Mountain .....ceoeeveien. 492

Wyoming ......cocvmmennes SRS 455

Cheyenne COWDOY ..owerenranisesrins 455

ISOUTHICENTRAL'REGION. /8,437
Billy M. Boyd

Alabama ........ RS E AR 2,478

Birmingham ... 423

Mobile 272

MONYTOMBLY suississvmsivssississonrinsns
Tennessee Valley

Arkansas ..

David D. Ttﬂ.rryr .Jr
Quachita
A A7 OFDAGK scxamoseemssrymsssmsassnommrsssizions 253

Louisiana ..
Ark— La—Tex
Maj, Gen. OnsB Jahnson

Mississippi....... o
Golden Triangle ..o
Jackson
JONN B SIENNIS st

TENNESSEE .oonveeieeecvaceceecans
Chattanooga ... ;
Everett R. Cook
Gen. Bruce K. Holloway .
H.H. Arnold Memorial ....
Maj. Gen. Dan F. Callahan

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001

' ZackE.Osore '

11 11| | B e
Carl Vinson Memorial. ;
OB BN iy rrsrpeases raias
Lt, Col. Ph|||p Golman
Savannah
South GEOrgid ....couesmmnseea:

North Carolind.........cccccvninne
Blue Ridge i
Cape Fear ...

Kitty Hawk
Piedmont
Pope
SCOtt BErKEIY ..ovvvuecsiresecessssensanrens
Tarheel

South Caroling ........coovnvennnn
Charleston ...
Columbia Palmetto .....

Ladewig-Shine Memarial ..
Strom Thurmond ...
SWamP FOX wvninreieres

' Scatty Wetzel

Arizona ..
Barry Guldwater
Cochise
Frank Luke .........
Phoenix Sky Harb
Prescott
Richard 8. Reid ....cccovreeeeussusmrsrarrarss
Tucson

NEVAIA ..ocionvisainniamsaivasismains
Dale 0. Smith .
Thunderbird .....ccou..

New Mexico ...cccevuminemuncnnnnis
Albuguerque ...
Fran Parker .....
Llano Estacado...

"M.N. "Dan” Heth

Oklahoma ........ceeeeeecenneenannnn.
Altus
Central Oklahoma (Gerrity) ...
Enid 571
Tulsa

TOXS isuainstmmiivmisisuiini
Abilene
AODIBIAN it mssisiaiosassibisiss
Alamo
Austin
Concho
Dallas
Del Rio
Denton
Fort Worth ..
Gen. Gharles L Dunnelly

Ghost Squadron ...
Heart of the Hills....
Northeast Texas .....
Panhandle AFA ...

Permian Basin
SaN - JATINTO b eomsimnrmniiians
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H.H. Arr;pﬁffﬁrd Recipients

m I,,l.}rltll 1986, AFA’ s highest. Aero ;

Securrty It continues to be presented annually,
YEAR HEcil?'i'E’ai'.i"iﬁix

W. Stuart Symfngton‘ Secretary of the Air Force
Maj

9. Chlﬁi:ﬂfﬂS{aﬁ USAF
10:1

YEAR

1986
1987
1988
1989

1990

1991
(Air Force, Navy, 1992
y 1993
1994
1995
1996
1997

‘Howard W.. i sy 1N
Gen. Alexander M. Haig Jr.. USA, Supreme Alli %%aﬁdw; * 1998

) Europe N P

1979  Sen. John C. Stennis

1980 Gen. Richard H. Ellis, USAF, comm\am
Command

1981 Gen. David C. Jones, USAF, Cl'tﬁt'__

1982 Gen. Lew Allen Jr.. USAF t.), s

Al I 1999
_njata_glc Air B 2000
ar ’ 2001
efs of Staff
Staff, USAF

(the Scowcmrl Cum is:
Gen. Bernard W. Rog

harles A. Gabriel, USAF (Ret.). former Chief of Staff,

an Jc_uint Cbi'e_fs of Staff

W. Stuart Symington Award Recipients

Since 1986, AFA's highest honor to a civilian in the field of National
Security has been the W. Stuart Symington Award. The award,
presented annually, is named for the first Secretary of the Air Force.

RECIPIENT

Caspar W. Weinberger, Secretary of Defense
Edward C. Aldridge Jr., Secretary of the Air Force
George P. Schultz, secretary of state

Ronald W. Reagan, former President

of the United States

John J. Welch, assistant secretary of the

Air Force (acquisition)

George Bush, President of the United States
Donald B. Rice, Secretary of the Air Force

Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.)

Rep. ke Skelton (D-Mo.)

Sheila E. Widnall, Secretary of the Air Force

Sen. Ted Stevens (R-Alaska)

William Perry, former Secretary of Defense

Rep. Saxby Chambliss (R~Ga.} and Rep. Norman D,
Dicks (D-Wash.)

F. Whitten Peters, Secretary of the Air Force

Rep, Floyd Spence (R-S.C.)

Sen. Michael Enzi (R—Wyo.) and Rep. Cliff Stearns
(R=Fla.)

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



Aerospace Education Foundation Chairmen of the Board

W. Randolph Laurence S. Kuter Walter J. Hesse J. Gilbert Nettleton Jr. George D. Hardy Barry M. Goldwater George D. Hardy
Lovelace Il 1964-66 1966-69 1969-73 1973-75 1975-86 1986-89
1963-64

James M. Keck Walter E. Scott Thomas J. McKee Michael J. Dugan Jack C. Price
1989-94 1994-97 1997-98 1998-2000 2000-

Aerospace Education Foundation Presidents

;

il :
>

John B. Montgomery Lindley J. Stiles B. Frank Brown Leon M. Lessinger L.V. Rasmussen Leon M. Lessinger Wayne 0. Reed
1963-64 1964-66 1966-67 1967-68 1968-71 1971-73 1973-74

William L. Ramsey Don €. Garrison

Eleanor P. Wynne James M. Keck Gerald V. Hasler Thomas J. McKee
1975-€1 1981-84 1984-86 1986-87 1988-89 1989-94 1994-97

Walter E. Scott Jack C. Price Richard B. Goetze Jr.
1997-98 1998-2000 2000~
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Willis $. Fitch
1946-47

David L. Gray
1986-87

F

John 0. Gray
1989-90

Year

1946
1947
1948
1949
1950
1951
1952
1953
1954
1955
1956
1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973

120

James H. Straubel Russell E. Dougherty

1948-80

John 0. Gray
1987-88

1980-86

Charles L. Donnelly Jr.
1988-89

Monroe W. Hatch Jr. John A. Shaud

1990-95

Total

51,243
104,750
56,464
43,801
38,948
34,393
30,716
30,392
34,486
40,812
46,250
51,328
48,026
50,538
54,923
60,506
64,336
78,034
80,295
82,464
85,013
88,995
97,959
104,886
104,878
97,639
109,776
114,894

1995~

Life Members

32
55
68
70
79
81
356
431
435
442
446
453
456
458
464
466
485
488
504
514
523
548
583
604
636
674
765
804

Year

1974
1975
1976
1877
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

Total

128,995
139,168
148,202
155,850
148,711
147,136
156,394
170,240
179,149
198,563
218,512
228,621
232,722
237,279
219,195
204,309
199,851
194,312
191,588
181,624
175,122
170,881
161,384
157,862
152,330
148,534
147,336
143,407

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001

Life Members

837
898
975
1,218
1,541
1,869
2,477
3,515
7,381
13,763
18,012
23,234
27,985
30,099
32,234
34,182
35,952
37,561
37,869
38,604
39,593
39,286
39,896
41,179
41,673
42,237
42,434
42,865



NATIONAL OFFICERS f
‘.‘|
3

is Is AFA

BOARD CHAIRMAN PRESIDENT SECRETARY TREASURER
Thomas J. McKee John J. Politi Daniel C. Hendrickson Charles A, Nelson
Fairfax Station, Va Sedalia, Mo. Layton, Utah Sioux Falls, S.D.

REGION PRESIDENTS

Information rega-cing AFA activity within a particular slate may be obtained from tha president of the region in which the state is located

Midwest Reglon
lllinois, lowa, Kansas, Missouri,
Mebraska

Central East Region Far West Region Florida Region Great Lakes Region
Delawara. Distrizt of California, Guam, Hawaii Florida, Puerto Rico Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan,
Columbia, Maryia~d, Ohio

Virginia, West Virginia Rich Taubinger David R. (:umrnock

New England Region
Connecticut, Maine,
Massachusetts,

New Hampshire, Rhode

12 Century 2890 Borm:. W. Ron Goerges Island, Vermont
Thomas G. Shepherd Rosevile, GA 35676-1088 Baytons Beach, FL 321246846 4501 W. Enon Ro. Y Ceahiam Burmiey.dr.
HCR 61, Box 1 (916) 771-3639 (304) 760-7142 Fairborn, OH 45324-8412 Eureka, MO 63025 Eugene M. D'Andrea
Timbar Ridgs Ad (937) 425-6070, ext 102 (636) 938-6113 P.O. Box 8674
Capon 8 . WV 26711 Warwick, Rl 02888-0532
(304) 856- (401} 461-4559

Morth Central Region Northeast Region Northwest Region gocky Moﬁnt:ln Region South CaTral Reglon Southeast Reglon
lorad M i Alab riansas,

Minnesota, Montzna, North MNew Jarsay, New York, Alaska, ldaho, Oregon, tah, Wy ] Georgla, North Carolina,
Dakota, South Dzkota, Pannsylvania Washington Louisiana, Mississippi, South Carolina
Wisconsin d Anderson Tennessee
Ra mond “Bud” Hamman Steven R. Lundgren 1120 Canyon Rd., Apt. 15 Zack E. Osborne
Gary H. Qlson 9439 Qutlook Ave, 4581 Drake St den, UT 84404-7649 mllyglﬂ. Egsd 306 Lake Front Dr
3610 30th Ave. N thladelphla PA 191 14-2617 Fairbanks, AK 95708 (801) 621-2639 ‘Warner Robins, GA 31088-

166 Li ny 51,
Columbus AFB, MS 35710
2001 (662) 434-2644

Moorhead, MN 5€560-7238 (215) 677-0957 {907) 452-1751 6064 (912) 920-3384
(218) 233-5130

Texoma Region
Oklahoma, Texas

Special Assistanl Pacific Special Assistant Europe

Southwest Recien
Arizona, Nevada, New

Mexico Gary L. McClal Frank M. Swords
M.N. “Dan” Heth Komazawa Gardan House D-308  PSC 3, Box 1469
Scotty Welzel 3000 Steve Dr 1-2-33 Komazawa APO AE 09021-1466

Setagaya-ku, Tokyo 154-0012

011-49-6308-7237
Japan #1-3-3405-1512

528 Via Linda Ct.
Las Vegas, NV 39144-1501

Hurst, TX 76054-2118
(817) 498-2880

(702) 362-1767

NATIONAL DIRECTORS

R. Donald Anderson
Poguoson, Va
Eric W. B2nken
San Ankoiio
Roy A. Boucreaux
Venice, Fla.
Dan Callanan
Centervilla. Ga
Robert J. Canlu
Universal Gits, Tex.
Stephen P. “Paf”’ Condon
Ogden, Urah
John E, Craig Il
Arlington, Va.

Theron G Davis
Fart Warth, Tex

Ted Ezton
Sun City West, Ariz
Ronald A. Fogleman
Durango.

Richard B. Geetze Jr.
Arlingten, Va
Richard E. Hawley
Newport News, Va.
Sam Johnson
Washingtcn, D.C

Thomas L <emp
Fort Worty, Tex

Stephan R. Kovacs Jr.
rand Isiand, N.Y.

Doyle E. Larson
Burnsville, Minn
Ivan L. McKinney
Bossier City, La
Robert E. Patterson
Shalimar, Fla.
Jenifer J. Petrina
Alameda, Calit
Jack C. Price
Pleasant View, Utah
Coleman Rader Jr.
Maple Grove, Minn,

William T. Rondeau Jr.

Lompac, Calif
I. Fred Rosenfelder
Renlon, Wash,
Phillip J. Sleeman
Tolland, Conn.
William L. Sparks
Katy, Tex
Thomas J. Stark
O'Fallen, Hl

Jack H. Steed
Warner Robins, Ga.

William G. Stratemeier Jr.
Quogue, N.Y

Charles G, Thomas
Albuquerque, N.M

Arthur F, Trost
Walnut Creek, Calit
Howard R. Vasina
Colorado Springs, Calo
FAcbert M. Williams
Omaha, Neb
Mark J. Worrick
Denver, Colo,

Joseph A. Zaranka
Bloomfield, Conn.

directors emoritus
John R. Alison
Washington, D.C
Joseph E. Assaf
Sandwich, Mass,
Richard H. Becke
Qak Brook, Il

David L. Blankenship
Tulsa, Okla
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John G. Brosky
Pittsburgh

Robert L, Carr
Pittsburgh
George H. Chabbott
aver, I
Charles H. Church Jr.
Lenexa, Kan
O.R. Crawford
Bianco, Tex.

A.L. Devoucoux
Portsmauth, N.H
Jon A. Donnelly
Richmond, Va
Russell E. Dougherty
Arlington, Va,
George M. Douglas

Colorado Springs, Colo.

Charles G. Durazo
Yuma, Ariz
Joseph R. Falcone
Elington, Conn.
E.F. “Sandy" Faust
San Antonio
Joe Foss
Scottsdale, Ariz

John O. Gray
Washingten, D.C

Jack B. Gross
Harrisburg, Pa
Martin H. Harris
Montverde, Fla
Gerald V. Hasler
Encinilas, Calif
Monroe W. Hatch Jr.
Clifton, Va
H.B. Henderson
Ramona, Calil
John P. Henebry
Winnetka, il
David C. Jones
Arlingten, Va
Arthur F. Kelly
Los Angeles
Vietor A. Kregel
Colorado Springs, Colo.
Jan M. Laitos
Rapid City, 5.0
Nathan H. Mazer
Aoy, Utah
William V. McBride
San Antonio
James M. McCoy
Ballevue, Neb.

Edward J. Monaghan
Anchorage, Alaska

Bryan L. Murphy Jr.
ort Worth, Tex.
Ellis T. Nottingham
MclLean, Va.
William C. Rapp
Williamsville, N.Y
Julian B. Rosenthal
Durham,
Peter J. Schenk
Pinehurst, N.C,
Walter E. Scott
Dixon, Calif
Mary Ann Seibel-Porio
Clayton, Mo.

Joe L. Shosid
Fort Worth, Tex.
James E. "Red" Smith
Princeton, N.C
William W. Spruance
Las Vegas
Thos. F, Stack
San Francisco
Harold C. Stuart
Tulsa, Okla.
Walter G. Vartan
Chicago
A.A. West
Hayes, Va

Sherman W, Wilkins
lssaquah, Wash
Richard Carr
National Chaplain Emeritus
Springheld, Va.

ex officio

John A. Shaud
Executive Director
Air Force Association
Arlington, Va.

Donald J. Harlin
Mational Chaplain
Albuquergque, N.M.

John D, Ryan
National Commander
Arnold Air Society
Champaign, Il
For information on
state and local
AFA contacts, see
www.afa.org
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AFA State Contacts

Y

v

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, Mobile, Mont-
gomery): Austin S. Landry, 154 Lucerne Bivd.,
Birmingham. AL 35209-6658 (phone 205-879-
2237).

ALASKA (Anchorage, Fairbanks): Steven R.
Lundgren, 4581 Drake St., Fairbanks, AK 99709
(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 (Apple Valley, Bakersfield,
Edwards AFB, Fairfield, Fresno, Los Angeles,
Merced, Monterey, Orange County, Palm
Springs, Pasadena, Riverside, Sacramento, San
Diego, San Francisco, Sunnyvale, Vandenberg
AFB, Yuba City): James H. Estep, 6251 N. Del
Rey Ave., Clovis, CA 93611-9303 (phone 559-
299-6904).

COLORADO (Colorado Springs, Denver, Fort
Collins, Grand Junction, Pueblo): Terry Miller, 65
Ellsworth St,, Colorado Springs, CO 80906-7955
(phone 719-574-9594),

CONNECTICUT (Brookfield, East Harlford, Storrs,
Waterbury, Westport, Windsor Locks): Joseph R.
Falcone, 14 High Ridge Rd., Ellington, CT 06029
(phone 860-875-1068).

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 Palm Beach): David R.
Cummock, 2890 Borman Ct., Daytona Beach, FL
32124 (phone 904-760-7142).

GEORGIA (Atlanta, Augusta, Savannah, Valdosta,
Warner Robins): Robert E. Largent, 306 Ever-
green St., Perry, GA 31069 (phone 912-987-2435).

HAWAII (Honolulu, Maui): Michael E. Solomon,
98-1217 Lupea St., Ajea, HI 96701-3432 (phone
808-292-2089).

IDAHO (Mountain Home, Twin Falls): Dale W.
Smith, R.R. 1, Box 123, King Hill, ID 83633 (phone
20B-366-2710).

ILLINOIS (Belleville, Chicago, Galesburg, Maline,
Springfigld-Decatur): Keith N. Sawyer, 813 West
Lakeshore Dr., O'Fallon, IL 62269-1216 (phone
618-632-2859).

INDIANA (Bloomington, Columbus, Fort Wayne,
Grissom ARB, Indianapolis, Latayette, Marion,
Mentone, Terre Haute): William Howard Jr., 1622
St. Louis Ave., Fort Wayne, IN 46819-2020 (phone
219-747-0740),

IOWA (Des Moines, Marion, Sioux City, Water-
loo): Norman J. Beu, 203 Blackhawk St,,
Reinbeck, |A 50669-1413 (phone 319-345-6600).

KANSAS (Garden City, Topeka, Wichita): Jean
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M. Clifford, 102 Drury Ln., Garden City, KS 67846
(phone 316-275-4317).

KENTUCKY (Lexington, Louisville): Edward W.
Tonini, 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).

MAINE (Bangor, Caribou, North Berwick): Eugene
M. D'Andrea, P.O. Box 8674, Warwick, Rl 02888-
0599 (phone 401-461-4559).

MARYLAND (Andrews AFB, Baltimore, College
Park, Rockville): George Apostle, 905 Bay Hill
Ln., Silver Spring, MD 20905 (phone 301-421-
0180).

MASSACHUSETTS (Bedford, Boston, East Long-
meadow, Falmouth, Hanscom AFB, Taunton,
Westfield, Worcester): Harry 1. Gillogly Ill, 1
Patten Ln., Westford, MA 01886-2937 (phone 617-
275-2225).

MICHIGAN (Alpena, Battle Creek, East Lansing,
Kalamazoo, Marguette, Mount Clemens, Oscoda,
Traverse City, Southfield): James W. Rau, 466
Marywood Dr., Alpena, MI 48707 (phone 517-
354-2175).

MINNESOTA (Duluth, Minneapaolis=St. Paul):
Richard Giesler, Rt. 1, Box 111, Sturgeon Lake,
MN 55783-9725 (phone 218-658-4507).

MISSISSIPPI (Biloxi, Columbus, Jackson): Gerald
E. Smith, 231 Theas Ln., Madison. MS 39110-
7717 (phone 601-898-9942),

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 Falls): Regina L.
Cain, 426 Deerfield Ct., Great Falls, MT 58405
(phone 406-761-8169).

NEBRASKA (Lincoln, Omaha): Richard Gaddie,
7240 41st St., Lincoln, NE 68516-3063 (phone
402-472-6939).

NEVADA (Las Vegas, Reno): Kathleen Clem-
ence, 35 Austrian Pine Cir., Reno, NV 89511-
5707 (phone 775-849-3665).

NEW HAMPSHIRE (Manchester, Portsmouth):
Terry K. Hardy, 31 Bradstreet Ln., Eliot, ME
03903-1416 (phone 603-430-3122).

NEW JERSEY (Andover, Atlantic City, Camden,
Chatham, Forked River, Ft. Monmouth,
Jersey City, McGuire AFB, Newark, Old Bridge,
Toms River, Trenton, Wallington, West Orange):
Ethel Mattson, 27 Maple Ave., New Egypt, NJ
08533-1005 (phone 609-758-2885).

NEW MEXICO (Alamogordo, Albugquerque, Clo-
vis): Peter D. Robinson, 1804 Llano Ct. NW.,,
Albuquerque, NM 87107 (phane 505-343-0526).

NEW YORK (Albany, Binghamton, Buffalo, Rome,
Jamestown, Nassau Counly, New York, Queens,
Rochester, Staten Island, Syracuse, Westhamp-
ton Beach, White Plains): Barry H. Griffith, 5770
;i‘il%%? Rd., Lockport, NY 14084 (phone 716-236-

NORTH CAROLINA (Asheville, Charlotte, Fay-
etteville, 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 58701-6218 (phone 701-839-7268),

OHIO (Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton,
Mansfield, Youngstown}: Fred Kubll, 823 Nancy
St., Niles, OH 44446-2729 (phone 330-652-4440).

OKLAHOMA (Altus, Enid, Oklahoma City, Tulsaj:
Don Johnson, 309 Camino Norte, Altus OK
73521-1183 (phone 580-482-1387).

OREGON (Eugene, Klamath Falls, Portland):
John Lee, P.O. Box 3759, Salem, OR 97302
{phone 503-581-3682).

PENNSYLVANIA (Allentown, Altoona, Beaver
Falls, Coraopolis, Drexel Hill, Harrisburg,
Johnstown, Lewistown, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh,
Scranton, Shiremanstown, Washington, Willow
Grove, York): Bob Rutledge, 295 Cinema Dr.,
Johnstown, PA 15905-1216 (phone 724-235-
4609).

RHODE ISLAND (Newport, Warwick): David
Buckwaiter, 30 Johnnycake Ln., Portsmouth, Rl
02871-4110 (phone 401-841-6432).

SOUTH CAROLINA (Charleston, Clemson, Co-
lumbia, Myrtle Beach, Sumter): Roger Rucker,
112 Mallard Pt., Lexington, SC 29072-9784 (phane
803-359-5565).

SOUTH DAKOTA (Rapid City, Sioux Falls):
Ronald W. Mielke, 4833 Sunfiower Trail, Sioux
Falls, SD 57108 (phone 605-339-1023),

TENNESSEE (Chattancoga, 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 (Clearfield, Ogden, Salt Lake City): Brad
Sutton, 5221 West Rendezvous Rd., Mountain
Green, UT 84050-9741 (phone 801-721-7225).

VERMONT (Burlingtan): Wayne S. Gibson, 29 S.
Myers Ct., South Burlington, VT 05403-6410
(phone BO2-B62-0427).

VIRGINIA (Alexandria, Charlottesville, Danville,
Langley AFB, McLean, 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 SW., Lakewood, WA
0B498-4819 (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
Mitchell IAP/ARS): Chuck Marotske, 5406
Somerset Ln. S., Greenfield, WI 53221-3247
(phone 414-325-9272).

WYOMING (Cheyenne): Stephan Pappas, 2617

E. Lincoinway, Ste. A, Cheyenne, WY 82001
(phone 307-637-5227).
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Books

Compiled by Chequita Wood, Editorial Associate

Alrspeed, Altitude and
a Sense of Humor:
The Adventures of a
Jet Tanker Pilot.
Ronnie Ridley George.
Eakin Press, PO Box
90159, Austin, TX
78709-0159 (800-880-
8642). 94 pages.
$16.95.

Blind Bat: C-130 Night
Forward Air Controller
Ho Chi Minh Trail.
Frederick F. Nyc Il
Eakin Press, PO Box
90159, Austin, TX
78709-0159 (800-880-
8642). 173 pages
$26.95

History of Rocketry
and Astronautics: AAS
History Series, Vol. 23.
Intl. Academy of As-
tronautics Symposia.
Donald C. Elder and
Christophe Rothmund,
eds, Univelt, Inc., PO
Box 28130, San Diego,
CA 92198 (760-746-
4004). 552 pages
$60.00

Luftwaffe Bomber
Aces: Men, Machines,
Methods. Mike Spick
Stackpole Books, 5067
Ritter Rd.,
Mechanicsburg, PA
17055-6921
(800-732-3669). 239
pages. $34.95

LUFTWAFFE
|BOMBER ACES

|mn|uo-l\.nmwl

On the Edge of Earth:
The Future of Ameri-
can Space Power.
Steven Lambakis. Uni-
versity Press of Ken-
tucky, 663 S. Limestone
St., Lexington, KY
40508-4008 (800-839- E
6855) 365 pages. e
$39 95 =

—|Ordinary Heroes: A
Tribute to Congres-
7 sional Medal of
=== Honor Recipients.
|Tom Casalini and
Timothy Wallis. Sweet
|Pea Press, 10 1/2 N.
Main St., Zionsville, IN
46077 (800-755-3708)
e — = 160 pages. $35.00.
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Our Personal War: A
WWII Story of Love
and Terror. Jan
Tickner. Eakin Press,
PO Box 80159, Austin,
TX 78709-0159 (800-
880-8642). 171 pages.
$19.95

N TIEENER

The Oxford Compan-
ion to Military History.
Richard Holmes, ed.
Oxford University
Press, 198 Madison
Ave., New York, NY
10016-4314 (800-334-
4249). 1,048 pages.
$60.00.

Petals of Fire. Herb
Alf. Millennium Memo-
rial Trust, Inc., PO Box
1273, Roseburg, OR
97470 (541-677-7443)
539 pages. $45.00

Poles in Defence of
Brltain: A Day-by-Day
Chronology of Polish
Day and Night Fighter
Pilot Operations. Rob-
ert Gretzyngier. Seven
Hills Book Distributors,
1531 Tremont St., Cin-
cinnati, OH 45214 (800-
545-2005). 294 pages.
$36.00.

Science and Technol-
ogy: The Making of
the Air Force Re-
search Laboratory.
Robert W. Dufiner. Air
University Press, 131
W. Shumacher Ave.,
Maxwell AFB, AL
36112-6115 (334-253-
2773). 307 pages.
£27.00

HNOLOGY

Slerra Hotel: Flylng
Air Force Fighters in
the Decade After Vlet-
nam. C R. Anderegg.
GPO., Supt. of Docu-
ments, PO Box 371954,
ST e Pittsburgh, PA
SRR 15250-7954 (866-512-
1800). 210 pages.
$22.00

The Venona Secrets:
Exposing Soviet Es-
plonage and
America's Traitors.
Herbert Romerstein and
Eric Breindel. Regnery
Publishing, Inc., One
Massachusetts Ave.
NW, Washington, DC
20001 (BBB-213-4747).
608 pages. $29.95

The War in the Air,
1914-1994. Alan
Stephens, ed. Air Uni-
versity Press, 131 W.
Shumacher Ave., Max-
well AFB, AL 36112~
6615 (334-953-2773)
418 pages. $36.00

The Wild Blue: The
Men and Boys Who STEPHEN £ ANNNNGE
Flew the B-24s Over

Germany. Stephen E ILDBLUE
Ambrose. Simon & 2
Schuster, 1230 Avenue
of the Americas, New
York, NY 10020 (800-
223-2348). 299 pages
$26.00.

T N T W2 IR T
v e

Wings of Denial: The
Alabama Air National
Guard’s Covert Role
at the Bay of Pigs.
Warren Trest and
Donald Dodd. New
South Books, PO Box
1588, Montgomery, AL
36102 (334-834-3556)
160 pages. $17.95

W'g
DENIAL

World and United
States Aviation and
Space Records. AW.
Greenfield, ed National
Aeronautic Association,
1815 N. Ft. Myer Dr.,
Ste. 500, Arlington, VA
22209. (800-644-9777).
442 pages. $21.95.

RtV s Yesterday’'s Dragons:
et aay's The B-17 Flying For-
e tress Over Europe
During WWII. Abel L
Dolim. Communications
Concepts, 35111-F
Newark Blvd., Ste. 19,
Newark, CA 945860
(510-792-1598). 154
pages. $19.95.
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AFA / AEF National Report

afa-aef@afa.org

By Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

Remembering the Korea War

The Hawaii Chapter useda $1,000
matching grant from the Aerospace
Education Foundation to carry out
part of Pacific Air Forces' Korean
War Airpower Symposium in Hono-
lulu in June.

The three-day event featured eight
panel discussions. The Korean War
veterans on the “Stories From MiG
Alley” panelincluded retired Brig. Gen.
Benjamin B. Cassiday Jr. and retired
Lt. Col. Dean E. Abbott. A native of
the 50th State, Cassiday is a Hawaii
Chapter member and flew 116 com-
bat missions in World War Il and 43 in
the Korean War. Abbott is a member
of the Willamette Valley (Ore.) Chap-
ter and was Capt. Joseph C. Mc-
Connell Jr.'s wingman on the day the
Kcrean War ace downed three MiGs.

William “Earl” Brown Jr., a mem-
ber ofthe Thomas W. Anthony (Md.)
Chapter, took part in the F-86 panel.
Now a retired lieutenant general, he
flew 125 missions in the F-86 Sabrejet
in Korea (and another 100 in F-4s
during the Vietnam War). Retired Col.
Dean Hess, a pilot who started an
unofficial orphanage for Korean chil-
dren, participated in the panel on
“The People Dimension.” Other pan-
elists included noted USAF histori-
ans Herman Wolk and William T.
Y’Blood.

Among the representatives of sev-
eral military services—and from vari-
ous Korean War allies—was luncheon
speaaker retired Gen. Paik Sun Yup.
In 1952, at age 32, he became the
South Korean army’s Chief of Staff.
He was his country’s first four-star.
Lt. Gen. Charles R. Heflebower, 7th
Air Force commander at Osan AB,
South Korea, was also a luncheon
sp=2aker for the symposium.

A symposium reception was held
at Hangar 7, Hickam AFB, Hawaii.
Or display: arestored F-86 and MiG-
15, a MASH tent, field kitchen, radio
jeep, “Air War in Korea" storyboards,
and other memorabilia. Chapter Vice
President Richard M. May Jr. had
bezn the lead on restoration of the
two fighter aircraft and was recog-
nized during a ceremony at the re-
ception.
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AFA National Chairman of the Board Thomas McKee met with first-term Rep.
Susan Davis (D-Calif.), of the House Armed Services Committee, in July to
introduce her to AFA.

AEF support opened the event up
to younger military members, accord-
inc to Chapter President Jack L.
DeTour.

New York State Convention

The tr county chapters of Long Is-
land—th= Francis S. Gabreski, Nas-
sau Mitchel, and Queens Chap-
ters—hcsted the 54th annual New
York State convention at Hempstead,
N.Y., in June.

Convention activities included a
president’s reception, golf tourna-
ment, and tour of the Cradle of Avia-
tion Museum in Garden City, N.Y.

The 10th Jubilee of Liberty Medal
ceremony, held at Hofstra University,
was a highlight of the convention. The
medal honors World War |l veterans
of the June 1944 Normandy invasion.
Normandy government officials au-
thorized the medal in 1991 and pre-
sented it to more than 35,000 veter-
ans who returned to France for the
50th anniversary of the invasion. The
tricounty AFA chapters periodically
make formal presentations to those
veterans who weren’t able to travel to
France in 1994 to receive them.

Rep. Peter King (R—N.Y.) presented
38 Army, Army Air Forces, Navy, and
Coast Guard veterans with medals at
the latest ceremony. It was the larg-
est group of recipients so far, accord-
ing to Fred DiFabio, downstate re-
gion vice president and Jubilee of
Liberty Medal luncheon chairman.

AFA National President John J.
Politi was keynote speaker for the
awards dinner that evening. William
G. Stratemeier Jr., an AFA national
director, was convenzion chairman.

State of the Base

Delaware's Congressional delega-
tion—Sens. Joseph R. Biden Jr. and
Thomas R. Carper, both Democrats,
and Republican Rep. Michael Castle—
attended the annual “State of the
Base” briefing in June at Dover AFB,
Del. It was cohosted by the Delaware
state AFA organization.

Brig. Gen. (sel.) S. “Taco” Gilbert,
who was then commander of the 436th
Airlift Wing at Dover, conducted the
breakfast briefing, attended by more
than 100 civic leaders and base offi-
cials. Gilbert described the military
construction projects on base, wing

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001



operations, and C-5 modernization
programs.

The Congressmen expressed sup-
port for C-5 modernization and a de-
sire forsome C-17s to join the Galaxys
at Dover.

Among the AFA officials attend-
ing the event were Ron Love, state
president, and Stephanie Wright,
state vice president, both from the
Delaware Galaxy Chapter; Harry
E. Van Den Heuvel, Diamond State
Chapter president; and other state
and chapter executive council mem-
bers.

Three local newspapers covered
the briefing.

Veteran of Bataan

A survivor of the Bataan Death
March in the Philippines in World
War Il was the special guest at a Mis-
souri AFA meeting in June, hosted by
the Earl D. Clark Jr. (Mo.) Chapter.

John C. Playter was a field artillery
officer in the Philippines in late 1941,
when the US Army and Filipino sol-
diers withdrew to Bataan and fought
a gallant holding action. The more
than 70,000 troops were crippled by
starvation and disease when finally
overwhelmed on April 9, 1942. The
Japanese then subjected them to a
65-mile march to a prison camp. Thou-
sands perished on the trek. In August
1944, Playter was placed on a ship
for transport to Japan. The ship was
torpedoed, and most of the more than
700 prisoners who had been crammed
into it died. But Playter and 82 others
swam to shore, where Filipino gueril-
las sheltered them. Playter was re-
patriated in November 1944.

At the meeting, Capt. Jason Arma-
gost of the 325th Bomb Squadron at
Whiteman AFB, Mo., read an excerpt
from Survivor, Playter's memoir, pub-
lished in 2000. Playter answered
questions from the audience after-
ward. Maj. Gilbert Petrina, chapter
president, and TSgt. Kevin E. Lewis,
chapter vice president for communi-
cations, presented the guest with a
print of the B-2 Spirit of Missouri, a
memento of Playter's home state.

Tennessee State Convention

The H.H. Arnold Memorial (Tenn.)
Chapter hosted the Tennessee State
Convention in Tullahoma in May.

Award recipients at the awards din-
ner, held in nearby Lynchburg, in-
cluded John W. Glass Ill. President
of the Chattanooga Chapter, Glass
received the Tennessee Volunteer
Award.

Col. Patrick Eagan, director of sup-
portatthe Arnold Engineering Devel-
opment Center, Arnold AFB, Tenn.,
was the keynote speaker. He de-
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scribed AEDC activities and provided
more details on the flight simulation
facilities that convention goers had
toured earlier in the day.

Joseph E. Sutter of the Gen. Bruce
K. Holloway Chapter was re-elected
state president at the business ses-
sion. Other officers re-elected were
Nancy |. Blanchard, vice president,
and George A. Vitzthum, secretary,
both from the Maj. Gen. Dan F.
Callahan Chapter, and James C.
Kasperbauer, treasurer, of the Everett
R. Cook Chapter.

Among the AFA notables at the
gathering was Billy M. Boyd, South
Central Region president.

Winners

Gen. Richard B. Myers, vice chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was
guest speaker at a Donald W. Steele
Sr. Memorial (Va.) Chapter luncheon
in June. Among the more than 130 in
attendance were foreign air attachés
from 13 countries.

Myers spoke about challenges fac-
ing the Depariment of Defense and
the ongoing Quadrennial Defense
Review. He joined John E. Craig I,
an AFA national director, and William
L. Anderson, state president, in pre-
senting the chapter's 2000 national-
level awards. (The recipients were

listed in the magazine’s November
2000 issue.)

Also at this membership meeting,
Chapter President James T. Hannam
presented chapter scholarships for
2001 to sisters Lisa and Linda Brad-
shaw, who are AFROTC cadets at
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and
State University in Blacksburg, Va.;
Caroline Simpson, who plans to join
the AFROTC program at Pennsylva-
nia State University this fall; and Timo-
thy Woolf.

Also in June, chapter member Lt.
Col. Michael W. Isherwood received
the AFA Writing Award at the Na-
tional War College, Ft. McNair, D.C.
Mary Anne Thompson, a former AFA
National Secretary, and Craig were
on hand for the presentation, made
with Army Maj. Gen. Reginal G. Clem-
mons, NWC commandant. Isherwood’'s
paper was entitled “Through a Glass
Darkly: Viewing US Strategic Options
on lraq.”

Christa’s Planetarium

To encourage family participation,
the Brig. Gen. Harrison R. Thyng
(N.H.) Chapter chose to visit the
Christa McAuliffe Planetarium in Con-
cord, N.H., on a Saturday in June.

The planetarium, which opened in
June 1990, honors the Concord High

Mail orders:
Air Force Association
1501 Lee Highway
Arlington, VA 22209-1198

Three great new brass coins
with three different looks at
affordable prices. Great gift
ideas and fun for trading with
friends and associates.
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Air Force Association logo and
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School teacher who died in the ex-
plosion of the space shuttle Chal-
lenger in January 1986.

Twenty-four chapter members and
guests toured the planetarium’s ex-
hibits and watched a presentation
called “Tonight's Sky.” Chapter Presi-
dent Eric P. Taylor said the most
interesting aspect of the visit was
audience participation in this show;
at several points in its course, the
audience voted from among three
options to decide what the next step
should be.

Following a lunch, the chapter held
abusiness meeting at the New Hamp-
shire Technical Institute, adjacent to
the planetarium.

Golf Outing
When the David J. Price/Beale
(Calif.) Chapter cohosted a golf tour-

The Central Florida Chapter donated the top two awards for winners of Civil
Air Patrol Group 4’s Aerospace Quiz Bowl held in June at Patrick AFB, Fla.
Richard A. Ortega (far right), state vice president for aerospace education,

nament in June, AFA members from
several chapters in the Golden State
traveled to Beale Air Force Base to

take part.

Chapter President Maj. Dennis
Davoren headed the tournament’s
winning team that included Michael
J. Peters, president of the Brig. Gen.
Robert F. Travis Chapter. Rich Tau-
binger, Far West Region president
and a C. Farinha Gold Rush Chap-

We know the Air Force.

AFA Full Résumé
Preparation ..
AFA Résumé Review

Plus you get a copy of
Job Search: Marketing Your

Military Experience

Assouatlon s
For AFA Members O

We’ll make your résumé stand out.

We know how to emphasize your Air Force expenence. B

. $160

and Critique Service................ $50

presents $300 to the first-place Seminole team.

ter member, and Brig. Gen. Stanley
Gorenc, Beale Chapter member and
commander, 9th Reconnaissance Wing
at Beale, were among the tourna-
ment’s AFA participants.

This was the second year the chap-
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ter cohosted the event with a local
chapter of the Daedalians, reported
Davoren. Forty-four golfers teed off
on the links to benefit scholarship
funds for several organizations.
Davoren added that, to boost sup-
port for the tournament, the organiz-
ers printed corporate logo flags for
top sponsors. The flags flew at vari-
ous holes and were later framed and
presented to the sponsors.

More AFA/AEF News

= The E.W. Rawlings (Minn.)
Chapter recently donated $2,500 to
the Red Tail Project of the Confeder-
ate Air Force’s American Airpower
Heritage Museum. The museum has
been restoring a P-51C Mustang that
will highlight the role of the Tuskegee
Airmen in World War Il. Tuskegee
Airmen fighter pilots had been nick-
named the Red-Tail Angels—for the
markings on their aircraft—by bomber
crews that they escorted. Kenneth O.
Wofford, chapter vice president for
asrospace education, and Ccleman
Rader, an AFA national director, have
worked on the project for several
years. Rader also recently helped
prepare an educational supplement
on the Tuskegee Airmen that can be
adapted for use in local newspapers.

m The Fairbanks Midnight Sun
(Alaska) and Anchorage Chapters
hosted a visit by Fred Rosenfelder,
an AFA national director, in June. He
attended a Fairbanks Chapter meet-
ing at Eielson Air Force Base, then
joined Chapter Secretary James W.
Drew, Arthur Buswell, several chap-
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ter Community Partners, and local
business and government leaders as
guests of the 168th Air Refueling Wing
(ANG) at Eielson. They received an
orientation flight on a KC-135. The
tanker demonstrated its mission for
them with an air refueling of an E-3
Airborne Warning and Control Sys-
tem aircraft. The next day, Anchor-
age Chapter President Floyd E. Gori
and Vice President Gary A. Hoff
hosted Rosenfelder’s visit to EImen-
dorf Air Force Base. During the visit,
they met with Lt. Gen. Norton A.
Schwartz, 11th Air Force commander
and a chapter member.

m The Gold Coast (Fia.) Chapter
hosted its third Air Fair. Forty-five
antique, classic, warbird, and mili-
tary aircraft were on static display
during the two-day event held at the
Pompano Beach Air Park, Fla. A 1933
Waco biplane once owned by pub-
lisher William Randolph Hearstand a
Bell Jet Ranger helicopter provided
rides. Among the groups represented
at the fair were the Tuskegee Air-
men, WASPs, and a military vehicles
collectors club which displayed World
War Il trucks, jeeps, and tanks. The
chapter's executive vice president,
Rod Edmunds, was Air Fair chair-
man. Other chapter members who
managed the event were Walter E.
Houghton, air operations; Joe C.
Montgomery, marketing; Pat Boyce,
publicrelations; and Milton Markowitz,
chapter treasurer.

AFA Conventions

Sept. 15-19
Sept. 21-22
Sept. 21-23
Sept. 28-30
Oct. 12-14

m The 927th Air Refueling Wing
(AFRC) at Selfridge ANGB, Mich.,
recognized the Mount Clemens
(Mich.) Chapter with a Certificate of
Appreciation in May. Wing operations
officer Col. Jeff Robertson presented
the certificate to Chapter President
Thomas C. Craft to thank the chapter
for its donations of gift certificates to
wing members over the past several
years.

= The John W. DeMilly Jr. (Fla.)
Chapter “bought” the 14th hole at
the Keys Gate Golf and Country Club
to support a fund-raising golf tourna-
ment held by the 93rd Fighter Squad-
ron (AFRC), Homestead ARS, Fla.
The chapter also recently designated
chapter members Michael E. and
Irene Richardson as a Scott Associ-
ate of AEF, to celebrate their recent
marriage.

= Kyongseon West had only four
courses to complete before earning
her bachelor’'s degree from the Uni-
versity of Maryland’s Asia Division.

AFA National Convention, Washington

Colorado State Convention, Colorado Springs, Colo.
Delaware State Convention, Dover, Del.

New Hampshire State Convention, Portsmouth, N.H.
Pennsylvania State Convention, Altoona, Pa.

Other assistance programs covered
tuition for two of them, but West,
whose spouse is an Air Force E-4,
was going to have to pay for the
other two classes herself. She was
also due to deliver a baby in June.
She figured the baby would come
first, then the degree. After AEF se-
lected her for a 2001 Spouse Schol-
arship, however, she immediately
signed up for all four classes and
was to receive her degree in infor-
mation systems management in May,
Because of the scholarship, she
wrote in her thank you letter to AEF,
she is now ahead of schedule and
can make plans for a graduate de-
gree.

Have AFA/AEF News?
Contributions to “AFA/AEF National
Report” should be sent to Air Force
Magazine, 1501 Lee Highway, Ar-
lington, VA 22209-1198. Phone: (703)
247-5828. Fax: (703) 247-5855. E-mail:
afa-aef@afa.org. n

Unit Reunions

29th FIS. Oct. 6-10, 2002, in San Francisco.
Contact: John Baczynski {415-897-2419)
(FTRJOK@aol.com).

38th, 66th, and 126th Air Police Sgs, Laon,
France. Oct. 2-4 in Las Vegas. Contact: Tom
Baranski, 6190 Quince Rd., Memphis, TN 38119
(901-683-1206) (TGBARAN®@bellsouth.net).

40th BS, 6th BW (H). Oct. 12-14 in San Antonio.
Contact: Len Kunko, 1601 S. Kentucky Ave.,
Roswell, NM 88201 (505-622-7546) (LKUNKO98
@prodigy.net).

70th Air Refueling Assn. Oct. 1014 in Jack-
sonville, AR. Contact: Taby Tabyanan, 108 Oid
Mill Rd., Dardenelle, AR 72834 (501-229-4462)
(tabyanan@cox-internet.com).

79th FG, including 85th, 86th, and 87th FSs. Oct.
7—11 at the Marriott River Front Hotel in Savan-
nah, GA. Contact: Edwin Newbould, 1206 S.E.
27th Ter., Cape Coral, FL 33904 (941-574-7098).

97th BW, Smoky Hill AFB, KS, and Biggs AFB,
TX (1946-50). Sept. 20-22 in Irving, TX. Con-
tact: Victor F. Riggs, 2524 Candleberry Dr., Mes-
quite, TX 75149 (972-285-1672) (Bombwing97riggs
@yahoo.com).

99th BG, North Africa/ltaly (WWII). April 1621,

AIR FORCE Magazine / September 2001

2002, in Mashville, TN, Contact: Walt Johnson,
55 Northwood, Huntington TN 38344.

390th FS. Sept. 21-22 at Mountain Home AFB,
ID. Contacts: Lt. Dave Van Pelt (208-828-6380)
(David.vanpelt@mountainhome.af.mil} or Gloria
Valdez (208-828-3089) (Gloria.Valdez@
mountainhome. af.mil).

417th BG and attached units. Sept. 13-15 in
Colorado Springs, CO. Contact: R.N. Kunselman,
3048 Ellesmere Dr., Colorado Springs, CO 80922-
1275 (719-574-4818) (r_rk417bg@juno.com).

438th FIS, 507th FG/Wg, Kinross/Kincheloe AFB,
MI, including SAC. July 17-21, 2002, in Sault Ste.
Marie, MI. Contact: Joe Sullivan, 7319 Eastwick
Ln., Indianapolis, IN 46256 (317-845-9311)
(jsullivan7319@aol.com).

463rd BG (H). Oct. 3-6 in Nashville, TN. Con-
tact: Art Mendelsohn, PO Box 1137, La Canada,
CA 91012 (818-790-3722) (B17463rd@
EARTHLINK.NET).

1254th Air Transport Gp. Oct. 2627 in Arling-
ton, VA. Contact: Joseph Kuchinsky, 106 Ridge
Point Pl., Gaithersburg, MD 20878 (301-948-
8835).

Arnold Air Society Area lll, ARCON 2001. Oct.

reunions@afa.org

26-28 at the Crowne Plaza Ravinia in Atlanta.
Contact: Aaron Sauer, 685 Cherry St., Atlanta,
GA 30332 (gtmaverick@mindspring.com).

F-16 Viper Assn, including F-16 Viper drivers,
associates, and families. Oct. 4-6 at Andrews
AFB, MD. Contact: www.{16viper.org.

Pilot Class 43-D, all commands. April 24-27,
2002, at Embassy Suites, Dallas/Fort Worth Air-
port, TX. Contacts: George Savage (817-244-
5600) (Gjsavage23@aol.com) or Frank Dutko
(phone: 850-932-3467 or fax: 850-932-3467)
(dutko43d@hotmail.com).

Pilot Class 45-B, Luke Field, AZ. Oct. 4-7 at
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio. Contact: Russ Klug
(262-549-5584).

Pilot Class 55-U and 56-A. Oct. 19-20 at the
Sheraton—Gunter Hotel in San Antonio. Contact:
Don Breeding, 3834 Southwestern, Houston, TX
77005, "

Mail unit reunion notices four months ahead
of the event to “Unit Reunions,” Air Force
Magazine, 1501 Lee Highway, Arlington, VA
22209-1198. Please designate the unit hold-
ing the reunion, time, location, and a contact
for more information. We reserve the right to
condense notices.
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Pieces of History

Photography by Paul Kennedy

Mr. Bones

Cezll it macabre fighter pilot “humor.” The
95th Fighter Squadron at Tyndall AFB,
Fla., has as its mascot “Mr. Bones." He
embodies the unit emblem, a skull
sporting a silk high hat, white bow tie,
menocle, and a cane in its white-gloved
hand. Tne emblem—shown kere on a
scarf and leather flight jacker—was
officially approved in 1954. The 95th
traces its roots to January 1942, wher it
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was constituted as the 95th Pursuit
Sauadron (Interceptor). During Werld
War 1, the 95th FS flew P-3&s in North
Africa and ltaly. Today, squadron
members—wno proudly refer to
themselves as “Boneheads ™—irain F-15
pilots and maintainers.
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Memeorabilia courtesy of the 95th Fighter Squadron, Tyndall AFB, Fla
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will be an effective and affordable national asset for decades to come. During refurbishment, we
repair any discrepancies and FAA mandated reguirements affecting the 707's service life. We also
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One road to space.

Ten good ways
to get there.

you can
choase from ten Delta rockets. Each is capable of sending single, dual or multiple satellites into geosynchronous
transfer orbit. And payleads range from 900 to 13,000 Kilograms. So in effect, you can get a customized launch
vehicle without the customized price. Delta rockets. They're ideal for launching satellites. They’ve also been

known to give whole corporations a lift.
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