March 2002/54

Flying Tiger, Hidden Dragon

A Quarter Century of AWACS
Bush’s Nuclear Blueprint



LOCKHEED MARTIN $

www.lockheedmartin.com

ou supply the adrenaline.:
it-does everything else.

™




IRFO

March 2002, Vol. 85, No. 3 JOURNAL OF THE AIR FORCE ASSOCIATION
www.afa.org 2 Editorial: The Nation at War
4 Letters By John T. Correll

Either we get them or they get us.

12 Aerospace World

22 Senior Staff Changes 26 Bush’s Nuclear Blueprint .
By Robert S. Dudney and Peter Grier

23 Index to Advertisers The Administration projects an

24 Verbatim overhaul of strategic nuclear forces,
perhaps with fewer than 2,200

69 Flashback warheads.

78 This Is AFA 32 Texans Built for Two

80 State Contacts Photography by Greg L. Davis
At Moody AFB, Ga., the next genera-

81 Books tion of pilots flies with a next genera-

82 AFA/AEF National Report tion trainer.

86 Unit Reunions 38 Roche Sorts It Out
Remarks by Secretary of the Air Force

88 Pieces of History James G. Roche 54 Airpower for the Long Haul
The Secretary surveys the issues, from By John A. Tirpak
Combat Air Patrols to tanker leasing. What if it becomes necessary to

sustain a military operation for an
42 A Quarter Century of AWACS extended period—like years?
By Peter Grier
It eluded the critics who wanted to kill 58 The Wild Blue Yonder Is Shrinking
it and it went on to greatness. By Bruce D. Callander
The civilian world is pushing in on
48 The Little Predator That Could ranges, runways, and electronic

By Richard J. Newman frequencies.
It is not officially operational, but it
proved itself in Afghanistan. 62 DOD Senior Leadership

Compiled by Chequita Wood
Who's who in the Bush Admin-
istration’s Pentagon.

66 Cannibalization
From the General Accounting Office
All too often, the armed forces must
borrow parts from one airplane to fix
another one.

About the cover: The
distinctive shark teeth mark
these P-40s as Flying Tigers.
See “Fly ng Tiger, Hidden
Dragon,” p. 70. Photo by R.T.
Smith, via Robert F. Dorr.

70 Flying Tiger, Hidden Dragon
By Rebecca Grant
Irascible, opinionated, and under-
appreciated, Chennault was the
champion of innovative fighter tactics.

AIR FORCE Magazine (ISSN 0730-6784) March 2002 (Vol. 85, No. 3) is published monthly by the Air Force Association, 1501 Lee Highway, Arlington, VA 22208-
1198. Phone (703) 247-5800. Second-class posiage paid at Arlington, Va., and additional mailing offices. Membership Rate: $36 per year; $90 for three-year
m hip. Life M ip (| $500 single payment, $525 extended payments. Subscription Rate: $36 per year; $29 per year additional
for postage to foreign addresses (except Canada and Mexico, which are $10 per year additional). Regularissues $4 each. USAF Almanac issue $6 each. Change
of address requires four weeks' notice. Please include mailing label. POSTMASTER: Send changes of address to Air Force Association, 1501 Lee Highway,
Arlington, VA 22208-1198. Publisher assumes no respensibility for unsolicited material, Trademark registered by Air Force Association. Copyright 2002 by Air
Force Association

AIR FORCE Magazine / March 2002 1



Editorial

By John T. Correll, Editor in Chief

The Nation at War

& errorism Fades as Nation’s

Most Important Problem,” said

the headline on an analysis by the
Gallup News Service in January.

In a Gallup poll last October, 64
percent of the public said terrorism
and national security were the most
important problems facing the na-
tion. The number saying that in the
January poll was down to 35 per-
cent.

Gallup explained that this does not
necessarily mean that Americans no
longer regard terrorism as important,
just that other matters, such as the
economy, weigh more directly on
their minds.

If the war on terror slips too far in
the national awareness, that be-
comes a problem in itself.

We are engaged with an impla-
cable enemy who seeks our destruc-
tion. Our passive response to attacks
before Sept. 11 emboldened our ad-
versaries and rallied converts to their
cause.

The diagrams of American nuclear
power plants and public water facili-
ties, left behind in Afghanistan by al
Qaeda, give us a preview of what
else they have in mind. We do not
know how close they are to having
nuclear weapons.

In his State of the Union address,
President Bush said that the war on
terror is only beginning and that his
budget for next year would propose
the largest increase in defense spend-
ing in two decades.

A Los Angeles Times poll in Feb-
ruary found that 76 percent of Ameri-
cans support an increase in military
spending. More than half are for such
an increase, even if it means cutting
domestic programs.

Perhaps national awareness has
not slid that far after all.

The budget President Bush sent
to Congress Feb. 4 asks for $369
billion for defense next year, plus
another $10 billion, if needed, to fight
the war on terrorism. That is an in-
crease of 12 percent. Adjusted for
inflation, it would put the defense
budget about where it was in 1990.

Not everyone agrees we can af-
ford that much, or that we need to.
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“I'm becoming a little nervous as
| hear we’re going to spend more
and more and more on the military,”
said Sen. Rooert C. Byrd (D-W.Va.).
“It’s going to have to come out of
somewhere, out of somebody eise’s
hide.”

The New York Times calls the bud-
get proposal “bloated” and says it
siphons too much money away from

Either we get
them or they
get us.

domestic programs and “undermines
the security of the nation’s social
safety net.” We can thank our lucky
stars, then, that we are not faced
with a real wartime budget. During
World War Il, defense outlays were
38 percent of the Gross Domestic
Product and almost 90 percent of
federal spending.

The Busn budget allocates 3.3
percent of GDP for defense, the same
as in 1997. Even by peacetime stan-
dards, that is a moderate burden.

The amount proposed, it is said,
is bigger than the economy of some
of the world’s nations and more than
the combined military spending of a
dozen of them.

Okay. But so what?

Those countries do not have the
capability to take on global terror.
Only the United States can do that.
When NATO wanted to put down
Slobodan Milosevic and the Serbs
in 1999, the United States had to
take the lead, although any number
of Alliance members were closer to
the scene.

If US forces were scaled back to
the world average, you can bet there
would be panic in many a foreign
clime.

Another recurring theme is that our
existing forces are good enough. The
New York Times, for example, says
that our F-14s, F-15s, and F-16s “al-

ready dominate the skies.” Thus, in
the opinion of the editorial writers,
new investment should go to un-
manned aircraft and special forces
rather than “outmoded” systems like
the F-22.

It is true that existing US weap-
ons were effective in Afghanistan.
The unmanned Predator drone per-
formed well, for example, as did
many of the weapon systems that
have been around for awhile.

The enemy'’s lack of advanced air
defenses made it possible for older
aircraft to operate freely. Stealthy,
radar-evading platforms were not re-
quired after the initial strikes. How-
ever, it must be regarded as excep-
tional that 50-year-old bombers and
30-year-old fighters got in that close.
Anyone who believes they will “domi-
nate the skies” of the future is se-
verely deceived.

War is expensive. This one is cost-
ing $30 million a day. At the same
time, the Pentagon is struggling to
recover from a decade of under-
funding, when we failed to replace
aircraft and other capital equipment
as it wore out.

Decision-makers of the 1990s
thought they could divert defense
resources to other priorities because
they saw no threat to national secu-
rity for another decade or two. The
threat showed up sooner than ex-
pected.

Over the past 50 years, the nation
has agonized about its involvement
in various conflicts, from Vietnam to
Kosovo. This war is different. We
have no choice but to fight.

The United States has been singled
out as a target by terrorist fanatics
committed to bringing us down. The
latest intelligence says they are pre-
paring to strike again. Either we get
them or they get us.

So far, many Americans have been
inconvenienced, but few of us have
been called upon for sacrifice. That
is likely to change.

Fifty years ago, Americans were
equal to the commitment required of
them in wartime. Now history is about
to take its measure of our own gen-
eration. =
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Letters

letters@afa.org

Task Force Hawk

After reading [Benjamin S.] Lam-
beth’s article [“Task Force Hawk,”
February, p. 78], | see similarity to
another incident involving US Army
helicopters. The shootdown of UH-60
Black Hawks in 1994 was the result of
Air Force blunders, but some articles
at the time also noted that US Army
Europe refused to allow helicopters
flying in northern Iraq to coordinate
their operations with the Air Force—
run Combined Air Operatiors Center.

That unwillingness to work jointly
with USAF clearly contrituzed to the
incident: Closer coordination would
have meant better situational aware-
ness aboard the AWACS and more
opportunity to “clue in” the F-15 pi-
lots. But since the lion’s share of the
blame went to blue-suiters, the insti-
tutional Army didn’t feel any heat and
failed to learn.

In both the shootdown incident and
Task Force Hawk’s embarrassing im-
potence, the Army refused to coordi-
nate its aviation operations with USAF.
In both cases, the Army suffered. It's
about time for the Army as a whole to
learn that “jointness” is not just when
other services line up to sugport it but
when all services work together to-
ward a common goal. When the Air
Force supports the ground oattle, we
coordinate extensively with the Army
andthe Armyisincharge. When Army
aviation conducts operations deep
into enemy territory and far from
friendly ground forces, it’'s support-
ing the air battle. It needs to coordi-
nate its operations with the Air Force,
and the Air Force must be in charge.

If you prefer, substitute “Joint Force
Air Component Commander” (poten-
tially USN or USMC) for “Air Force.”
The logic doesn’t change.

Maj. Kenneth J. Pascoe
Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio

The Return of NORAD

In your article “The Return of
NORAD?” [February, p. 50], | was rather
surprised that you would report
“NORAD simply can’t connzct all the
radars and create an all-inclusivz ra-
dar monitoring facility. The technol-
ogy simply does not exist to do this.”
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The technology to do that existed
in the 1960s when SAGE [Semiauto-
matic Ground Environment system]
(and later BUIC [Back-up Interceptor
Control system]) were built and still
exists today.

We as a nation may not have the
will, or we may not be willing, to
allocate the funds necessary to build
such a system, but we cannot blame
the absence of such a defensive sys-
tem on the lack of technology. We
had such a system operating, and
operating well, and we killed it.

Leslie R. Pawson
Shrewsbury, Mass.

Adam J. Hebert’s article did a fine
job giving the reader a sense of the
heroic changes that occurred within
NORAD, the CONUS NORAD Re-
gion (CONR), and the air defense
sectors in response to the attack on
our nation. However, it is my opinion
that the article was incomplete. The
events of Sept. 11, 2001, imposed a
national tragedy upon all of America.
The air defense response was a na-
tional response, not merely a military
response.

For example, FAA immediately re-
versed its long-standing position of
dismantling interior radars in lieu of
new cooperative technologies. FAA
implemented technological solutions
to bring about more radar and radio
service to the Air Force without staff-
ing a memcrandum of agreement or
any other formal bureaucratic paper-
work.

The US Customs Service has a
very mature relationship with NORAD,

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

based upon decades of jointly inter-
dicting Air Targets of Interest cross-
ing the national borders. The two
organizations [have long exchanged]
ATOI identification information and
radar data as well as the use of Cus-
toms interceptors to interdict air tar-
gets. Customs assets [have been
used to complement] NORAD ele-
ments when NORAD [was reduced]
to seven alert sites. Customs Air-
borne Early Warning aircraftimmedi-
ately went into service in support of
NORAD on Sept. 11 and have been
providing more than 25 percent of
the nation’s AEW coverage. Customs
and CONR [provided] air security for
the 2002 Winter Olympic Games. This
partnership is a good example of the
interagency response required to
meet the current extraordinary needs
of national security.

I would also like to debate Lt. Gen.
[Ken R.] Pennie’s assertion that tech-
nology simply does not exist to cre-
ate an “all-inclusive radar monitoring
facility.” US Customs has aircraft and
vessels operating throughout the
Western hemisphere as part of the
“Defense in Depth” strategy of pro-
tecting the nation’s borders from
smuggling. Three interagency task
forces established by the National
Interdiction Command-and-Control
Plan support this effort.

Customs funds and leads one of
these task forces from our Air and
Marine Interdiction Coordination Cen-
ter. AMICC currently receives radar
data and ATOI information from the
Remote Over the Horizon Radar Sys-
tem, the Cooperating Nations Infor-
mation Exchange System, the Teth-
ered Aerostat Radar System, all Joint
Surveillance Systemradars (NORAD),
Anti-Drug Network, three of the 20
FAA Air Route Traffic Control Cen-
ters’ radar feeds, and numerous ap-
proach control radars. Through the
partnership with NORAD, we are in
the final stages of approval for inte-
gration of selected Canadian radar
feeds and continue our negotiations
for Mexican radar data.

OQur engineers are working to ex-
pand the AMICC software to include
data links and all of FAA’'s ARTCC
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radar feeds. We project this effort to
be complete by summer 2002. We
estimate that the system will then be
capable of integrating 900 radar sen-
sors into a single air picture. This
fused air picture is superimposed
upon maps so detailed that Customs
operators many times use the high-
way mileage marker posts to coordi-
nate air and ground interdiction op-
erations.

Currently, the AMICC is integral
to the overall process of sorting air
targets over the domestic airspace.
AMICC has representatives from
many organizations, to include the
Air Force, working together to pro-
vide as complete an air picture as is
possible. Considering all the nation’s
assets, | would submit that we do
have the tools to “create an all-inclu-
sive radar monitoring facility.” In fact,
I would suggest we are closer than
many think.

Homeland air defense is a tremen-
dous challenge that will require re-
sources from many of our nation’s
institutions. The Joint Theater Air and
Missile Defense Organization recog-
nized this fact and has been leading
an interagency process, to include

-

NORAD and CONR, to determine what

the nation’s air defense architecture
should be.

Tony Crowder,

US Customs Service

Washington, D.C.

The Disconnect

Seldom does one issue of Air Force
Magazine, or any publication for that
matter, illuminate the huge discon-
nect between our acquisition plans
and the geopolitical strategy the Air
Force is supposed to support.

Your January issue does just that.
First, we have an article [“A Strike
Fighter for the Future,” p. 24] about
a new “cheap, lightweight fighter”
that is to form the backbone of our
attack capability. Later, we have an
article [“The Search for Asian Bases,
p. 50] about a search for forward
bases that are crucial because we
do not have a strike force with the
range to operate against likely tar-
gets. To get such bases, we have to
make deals with unlikely, unstable,
and unreliable partners. Finally, we
have an article [“Tankers and Lifters
for a Distant War,” p. 56] that dis-
cusses a shortage of airlifters to

LYNX SAR/GMTI RADAR SYSTEM
All-wenther Global Surveillance

supply such bases and a shortage of
tankers to refuel our short-legged
attack force.

Since the end of the Cold War, we
have truncated our bomber force mod-
ernization at 20 airplanes. The deep
strike tactical aircraft, the F-111s, have
been retired without replacement, as
have the Navy A-6s. Our strike force
will now consist of a fleet of short-
legged, single-seat, single-engine
fighters. In order to use such a force,
we will have to make deals with the
devil, thereby subverting our own stra-
tegic objectives.

| believe that aircraft range and its
close derivative, staying power, are
the fundamental characteristics that
the Air Force brings to the table in
joint operations and that amply and
correctly justify our operating as a
separate service. To our discredit, in
the decade since the end of the Cold
War, we have seriously compromised
on these fundamentals. As a conse-
quence, our national political leaders
will have nothing but bad options in
the coming global conflicts.

Maj. Robert D. Klimek,
USAF (Ret.)
Fort Smith, Ark.
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JSF will be the premier air to ground
fighter for the foreseeable future. The
F-22 will take care of air to air. The
JSF will be stealthy and carry long-
range smart ordnance. What is in
doubt is why the Air Force needs so
many—1,763—and the Marines 609,
in addition to 480 for the Navy. Since
this is primarily an air to ground fighter,
the implication is that we will be fight-
ing a major ground war. Against
whom? Where? It would take decades
for a viable threat to evolve.

Even if we had such a force, we
would have no place to base signifi-
cant numbers close enough to the
battlefield. I'm not talking about an
aluminum plank runway somewhere.
| mean a base with petroleum, oil,
and lubricants storage, logistics, and
personnel facilities capable of sup-
porting two wings (150 JSFs) as well
as support aircraft. (Aviano [AB, Italy],
for example, is 2,000 [miles] from
Baghdad [iraq].) Saudi Arabia and
others are reluctant to allow us to fly
combat missions out of their bases.
In addition, we have overflight re-
straints that lengthen the distances
even more.

Why not upgrade some F-15Es or
F-16s or buy some new ones, since
those production lines are still hot?
[Why not] upgrade our F-117s?

| don’t advocate canceling the [UJSF]
program. Rather, | suggest that far
fewer aircraft would be more than ad-
equate, and only a small fraction of
those should incorporate very expen-
sive stealth. A significant portion of the
projected $200 billion could be better
used for other crucial defense needs.

Col. Morton T. Eldridge,
USAF (Ret.)
Madison, Ala.

They’re a Gold Mine

[Timothy D.] Moore cites a promi-
nent executive recruiter who refuses
to accept Air Force officers with an
operational background because they
lack leadership or managerial experi-
ence. [See “Letters: Developing Aero-
space Leaders?” February, p. 6.] While
I understand this thought, 1 believe it
to be a misperception due to a lack of
understanding of what pilots accom-
plish during their careers. Moore char-
acterizes “official” leadership roles as
those requiring oversight, counseling,
or writing performance reports.

A fighter pilot's development up to
the first 10 to 12 years, during which
Moore states they’re “only expected
to look out for No. 1,” includes train-
ing for and upgrading to “official” po-
sitions such as flight lead, instructor
pilot, and mission commander. No-
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tice the words “lead” and “command.”

A young flight lead has to accom-
plish the toughest of interpersonal
leadership challenges. He or she is
not just responsible for leading sub-
ordinates, they also have to lead their
peers and superiors. This type of
leadership at least equals and argu-
ably surpasses [that of] their coun-
terparts {who lead] enlisted troops
they absolutely outrank.

The flight lead not only leads the
individuals of his flight, he does it
while simultaneously operating a mul-
timillion dollar weapon system solo.
He is responsible for all aspects of
mission accomplishment, including
planning, coordinating, briefing, lead-
ing, execution, and debriefing. The
leading of the mission includes mak-
ing real-time adjustments for unknowns
such as weather changes, equipment
failures, aircraft dropouts, flight mem-
ber mistakes, and a myriad of others.
The debriefings are painfully honest,
detailed assessments of performance
with life and death consequences. A
flight debrief would easily measure up
to any counseling session or perfor-
mance report.

Later, as a mission commander,
the complexity is dramatically in-
creased by not only accomplishing all
the above aspects of leadership, but
doing it while coalescing many dis-
parate weapon systems as a team. A
mission commander may typically lead
60 aircraft of eight types involving 80
to 100 people in the air and on the
ground against an integrated air and
ground threat system intending to
shoot down every one of his charges.
A person who is only looking out for
No. 1, or not exercising service before
self, would never obtain the rating of
flight lead or mission commander.

| would think that a prominent ex-
ecutive recruiter looks for qualities of
leadership [that show a person] can
operate in a challenging environment,
including many unknowns, and lead
many people to mission success.
Many of our Air Force pilots who
have progressed through their flying
careers can do just that in spades.
They have risen to many senior Air
Force and industry leadership posi-
tions. If that recruiter did a little re-
search on those Air Force officers,
he’'d find a gold mine of skilled and
experienced leaders who can take
on just about any challenge and win.

Col. Larry New
Langley AFB, Va.

Blood and Thunder
| read with great interest John
Correll's editorial “Blood and Thun-
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der” [January, p. 2]. | am appalled by
[Max] Boot’s illogical comment con-
cerning our image as fat and indo-
lent. Perhaps | am doing him a dis-
service since | have not read his
entire comment concerning fighting
against al Qaeda and the Taliban.
However, | doubt that | have misun-
derstood his attitude.

In Vietnam, thanks to then—Secre-
tary of Defense [Robert S.]McNamara,
and to a lesser extent then—President
Lyndon Johnson, our military fought a
foolish and unsuccessful jungle—guer-
rilla war against North Vietnam. For all
of his reputed acuity, McNamara’s poli-
cies were deeply flawed and idiotic.
We should not have foughtthe enemy’s
type of war on their turf with their rela-
tively logistical advantage. We should
have used superior firepower deliv-
ered by air to their weakest points.
This approach may not have satisfied
Boot, but the results would have been
far superior to the outcome we experi-
enced, which was defeat.

We greatly increased aerial attacks
on North Vietnam too late, when the
momentum was clearly in favor of the
enemy. Perhaps our civilian leaders
were concerned that China might
enter the war. They bluffed us into
inaction, and we decidedly lost the
struggle. As for our fat and indolent
youth, | have two fine sons in Af-
ghanistan, both of whom are ex-
tremely fit and patriotic young Ameri-
cans. | believe their colleagues in
that theater are similar in physical
ability and motivation.

| greatly resent Boot’s comments
and invite him to leave the plush sur-
roundings of his New York office with
his excellent lunches and martinis and
don the uniform of a United States
military man and go fight the Afghans
on their terms. | weary of deskbound
and overweight critics who have not
the slightest concept of actual com-
bat. Perhaps the recent deaths of
Marines and special forces military
men might partially satisfy his yearn-
ing for more casualties.

Correll’s response was reasoned
and compelling, if a bit too civilized.

Osama bin Laden and the Taliban
have brought their people unprec-
edented misery, oppression, death,
disease, and starvation. If the Af-
ghan men would getrid of their status
symbols, the Kalashnikov rifles, and
start working to produce food and
needed shelter and goods, the coun-
try—including their women and chil-
dren—would be far better off.

As for Max Boot, he should restrict
his journalism to financial news.

Lt. Col. Frank R. Rodriguez,
USAF (Ret.)
Colorado Springs, Colo.
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Thank you for offering a sound
approach to the value of airpower in
the war with Afghanistan. This is not
a territorial war. It is unconventional
to say the least, and the largest part
of this war will not be fought with
airpower, for sure, as seeking and
destroying terrorists may ultimately
boil down to virtual single-person iden-
tification and elimination.

Truly the mind-set of war has al-
ways been the overpowering of an
enemy and the securing of land.
Airpower is the fastest, most predict-
able method to gaining an immediate
advantage over an enemy, which
leads to the securing of land.

Confusion in war is essential to
victory—you must keep the enemy
off balance and fearful of the power
that can be released at any moment,
the timing of which is unpredictable.
You never fightan enemy on his terms.
This is war, not a video game. When
bombs explode they rattle everything
for miles. You want the ground to
shake, windows to break, buildings
to fall.

From the comments of Max Boot, it
is clear that he has never been in
war. He has never witnessed the fury
of a B-52 strike. He has never seen
literally hundreds of tracers whiz by
the cockpit in the space of just a few
seconds. He has never visited a medi-
cal tent filled with the casualties of
war. We do not need hundreds of
casualties to show the brutality of
war. We need to use our strengths to
outmaneuver the enemy and bring
him to surrender. Take airpower out
of the equation and you repeat the
Russian experience in Afghanistan.

Col. Joe Cordina,
USAFR (Ret.)
Parker, Tex.

| applaud Correll for his honest
assessment of the capabilities of
airpower and observation of the obvi-
ous successes of past campaigns. It

amazes me that day in and day out,
journalists—typical armchair quarter-
backs—second-guess a superb rep-
resentation of how warfare should be
fought.

The Afghanistan campaign book-
marks overwhelming force being ap-
plied to an enemy at its weakest point.
Break the chain, and the rest will
crumble. Fly high, above their air
defenses; don’t bring your $30 mil-
lion jet down to low levels because of
complaints of a sense of “unfairness.”
This is war. Utilize every last preci-
sion munition we have, if necessary.
Bomb their command and control, air
defenses, their assembly areas, the
front-line trenches, and their supply
depots in the rear.

Make the enemy fear congregat-
ing in groups. Have them look over
their shoulders, waiting and wonder-
ing when the fury of a 2,000-pound
bomb is going to end their happy day,
when an AC-130 will unleash hell on
Earth directed on their heads. Every
waking moment of the enemy should
be filled with the questions “Why am
I here?” and “Do | truly want to die?”
These are the tools we have, utilize
them to a gruesome effect, and don't
offer any apologies.

As offered by Osama [bin Laden]:
“We call on every Muslim who be-
lieves in God and wishes to be re-
warded to comply with God’s order to
Kill the Americans.”

Ask yourself this question: Why, in
God’s name, would we want to fight
fairly? War is for keeps. When we
lose a soldier to combat, he is dead
and gone. His family grieves and his
hopes and dreams disappear.

Richard Glanville
Kent, Ohio

Correll’s editorial is well-reasoned,
however | would go further. The deci-
sive importance of American airpower
goes back to World War Il (not forget-
ting Billy Mitchell’s early experiments
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Topromote aeraspace power and a
strong national defense.

Tosupport the needs of the Air Force
and Air Force people.

Toexplain these needs to the American
people.

of 1917-18).The American air su-
premacy achieved some strategic and
tactical results. The British bombing
of German civilians was not very im-
portant from a strategic and tactical
point of view. However the American
strategic and tactical air effort was
decisive in that: 1) It made the move-
ment of war materiel very difficult
since it severed German lines of com-
munications such as roads and rail-
roads. 2) It significantly slowed down
German war production (remember
here that even a 10 percent slow-
down is significant), just as the Ameri-
can war industry was reaching full
production in overwhelming quanti-
ties of materiel. 3) It kept American
casualties down.

As an example, millions of Rus-
sians died. Remember that the So-
viet air force was always a stepchild,
undertrained and badly led. The total
fatalities of the American war effort
were about 200,000 to 300,000 men
(true that if your brother died it was
horrible), which is far less than five
percent of the forces deployed. The
German Ardennes offensive made
good progress till the weather broke
and it was hammered to dust by
American airpower.

And let's face it: The ludicrously
few casualties so far in Afghanistan
and in the 1991 Gulf War were due to
the fact that hostile forces were ham-
mered into submission by our airpower.
As a former pilot and a history buff, |
listen to various people like [retired
Army Col. David H.] Hackworth and
historian John Keegan (among oth-
ers) and wonder that people of their
intelligence and military experience
simply cannot see the obvious facts
staring them in the face.

| talked to the late Gen. [Adolf]
Galland (the German fighter ace) in
1988, and he told me just how deci-
sive American airpower was, and he
ought to know.

J.F. Polma
Garland, Tex.

Just finished reading your edito-
rial. It was thought provoking and to
the point. As | read it, | was reminded
of a statement purported to have been
said by the late Gen. George S.
Patton: “The object of war is not to
die for your country [but to make the
other bastard] die for his.”

|. Distenfeld
Baltimore

Let me relate a World War |l event.
Prior to the invasion of Sicily, [to
ensure] no interference from enemy

forces in other areas of the Mediter-
ranean, we were given and carried
out missions to knock out the forces
on the islands of Pantelleria, Lam-
pedusa, and Linosa.

My squadron history [relates]: The
plan for the conquest of Pantelleria
was code-named Corkscrew. Flying
from its new base at Soliman, the
321st [Bomb Group] bombed the is-
land six times between June 5 and
10. On June 10, the sky over Pan-
telleria was so congested with air-
craft that the bombers frequently
circled the island waiting their turn to
drop bombs. On June 11, a big white
cross of surrender was seen on the
field at Pantelleria. The island garri-
son surrendered without so much as
an Allied soldier setting foot on the
island. When ground troops did land
they were surprised to know the gar-
rison had already surrendered. This
is the first time in history that an
enemy had surrendered or been
beaten by airpower alone.

Nevertheless, teamwork and coor-
dination between all forces is in my
estimation the way to winning—what-
ever the circumstances. It is always
the man on the ground who has to
take and hold an objective.

Frederick Lawrence
Wofford Heights, Calif.

About Black Hawk Down
First | went to the movie [“Black
Hawk Down”]. Then | read the book.
Now | am looking for old articles about
the men who were there. With the
movie’s popularity, have you consid-
ered rerunning your article from the

June 1994 issue?

Glenn Macy
Essex Junction, Vi.

® We are not going to rerun the ar-
ticle “Heroes at Mogadishu,” but we
moved it up on the list of older ar-
ticles that we have been adding to
our Web site (www.afa.org).—THE
EDITORS

What’s the Number?

in the article “A Strike Fighter for
the Future,” in the January issue [p.
24], you refer to the winning JSF
contender as either the F-35 or F-24,
since the official designation has not
yet been announced. Unfortunately,
Defense Secretary [Donald] Rumsfeld
has called it the F-35. Other aviation
publications are [now] using the F-35
label.

This is an unfortunate error and
flies in the face of the standard des-
ignation conventions adopted for mili-
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tary aircraft. The two contenders for
the JSF competition were designated
X-32 and X-35 because they were
experimental aircraft, not production
prototypes. As such, they were as-
signed the next designations avail-
able for that category of aircraft.

However, now that a winner has
been selected, the operational JSF
no longer will fall into the experimen-
tal category. As a fighter, the next
available designation (barring clas-
sified projects that have yet to see
the light of day) would be the F-24,
not the X-35.

The numbering systems was insti-
tuted for a reason but has been vio-
lated in recent years. For example, the
Navy’s ill-fated A-12 should have been
the A-13 (following the A-12 Black-
bird), and the T-1 Jayhawk should have
been the T-48. Hopefully, the proper
conventions will be followed for the F-
24 and thereby avoid headaches and
confusion for future historians.

Hank Caruso
California, Md.

On the B-2 Record

As a veteran maintainer of B-52s
conducting very long sorties (31 hours
round trip Minot AFB [N.D.] to Egypt)
and a current engineering provider to
the B-1 program, | think the essence
of this “record” was missed. [See
“Enduring Freedom,” February, p. 32,
specifically p. 34, which talks about

the 44-hour-long B-2 missions.]
The nature of the B-2’s mainte-
nance requirements precludes de-
ployment forlong periods (apparently
[anything] beyond 30 hours), thereby
necessitating establishment of the
“record” to accomplish the mission!
CMSgt. Larry R. Anderson,
USAF (Ret.)
Edmond, Okla.

Tankers and Lifters

Thanks to Richard J. Newman for
his excellent article [“Tankers and
Lifters for a Distant War,” January, p
56]. The article sure broughtback some
great memories of my long and re-
warding tanker years. | was on the
maintenance side but still got a lot of
flying time in. In the late 1950s and
'60s | was crew chief on the KC-97s,
and we transported almost 100 per-
cent of our support equipment and
personnel when we went TDY, which
was very often. Even after | got on the
KC-135s inthe mid—'60s, we still hauled
a lot of our own equipment and people.
| know if it had not been for the tanker
cargo space, on many occasions there
would have been some B-52s sitting
on the ramp waiting for engines.

| made many a trip on tanker task
forces to and from Southeast Asia,
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and it was a great feeling to know that

you help to keep those tankers in the

air. And the fighter pilots liked it, too.

You tanker crews and maintenance

persorne! are the best. Keep up the
good work.

CMSgt. Donald W. Grannan,

USAF (Ret.)

Fort Worth, Tex.

With reference to the C-17 fleet
dropping humanitarian rations in Af-
ghanistan, Newman states that these
planes are sometimes required to drop
at high altitudes to avoid ground fire.

He says that, as aresult, aircrews run
the risk of exposu-e to altitude sick-
ness after the aircraft are depressur-
ized for these drops. Altitude sick-
ness? What’s that? From personal
experience in making similar drops
from C-141s, our crews never had an
altitude-related problem as long as
we used our oxygen masks and wore
proper cold-weather clothing. | would
assume that our C-17 aircrews are
taking similar protective measures.
MSgt. James B. Walker,
USAF (Ret.)
Dayton, Ohio
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About “Ruthless” Ataturk

Author [Peter] Grier should be care-
fulinlabeling Ataturk “ruthless.” [See
“Turkey Stands Forward,” February,
p. 64.]He apparently has never been
to Ankara nor seen [Ataturk’s] huge
mausoleum there. To Turks, he is a
highly revered combination of George
Washington [and] Abe Lincoln.

| was there as a young first lieu-
tenant reservist in 1965—-67. Believe
me, any Cold War cooperation from
the Turkish government was then well
paid for by American taxpayers. |
managed the only "bank” of its kind in
the area as the deputy [accounting
and finance] officer.

Payrolls for those “listening posts”
[mentioned in the article] at places
such as Trabzon and Sinop originated
in my office. Every 90 days | was also
ordered to personally deliver a multi-
million dollar treasury check, our for-
eign aid payment, to the Central Bank
(Merkez Bankasi) downtown. | also
was required to periodically hand out
old currency in $60,000 to $80,000
lots to be used as bribe money by
plainclothes Army sergeants and sup-
posed CIA operatives for “informa-
tion” from Turkish citizens.

D.M. Rostad
Roswell, N.M.

Thanks, Refuelers

A salute to Capt. Don Long of the
99th Air Refueling Squadron for re-
minding us once again that aerial
tankers take the lead in responding
to any emergency. [See “Letters: War
on Terror,” December, p. 7.]ltis amaz-
ing the lack of knowledge regarding
the modern Air Force. | was surprised
ataknowledgeable individual remark-
ing after reading that B-2s had flown
from Missouri to Afghanistan that he
did not know that the B-2s had that
kind of range. He certainly would not
have read about the tankers’ part in
any news article | have seen. How
fortunate we are to have guys (and
gals) like Long doing the heavy lifting

with very little recognition.
William J. Spelliscy
Orange, Calif.

More on the B-52

In the February propaganda pit Lt.
Col. Anthony P. Callanan, USAF (Ret.),
gives us a fighter pilot’s rendition of
why the B-52s did not go “up north” in
the 1965 time frame. [See “Letters:
The B-52,” p. 7.] Probably a more ac-
curate assessment of the theater of
operations at that time can be ob-
tained by reading Mark Clodfelter’s
The Limits of Air Power: The American

10

Bombing of North Vietnam. It should
be required reading for any officer as-
piring to rise above captain. In 1966,
as a radar navigator from Glasgow’s
famous 322nd Bomb Squadron, | stud-
ied for raids against any number of
targets in the Hanoi area, however the
only B-52 sortie of significance to me
came on Thanksgiving Day 1966.
Ken Brown
Byron, Ga.

| agree with CMSgt. [Donald W.]
Grannan, USAF (Ret.), about Gen.
Curtis E. LeMay. He was one of the
greatest generals of the Air Force. |
was at Castle AFB [Calif.] and | worked
on the B-29s and B-50s, then worked
at Lincoln AFB [Neb.] on the KC-97s.
Most of my time was in Strategic Air
Command and that was some of my
best duty. | do not see much in your
magazine about the Hound Dog mis-
sile (AGM-28). | worked on this missile
atKinchloe AFB [Mich.]. SAC was great,
and | think we should have kept it.

TSgt. Condie J. Taylor,
USAF (Ret.)
Tucson, Ariz.

| was based at Edwards AFB, Cal-
if., from 1959 to 1963. | was involved
in testing the C-130B for capsule re-
covery, Project Discover/Corona. They
started testing the B-52H, | believe, in
1960. [ was] invited to go on a mis-
sion. | declined when | found out they
lasted 12—plus hours. They had mul-
tiple crews flying the aircraft around
the clock—high altitude to Florida and
500 [feet above ground] or less on the
return. They broke a main spar at
about 1,200 hours. Edwards repaired
it and the tests continued until the
aircraft was returned to Boeing. Modi-
fications were made, and that is why
BUFF is still flying.
Donald R. Curtin,
Palos Verde Estates, Calif.

It may be too late, but | would like
to have a hero of mine—Col. Patrick
D. Fleming, who as the [instructor
pilot] without an ejection seat, died in
the first B-52 [crash]—mentioned in
some way. He was the [93rd Bomb]
Wing vice commander [at] March
Field, Calif. When his B-52 experi-
enced a catastrophic cockpit fire—
fuel in the air-conditioning vents, |
believe—Fleming got out, but his
chute failed because of fire damage.
What most people don’t know about
this first B-52 loss is that Fleming
was a Naval Academy graduate [and]
fighter ace, finishing the war as top
gunin VF-80 onthe Ticonderoga with

[19] kills in the Pacific and more car-
rier landings than anyone else in the
fleet at the end of World War II.
Fleming [met] Gen. Curtis LeMay on
Okinawa near the end of the war. In
answer to LeMay’s question “What
are you going to do now that the war
is over?” Fleming said, “Well, | sup-
pose I'll have to fly a desk, I've been
at sea so much.” LeMay responded,
“How about coming with us, where
you can really fly?” Fleming said he
“would love to.” Consequently, Flem-
ing was transferred to the Air Force
and as a full colonel worked directly
for LeMay and headed up the B-47
Operational Engineering Section, ex-
pediting the introduction of the B-47s
at MacDill [AFB, Fla.] in 1951-53.
Fleming flew some of the first B-47
recon missions over Russia in this
time period. LeMay then became
anxious to expedite the B-52 into
service and assigned Fleming to
March AFB to be the vice commander
of our first B-52 wing. | worked for
Fleming in the B-47 OES at MacDill
as a second lieutenant just out of
West Point awaiting a waiver on my
physical to go to flying school. He
helped get me into flying school by
taking me for flights in the T-6 and
T-33 and attesting to my readiness.
Maj. Gen. Gerald K. Hendricks,
USAF (Ret.)

Alexandria, Va.

As | read the letters on the B-52, |
remembered my first duty was as a
weapons loader on the B-52G at
Wurtsmith AFB, Mich., 1986-89. Oh,
to be back in SAC [and] to have a
DCM [Deputy Commander for Main-
tenance]. Those were the days.

[ remember walking up to my squad-
ron (339th Munitions Maintenance
Squadron) to signin, and an “Elephant
Walk” was starting. Watching those
birds with the pylons hanging, throt-
tling up down the runway gave me
goose bumps. What a sight! | knew
right then that | was going to love that
plane. And of all of the other planes
that | have loaded, the F-111F, F-15E,
and OA-10A, the BUFF is by far my all-
time favorite. The B-52G model was
the cornerstone of America’s might.

TSgt. Michael A. Ford
Bolling AFB, D.C.

The February issue contains a let-
ter from CMSgt. Donald W. Grannan
[“Letters: The B-52,” p. 8], the text of
which states “and takeoffs at one
minute intervals.” This is an error.
The time between takeoffs for B-52s
ina Minimum Interval Take Off (MITO)
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exercise was 15 seconds. This was

increased to 30 seconds behind a

KC-135, which could occur if a B-52

encountered a takeoff maintenance
delay after the klaxon sounded.

Lt. Col. Glen P. Goffin,

USAF (Ret.)

Fruitland Park, Fla.

Love the “Herc”

| am a little disheartened when-
ever | pick up a copy of Air Force
Magazine. Every time, I find that there
are extremely few or no pictures or
articles about the most venerable air-
craft in Air Force history. I'm refer-
ring to the C-130 Hercules, the only
tactical airlift plane we have. Accord-
ing to Lockheed Martin, the C-130
has logged over 15 million accumula-
tive hours for the US alone. The Her-
cules has served in every operation
since its development. As | write this,
| am deployed in Europe, flying com-
bat missions in the C-130. Contrary
to most thought, the Hercules is not
an old, obsolete airframe. It is still
being built and will be for some time.
Those of us who love the "Herc”
are fond of saying that when the
last C-17 is flown to the “boneyard,”
a C-130 will take the crew home. All
| ask for, as I’'m sure many others do,
is for a little acknowledgment, credit,

and respect for the Hercules.
TSgt. Michael K Driscoll,
C-130 Loadmaster
Sembach AB, Germany

On the Osprey

| read the letter from [retired] Lt.
Col. [William] Warwick about the con-
trol system onthe V-22. [See “Letters:
Misgivings on Osprey,” October, p. 4,
and “Aerospace World: Osprey to
Restart Flight Testing,” February, p.
15.]1 had a similar experience while [l
was] the chief engineer and technical
director of the C-17 System Program
Office at Wright—Patterson AFB [Ohio]
from 1993 to 1995.

The C-17 has a stick instead of the
more common yoke/wheel of most
heavy aircraft. This was done at the
insistence of the commander of [Air
Mobility Command], when the C-17
was first planned, who felt that all real
aircraft have a stick (or so | was told).
We were getting complaints about the
difficulty of aerial refueling the C-17.
The pilots were refueling from the right
seat, which meant they were flying
with the left hand and using the throttles
with the right hand. We got many com-
plaints about the effect of the “bow
wave” and responsiveness of the C-
17 inthis very high-gain tracking task.

The dynamics between a stick and
a yoke are very different in the man—
machine interface. Slight movements
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in the stick have bigger responses
than a seemingly similar displace-
ment in the wheel. Couple this with
the fact that most people are right-
handed, there was a natural difficulty
in making the refueling. Gen. Ron
Yates, then commander of [Air Force
Materiel Command] and a former test
pilot, pointed this out during a meet-
ing with me to discuss the progress
of the test program.
| flew the airplane myself and right
away was uncomfortable in the left
seat. The problem was the stick was
“left-handed,” so all the switches and
controls were oddly placed to my right
hand. Changing hands made life much
better and with practice became “nor-
mal.” We suggested more simulator
time and comparisons between left
seat/right seat refueling and found
that pilots flying with the right hand
on the stick and left hand on the
throttles, like all fighters, had an easier
time. We never did make any changes
to the aircraft to alleviate refueling
problems and as far as | know, once
the pilots get used to flying left-
handed, the problem disappears.
Such simple solutions are often
overlooked and great expense is fav-
ished on the control system. If the
design of the pilot—machine connec-
tionis not well thought out and planned
for, nonexistent problems are wor-
ried to death or real problems are
overlooked, with resulting loss of air-
craft and lives. | hope that the C-17
experience and the comments of
Warwick are taken seriously when
the V-22 enters USAF testing and
operational use. Assuming a pilot can
fly anything given proper training is
true, but the training must reflect the
background and experience of the
pilots flying the machine.
Eric E. Abell
Kettering, Ohio

Add This Position
Inthe “Aerospace World” section of
the December 2001 issue, the aircrew
position of aeromedical evacuation
technician was omitted. [See “Enlisted
Needed for Aviation Posts,”p. 20.] In
my squadron, the 932nd Aeromedical
Evacuation Squadron, Scott AFB, IIl.,
we have individuals with 20—plus years
of continuous flying experience and
10,000—plus flight hours. It seems to
me that the managers of the enlisted
aircrew assignments branch should
add our personnel to their list of “ca-
reer enlisted aviator specialties” and
come fly with us as we provide exem-
plary care to our patients and passen-
gers inthe friendly—or not so friendly—

skies.

MSgt. Russ Hauser
Scott AFB, Il

It’s Heartening

| was heartened by Gen. [John P.]
Jumper’s comments concerning the
evolving nature of USAF. [See “Aero-
space World: Jumper Says Air, Space
Complementary,” December, p. 22.]
This evolution seems painfully slow to
many of us, but clear statements of
support from senior Air Force leaders,
backed by substantive actions, are
always welcome. Itis worth noting the
general’s reference to applying not
only air and space capabilities but
both manned and unmanned assets.
Jumper’s position that “our entire
force is a warrior force” also illus-
trates a growing awareness of what
USAF is about in the 21st century.
Perhaps a simple, visible, unifying sig-
nal of this warrior culture is in order.
Some years ago the leather A-2 jacket
was adopted in the operations com-
munities to acknowledge our link to
air warriors of the past. Is it possible
that the A-2 could be designated an
optional item available for any USAF
member to purchase and wear with
pride? Whenever | wear my A-2 | can’t
help but reflect back on the air war-
riors who came before me. It would be
greatif I could also look forward to the
air, space, info, log, etc., warriors who

will come after me.
Peter J. Flores
Stuttgart, Germany

More on C-46

Please add the Berlin Airlift to C-46
uses and accomplishments! [See
“Pieces of History,” January, p. 80.]
After having lived with my grandpar-
ents in the eastern sector of [Berlin],
| (13 years old then) caught a hop on
a Royal Air Force C-46 from Gatow
[RAF station in Berlin] to Fassberg
[field in West Germany] in 1948. |
know there were more [C-46 airlifts
into Berlin] but even if it had been the
only one, the C-46 played a very

important role in my life.
CMSgt. Peter Schieferdecker,
USAF (Ret.)
Minot, N.D.

Correction

The January “Aerospace World:
Charleston Reservists Aid HDR
Campaign” news item on p. 10
should have stated that the first Air
Force Reserve Command C-17
flight to drop Humanitarian Daily
Rations during Operation Endur-
ing was made on Oct. 12. Thanks
to MSgt. Allen Larson of the 701st
Airlift Squadron, Charleston AFB,
S.C., for clarifying this information.
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Aerospace World

By Suzann Chapman, Managing Editor

Bush Proposes Major Increase
for Defense

The Fiscal 2003 defense budget
urveiled Feb. 4 calls for a $48 billion
bcoost over last year, with a sustained
five-year increase of $120 bitlion.

President Bush called it the largest
increase since the 1980s.

He announced his intention during
tha State of the Union address Jan.
29, saying, “While the price of free-
dom and security is high, it is never
too high. Whatever it costs to defend
our country, we will pay.”

Bush stated that it cost more than
a billion dollars a month to fund op-
erations in Afghanistan. He added,
“Afghanistan proved that expensive
precision weapons defeat the enemy
and spare innocent lives, and we need
more of them.”

He also said that the US military
must replace aging aircraft and be-
come more agile.

“Our men and women in uniform
deserve the best weapons, the best
equipment, the best training, and they
also deserve another pay raise,” the
President emphasized.

Bush has asked for a 4.1 percent
increase in military pay for Fiscal
20083.

Other details of the budget pro-
posal will appear in the April issue.

Iraq Continues to Engage
Coalition Aircraft

After almost two months of relztive
quiet, Iraq again began firing on coa-
lition aircraft enforcing United Na-
tions resolutions in the no-fly zones.
In a late January attack, lraqgi forces
directed gunfire and radar targeting
on coalition aircraft patrolling the no-
fly zone over southern Iraq.

In retaliation, US fighter airplanes
dropped precision guided munitions
on Iraqi anti-aircraft artillery and mis-
sile sites on Jan. 21, 23, and 24.

Air Force Gen. Richard B. Myers,
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
told reporters that it was basically
wnat Irag had been doing for some
time in both the southern and north-
ern no-fly zones.

“Sometimesit’s triple-A and some-
times it’s missiles,” he said. “Any time
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Col. Chris Seat, from Edwards AFB, Calif., fires an Advanced Medium-Range
Air-to-Air Missile from an F-22, destroying a subscale drone over a military
range in California, in a test of the Raptor’s look-down, shoot-down capability.

we can ascertain where it’'s coming
from, we’ll react to those threats to
our patrolling aircraft.”

Bin Laden Network Is Still Most
Serious Threat

CIA chief George J. Tenet told a
Congressional committee Feb. 5 that
Osama bin Laden and his al Qaeda
network still pose “the most immedi-
ate and serious threat” to the US.

Despite the progress in Afghani-
stan, where some al Qaeda leaders
have been killed, bin Laden’s terror-
ist network has not been destroyed.

“Al Qaeda leaders still at large are
working to reconstitute the organiza-
tion and to resume its terrorist opera-
tions,” Tenet emphasized to the Sen-
ate Select Committee on Intelligence.

He said newly discovered docu-
ments from al Qaeda facilities in Af-
ghanistan “show that bin Laden was
pursuing a sophisticated biological
weapons research program.”

In addition, Tenet said, intelligence
pointing to bin Laden’s efforts to ac-
quire or develop a nuclear device
revealed that “al Qaeda may be pur-
suing a radioactive dispersal device—
what some call a ‘dirty bomb.’”

The coalition war on terrorism has
crippled the terrorist network by chok-
ing off funds and arresting nearly
1,000 al Qaeda members. “The group
has been denied its safe havan and
strategic command center in Afghani-
stan,” stated Tenet. “We are uncov-
ering terrorists’ plans and breaking
up their cells.”

However, he said that al Qaeda
may have cells or infrastructure in
more than 60 nations.

Tenet said bin Laden underestimated
the US, believing it would not invade
his sanctuary. The US must not under-
estimate bin Laden, he added.

“l must repeat that al Qaeda has
not yet been destroyed,” Tenet cau-
tioned the Senators. “It and other
like-minded groups remain willing and
able to strike us.”

“We must be prepared for a long
war, and we must not falter,” he main-
tained.

Jumper Looks to New Task Force
Approach

Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. John
P. Jumper plans to create several
new task forces to handle counter-
terrorism and other missions.
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Jumper revealed his concept during
an interview with Inside the Pentagon
and Inside the Air Force on Jan. 29.

The first new task force Jumper
plans to create is a Global Response
Task Force. [t would probably include
strike aircraft on alert at deployed
locations to respond to events as
they emerge and could go beyond a
regional commander’s boundary to
deal with terrorist situations.

Another task force would feature
command, control, intelligence, re-
connaissance, and surveillance as-
sets—essential to any operation.

The Air Force is still developing
the concept and plans possibly up to
10 task forces, including one for hu-
manitarian relief operations.

Jumper said he also intends to
marry the concept to weapons devel-
opment and acquisition.

Teets Announces Two New
Positions for Space

The Pentagon’s new top space
leader, Peter B. Teets, took his first
official steps toward a new look for
space Feb. 7 when he announced
creation of two new offices.

The offices are a Deputy for Mili-
tary Space and a Directorate of Na-
tional Security Space Integration.

Teets, whose official title is under-
secretary of the Air Force and direc-
tor of the National Reconnaissance
Office, was just confirmed last De-
cember. He has the lead for the en-
tire military space program since
Defense Secretary Rumsfeld named
the Air Force as executive agent for
space.

Teets declined to name the indi-
vidual who would be the military space
deputy, saying, though, that he had
“in mind an extremely qualified and
competentindividual.” He did say the
person would be a civilian.

Forthe NSSt position, Teets named
Maj. Gen. (sel.) Michael A. Hamel.

Questioned about why he needed
a deputy for military space, Teets
replied that he needed two individu-
als who could focus on day-to-day
operations, leaving him free to focus
on the big picture.

“Frankly I’'m doing this in an effort
to allocate time better,” said Teets. I
find I'm pretty busy these days, and |
would like to have time to reflect on
the overall issue of national security
space.”

Teets explained that he already
has an NRO deputy director, Dennis
Fitzgerald, to help oversee daily op-
erations for the “large constellation
of vitally important national security
assets in space right now.”

It is important, he said, to have a
similar role for military space. And
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Rumsfeld: Now Is Time to Transform

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld believes that now—in the midst
of “a difficult and dangerous war on terrorism”—is exactly the time to
transform the US military.

“The impetus and urgency added by the events of September 11th
powerfully make the case for action,” Rumsfeld told an audience at the
National Defense University at Ft. McNair, D.C.

He said that every day the Pentagon faces “urgent near-term require-
ments that create pressure to push the future off the table. ... Our
challenge is to make certain that, as time passes and the shock of what
befell us that day wears off, we do not simply go back to doing things the
way we did them before.”

The challenges of the new century are not as predictable as those of
the Cold War, stated the defense chief.

“An ability to adapt will be critical in a world where surprise and
uncertainty are the defining characteristics of the new security environ-
ment,” he said.

As the events of Sept. 11 emphasized, the challenge is “to prepare to
defend our nation against the unknown, the uncertain, the unseen, and
the unexpected,” added Rumsfeld.

“And, let there be no doubt: In the years ahead, it is likely that we will
be surprised again—by new adversaries—who may also strike in unex-
pected ways,” he cautioned. “And as they gain access to weapons of
increasing power, these attacks could grow vastly more deadly than
those we suffered September 11th.”

Potential adversaries know that “challenging our armed forces head-
on is foothardy,” he said, "so, they will challenge the US asymmetrically,
looking for vulnerabilities and building capabilities to exploit them.

“Our job is to close off as many of those avenues of potential attack as
possible,” said Rumsfeld.

DOD must prepare for new forms of terrorism, attacks on US space
assets, cyber-attacks, cruise missiles, ballistic missiles, and nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons. At the same time, he said, the
Pentagon must build up its areas of advantage—the ability to project
military power, precision strike weapons, and space, intelligence, and
undersea warfare capabilities.

Transformation is not just about developing new capabilities; it in-
cludes rethinking and rebalancing existing forces and capabilities, stated
Rumsfeld. For example, the Pentagon must add more low-density, high-
demand assets, which he explained is a euphemism that in plain English
means "our priorities were wrong and we didn’t buy enough of the things
we now find we need.”

what that individual will be doing
“frankly, [is] fighting acquisition fires.”

ANG Wants Troop Increase

Air National Guard officials are
working with the Air Force to get a
boost in the Guard’s end strength.
The number they would like to see is
an additional 6,400—raising the level
to 113,000.

The reason for the increase, the
Guard’s deputy director, Brig. Gen.
David Brubaker, told Inside the Air
Force, isthe Guard’s operations since
Sept. 11.

USAF’s Long-Haul Task Force is
reviewing the situation. (See “Air-
power for the Long Haul,” p. 54.)

The Guard has carried the brunt of
duty for Combat Air Patrols over US
cities, taxing both aircrews and main-
tenance personnel. It has also called
up 5,000 Guardsmen to serve as se-
curity forces.

Although no funds for additional
personnel are included in the Fiscal
2003 budget request, officials said
funds could be added to either the
Fiscal 2004 request or as a supple-
mental to Fiscal 2002.

Jammer Could Cost $82 Billion
The Air Force and Navy study into
a replacement for the aging EA-6B
Prowler, currently DOD’s sole tacti-
cal electronic jamming aircraft, iden-
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Commentary

Ramsey Clark and Friends Bring Suit on Behalf of al Qaeda Prisoners

Amid the uproar created when a London newspaper la-
beled the treatment of Taliban and al Qaeda detainees
brought to Guantanamo Bay as “torture,” a group of academ-
ics, clergy, and lawyers filed a lawsuit to have the detainees
tried in civil court.

The group is ted by longtime US foreign policy critic
Ramsey Clark, who served as US attorney general from 1967
to 1969 under President Johnson.

Their petition, which was filed in Los Angeles Jan. 19,
charges that the captives are being held in violation of the
Geneva Convention and the US Constitution. It demands that
they be brought to court and the charges against them defined.

At a preliminary hearing Jan. 22, a federal judge said he
had “grave doubts” about his jurisdiction in the matter but set
a Feb. 14 hearing to consider it further.

There are about 200 Taliban and al Qaeda detainees at
the US Naval Station at Guantanamo Bay (called Gitmo),
Cuba. They are being held in a portion of the naval facility
now known as Camp X-ray.

US officials have maintained from the beginning that the
captives are not Prisoners of War and thus not entitled to be
governed by the convention’s rules on POWSs.

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld toid reporters travel-
ing with him to Gitmo on Jan. 28, “There is no ambiguity in this
case.” He emphasized, “They are not POWSs.”

Despite that, senior Administration officials have noted on
several occasions that the captives’ treatment has been
humane and appropriate under convention rules.

In early February, though, President Bush decided that
convention status would apply to Taliban detainees but not al
Qaeda. The reason: Afghanistan is a party to the convention
treaty, but al Qaeda is an international terrorist group not a
party to the treaty.

He did not change his stand on the POW issue. Thus the
detainees may still be subject to military tribunals and will
continue to be questioned.

“These are bad people,” said Vice President Dick Cheney
on CNN in late January. “They may well have information
about future terrorist attacks against the United States. We
need that information.”

“These are the worst of a very bad lot,” Cheney told Fox
News Jan. 27. “They are very dangerous. They are devoted
to killing millions of Americans, innocent Americans, if they
can, and they are perfectly prepared to die in the effort.”

Part of the cries of “torture” and “inhumane treatment”
stemmed from a photograph released by US forces. It showed
a captive hooded and shackled and on his knees.

Asked about thatin mid—January, Rumsfeld replied, “When
they are being moved from place to place, will they be
restrained in a way so that they are less likely to be able to
kill an American soldier? You bet. Is it inhumane to do that?
No. Would it be stupid to do anything less? Yes.”

Nonetheless, the furor created by claims of inhumane
treatment prompted visits by the International Red Cross,
British officials, and US Senators.

The result was positive by all accounts, with just a few
recommendations from the Red Cross, such as keeping only
one detainee per eight-by-eight-foot cage.

Comments from some of the US Senators who visited
Camp X-ray:

Sen. Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii): “| assure you they ate
better and continue to eat better than what they ate in
Afghanistan.”

Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison (R-Tex.): “The medical care is
the same as the men and women of the military who serve on
the base.”

Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif.): “If | were faced with
lockdown in San Quentin or Folsom, ... | would rather be in
Guantanamo Bay.”

Laying aside the hysterical and groundless claims of
mistreatment, the primary issue for Clark’s group is the order
President Bush issued last November that gives him the
option to try the detainees by military tribunal.

Clark and friends are adamantly opposed to that option.
And they want immediate prosecution, preferably in a civil
court. If that were to happen, US officials would lose any
hope of further interrogation.

Clark has long espoused the “underdog.” For instance,
among his more recent endeavors, he has been helping
former Yugoslav President Siobodan Milesevic, who is being
tried for war crimes.

In the 1990s when he was protesting the US role in the
Persian Gulf—saving Kuwait and Saudi Arabia from takeover
by lraq—Clark calied the senior Bush's Administration “an
imperial Presidency as unrestrained as any military dictator-
ship that ever lived.”

Wonder what appellation he has chosen for the younger
Bush’s Administration?

tified 27 options. The costs range
from $21 billion to $82 billion.

USAF has been sharing jammer
crews with the Navy and Marine Corps
using Prowler aircraft. The Air Force
retired the last of its EF-111 Raven
electronic warfare aircraft in 1998.

As noted here last month, one
option the Air Force had been con-
sidering was whether to pursue a
replacement of its own.

The results of the joint study, a
copy of which was obtained by De-
fense News, do not appear to pre-
clude that option. Among the solu-
tions under consideration is buying a
fleet of business jets at a cost of $26
billion. Another approach would be to
equip a force of Navy F/A-18s and
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USAF B-52s and F-22s with jam-
mers—the $82 billion approach.

Pentagon officials briefed members
of Congress in mid—January on the
report. More work, though, is to be
done by an oversight group, accord-
ing to Defense News, that will brief
Pentagon acquisition head Edward
C. Aldridge early this summer.

CIA Cites Rise in Terrorist CBRN
Weapons Capabilities

According to a new ClA report, the
likelihood of a terrorist attack using
Chemical, Biological, Radiological, or
Nuclear weapons has grown since
the Sept. 11 attacks here in the US.

“Several of the 30 designated for-
eignterrorist organizations and other

nonstate actors worldwide have ex-
pressed interest in CBRN,” states
the report, which was made public
Jan. 30.

However, it added that terrorists
“probably will continue to favor proven
conventional tactics such as bomb-
ings and shootings.”

The report also outlined Osama
bin Laden’s pursuit of CBRN materi-
als and his interest in staging uncon-
ventional attacks.

The report stated that a senior bin
Laden associate on trial in Egypt in
1999 claimed his group had chemical
and biological weapons.

That claim has gained credence
with more recent discoveries in Af-
ghanistan that have “confirmed our
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worst fears,” as President Bush said
in the State of the Union address.

“We have found diagrams of Ameri-
can nuclear power plants and public
water facilities, detailed instructions
for making chemical weapons, sur-
veillance maps of American cities,
and thorough descriptions of land-
marks in America and throughout the
world,” stated Bush.

US Supports Stricter WMD
Controls

The Bush Administration urged the
international community, through the
Conference on Disarmament, to ap-
prove tighter restrictions on the spread
of chemical, biological, and nuclear
weapons.

“Almost every state that actively
sponsors terror is known to be seek-
ing Weapons of Mass Destruction
and the missiles to deliver them at
longer and longer ranges,” stated
John Bolton, undersecretary of state
for arms control and international
security, before the 66-nation con-
ference in Geneva on Jan. 24.

“Their hope is to blackmail the civi-
lized world into abandoning the war
on terror,” he emphasized.

Bolton urged the conference to fo-
cus on the new threats—terrorists
and their drive to gain mass destruc-
tion weapons. He said the confer-
ence must reinforce the international
inspection system and forge addi-
tional restraints against the spread
of mass weapons.

He specifically cited Irag and North
Korea for their violations of the non-
proliferation treaty. He said the US
believes, with few exceptions, that
terrorists need the support of nation
states to gain WMD.

“The September 11th terrorist at-
tacks ... taught [the US] not to under-
estimate the intentions and capabili-
ties of rogue states and terrorist
groups,” Bolton stated.

FB-22: Short Road to a Speedy
Medium Bomber

The F-22, USAF's stealthy new air
superiority fighter, is not yet opera-
tional, but it could be just what the
Pentagon is looking for in a new
bomber.

DOD acquisition chief Aldridge, re-
ports Defense Daily International, be-
lieves a medium bomber version of
the F-22 could provide a relatively
quick solution for development of a
high speed strike aircraft that could
carry a sufficient load to take out
highly mobile targets.

The so-called FB-22 would fill a
void confirmed by recent operations
in Afghanistan.

Air Force Secretary James G.
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SSgt. Craig Musselman, an Air Force weatherman on the ground in Afghanistan
for Enduring Freedom, receives a Purple Heart from Gen. Charles Holland,
commander in chief of US Special Operations Command.

Roche said last year that the service
needs a stealthy, supersonic bomber
for mobile targets.

One reason the F-22 would make
an ideal basis for a new bomber is it
has performance to spare. To pro-
duce an FB-22, the basic F-22 would
need airframe modifications for a

larger weapons payload and greater
fuel capacity.

Even at that an FB-22 would have
greater speedthan the B-1B, the fast-
est US bomber.

Although Defense Secretary Rums-
feld and other DOD officials report-
edly are still considering an offer to

Pentagon Seeks New Homeland Defense Command

Defense chief Donald Rumsfeld plans to ask President Bush and Congress for
approval to create a new unified command to handle the homeland security

mission.

The proposal apparently has the support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, although
details have yet to be worked out. The command would have a new four-star flag

officer.

As first reported by Inside the Pentagon, it would draw some of the capabilities
from existing unified commands and the US—Canadian North American Aero-
space Defense Command. For instance, it would take over direction of USAF jets
patrolling over US cities, Navy ships providing coastal security, and national
guard troops securing airports and borders.

Initially, according to the Washington Post, the military chiefs argued for
assigning the mission to one of two commands already headquartered in the
States—NORAD, in Colorado Springs, Colo., or Joint Forces Command, in

Norfolk, Va.

The Commander in Chief of NORAD is already dual-hatted as the CINC of US
Space Command. The Commander in Chief of JFCOM not only has the full
responsibility for developing new ways the services can fight together and the
training to go with it but is also dual-hatted as head of NATO's North Atlantic

Region.

Rumsfeld decided that adding new responsibilities to either of those CINCs

would be too burdensome.

Already one Senator put in a bid to house the new command at Ft. Leonard
Wood in Missouri. Sen. Christopher S. Bond (R—Mo.) introduced a bill Jan. 29 to
create the new unified command with a four-star CINC as head and an Army
National Guard or Air National Guard officer as deputy CINC.

At least one Democrat from Missouri, Rep. |ke Skelton, wants more details

before he buys into the plan.

As for a name for the new command, Rumsfeld appears to be leaning toward

US Northern Command, reports [TP. The

name would reflect its area of

responsibility, the continental US, Canada, and Mexico, much as Southern
Command covers Latin America and the Caribbean.
All of this is contained in a forthcoming revision to the Unified Command Plan.
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reopen the B-2 bomberline, Aldridge
and Roche have said that’s not the
answer.

They maintain the B-2 is too slow
and too expensive for this mission.

USAFE Commander Targets ISR
The US does not have enough
Intelligence, Reconnaissance, and
Surveillance assets. And many ISR
resources available today are not

Commentary

interoperable, limiting their useful-
ness.

That message came from Gen.
Gregory S. Martin, US Air Forces in
Europe commander.

Martin, speaking at an air and space
power seminar on Capitol Hill in early
January, called the nation’s current
ISR situation “woefulty short” of re-
quirements.

He said US ISR capabilities out-

It Is Not About Being an Ugly American

Some seven years ago, a top Air Force female fighter pilot stood up and said
the rule forcing US servicewomen in Saudi Arabia to wear the black head-to-toe
garment, known as an abaya, is wrong. That rule was changed Jan. 22 by the
Commander in Chief of Central Command.

The rub is that it was not entirely eliminated.

The abaya rule was instituted in the early 1990s, when US forces were invited
into Saudi Arabia to battle Irag. Pentagon officials have offered at least two
reasons for its adoption. One is that it protects American personnel, and the other
is that it was done out of respect for Istamic law and Saudi custom.

In issuing a new order, Army Gen. Tommy R. Franks sent an e-mail to
commanders in the theater. They were to revise policies to indicate that “wear of
the abaya in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia is not mandatory but is strongly
encouraged and to remove any requirement to wear civilian clothing to cover the

uniform.”

The old rule forced US military women to wear the abaya, which covers
everything except the eyes, hands, and feet and is worn by Saudi women as part
of their Islamic religion. The American women had to wear the garment whenever
they were away from their US military facility.

It was supposedly not a rule required by the Saudis, yet recent public pro-
nouncements by Saudi officials would indicate otherwise. In fact, the rule was not
applied to US State Department female personnel. They, like other foreign
women, were simply told to wear conservative clothing.

When Lt. Col. Martha McSally was assigned to Saudi Arabia, she had to leave
the US facility on occasion for official business. Then a major, McSally flew some
100 hours patrolling the no-fly zone over Iraqg in an A-10 aircraft.

For nearly six years she tried to get the rule changed through official channels.
When that failed to generate any interest, McSally finally took her case to the
public early last year. She talked with news media and with Congressmen. Five
Republican Senators sent a letter in midyear asking Defense Secretary Donald

Rumsfeld to review the policy.

Late last year McSally filed a lawsuit against the Defense Department. A
Central Command spokesman said that the lawsuit did not influence the recent
rule change because the policy was already under review.

An attorney with the Rutherford Institute, a religious freedom group that is
aiding McSally with the suit, said the policy change doesn't go far enough. "What
it says to us is that it has not been rescinded,” he said.

in tact, the Washington Times reports that US commanders in Saudi Arabia are
interpreting Franks’s order as saying the rule is no longer set down by CENTCOM

but is instead their decision to make.

McSally's lawsuit has not been withdrawn.
Although some Americans have referred to McSally's grievance as an “ugly
American” issue, logically it cannot be when only one segment of US female

personnel is targeted.

This was an issue about a supposed ally trying to enforce, directly or indirectly,
its own religious practices upon US military personnel, simply because they are
female— second-class citizens in Saudi minds—and because they were wearing

a US military uniform.

US military personnel were invited to Saudi Arabia and without their presence
Saddam Hussein would no doubt be sitting in Riyadh.

Of course, some Saudi officials are now saying the abaya religious custom
applies to all foreign women within Saudi Arabia not just US female military

personnel, That's interesting.

it is probably a good thing, then, that the current US Secretary of State, Colin

Powell, is a man.
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strip those of other countries, but
they still cannot support the needs of
US regional commanders.

Canada Joins JSF Program

Defense acquisition leaders for the
US and Canada signed a Memoran-
dum of Understanding Feb. 7 for the
Joint Strike Fighter program.

Canada will provide $150 million
over the next 10 years for the sys-
tem development and demonstra-
tion phase of the program.

The MOU also partners Canadian
industry with US and British indus-
tries on the program, said a Penta-
gon statement.

The United Kingdom signed the
first JSF memorandum last year.

Canada has not decided which of
the three JSF variants they will need.
It currently flies the CF-18 and plans
to keep them through 2017.

The USAF variant is a conven-
tional takeoff and fanding fighter de-
signed to replace the F-16 and A-10
aircraft. The US Navy is purchasing
a carrier-based variant to comple-
ment the F/A-18E/F and replace ear-
lier versions of the F/A-18 and an
aircraft that has already retired, the
A-6. The US Marine Corps has re-
quested a Short Takeoff and Verti-
cal Landing aircraft to replace the
AV-8B and F/A-18.

The British Royal Navy and Royal
Air Force planto purchase the STOVL
variant.

USAF Bumps Recruit Goal Again

Air Force officials announced in
February the need to increase the
Fiscal 2002 enlisted recruiting goal
by an additional 833—all destined for
security forces positions.

This marks the second recruiting
increase for this fiscal year. The new
goal is 37,283.

The original goal was 36,000, but
officials raised the bar by 450 last
October.

Air Force personnel officials said
Fiscal 2002 was already on the road
to be the best on record.

“We know our recruiting force will
rise to the challenge,” said Brig. Gen.
Duane W. Deal, commander of Air
Force Recruiting Service.

All 28 recruiting squadrons world-
wide met their contract goals in Janu-
ary—the best shipping record for
January in 25 years, stated officials.

Bush Signs 2002 Defense
Appropriations Measure
President Bush traveled to the
Pentagon to sign the Fiscal 2002
defense appropriations act, which
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allocates $317.2 billion in defense
spending and another $20.1 billion
as an emergency supplemental.

Atthe Jan. 10 signing, Bush stated
that the bill provides nearly $30 bil-
lion more than in Fiscal 2001.

It includes an average 6.9 percent
increase for military pay, as well as
increases in Operations and Mainte-
nance, Research and Development,
and other areas. The amounts and
increases include:

m O&M—$105.1 billion, anincrease
of $8.2 billion over 2001.

m R&D—%$49 billion, $7.6 billion
over 2001.

® Procurement—$60.9 billion, $1.7
billion over 2001.

m Defense health program—$18.4
billion, $6.1 billion over 2001.

The R&D increase also includes
about $8 billion for missile defense
programs.

The health care increase includes
funding for the Tricare for Life program
established last year for military retir-
ees and family members who are 65
and older and eligible for Medicare.

USAF Considers More C-17s

The Air Force could include an op-
tion for more than the 60 additional C-
17s airlifters authorized by Congress
in the Fiscal 2002 defense bill when it
cuts its deal with Boeing next month,
according to /nside the Air Force.

The service may not decide on a
final number of aircraft for at least a
couple of years Col. Thomas Owen
told IAF.

USAF’s decision on how many ad-
ditional C-17s it needs hinges to a
large degree on the re-engining and
reliability upgrade program for C-5s.
If that works well, the service might
need fewer C-17s.

Currently C-5Bs and one C-5A will
getthe upgrades. Atissue is whether
it makes sense to do more A models.
Congress stipulated in the 2002 bill
that at least one C-5A was to be re-
fitted.

US Rocket Programs Need Help

Both Boeing and Lockheed Martin
are asking for government funds to
bolster their space booster programs.

National security officials, reported
the Wall Street Journal, believe the
help is warranted.

In the 1990s the Air Force devel-
oped a joint government—industry
strategy to produce two new launch
systems—the Boeing Delta IV and
Lockheed Martin Atlas V—that would
provide more reliable and lower cost
launches. Both new boosters are set
to launch their first government pay-
loads this fiscal year.

The problem is that each new

AIR FORCE Magazine / March 2002

“It’s Time To Get Serious”

While some international leaders have decried President Bush for going too far
in his comments about Iran, Irag, and North Korea—labeling them the “axis of
evil"—in his State of the Union address, National Security Advisor Condoleezza
Rice said his remarks were a call to our allies “to do what all of us must do.”

Speaking on Fox News on Feb. 3, Rice said these three countries pose a
serious threat and “it's time to get serious about it.”

“You don’t get anywhere by pulling punches about the nature of regimes like
the lIraqi regime or the North Korean regime,” she emphasized. “It's not as if
anybody really believes that these are good regimes that are just engaging in a
little bad policy.”

Rice went on to explain that in the war on terrorism “speaking plainly is the way
to rally people, not the other way around.”

These countries “are a clear and present threat to us and to all of the
responsible and civilized world,” she said. “The Iranians who spread and support
terror around the world, the North Koreans who proliferate these weapons [of
mass destruction], the lragis who make a region of great importance to us
unstable, clearly are a clear and present threat to America, America's interests,
and America’s allies.”

Rice also noted that the focus on these three countries is not a change in US
policy. She said they have been on notice for some time, adding that Bush's words
were “a call to the international community, to our friends and our allies, to do
what all of us must do in terms of nonproliferation, in terms of cutting off the
vehicles for these regimes to get these weapons.”

‘I would say to everyone, ‘Let’s step back here,’ and instead of worrying so
much about what the President said on Tuesday night [Jan. 29], let's put equal
energy into working to make sure that these regimes don't get these weapons of

mass destruction,” declared Rice.

launch vehicle will likely need years
to demonstrate reliability and require
continuing investment for quality-con-
trol and engineering improvements.

Under USAF’s original strategy for
the evolved expendable launch ve-
hicle program, commercial launches
would provide much of the capital for
those ongoing improvements.

That strategy is on shaky ground
because of the significant downturn
in commercial satellite launches.

Details of an aid package would
have to be worked out, but the goal,
officials say, would be to keep each
rocket program healthy.

Pilot Is Killed in A-10 Crash

Two USAF A-10 aircraft collided
Jan. 17 about 18.5 miles east of Doug-
las, Ariz. One pilot was killed and the
other ejected successfully.

Lt. Col. Lance A. Donnelly, an A-10
pilot with the 355th Fighter Squadron
at Davis—Monthan AFB, Ariz., was
killed.

The other pilot, Capt. Patrick Bo-
land, was treated for minor injuries.

The two single-seat A-10 fighters
and one other, not involved in the acci-
dent, were on a training mission near
the New Mexico and Mexico borders.

USAF officials said a board of of-
ficers appointed by Air Combat Com-
mand are investigating the accident.

C-21 Crash Kills Two
Capt. Brian D. Rizzoli and 1st Lt.
William B. Satterly were killed when

aC-21,asmall transport jet, crashed
Feb. 2 near Ellsworth AFB, S.D.

The two were the only occupants
of the aircraft, which is a military
version of the Learjet 35A.

Witnesses said the airplane was
taking off from Ellsworth when it
turned, slowed, and went upside down
before hitting the ground, according
to the Dayton Daily News.

The two airmen and the aircraft
belonged to the 47th Airlift Flight at
Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio.

Air Force officials said the cause
of the crash is under investigation.

USAF Lifts Some Stop-Loss
Restrictions

Air Force personnel officials an-
nounced that an exit plan for the
current Stop-Loss program would free
some personnel in 24 officer and 40
enlisted career fields toretire or leave
the service beginning this month.

Officials decided to release some
specialties based on a 90-day review
of the program. Stop-Loss measures
were instituted Oct. 2 to ensure the
service could retain the right person-
nel to conduct Operations Enduring
Freedom and Noble Eagle.

In announcing the decision, USAF
Chief of Staff Jumper said, “Because
this is a very dynamic situation, we
will continue to review the Stop-Loss
program every 60 days, and if world
events change significantly, we will
re-evaluate Stop-Loss decisions im-
mediately.”
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Public Supports Higher Defense Spending

A Gallup poll conducted days before the President’s State
of the Union address showed that more than half (58 percent)
of Americans said they supported giving defense spending a
dominant place in the budget. Just 38 percent favored other
programs.

After the speech, the support for increased defense spend-
ing soared to 76 percent, according to a Los Angeles Times
poll conducted Jan. 31-Feb. 3. The support for spending on
homeland defense was even higher—84 percent.

What is perhaps even more remarkable is that more than
half of all Americans would support the increase even at the

Which Should Have Higher Priority?

risk of having to cut back on spending for domestic pro-
grams,

However, both polls revealed differences when viewed
along party lines. In the LAT poll, seven in 10 Democrats
approved of higher military spending, but the level of support
dropped to only 36 percent if domestic programs had to face
cutbacks.

Inthe Gallup poll. which was conducted Jan. 25-27, nearly
80 percent of Republicans said military spending is most
important. That compares to less than half of Independents
and Democrats.

How Priorities Differ by Political Persuasion
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Officials said that a number of fac-
tors wentinto the decision as to which
career fields to release. One major
factor was the balance between ac-
tive and reserve forces, and another
was the evolving mission of home-
land defense.

“Clearly, we still need experienced
people, and we want all active duty,
Reserve, Air National Guard, and
civilians to consider remaining in
the Air Force to help our nation
wage the war against terrorism,”
said Jumper.

Local personnel flights have infor-
mation about the specific career fields
released from Stop-Loss.

Dutch Award Flying Cross to
USAF Pilot

US Air Force Maj. William Thomas
received the Flying Cross from Dutch
Minister of Defense Frank de Grave
ata ceremony at The Hague, Nether-
lands, on Jan. 23.

It is the first time the medal has
been awarded since World War |I.

Thomas was assigned as an ex-

18

Republicans

change pilot with the Netherlands air
force during Operation Allied Force.
During a mission on June 7, 1999,
Thomas flew his F-16 into an anti-
aircraft artillery zone and dispensed
flares to draw artillery barrages to-
ward his aircraft when he realized his
flight lead, Dutch Maj. Marcel Duivel-
steijn, had been temporarily blinded
by the plume from a surface-to-air
missile and was in trouble.

The ploy worked and both pilots
escaped.

Thomas is currently the weapons
and tactics chief with the 52nd Op-
erations Support Squadron at Spang-
dahlem AB, Germany.

Troops to Teachers Gets Boost

The Troops to Teachers program
got a big boost from the Fiscal 2002
federal budget—$18 million.

In addition, said DOD officials, the
Fiscal 2002 defense budget opened
the program to service members who
separate from the military after six
years or more of service. Previously,
the program had only been open to
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those personnel who retired from
military service.

The program will pay service mem-
bers up to a $5,000 stipend to help
defray the costs of completing a
teacher certification program.

Some participants, said officials,
would receive a $10,000 bonus in
lieu of the stipend if they accept a job
in a “high needs” school district. A
high needs district is defined as one
in which 50 percent of the students
come from low-income families.

Troops who take advantage of the
program must teach for at least three
years. Additional information about
the program is available at local Air
Force base education offices.

F-16s Get Identical Cockpits

Air Force Materiel Command an-
nounced Jan. 24 completion of the
first retrofit of an F-16 Block 50 fighter
aircraftinthe Common Configuration
Implementation Program.

Over the next 10 years, all USAF
Block 40 and Block 50 F-16s will
receive the modification—giving them
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identical cockpits and improving their
communications capabilities.

“This is the biggest electrical modi-
fication ever performed on the F-16,”
said Rick Merrill, F-16 CCIP produc-
tion chief. And, it’'s going smoother
than expected, with all work either on
or ahead of schedule, he added.

Technicians at AFMC’s Ogden Air
Logistics Center at Hill AFB, Utah,
work around the clock in three shifts,
said Merrill. The technicians went
through nearly a year of classroom
and hands-on training to prepare for
the work.

USAF is sending entire squadrons
of F-16s to Hill for the retrofit. That,
said Merrill, makes it important to
work smarter and faster.

“Daily, technicians are finding ways
to reduce flow time,” he noted.

Forthe pilots, having identical cock-
pits in all F-16s will mean they will
only need to learn one configura-
tion—a significant boon to training.

Milstar Launch Completes
Worldwide Coverage

USAF officials announced the suc-
cessful launch of a Milstar Il commu-
nications satellite via a Titan IVB
booster Jan. 15 from Cape Canaveral
AFS, Fla., and successful deploy-
ment about 6.5 hours later on Jan.
16.

The deployment, officials said,
means the Milstar constellation will
be able to provide worldwide, secure
jam-resistant communications for war-
fighters.

This satellite, they said, should be
fully operational some time next month
after undergoing on-orbit testing.

To ensure the safety of the launch,
the Air Force had ANG F-15s from
the 125th Fighter Wing at Jackson-
ville, Fla., fly Combat Air Patrol mis-
sions over the Cape for several days
before and during the launch. There
was also enhanced ground secu-
rity.

USAF provided the same type of
security for the shuttle faunch last
December. “The Air Force will take
all reasonable measures to protect
America’s national space assets and
missions,” said Maj. Mike Rein, with
the 45th Space Wing at Patrick AFB,
Fla.

“And we plan on doing it for all
future launches as well,” he added.

VA Educational Payments Rise
Veterans Affairs announced that
monthly educational reimbursement
payments under the Montgomery Gl
Bill will rise over the next two years.
For full-time students, the rate has
increased from $672 to $800 per
month. This fall it will jump again, to
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Guard and Reserve Get More Re-employment
Protection

The Secretary of the Air Force James Roche issued a determination that
reservists who voluntarily return to active duty to support Operations Enduring
Freedom and Noble Eagle will be eligible for the broadest application of re-
employment rights.

By law, those rights are normally only extended to reservists who are involun-
tarily called to active duty.

USAF officials announced in late January that Roche had decided to include
volunteers for broader protection under the law.

However, they cautioned, not every Air National Guard or Air Force Reserve
Command individual on active duty will get the exemption. For example, those
already performing annual tours or on active duty for training would not qualify.

Basically the Uniformed Services Employment and Re-employment Rights Act
of 1994 provides re-employment rights for a cumutative period of up to five years
of active duty service away from a civilian employer, said Col. Ray Knapp, a
personnel reserve advisor at the Pentagon.

“When you are involuntarily recalled, the [five-year] clock stops ticking,” he
said. "It does not automatically stop for those who volunteer for duty, even during
a national emergency.”

The individual service Secretaries may declare an exemption to the clock for
some volunteers for periods of active duty during a war or national emergency
declared by the President or Congress, Knapp stated.

“It's limited to those who are ordered to active duty, or retained on active duty
beyond their stated separation date due to Stop-Loss, in direct or indirect support
of the national emergency,” he said.

Those who were already on an Active Guard and Reserve tour before the
national emergency was declared will not automatically be covered, even if their
duties now relate to the current national emergency, explained Knapp.

To address all the individual situations at the lowest level, the Air Force has
directed that the orders-issuing official, usually the unit commander, be the
determining authority. “They will be the stewards of this benefit,” Knapp said.

“However, there may be situations where the Secretary of the Air Force will
make the determination,” he added.

Knapp also noted that the difference regarding nonvolunteer and volunteer
status in the law was basically designed with the employer in mind.

“It's a two-way street,” he said. “When reservists enter onto military duty even
for short periods of time, it places an additional burden on the member’s civilian
employer and coworkers who must either hire extra people or pick up the
workload to fill the void.”

Under normal peacetime conditions, stated Knapp, the law limits how much
time volunteers can be away from their civilian employers.

In unusual times, there is the exemption rute.

ANG and AFRC personnel eligible for the exemption will have a specific
statement on their active duty orders, said officials. For those who received
orders before the Secretary's determination, the statement will appear on their

separation orders.

$900, and in October 2003 will rise to
$985.

Additionally, VA educational pay-
ments will extend to high-technology
courses not necessarily provided at
traditional two- and four-year colleges.
Veterans may receive a lump sum for
certain expensive courses such as
those leading to certification of com-
puter network professionals.

VA will cover up to 60 percent of
the cost of such high-tech courses
beginning in October.

BAS Changes for Enlisted/Officer
For enlisted personnel, the Basic
Allowance for Subsistence changed
to an entitlement, just as it has been
for officers.
The current monthly BAS rate for
enlisted members is $241.50.

The new year also brought a BAS
change for officers. The Pentagon
lifted the old one percent growth cap
on officer BAS.

Now BAS will increase by the same
percentage for officer and enlisted
members. ltincreases each January,
based on the annual percentage in-
crease of US Agriculture Department
food costs.

Another change for enlisted mem-
bers is that those in pay grades E-1
through E-6 who are assigned to
single-type government quarters are
entitled to BAS and may also receive
essential station messing. That means
those personnel will be charged the
discount meal rate for all meals made
available by a government dining fa-
cility, said officials.

The result is that they will be get-
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A pilot at Shaw AFB, S.C., wears a full-size plastic bag to protect himself from
simulated chemical agents during Operational Readiness Exercise Sea Lion in
January.

ting a slightly greater amount than
when they were receiving partial-rate
BAS.

Pavement Is Not All the Same

Before any USAF pilot touched
down on an “unknown” airfield in
Southwest and Central Asia, the pave-
ment engineers were there to ensure
it could handle the load.

A pavement evaluation team from
the Air Force Civil Engineer Support
Agency at Tyndall AFB, Fla., was
sent to check out potential airfields
for use during Enduring Freedom.
USAF said they arrived Oct. 21 and
were still there in late January

The team determines pavement
thickness and the strength of under-
lying soil, then analyzes the gross

CAF Becomes “Commemorative Air Force”

The members of the Confederate Air Force voted to change the name of the
volunteer, nonprofit World War Il heritage organization to the Commemorative-Air
Force—retaining the group s acronym identification.

The CAF dates its origin to 1951, when Lloyd Nolen purchased a surptus
Curtiss P-40 Warhawk. Several World War ll-vintage aircraft were purchased
over the next few years, including a P-51. Someone painted Confederate ‘Air
Force on that P-51's fuselage as a joke, but the name stuck when the group was

offically chartered in Texas in 1961.

Since then the membership has grown to more than 10,000 in 27 states and
four foreign countries. About two years ago. the group started discussing a rew
namz because an overwhelming number of members felt it did not really refiect
the primary objectives of the organization, CAF officials said.

Among the 1,000 names proposed were Ghost Squadron, Heritage Air Farce,
and Herilage Flying Museum. The name Ghost Squadron received the second

highzst number of votes.

Over the years the CAF has purchased more than 140 World War [I mllusary
aircraft—60 different types. If they are not in flying condition, the CAF restores

them.

CAF members take a number of the aircraft out for US air shows each year,
performing before an estimated 10 million people.

In-addition to preserving military history through its vintage aircraft, the CAF
began to collect World War |l artifacts and built its first museum building in 1965.
In 1988 the American Airpower Heritage Museum was set up as a separate non-
profit orgamization. The museum's oral history program has collected more than
2,000 taped interviews of firsthand accounts of World War Il veterans.

In 1991 the CAF and its museum moved from south Texas, where they had

been for 34 years, to Midland, Tex.
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allowable load for each of USAF’s 14
classes of aircraft.

“What the airfield operator needs to
know is, ‘Can 5,000 C-17s take off at
full weight at this location, and will |
still have a viable airfield at the end of
that?’ " said Capt. Anthony Davit, chief
of the pavement evaluation section.

The team has been conducting
pavement evaluations in 10 coun-
tries in the region.

“Most airfields can support a few
passes of an aircraft,” said Davitt. It's
the team'’s job to determine any limi-
tations that may be necessary for
longer-term operations.

Davitt said they quickly realized
that evaluating Soviet—built airfields
would pose unigue problems because
of differences in Western and Soviet
construction techniques.

He said the Soviets used reinforcing
steel and put it down in slabs, unlike
most European and American airfields.
“That presents different challenges,
assumptions, things to look for.”

Pilot Braves Icy Water to Save
Child and Dog

Maj. Timothy Baldwin, an Air Force
Reserve Command C-141 and Delta
airlines pilot, rescued nine-year-old
Ashlee Ball and her dog from an icy
pond Dec. 27 in Bright, Ind.

Ball had gone out onto the thin ice
of the pond in her family’s backyard
to try to save her dog, which had
fallen through into the freezing wa-
ter, and fell through herself.

Baldwin was driving by and stopped
along with other motorists. He was
the first to jump in.

Both the girl, after treatment at a
hospital in Cincinnati, and her dog
recovered.

Baldwin flies with the 445th Airlift
Wing at Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio.

FDA OKs Anthrax Vaccine
Facility

The US Food and Drug Administra-
tion announced Jan. 31 its final ap-
proval for BioPort, the Michigan—based
anthrax vaccine producer and the sole
supplier in the US, to begin routine
distribution of licensed vaccine from
its renovated facility.

Beginning in December 1999, the
Pentagon sharply curtailed its pro-
gram to vaccinate all US military per-
sonnel when BioPort failed to pass
FDA inspections of its facility. DOD
officials worried that they would run
out of the vaccine, so they began
inoculating only those in the most
high-risk areas.

DOD began working with BioPort
to get the program back on line.
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With the FDA announcement, Pen-
tagon officials said they were review-
ing all factors relating to future use of
the vaccine. They expected to make
an announcement about its policy
soon.

ESC Speeds E-mail for AWACS

An Electronic Systems Command
office went into high gear after the
Sept. 11 terrorist attacks to add e-
mail capability to the portion of the
Airborne Warning and Control Sys-
tem E-3 fleet working homeland de-
fense.

ESC officials announced in mid—
January that the AWACS program
office at Hanscom AFB, Mass., was
able to deliver six units nearly a year
ahead of their planned schedule.

The systems, produced by Rockwell
Collins, allow the transfer of secure
data between the AWACS command
center located at Tinker AFB, Okla.,
and the E-3s via e-mail rather than
voice.

“Having the message in writing
really reduces the likelihood of er-
ror,” said 2nd Lt. Bill Hargrove, the
program office’s high frequency e-
mail program manager.

The six units include two portable
ground station kits, which have a
laptop computer and a high frequency
radio, and four airborne kits. The air-
borne kits consist of a customized
laptop computer and printer the size
of a large briefcase.

It provides high-speed data trans-
fer, air-to-air and air-to-ground con-
nectivity, and can be used for either
classified or unclassified transmis-
sions.

The AWACS unit, the 552nd Air
Control Wing at Tinker, began using
the new units in early January. The
wing had been using two test kits
immediately after Sept. 11. Those
were sent to support Enduring Free-
dom over Afghanistan when that op-
eration started.

Program officials said they plan to
purchase 32 airborne kits, one for
each E-3 in the fleet, plus spares.

Eventually the system will work with-
out ground kits. The airborne units will
connectdirectly to the secure Internet
network known as SIPRNET, at 14
fixed ground stations worldwide.

Any aircraft with a high frequency
radio and an automatic link estab-
lishment capability could potentially
use this system, said Hargrove.

News Notes

® On Jan. 25, the Missile Defense
Agency, formerly the Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization, and the Navy
successfully flight-tested a develop-
mental Standard Missile 3, part of the
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Medal of Honor Recipient “Red” Erwin Dies

MSgt. Henry Eugene “Red” Erwin Sr., a World War I
B-29 radio operator, died Jan. 16 at age 80.

In April 1945 Erwin, as a staff sergeant, was radio
operator aboard a B-29 on a low-level attack on a chemi-
cal plant at Koriyama, Japan. One of his additional duties
was to drop a phosphorus smoke bomb through a chute
in the B-29's floor when the lead bomber reached the
assembly area over Japan.

He pulled the pin and released the bomb into the chute,
but the fuse malfunctioned, igniting the phosphorus—
burning at a temperature of 1,300 degrees. The canister
blew back up the chute into Erwin's face, blinding him and searing off his
nose. The heavy smoke obscured the pilot’s instrument panel.

Erwin knew the bomb would burn through the metal floor into the bomb
bay and the crew and aircraft would be lost. Though completely blinded, he
located the burning bomb on the floor, picked it up, and stumbled forward.
He reached the cockpit and threw the bomb out the copilot’s window but
was by then a walking torch.

As the smoke cleared, the pilot pulied the bomber out of a dive at 300 feet
above the water and turned toward iwo Jima, the nearest location to get
medical treatment for Erwin.

At lwo, the medics did not think the young radio operator could survive.
Army Air Forces officials cut through red tape to get a Medal of Honor
approved within hours so they could present it to him while he was still living.

They presented the MOH to Erwin, but he surprised them all by surviving.

After 30 months and numerous reconstructive surgeries in the States,
Erwinregained his eyesight and the use of one arm. He received a disability
discharge at the rank of master sergeant.

The Air Force honored Erwin again in 1995 by creating the Henry E.
Erwin Outstanding Enlisted Aircrew Member of the Year Award.

AAF Commanding General Henry H. “Hap” Arnold wrote to Erwin while
he was at lwo Jima: “I regard your act as one of the bravest in the records

of this war.”

Two-War Ace Gabreski Dies

Retired Col. Francis S. “Gabby” Gabreski died of an
apparent heart attack Jan. 31 at Huntington Hospital on
Long Island, N.Y. He was 83.

Gabreski was a leading Army Air Forces ace in World
War I, with 28 aerial victories. He was set to return to the
States after completing 193 missions, had his bags packed,
but wangled just one more mission. His airplane was
damaged and he had to belly-in. He eluded the Germans
for five days but was finally captured and remained a
prisoner of war for eight months, until the war ended.

His aerial victories didn't end there. Gabreski racked
up another 6.5 victories in the Korean War. He was one of only seven USAF
pilots who were aces in both World War Il and Korea.

Gabreski went on to command several tactical and air defense wings. He
was enshrined in the National Aviation Hall of Fame and was a president
of the Air Force Association's Iron Gate Chapter in New York.

Ace Watson Dies

Retired Col. Ralph J. “Doc”
Watson, 85, died at his home at
Hilton Head, S.C., Dec. 14.
Watson earned five aerial victo-
ries during World War Il in the
European and North African the-
aters.

After the war, he helped es-
tablish air bases in Turkey and
went on to fly supersonic and
experimental airplanes. He was
featured in a film “Fighter Ace:
The True Aces.” He also served
as president and chairman of
the board of the American Fighter
Aces Association.

Former Academy
Superintendent Dies

Retired Lt. Gen. Paul E. Stein
died Jan. 10 athis home in Basye,
Va.. after a 14-month strug%{!e
with Lou Gehrig’s disease. He
was 57.

Stein had last served as the
superintendent of the Air Force
Academy in Colorado Springs,

Colo. He graduated from the

academy in 1966. Among his
assignments, he served as com-
mander of Keesler Technical
Training Centerand chief of staff
at Taetical Air Command.
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Sea-Based Midcourse program. This
was the fourth in nine planned devel-
opmental test flights. Though not part
of the test, the kinetic warhead did
impact the target.

m A 22nd Airlift Squadron C-5 crew
from Travis AFB, Calif., faced an un-
usual challenge when it loaded and
transported a bottom-mapping twin
hull Navy boat to support Operation
Enduring Freedom. The one-of-a-kind
boat was designed to be hauled by
the GC-5, but it had only been test
loaded once and never flown, stated
loadmaster SrA. Michael Turner. Load-

master SSgt. Tracey Heller said there
was only about five inches of clear-
ance on each side.

m USAF officials announced Jan.
17 their basing decision for the first
operational wing of F-22 Raptors—
Langley AFB, Va. The first F-22s are
scheduledto arrive in September 2004.

m The US and Russia agreed in mid—
January to set up several working
groups to discuss defense-related is-
sues prior to President Bush’s planned
visitto Moscow later this year. Russian
Gen. Col. Yuri Baluyevskiy said his
country would like the groups to reach

Senior Staff Changes ’

RETIREMENTS: Maj. Gen. Claude M. Bolton Jr., Maj. Gen. Tiiu Kera, Maj. Gen.
William A. Moorman, Lt. Gen. Lansford E. Trapp Jr., Maj. Gen. Paul A. Weaver Jr.

CHANGES: Brig. Gen. (sel.) Bradley S. Baker, from Chief, Global Mobility Division,
DCS, P&P, USAF, Pentagon, to Spec. Asst. to Dir.,, Prgms., DCS, P&P, USAF,
Pentagon ... Maj. Gen. John R. Baker, from Asst. DCS, Air & Space Ops., USAF,
Pentagon, to Vice Cmdr., AMC, Scott AFB, Ill. ... Maj. Gen. John L. Barry, from Dir.,
Strat. Planning, DCS, P&P, USAF, Pentagon, to Dir., P&P, AFMC, Wright—Patterson
AFB, Ohio ... Maj. Gen. Ronald J. Bath, from Spec. Asst. to DCS, P&P, Quadrennial
Defense Review/Defense Integration, USAF, Pentagon, to Dir., Strat. Planning, DCS,
P&P, USAF, Pentagon ... Brig. Gen. David E. Clary, from Cmdr., 51st FW, PACAF, Osan
AB, South Korea, to Dir., Homeland Security, DCS, Air & Space Ops., USAF, Pentgon
... Brig. Gen. Michael A. Collings, from Cmdr., 82nd Tng. Wg., AETC, Sheppard AFB,
Tex., to Dir., Maintenance & Log., ACC, Langley AFB, Va. ... Brig. Gen. Felix Dupré,
from Exec. to SACEUR, EUCOM, Mons, Belgium, to US Defense Attaché France, DIA,
EUCOM, Paris, France ... Brig. Gen. William L. Holland, from Dep. Dir., Engagement,
CENTCOM, MacDill AFB, Fla., to Cmdr., 51st FW, PACAF, Osan AB, South Korea ...
Brig. Gen. Robert H. Latiff, from Vice Cmdr., ESC, AFMC, Hanscom AFB, Mass., to Dir.,
Advanced Sys. & Tech., NRO, Chantilly, Va. ... Brig. Gen. Paul J. Lebras, from Vice Dir.,
Intel., Jt. Staff, Pentagon, to Cmdr., AIA, ACC, San Antonio, Tex. ... Maj. Gen. Steven
R. Polk, from Cmdr., 19th AF, AETC, Randolph AFB, Tex., to Vice Cmdr., PACAF,
Hickam AFB, Hawaii ... Brig. Gen. Jeffrey R. Riemer, from PEO, C2 & Combat Spt. Sys.,
Asst. SECAF (Acq.), Arlington, Va., to Cmdr., AF Security Assistance Center, AFMC,
Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio ... Brig. Gen. Arthur J. Rooney Jr., from Dir., Log., USAFE,
Ramstein AB, Germany, to Cmdr., 82nd Tng. Wg., AETC, Sheppard AFB, Tex. ... Maj.
Gen. James E. Sandstrom, from Spec. Asst. to Cmdr., AETC, Randolph AFB, Tex., to
Cmdr., 18th AF, AETC, Randolph AFB, Tex. ... Maj. Gen. Craig P. Weston, from Dir.,
Advanced Sys. & Tech., NRO, Chantilly, Va., to Vice Cmdr., ESC, AFMC, Hanscom
AFB, Mass. ... Maj. Gen. (sel.) Donald J. Wetekam, from Dir., Maintenance & Log.,
ACC, Langley AFB, Va., to Cmdr., Warner Robins ALC, AFMC, Robins AFB, Ga.

COMMAND CHIEF MASTER SERGEANT RETIREMENT: CMSgt. Kenneth F. Van
Holbeck.

CCMS CHANGE: CMSgt. Michael R. Kerver, to CCMS, AMC, Scott AFB, Ill.
SENIOR EXECUTIVE SERVICE RETIREMENTS: David G. Ardis, Garry W. Barringer.

SES CHANGES: Daniel P, Barker, to Technical Dir., AF Studies & Analyses Agency,
Pentagon ... Wiilliam H. Booth Sr., to Senior Advisor, Manpower & Orgn., DCS, P&P,
USAF, Pentagon ... David J. Carstairs, to Prgm. Dir., Strategic & Nuclear Deterrence
C2, ESC, Peterson AFB, Colo. ... Walter F. Jones, to Dir., Aerospace & Materials
Sciences, AFOSR, Arlington, Va. ... Richard W. McKinney, to Dep. Dir., Space &
Nuclear Deterrence, OSAF (Acq.), Pentagon ... Michael R. Nicol, to Technical Advisor,
Embedded Computer Sys. Software, ASC, Engineering Directorate, Wright—Patterson
AFB, Ohio ... John C. Truesdell, to Dep. Asst. Secy., Reserve Affairs, OSAF, Pentagon
... Michael C. Wicks, to Senior Scientist, Sensors Signal Processing, AFRL, Sensors
Directorate, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio ... Virginia L. Williamson, to Dep. PEO, C2 &
Combat Spt. Sys., AFPEO (C2 & Combat Spt.), Pentagon ... Patricia J. Zarodkiewicz,
to Dep. Dir., Financial Mgmt. & Comptroller, AFMC, Wright—Patterson AFB, Ohio. =«
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a solid agreement on strategic nuclear
weapons that Bush and Russian Presi-
dent Vladimir Putin could sign during
Bush’s visit.

m | ooking for a way to teach engi-
neers how to test and evaluate elec-
tronic warfare systems—a discipline
not found in engineering schools—
the 412th Test Wing’s Electronic War-
fare Directorate set up a new pro-
gram, called Electronic Warfare Test
and Evaluation University, at Edwards
AFB, Calif.

= | -3 Communications announced
Jan. 29 that its Link Simulation and
Training division received a $26 mil-
lion contract to build two full mission
trainers and four weapon tactics train-
ers forthe F-22 program. They are to
be delivered to Tyndall AFB, Fla. in
February 2003.

m On Jan. 30 officials at Ramstein
AB, Germany, celebrated the open-
ing of the base’s new passenger ter-
minal—three times the size of the old
facility. Ramstein is slated to be the
European theater airlift hub as Rhein—
Main AB continues toward closure in
2005. The new terminal, which took
three years to build, is expected to be
operational this month.

m Congress approved, in the Fis-
cal 2002 defense authorization act, a
Pentagon plan to create a deputy
undersecretary of defense for per-
sonnel and readiness. In exchange
DOD must eliminate an assistant sec-
retary position, probably the assis-
tant secretary of defense for force
management position held by Charles
S. Abell, reported Defense News.
Abell wouid then become the new
deputy undersecretary.

m AFRC opened anew C-141 school-
house Jan. 7 at Wright—Patterson AFB,
Ohio. It is a one-of-a kind facility since
the active force schoolhouse closed
last year. Only AFRC and ANG units
now fly C-141s, the last of which are
slated for retirement in 2006.

m [n mid—January, the Marine Corps
brought out the first of its new camou-
flage uniforms. The pattern is so new,
the Corps has actually applied for pat-
ents. The colors are basically similar to
those in use now by the Air Force,
Army, and Marines, but the patternis a
collection of tiny squares, like pixels in
acomputer photograph. Other changes
include shoulder pockets, pockets for
knee and elbow pads, and easy-care
fabric. They’ll be phased in by 2006.

m The Air Force Research Labora-
tory announced in January an award
to Northrop Grumman of a $22.9 mil-
lion contract to develop technologies
forlong-range precision engagement
of moving surface threats. The De-
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fense Advanced Research Projects
Agency is serving as agent for the
Affordable Moving Surface Target En-
gagement program. The contract is
scheduled for completion in Novem-
ber.

m NATO is sending two more Air-
borne Warning and Control aircraft to
the US. It already has five AWACS,
operating out of Tinker AFB, Okla.,
assisting with US Combat Air Pa-
trols.

® An armed F-15C fighter on its
way to perform a CAP over Washing-
ton, D.C., skidded and burst into
flames Jan. 17 when its front landing
gear collapsed during takeoff at Lang-
ley. The pilot was able to exit the
aircraft without injury. The flames went
out quickly, and the weapons were
removed without incident. The pilot
and aircraft were from the 60th Fighter
Squadron at Eglin AFB, Fla.

m | t. Gen. Paul V. Hester assumed
command of Air Force Special Op-
erations Command, headquartered
at Hurlburt Field, Fla., Jan. 16.

m Minnesota ANG C-130s trans-
ported members of the Minnesota
Guard’s 55th Civil Support Team to
Minot, N.D., Jan. 18 to help with a
train derailment and accompanying
spill of anhydrous ammonia, a chemi-
cal used in fertilizer. The CST re-
ceived its federal certification last
November. Its area includes Minne-
sota, part of North Dakota, South
Dakota, and Wisconsin.

m Fire department and hazardous
material team personnel from the 5th
Civil Engineer Squadron at Minot AFB
also responded to the train derail-
ment as the ammonia fumes spread
over the city of Minot. Base medical
personnel set up an urgent treatment
center and treated several local resi-
dents suffering from exposure to the
fumes.

m [ndia successfully testfired a nu-
clear-capable missile, the Agni, Jan.
25 from its eastern coast. A few days
later it test fired a naval version of a
short-range surface-to-air missile
from its western coast.

m OnJan. 28, the Indian Prime Min-
ister Atal Bihari Vajpayee said there
would be no war between India and
Pakistan, saying all issues would be
resolved peacefully. Each nation had
put one million troops on standby.
Even with that declaration, border
clashes continued.

= Northrop Grumman announced
Jan. 18 that it now owns 100 percent
of Newport News Shipbuilding.

m USAF announced Jan. 14 that
R. Russell Butts and Jacqueline R.
Henningsen received Defense Dis-
tinguished Civilian Service Awards,
the highest DOD award for civilians.
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Airmen, Marines, sailors, and soldiers participating in Enduring Freedom watch

the Super Bowl from their base camp at Kandahar airport in Afghanistan.

Butts is a research physicist with
AFRL’s directed energy directorate
at Kirtland AFB, N.M. Henningsen is
the associate director of the Air
Force’s modeling simulation and
analysis office at the Pentagon.

m The Civil Air Patrol was part of
the security force enlisted for the
Winter Olympics in Salt Lake City.
CAP provided more than 150 mem-
bers for air and ground support. CAP
members also planned to assist with
the Paralympics in Salt Lake City this
month

m A USAF RQ-1 Predator Un-
manned Aerial Vehicle supporting
Enduring Freedom crash-landed Jan.
25 while returning to its base in the
theater of operations. Officials said
the crash was not the result of hostile
fire. The cause of the crash is under
investigation.

= DOD notified Congress Jan. 28
that the Weapons of Mass Destruc-
tion—Civil Support Teams from the

Arkansas, California, Florida, lowa,
New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Virginia
National Guard are certified. Con-
gress has authorized a total of 32
teams. All 10 teams authorized in
Fiscal 1999 are certified. These seven
new teams were part of the 17 autho-
rized in Fiscal 2000. Another five being
formed now, said officials, were au-
thorized in Fiscal 2001.

s F-22 Combined Test Force offi-
cials at Edwards AFB, Calif., certi-
fied the F-22 for hot pit refueling
operations Jan. 25. That means the
Raptor can be refueled on the ground
while the engines are running—
shortening the time needed for turn-
around during testing. Officials said
hot refueling was not scheduled until
after April 2003, but they moved
ahead to ensure they have the abil-
ity to fly multiple sorties per test
mission even if air refueling support
is unavailable because of real-worid
operations. a
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Verbatim

By Robert S. Dudney, Executive Editor

Expect Action

“I will not wait on events, while
dangers gather. | will not stand by,
as peril draws closer and closer. The
United States of America will not per-
mit the world’s most dangerous re-
gimes to threaten us with the world’s
most destructive weapons.”—Presi-
dent George W. Bush, Jan. 29 State
of the Union address.

“Axis of Evil”

“North Korea is a regime arming
with missiles and weapons of mass
destruction, while starving its citi-
zens. Iran aggressively pursues these
weapons and exports terror, while
ar unelected few repress the Ira-
nian people’s hope for freedom. Iraq
continues to flaunt its hostility to-
ward America and to support terror.
... States like these, and their terror-
ist allies, constitute an axis of evil,
arming to threaten the peace of the
world.”—Bush, in State of the Union
address.

What Kind of Byrd?

“I'm one of the hawks ... when it
cames to defense, but I’'m becoming
a little nervous as | hear that we're
going to spend more and more and
more on the military. It's going to
have to come out of somewhere, out
of somebody else’s hide.”—Sen. Rob-
ert Byrd (D-W.Va.), in Jan. 24 re-
marks to reporters.

Maritime Strategy

“This [President Bush’s major de-
fense budget increase] provides a
unique opportunity for the Navy to
put forward a bold initiative to cor-
rect the steadily declining number of
stips in the Naval fleet. ... When
ycu appear before the Congress, |
will ask the tough questions regard-
ing the need to build more ships.
You will have the opportunity to make
ycur case for a bigger piece of the
netional defense budget.”—Sen. John
Warner (R—Va.), senior Republican
on the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, in Jan. 25 letter to Secre-
tary of the Navy Gordon England
and Adm. Vernon Clark, Chief of
Naval Operations.
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Veiled Threat ...

“Not mandatory, but strongly en-
couraged."—Army Gen. Tommy
Franks, commander in chief of
Central Command, in Jan. 19 memo
referring to the need for US ser-
vicewomen in Saudi Arabia to wear
a head-to-toe covering, called an
abaya.

Threat Unveiled?

“What it [Franks’s message] says
to us is that it’s [a requirement for
servicewomen in Saudi Arabia to
wear an abaya) not been rescinded.
It’s like saying, ‘You’re equal 1o us,
but you can’t eat in the same res-
taurant, because you're strong y en-
couraged tc eat at one more “itting
with your lower class.” "—John White-
head, lawyer for Air Force Lt. Col.
Martha McSally, who sued the Pen-
tagon to have the abaya require-
ment lifted.

“Vastly More Deadly”

“Who would have imagined, only
a few months ago, that terrorists
would take commercial airliners, turn
them into missiles, and use them to
strike the Pentagon and World Trade
Towers, killing thousands? But iz hap-
pened. And let there be no doubt: In
the years ahead, it is likely that we
will be surprised again, by new ad-
versaries who may also strike in un-
expected ways. And as they gain
access to weapons of increasing
power, these attacks could grow
vastly more deadly than those we
suffered September 11th.”—Secre-
tary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld,
in Jan. 31 speech at National De-
fense University, Washington, D.C.

Leave That Part to Us

“We in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
have been your friends when very
few people wanted to be your friends.
During the Cold War, we stood by
you. Our relationship over the years
has been based on equity and based
on common interests and a shared
world view. As your friends and as
your allies, we are very proud of our
relationship with you. In the current
environment, we find it very difficult

to defend America, and so we keep
our silence. Because, to be very frank
with you, how can we defend Amer-
ica?”—Crown Prince Abduliah Ibn
Abdul Aziz Al Saud, de facto leader
of Saudi Arabia, in Jan. 28 inter-
view with US reporters in Riyadh.

Woolsey’s Requirements

“We need Turkey [for any US ac-
tion against Iraq], but we really don’t
need the Europeans. Anyways, they
will be the first in line patting us on
the back, following our success, and
saying they were with us all along."—
R. James Woolsey, former CIA di-
rector, quoted in Dec. 27 Wash-
ington Post.

The Horror

“If a US serviceman were ceptured
by Taliban forces we—and the US—
would be fighting to ensure that he be
entitled to protection as a prisoner of
war. ... The Geneva Conventions are
very explicit about avoiding public cu-
riosity. Imagine the families seeing
these pictures or the Muslim commu-
nity worldwide.”—Darcy Christen, a
Red Cross spokesman, in Jan. 22
Wall Street Journal, speaking after
DOD released photos of some al
Qaeda detainees with their iegs in
shackles.

Rumsfeld’s Reason

“When they are being moved from
place to place, will they be reszrained
in a way so that they are less likely
to be able to kill an American sol-
dier? You bet. Is it inhumane to do
that? No. Would it be stupic to do
anything else? Yes.”—Rumsfeld,
DOD briefing, Jan. 22.

ISR Deficiencies

“Our ISR posture as a nation is
woefully short of the needs, from
space to [human intelligence]—ev-
ery bit of intelligence, reccnnais-
sance, and surveillance capabilities.
... We have to have a more connec-
tive and more persistent intelligence
network.”—Gen. Gregory S. Martin,
commander of US Air Forces in
Europe, speaking Jan. 24 at a Capi-
tol Hill seminar.
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You know us
for our bravery,
our technology
and our passion.

You know us

for our skills,

our dedication
and our pride.

And now, as we defend
freedom around the
world, you will know}
us as every day




The Administration projects an overhaul of strategic
nuclear forces, perhaps with fewer than 2,200 warheads.

oR decades, the US nuc_ear de-

terrent has rested on a “triad”

o< land-based missile, bomber,
and submarine forces. That familiar
triad will continue to exist for years
to come, but it might become merely
a subsidiary aspect of a larger con-
stellation of strike forces, missile
deZenses, and revitalized nuclear
weapons facilities.

That, at least, is the plan as sketched
outinthe Bush Administration’s wide-
ranging Nuclear Posture Review,
unveiled at the Pentagon on Jan. 9.

This so-called “New Triad” would
offer national leaders a broader ar-
ray of options for ensuring the na-
tion’s security, the Administration
said. It better reflects today’s gezo-
political reality, in which the rigidly
defined threat of one superpower
adversary has been supplanted by
the bewildering uncertainties of the
post—Cold War world.

The New Triad would require de-
ployment of many fewer warheads,
according to the nuclear review,
which was more than a year in the
making. The US nuclear stockpile
can be cut to 2,200 or fewer de-
ployed warheads, said the NPR, as
President Bush announced after his
Ncvember meetings with Russian
President Vladimir Putin.

Bush Administration officials
firmly believe that such a reduction
should not be irreversible, however.
Thus, they reject the framework of
traditional arms control treaties, ne-
gotiated and written so laboriously
over the last 30 years, as pieces of
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paper that might inhibit US flexibil-
ity in years to come.

“Threat-Based” No More

The NPR bills these changes as a
much-needed shift from “threat-
based” to “capabilities-based” plan-
ning. In other words, the <ey ques-
tion no longer will be, “What do we
need in order to counter Soviet nu-
clear intimidation?” but “Whet do
we need to handle any contingency
likely to arise?”

At a press briefing to announce
the new policy, J.D. Crouch II, as-
sistant secretary of defense for inter-
national security policy, summed up
the basic question this way: “What
are the kinds of capabilities that we
need to counter the potential adver-
saries or the capabilities of potential
adversaries that are either extant to-
day or that will emerge in the years
to come?”

The full NPR is a classified as-
sessment of existing and proposed
US nuclear forces and strazegy. The
study was mandated by Congress in
the 2001 defense authorization act.
The last full-up nuclear review was
conducted in 1993-94. Pcrtions of
that study were made public in Sep-
tember 1994.

In some ways, the new NPR com-
pletes the work begun in the Clirton—
era study. The 1994 nuclear review
was itself an initial attempt to revamp
US forces to deal with a new, post—
Soviet era. However, it was under-
taken in an era of continued uncer-
tainty about the direction tkat Rassia

I'\Ilrclear

By Robert S. Dudney and Peter Grier
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and other former Soviet states might
take regarding nuclear weapons.

The US problem in 1994 was find-
ing the correct balance between the
acts of “leading” and “hedging,” in
the words of then—Secretary of De-
fense William J. Perry. To what ex-
tent, asked the Pentagon chief, should
the US cut its stockpile to demon-
strate leadership in controlling and
reducing nuclear weapons world-
wide, while at the same time allow-
ing sufficient margin for error to
guard against any turn toward hos-
tility in Moscow?

“Already the Russians are reduc-
ing their warheads more slowly than
us, and there’s a question about what
might happen in the future,” warned
Deputy Secretary of Defense John
M. Deutch in a September 1994 press
conference.

Thus, Clinton’s Pentagon leader-
ship rejected radical cuts in the arse-
nal, such as an elimination of an
entire leg of the US nuclear triad.
Instead, defense officials outlined
the need for a slightly downsized
force structure that closely corre-
sponded with the terms of existing
and prospective strategic arms con-
trol treaties.

The START I pact, signed in 1991,
committed both the US and the So-
viet Union (later, Russia) to reduce
their nuclear arsenals to 1,600 stra-
tegic delivery vehicles and 6,000
“accountable” warheads on each side.

START II, which was signed in
1993 and ratified by both nations
several years later but which never
entered into force, called for new
reductions, down to the 3,000- to
3,500-warhead level.

A START III accord never was
negotiated, but the so-called “Hel-
sinki accords,” announced by Clinton
and Russian President Boris Yeltsin
in 1997, called for further reduc-
tions to a level of 2,000 to 2,500 in
each nation. This was to be the basis
for a START III accord.

Clinton Force Cuts

The Clinton—era review did call
for some force cuts. These included
retirement of four Ohio—class mis-
sile-carrying strategic submarines
(reducing the fleet from 18 to 14)
and removal from the strategic force
of 28 B-52 bombers (shrinking the
fleet from 94 to 66). That NPR also
called for stripping the B-1B bomber
of any nuclear role and accepted an
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earlier decision to cap the number of
B-2 stealth bombers at 20, down from
the planned 75.

The “hedge” aspect of the 1994
NPR included elements that would
preserve an option to start building
the US arsenal back up again if rela-
tions with Russia turned sharply for
the worse. The warheads necessary
for such a buildup would come from
an active reserve of semiretired weap-
ons, said the Clinton NPR. As Deutch
pointed out, “I think that both coun-
tries have warheads in reserve, war-
heads out of the military stockpiles.”

In 2001, the incoming Bush Ad-
ministration also was determined to
strike a balance among some impor-
tant principles, but those principles
differed greatly from Clinton’s.

= Russia. Bush wanted to recog-

nize—formally—the dramatic change
in US relations with Russia. Almost
from the beginning of his term in
office, Bush has sought closer coop-
eration with his Russian counterpart,
Vladimir Putin. He insists that, to-
day, Russia poses no threat to US
security and vice versa. In the words
of Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld: “The US will no longer
plan, size, or sustain its forces as
though Russia presented merely a
smaller version of the threat posed
by the ... Soviet Union.”

m Treaties. The new Administra-
tion was determined to dispense with
the formal and frequently Byzantine
structure of strategic arms control
between Washington and Moscow.
As Administration officials saw
things, signed treaties such as the

Shrinking Superpower Arsenals

United States

iICBM, SLBM, Bombers
Warheads, Force Loadings
Missile Throw Weight (metric tons)

Russia

ICBM, SLBM, Bombers
Warheads, Force Loadings
Missile Throw Weight (metric tons)

Dec 1994 Dec 200t Change
1,838 1,238 -600
8,824 5,949 -2,875
2,176 1,732 -444

Dec 1994 Dec 2001 Change
1,956 1,140 -816
9,568 5,520 -4,048
5,930 3,320 -2,610

Source: State Department, “Final START | Treaty Strategic Offensive Arms Levels," Dec. 5, 2001.

=0

Fewer Warheads. The Bush plan calls for cutting deployed warheads by

two-thirds, at least. Here, a USAF maintainer fits the last of 10 re-entry
vehicles atop an LG-118A Peacekeeper ICBM.
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START series may have made sense
in the context of the Cold War but in
today’s world would only constrain
US options and limit its flexibility
for years to come.

= Defenses. Bush was prepared to
deploy strategic defenses as fast as
possible. The Bush team knew that
any President’s time in office is lim-
ited, and they wanted to take con-
crete steps to put the nation on an
irreversible path toward missile de-
fense.

When the Bush Pentagon team com-
bined these principles with the exist-
ing and planned nuclear force struc-
ture and doctrines, the result was a
blueprint that it bills as a major change
in US strategy. As stated by Rumsfeld
in a letter to Congress, “This Nuclear
Posture Review puts in motion a ma-
jor change in our approach to the role
of nuclear offensive forces in our
deterrent strategy.”

The unclassified version of the
NPR states anew the basic goal of
reducing the nation’s nuclear hold-
ings, over 10 years, to no more than
2,200 and perhaps as few as 1,700
operationally deployed warheads, as
announced by Bush in his November
summit with Putin.

Two Steps

At present, the US warhead stock-
pile hovers at START I levels—
around 6,000—according to Defense
Department officials who briefed
reporters on the NPR. The Pentagon’s
interim goal is to cut this number to
3,800 by 2007. A second cut—which
would do away with 1,600 to 2,100
more warheads—would play out over
the ensuing five years.

Much of the initial reduction will
result from force structure decisions
taken in the Clinton years. These
include elimination of four Tridents,
withdrawal from nuclear service of
the B-1B, and retirement of the 10-
warhead Peacekeeper ICBM, elimi-
nation of which was included in
START II.

Pentagon officials were frank to
say that they have not determined
how to make the second round of
reductions. “Beyond FY ’07,” said
Crouch, “we’ll be making the force
structure decisions on how we will
be bringing down the force to 1,700
to 2,200 operationally deployed war-
heads.” In general terms, officials
said, the reductions would stem from
removing warheads from weapons

28

25,000

20,000

15,000

10,000

5,000

0

1945 50 55 60 65 70 7

100

80

60

40

20

0

1945 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

Total Megatonnage of the US Nuclear
Weapon Stockpile

lllllllllll_
5 80 85 90 94

Total US Nuclear Tests From 1945 to 1992

adh
90 92

All Trends Down. While the count of US and Soviet/Russian warheads has
been declining for about a decade, downward trends have long been evident in
other nuclear areas. The chart at the top shows that US nuclear megaton-
nage—that is, the raw explosive power of weapons—has been declining since
the early 1960s as weapons became more accurate. The number of US nuclear
tests—another key indicator of nuclear activitly—spiked in the early 1960s and
ended altogether in 1992. The Bush plan, however, envisions a possible need
to resume testing.
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such as the triple-warhead Minute-
man III ICBM and the five-warhead
D-5 submarine-based missile.

In the context of overall reduc-
tions, a key phrase is “operationally
deployed.” The United States, for
purposes of arms control discussions,
diplomatic talks, and day-to-day
planning, will focus only on weap-
ons actually deployed on operational
launchers. However, a second, non-
operational group of warheads will
be maintained. An unknown percent-
age of warheads withdrawn from
active service will not be destroyed
but rather held in reserve.

DOD has made no final decisions
about the makeup of this reserve
stockpile, according to officials. They
point out that most arms control trea-
ties do not require warhead dis-
mantlement—and that the Russians
still maintain extra warheads, as well.

For years, the US has had both
active and inactive warheads on its
nuclear bench. The active stockpile
is an intact weapon, fully ready to be
deployed and used. An inactive war-
head, in contrast, has been stripped
of its limited-life components such
as neutron generators.

“When the weapon is transitioned
to the active stockpile from the inac-
tive, those components are reinstalled
in the weapon,” said John Harvey,
director, Office of Policy, Planning,
Assessment, and Analysis, Depart-
ment of Energy.

Critics charge that the Bush Ad-
ministration’s continuation of this
“hedge” practice of saving decom-
missioned warheads somehow makes
a mockery of its claim to be making
deep nuclear force cuts and that its
plan amounts to a shell game.

Levin’s Heartburn

Charged Sen. Carl Levin (D-
Mich.), chairman of the Senate
Armed Services Committee: “It is
quite a stretch, it seems to me, to be
talking about major cuts in the num-
ber of nuclear weapons and to give
the impression that you are making
major reductions in nuclear weap-
ons if you are simply deciding uni-
laterally we are going to take some
weapons off planes and put them in
a warchouse, ready to go back on
planes in a matter of weeks or days.”

Administration officials point out
that the process of warhead destruc-
tion entails more than just loosening
bolts and screws and-throwing old
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Ace in the Hole. DOD decided to preserve the ICBM leg of the triad for the
indefinite future. Here, a missile crew conducts maintenance on a Minuteman

Il at F.E. Warren AFB, Wyo.

parts in the trash. Demilitarization is
a difficult and expensive process,
and in its current state, the US nuclear
industrial infrastructure might not
be able to handle large-scale dis-
mantlement.

Nor is it right to imply that the
Bush NPR is proposing fake reduc-
tions that will simply remove weap-
ons from delivery vehicles and then
hide them in secure warehouses
somewhere. Crouch stated flatly,
“There will be weapons that will be
destroyed.”

He added, “This is what we might
call truth in advertising. There are
no phantom warheads here. This is
the actual number of weapons that
we will deploy on the force.”

The Bush review contained more
than just specific force decisions.
The underlying rationale is that the
United States, in today’s chaotic
world, faces a larger number of ad-
versaries than it has in the past. Pen-
tagon officials explain that the very
term “strategic deterrent” needs to
be broadened to include more than
nuclear warheads.

During the Cold War the size of
the US nuclear arsenal was deter-
mined by the size of the Soviet threat.
All other strategic threats were
“lesser included cases,” according
to Crouch.

Today, Crouch continued, those
once-subsidiary threats have become
primary and dangerous. They are also
less predictable. In this view, the old
considerations of exchange ratios and

throw weight will have little bearing
on whether the US can deter Iraqi
dictator Saddam Hussein from using
weapons of mass destruction against
America or its allies.

Nor can the US be sure it even
knows the identities of all the world’s
Saddams. The sudden emergence of
the Taliban Islamic extremists in
Afghanistan and al Qaeda terrorists
throughout the world as major stra-
tegic threats only highlights this
unpredictability.

“I think capabilities is a great way
to go, because you can measure ca-
pabilities against anybody, whether
he’s an enemy or not,” said one re-
tired Air Force officer with long ex-
perience in nuclear matters. “Whether
he’s an enemy or not is sort of what
you think about him on that particu-
lar day.”

The bottom line, according to the
latest NPR: The United States must
stop measuring the value of its de-
terrent against the known, Soviet—
built nuclear arsenal in Russia and
instead focus on the weapons and
policies that will be required to deal
with the unknown threats and pres-
sures of the new world. “A broader
array of capability is needed to dis-
suade states from undertaking po-
litical, military, or technical courses
of action that would threaten US and
allied security,” said Rumsfeld.

Wash Out the Russians
One defense expert familiar with
the nuclear planning process main-
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tains that Bush musthave made some
dramatic changes to the US strategic
guidance that long has determined
nuclear force structure. The guid-
ance, which is the province of the
executive branch, tells military of-
ficers what they are to plan to achieve
with nuclear weapons. For decades,
the mission was to be able to attack
and disable Russia’s offensive forces
and capability for waging war.

“And with that guidance, you can’t
get to 1,700 [total operational war-
heads],” said this defense expert.
“You had to wash out the Russians,
and I guess that’s what they did. I
mean, they washed them completely
out.”

The traditional US triad will exist
into the foreseeable future, under
Bush plans. The current force of land-
and sea-based ICBMs and bombers
will continue to play a vital role
until at least 2020, the Pentagon ex-
plained.

To this end, the Administration
plans to fully fund life extension
programs for all systems that need
them. In terms of a system’s average
age, some strategic platforms are
already quite elderly:

m Minuteman III ICBM, 26 years.

m B-52H strategic bomber, 40
years.

= Trident submarine, 10 years.

m D-5 submarine missile, nine

years.

Bush Administration defense of-
ficials said they intend to study pos-
sible alternatives for follow-on sys-
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tems. At this point, however, actual
delivery of any such new platform
wouldn’t take place until far in the
future.

However, plans call for this old
triad of nuclear weapons to form
only one part of the first leg of a New
Triad, according to the Bush nuclear
review. The three points of the New
Triad would be strike forces, strate-
gic defenses, and a more responsive
infrastructure.

The most innovative part of the
New Triad conceptis this: The strike
force leg would comprise not only
nuclear but also non-nuclear weap-
ons. Improvements in miniaturiza-
tion, explosives, and precision guid-
ance in conventional weapons hold
out a promise of greatly improved
performance against hard and deeply
buried targets, according to Bush
officials. A more robust conven-
tional strike capability could bol-
ster deterrence of rogue states or
terrorists who might believe the US
would not respond with nuclear
weapons to biological or chemical
weapon attack and thus would not
respond at all.

The proposed transformation of
four Trident SSBNs into enormous,
stealthy cruise missile carriers of-
fers one example of non-nuclear
strike development, said the Pen-
tagon. Another: special conven-
tional warheads that would burrow
deeply below ground level to de-
stroy leadership bunkers and weap-
ons facilities.

Still in Business. The youngest B-52 is 40 years old, but the BUFF continues

to be a major part of the strategic arsenal, even more so now that conven-

tional strike has a key role.
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Missile defenses—both active and
passive—are similarly intended to
reduce dependence on offensive nu-
clear forces to enforce deterrence, in
the Bush strategic calculus. These
will not be perfect, but they do not
need to be perfect.

“By denying or reducing the ef-
fectiveness of limited attacks [on
US territory or forces], defenses can
discourage attacks, provide new ca-
pabilities for managing crises, and
provide insurance against the failure
of traditional deterrence,” accord-
ing to Rumsfeld.

The Dissuasion Factor

In the view of some in the Admin-
istration, such defenses might dis-
suade nations even from attempting
to acquire ballistic missile technol-
ogy and nuclear weapons. Thus they
might add to US security even if they
are never tested in actual combat.

The Administration announced late
last year that it would withdraw the
United States from the 1972 Anti-
Ballistic Missile treaty, the better to
develop and construct active defenses
against JICBMs.

That step has not stirred up as
much controversy as opponents pre-
dicted. Russia remains opposed to
the move but does not “make a trag-
edy of this fact,” said Gen. Col. Yuri
Baluyevskiy, first deputy chief of
the General Staff of the Russian fed-
eration armed forces. In other words,
Russia will learn to live with limited
US missile defenses.

Despite Russia’s equanimity, some
key members of Congress remain
adamantly opposed to accelerated
defense deployment. These critics
claim defense technology remains
unproved even after years of work
and billions of dollars. It can be eas-
ily spoofed by balloons or other coun-
termeasures, they assert. A rogue
state would be much more likely to
try and sneak a nuclear weapon into
the US in a shipping container or
truck than via missile, say critics.
Plus, the effort costs money.

“There is a huge issue in missile
defense separate and apart from the
ABM Treaty issue,” said Levin. “That
issue is whether or not it makes sense
for us to spend huge resources to
deploy a system against the least
likely [nuclear] threat.”

The third aspect of the New Triad,
a responsive infrastructure, is per-
haps less self-explanatory than the
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others. In essence, it means improve-
ment in the ability of the US to
maintain and improve its nuclear
weapons—or build new designs, if
necessary.

Since the end of the Cold War, the
US nuclear weapons infrastructure
has atrophied, according to the new
NPR. This was the result of both
disuse and policy decisions. The
United States, for example, has not
conducted a nuclear test detonation
in a decade. Since 1992, Washing-
ton has observed an informal mora-
torium on such testing.

The Bush Administration an-
nounced that it will continue to ad-
here to the moratorium. “The Presi-
dent is observing the moratorium and
has said so,” noted Rumsfeld.

However, the new Administration
opposes ratification of the Compre-
hensive Test Ban Treaty, unlike the
Clinton Administration. It wants to
rebuild the nation’s ability to carry
out an underground nuclear test, if
that is needed to ensure the safety
and reliability of America’s nuclear
weapons.

“We need to improve our readiness
posture to test from its current two- to
three-year period to something sub-
stantially better,” said Crouch.

“Serious Challenge”

This step seemed timely. On Jan.
2, the Department of Energy released
a report, prepared by its inspector
general, that called attention to con-
tinuing problems associated with the
safety and reliability of the nation’s
nuclear weapons, which without
nuclear testing, have become a “most
serious challenge area.”

Improvement of the nuclear weap-
ons infrastructure would permit the
US to reduce its current arsenal more
comfortably, according to the Bush
NPR, secure in the knowledge that it
could respond quickly to technologi-
cal surprise or a change in geopolitics.

Knowledge that the US had not
written off the ability to create and
test new weapon designs might also
dissuade any future adversary from
starting a new competition in nuclear
armaments, in that the US could re-
spond simply by making a political
decision to restart production.

Always Ready. Despite a dramatic drop in nuclear tensions, the need to be
prepared continues. USAF troops keep their edge in exercises such as this
one with a training version of the B-61 weapon.

New strategic arms control treaties
(such as a signed, ratified, and in-
force START Il accord) clearly would
inhibit Washington’s ability to pur-
sue a future nuclear buildup. That, in
fact, would be the point of such a
treaty. But it is also the major reason
that the Bush Administration is re-
sisting Russia’s desire to codify deep
reductions in a detailed, written form.

On a recent visit to the Pentagon,
Baluyevskiy spoke to the press about
this disconnect. Where the US wants
flexibility, Moscow desires transpar-
ency and predictability, he said. “We
are for irreversibility of the reduc-
tion of the nuclear forces,” said
Baluyevskiy.

Not every expert agrees that the
Bush nuclear program represents a
true break with the Cold War past.
The NPR’s planned force structure
and warhead levels—and least those
envisioned for 2007—are comparable
to those planned by Clinton, they
note. Even a level of 2,200 warheads
might reflect a continued emphasis
on counterforce targeting of Russian
weapons, some maintain.

One skeptic is Jan M. Lodal, a
National Security Council official
during the Nixon and Ford Adminis-
trations who also held high Penta-
gon positions in the Clinton Admin-
istration.

Robert S. Dudney is the executive editor of Air Force Magazine. Peter Grier, a
Washington editor for the Christian Science Monitor, is a longtime defense
correspondent and regular contributor to Air Force Magazine. His most recent
article, "Turkey Stands Forward,” appeared in the February 2002 issue.
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“There is no need to keep Ameri-
can force levels as high as 2,200
offensive weapons,” he wrote in
the New York Times. “That number
comes out of war planning calcula-
tions that presuppose extended de-
terrence to protect Europe from a
Sovietinvasion—a missionno long-
er necessary in today’s world. If
that mission were dropped, 1,000
nuclear weapons could meet our
post—Cold War nuclear security
needs.”

Those needs, he said, boil down
to deterrence of Russia and China,
deterrence of attacks by rogue states,
and “the very unlikely (but not im-
possible) need to use a nuclear
weapon to pre-empt chemical or bio-
logical attack on the United States.”

Bush officials insist that their
plan adequately addresses the prob-
lems of today’s security environ-
ment. It reduces American reliance
on nuclear forces with an approach
that offers some non-nuclear de-
terrent options and provides syner-
gies between all parts of defense,
they say.

It is, said the Pentagon study, “the
first step in military transformation”
of United States forces.

“The Cold War is over,” said
Crouch. “We have anuclear capabil-
ity that was built then. ... We are
transforming our forces in a way
that ... is much more appropriate to
the security environment and the
threats that we believe we will face
in the future.” ]
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Texans Built for Two

A pair of T-6A Texan Il trainers from Moody'’s 3rd Flying Training Squadron fly over southern Georgia.
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his past November, the first

class of student pilots to train
exclusively on the T-6A Texan Il
began flying at Moody AFB, Ga. The
students, who are undergoing Joint
Specialized Undergraduate Pilot
Training, use USAF’s newest trainer
to learn the flying skills basic to all
military pilots.

At Moody, the 479th Flying Training
Group—which was activated at the
base in July 2000—conducts training
through three operational units: the
49th and 435th Flying Training
Squadrons, both using versions of
the AT-38 trainer, and the 3rd FTS,
operating the T-6As shown here.

The T-6A is to replace USAF’s T-37
and the Navy’s T-34C over the next
eight to 10 years. The first produc-
tion T-6A flew in July 1998. Air
Education and Training Command at
Randolph AFB, Tex., took delivery of
the first operational version about
two years later.

The new trainer is a single-engine
turboprop with stepped-tandem
seating (as shown at right) instead of
side-by-side seating. The instructor
sits in back, on a seat slightly raised
to improve visibility. The aircraft has
features designed for ease of
maintenance, such as large, hinged
access doors on the sides of the
fuselage, giving maintainers easy
access to avionics and other
equipment.
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DOD began the drive for a new USAF
and Navy trainer in the 1980s.
Raytheon won the contract for the
aircraft element of the Joint Primary
Aircraft Training System in 1996.
JPATS also encompasses simula-
tors, training devices, and computer
management systems.
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The Texan Il was named after one of
the most widely used aircraft, the
North American AT-6 Texan. The
original T-6 first flew in 1935 and
was flown by nearly every Army Air
Forces pilot who trained during
World War Il. At least a dozen allied

Pholos by Greg L. Davis

nations also flew the trainer.
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Today’s Texan Il has a maximum
speed of 368 mph, with a ceiling of
35,000 feet. Its single engine
delivers 1,100 horsepower. The
aircraft’s thrust-to-weight ratio
enables it to make an initial climb at
3,300 feet per minute. It is fully
aerobatic. Unlike the T-37, a student
can recover from a spin simply by
reducing power and releasing the
stick—the T-6A does the rest.

At Moody, the 3rd FTS has taken
precautions to ensure safe flightline
operations around the T-6A’s four-
blade aluminum propeller. Ground
crews painted large red arcs on the
tarmac to mark each aircraft’s
parking space. This reminds every-
one to keep clear of the prop, which
has a diameter of 97 inches.
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The Texan II's wide field of view
benefits the student and instructor,
especially when it comes to visual
approaches and learning formation
flying. The canopy, as well as the
wing and tail assembly leading
edges, windscreen, and engine inlet,
were designed to withstand bird-
strikes. In an emergency egress
situation, a pilot can pull a firing
handle to activate a Martin-Baker
ejection seat. The canopy fracturing
system automatically severs the
transparencies from the canopy to
provide a clear path for the seats.

About 250 students will train at
Moody each year, with classes
starting every three weeks. The
students undertake hours of aca-
demics and practice on simulators
before getting into the cockpit.

State-of-the-art instrumentation
includes liquid crystal displays
resistant to glare from sunlight.
Because the cockpit is fully pressur-
ized with an anti-G system, training
can take place at higher, less-
congested altitudes.
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The 3rd FTS was activated at Moody
in April 2001, and this first class of
Texan Il students began training six
months later. The 15 students will
graduate from their six-month
course next month.
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The trainer’s tricycle-type landing
gear is down and locked as the T-6A
above makes its final approach to
Moody.

Below, T-6As flying in a “finger four”
formation make a right-hand turn
together. Tight formation flying
enhances situational awareness as
well as attention to the basic stick-
and-rudder sKkills.
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USAF is slated to receive about 400
T-6A Texan lls. Laughlin AFB, Tex.,
is next on the list, followed by the
other Air Force JSUPT bases:
Columbus AFB, Miss., Randolph,
Sheppard AFB, Tex., and Vance AFB,
Okla. For the Navy, Texans will be
assigned to NAS Corpus Christi,
Tex., and NASs Pensacola and
Whiting, Fla.

After graduation from primary
training, USAF pilots go on to
training for the bomber—fighter,
airlift-tanker, or helicopter track.
Whatever their next step, pilots from
Moody’s JSUPT Class 02-01 will
always have the distinction of being
the first trained in the Texan Il. &
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Organization

Roche speaks at a briefing at the
Pentagon on Dec. 18, 2001.

The Secretary surveys the issues, from Combat Air Patrols to
tanker leasing.

Roche Soris It Out

James G. Roche, Secretary of the Air Force, met with
the Defense Writers Group in Washington, D.C., on
Jan. 18 to discuss issues facing the service as it
continued engaging in combat in Afghanistan and
planned future structure and strategy. These are
excerpts of his remarks.
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Noble Eagle: How Long?

“Roughly, we have committed today 260 planes, 350
crews, and about 11,000 to 12,000 airmen for the defense
of homeland. That includes three parts: the CAP [Com-
bat Air Patrol by F-15s and F-16s flying over US cities],
AWACS [Airborne Warning and Control System air-
craft], and the fact that we have C-130s pre-positioned
around the country to aid any emergency action team—
the sensible things you would expect of us.”

“With regard to the CAP, do you recall why it was done?
It was done after the 11th, when we didn’t have airport
security the way it is now, when we didn’t have strength-
ened [cockpit] doors on airliners, a series of things like
that. And you went to the last resort, which is to poten-
tially deflect or shoot down a plane. That was never
intended to be a permanent thing. The issue is, at what
point can we start to come back from the full package
we’ve had out there to something that may be more easily
managed?”

“Can we maintain the confidence of the government and
the American people [without constant CAPs], recogniz-
ing that much has been done on the airliners, much has
been done on airport security, and can we start to have a
less burdensome posture?”

Catch-22

“The biggest hit we are having is on training. AWACS,
for instance: ... When they are free to do training, there
are no fighters because the fighters are all tied up in CAP.
When the fighters are free, the AWACS are busy. We
can’t get the regular training.”

Caution About Lessons Learned

“Let me make the following points about the current
conflict [in Afghanistan]. ... We have had a very mini-
mum air defense problem, to be very blunt. This is not a
massively air-defended country. The air defense system
was really taken out, what there was of it, in the first
couple of days. And ... we have had terrific weather. ...
You have to be careful with inferences you try and draw
from the current conflict.”

More Bombers

“I am not wrestling with [the question of buying] more
B-2s. ... Bombers ... are still superb going after a large
collection of fixed-point targets. ... But you don’t need
as many bombers because you carry so many bombs per
bomber and each of them is so accurate that you don’t
have the problem of the old days where you had to drop
a hundred to get a hit. [Now] you drop one and get a hit.
... If it is a fixed point, we’ve got that solved, guys. ...
It is not the problem. The problem that we saw, begin-
ning in the Gulf War and Kosovo and even here, is
things that move and things that are interleaved with
friendlies.”

Fighters vs. Bombers

“What we have found is that there is probably in the future
going to be troops in a number of places, probably very
distributed ... and therefore also having aircraft that can
also be distributed over the top of a hostile country is
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probably the best way to go. ... Because we can hook to the
troopers on the ground in ways we never could before,
fighter—bombers take on a much greater importance.”

The Big Bomber UCAYV ...

“If big bombers carrying lots of [bombs] are going to go
to fixed points in the sky and drop weapons against fixed
points on the ground, why do we need pilots in them? So
maybe the future bomber is the real UCAV [Unmanned
Combat Air Vehicle]. ... And then you say, ah, that has
certain advantages. It can be bigger. How do you refuel
a tiny little UCAYV in the air?”

... And the Smaller UCAVs

“We tend to think of UCAVs ... as small and highly
maneuverable. ... But that is just a two-way cruise mis-
sile. ... The bandwidth in your head is bigger than any-
thing we know how to bring back right now. Because you
have archival information, you have hunches. ... Now if
you try and bring all that back [in bandwidth] you are
paying a fortune. Why don’t you just put somebody in the
plane? So, where does a person make a real difference?
... When the situation is more complex. ... If you have
one pilot per UCAV, how is this efficient? So, if they are
small, you want to learn how to fly them in swarms. That
starts to become a software issue, big time.”

Saudi Cooperation

“The Saudis have cooperated with the Air Force ... in
everything we have asked of them. ... I have not been
asked to look at alternatives [to using Saudi facili-
ties], and so I genuinely can’t comment on it, other
than that we have had fabulous use of Prince Sultan
Air Base, especially the Combined Air Operations
Center there.”

“I think it would be difficult [to replace capabilities in
Saudi Arabia]: ... PSAB, especially the air operations
center. But that doesn’t mean you could not. One of the
things about modern technology is that if you can con-
trol, from a military point of view, the airspace over
Afghanistan for Army—Navy—Air Force—Marines from a
combined center in PSAB, you could do that from a
combined center [elsewhere].”

Working With the Ground Troops

“This is something we started working with the Army on,
[with] special forces, back in the summer, really at
[Deputy Defense Secretary] Paul Wolfowitz’s behest.
He sort of chided me on, ‘Why can’t we work more
closely with troops on the ground?’ I said I don’t under-
stand why they couldn’t. I found nobody in the Army
disagreed and nobody in the Air Force disagreed. We just
hadn’t looked at it for awhile.”

“My idea, which is now starting to come to reality, is the
trooper is inserted somewhere, special forces or Army,
takes a pair of binoculars, which are built such that he
pushes a button, he gets a laser on a target, and he knows
instantaneously the GPS position of that target. And then
he pushes another button—which he makes sure doesn’t
communicate his own position—and communicates [the
enemy] position. That simple.”
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“Mistakes can be made. You don’t want him to send his
own [position]. But we can deal with that by technology
that says, no, you can’t send your own position unless,
God forbid, you are in that position where you feel you
absolutely have to, then we’ll make you go through three
or four steps so that, consciously, you are bringing
something down on you.”

Supporting the Ground Element

“I think our Air Force is thinking, more in the future, in
a transformed military, we want to be able to support this
light, dispersed Army, and we have now demonstrated
we can do it. ... We have found that we are able to do
something that we have not been able to do for a very,
very long time. And that is to relate airpower to troops on
the ground.”

Hats Off to the CINC

“We have had [in Afghanistan] a CINC who has allowed
us to do a lot of experimentation in the area of intelli-
gence, surveillance, reconnaissance, putting lots of things
together and try to fuse them and see best how to do that;
and Gen. [Tommy R.] Franks really deserves credit for
letting us do it.”

“Put ... Rivet Joint, Joint STARS, U-2, Global Hawk, and
Predator, ... and ... Navy P-3 ... all in there and see how
we can put information back and forth. ... Never before
have we brought all that into a Combined Air Operations
Center with naval officers, special forces officers, Air
Force officers.”

Goals for the Future

“We have ... to achieve two goals. ... Can we have
intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance 24-hours-a-
day, good weather/bad weather, seven days a week for a
year? Can we do that for a particular part of the globe?
And then, secondly, can we move, over a number of
years, to develop capabilities to have almost instanta-
neous attack?”

Inward Look

“The FAA [Federal Aviation Administration] and the
Air Force are both spending money to link the military
radars and the civilian radars around the country. ... We
are trying to do it by hooking that which exists together
to be able to give us a good enough picture ... for the Air
Force to respond to the FAA, ... to be able to respond to
an FAA ‘track of interest’ as needed. ... And in areas of
the country where we have a lot of radars—between the
approach radars for airports, route radars, military ra-
dars—you can [watch domestic airspace] without
AWACS. ... Not that the Air Force would have any
control over the airspace. That is the FAA’s role. ...
You wouldn’t want us to have that.”

Funding the F-22

“In [the Fiscal 2004 budget], will we look at some of the
F-227 1 don’t want to. I hope to take this program and
produce—the most conservative numbers were 295
planes. If we can manage this thing well, we can build
as many as 331. Under the program we’ve put forth with
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the Congress, the Congress is giving us the chance to
take this challenge on. If we don’t get 331 planes, every
plane we get less than that is no one’s fault but ours.
And I like that kind of a deal. That means the better we
are, the more planes we build. But we’ll build the
planes. We have to.”

Bridging to the Joint Strike Fighter

“I don’t see [a Service Life Extension Program for the
F-16 fleet] right now. The philosophy that I am employ-
ing is to not spend money on old technology but to spend
money on new technology. ... We are not buying attrition
reserve F-16s anymore. We may be taking down numbers
of F-16s per squadron to bridge to the Joint Strike
Fighter. Now, if the Joint Strike Fighter should run into
some crisis, we can change, because there is an interna-
tional buy of F-16s that is going on. ... That line will go
for a number of years, so we have the flexibility to ... buy
back into the F-16.”

Airlift

“How does lift look for the future? Pretty good. With the
multiyear [buy] for the C-17, it looks very good. We are
taking a look at multiyear for C-130s as well. ... We are
looking to refurbish some of the C-5Bs. In the process,
we will take a look at one of the [C-5As] to see if the As
are worth doing. ... So the lift future picture seems quite
sensible.”

No Commercial C-17s Just Now

“We are still looking to see if there is a way of reducing
our costs by combining them with a production run from
Boeing that could include some commercial ones, but it
missed this cycle.”

Air Supremacy

“We still need air supremacy. We note the Su-27s/Su-
30s have a level of technology that is very Western. ...
Therefore, the F-22 is going into production, fully funded.
We have an incentive-based contract, incentive for
[Lockheed Martin] and the Air Force that manages these
things well on behalf of the taxpayer. If that is the case,
we will do better.”

Harnessing Space

“We have to take a good look at space and harnessing
space. ... We want to think of space and each satellite not
as something that has to do the job all by itself, but how
does it work with things like Global Hawk, Joint STARS,
Rivet Joint, etc.?”

Space Difficulties

“We are wondering why we are having some of the
difficulties [of reducing the cost of space systems] and
trying to go back and take a look. Is it a matter of
basics? Is it a matter that we’ve lost a generation in the
industry? Is it a matter that requirements have been too
easily set? Is it a matter that we’ve assumed software
can too easily be written? ... These are systems that you
cannot go and make a quick change to them, like you
can aircraft. ... These things are up there, so you’ve got
to do it right to start with. We need to recognize that we
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have to go after these differently than we go at air-
planes.”

Smallsats?

“When we start something like space based radar, can we
.. make sure early on that we don’t fall into the same
traps? ... Do we demand too much of each space system?
Do we assume the space system is supposed to do so
many things, including curing world hunger? Or should
we be thinking of space systems as part of a larger
portfolio—and therefore not try to get the supermaximum,
go way the hell out on the efficiency curve and therefore
get the cost very high.”

That Horrible Expression

“The horrible expression: ... My boss challenged me by
saying, ‘What kind of an organization would create an
expression like ‘high-demand, low-density’ and not fix
the problem?’ We are looking at that. And there you
heard us try to say, look, we think we have to migrate to
a new platform.”

Tanker Mania

“The tanker has become critical. The average age of our
tankers is 41 years. We have more 707s than I think
anyone in the Air Force deserves in this century, and it is
time to draw a line.”

“We would like to migrate to another vehicle, and one of
the keys there is the intelligence, surveillance, recon-
naissance aircraft. ... We have a nice series of those. And
then the tankers, we recognize, are in the [operating]
area. There is no reason they cannot have apertures,
antennas, and become part of the intelligence, surveil-
lance, reconnaissance world. That is what we call ‘smart
tankers.” In the dumbest level of smart tanker, we’ll put
a communications relay on it so we can get greater range
from things and take some load off the satellites. That ...
is the track that you see us working on.”

Support Your Sister Service

“Currently, 55 percent of the [aerial refueling] tankings
that we do in the Afghani situation are for Navy air-
planes—which is absolutely appropriate, exactly as it
should be. We should be supporting them because they
are there. And then we also tank F-15s ... and F-16s.”

Would Iraq Be Like Afghanistan?

“It would be wrong to try ... mapping from the Afghani-
stan situation to the Iraqi situation, should the government
choose to look at it. One, there is an air defense system in
Iraq. Two, there are a lot of military forces. Three, it is a
much more populated country. And systems that they have
are more dangerous and the quality of their pilots is better.
The quality of their air defenses is better. There is a lot of
investment. I don’t think you see much fiber optics in
Afghanistan. You see a lot of fiber optics in Irag. So you
are talking about two very different levels.”

“What sort of things might translate? I think this notion

of our aircraft being associated with Army forces or
Marines on the ground.”
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The Significance of the CAOC

“The significance is that [the data coming in are] fused.
And now we are going to put links into the airplanes so
we can more easily get right to the airplane, so we have
an electronic picture in the cockpit of fused information
that comes from all kinds of sensors, including that
which is on board. One of the thoughts for the F-22 and
the Joint Strike Fighter is, eventually, we will have
people flying with us in the net. They will have a far less
opaque understanding of the battlespace, but they won’t
recognize whether that is from their own sensors [or] off-
board sensors. Their own sensors, as they are traveling,
will feed the net.”

The Aging KC-135

“The number of days to get one of those tankers through
the depot is now 400 and some. We are asking of these
[maintenance] people heroic efforts. If we could get that
down by starting to replace the worst of them [KC-135s],
so that the depot would deal with those that are newer ...
we can save a lot more money.”

Buy or Lease 767 Tankers?

“We are spending an enormous amount of money on 707s
[KC-135s]. ... If we canreplace some of them, especially
the most expensive, we’ll save some money. So, that
means a quicker acquisition of a new tanker saves us
more money. Do we have the procurement funds to do the
other things [as well as] a big acquisition [of tankers?]
No. So what would you do in a company? Well, you’d
lease.”

“All we asked for was authority to begin negotiating.
The conditions that [Congress has] set in the various
and sundry things that have come out of it are all subject
to negotiation. If, in fact, we can’t get any relief from
any of those [legislative] provisions, it may be impos-
sible to do. ... The point is to have the opportunity to do
it and then to see if the savings are worth the cost of
leasing, and how you can deal with the provisions that
have been added. ... If it looks like a good deal ... we’ll
go forward. ... If it looks like we can’t get there, we
won’t do it.”

Baby and Bath Water

“Transformation is a word that talks about adapting to
the times we’re in. ... [Defense Secretary] Don Rumsfeld
is very clear. He said you don’t throw away something
unless there is something better, and his natural sense of
caution has paid off big time for us here because we
maintained a lot of systems which we are using [in
Afghanistan].”

“You always have an obligation not to the current force
but to the force that will actually go into combat when
you are long gone. We are still, under those circum-
stances, devoting an enormous amount of money to
transformational things, ... unattended vehicles. Taking
something like the F-22 and making sure it works very
closely with the trooper on the ground is all brand new.
Smart tankers. Brand new ideas. Trying to go to ISR
systems and fuse information. Brand new ideas.” =
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An artist’s early concept drawing shows the saucer-shaped rotodome mounted
on a forward-swept tail instead of on the fuselage, behind the wings.

would actually work. It was an obvi-
ous pouch of flab in a bloated de-
fense budget.

The mocking title said it all:
“AWACS: The Plane That Would
Not Die.”

At least the title was accurate.
The E-3 Airborne Warning and Con-
trol System certainly would not
die—and for good reasons. Far from
turning out to be an expensive boon-
doggle, the 707 with the huge rotat-
ing radar dome (“a mushroom with
elephantiasis,” sneered TNR) has
become a bedrock of US military
power.

Twenty-five years ago, on March
24, 1977, Boeing delivered the first
basic production version of the E-3
Sentry to Air Force officials at Tinker
AFB, Okla. The ensuing quarter cen-
tury has shown the AWACS to be
indispensable, often the first system
to go into action when a threat arises
and the last to leave once operations
cease.

The AWACS has turned out to be
even more important than envisioned
by its Air Force proponents. It was
the first of a new class of systems
that would give US forces a revolu-
tionary edge in military capability.
AWACS transcended its Cold War
origin to help dominate the air wars
over Iraq, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Af-
ghanistan, plus numerous other
armed actions.

“I don’t think any of us knew, as
the world changed and missions
evolved, that it would have such a
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continuing important role in mul-
tiple contingencies,” said Col. Brian
M. Waechter, AWACS system pro-
gram director at Air Force Materiel
Command’s Electronic Systems Cen-
ter, Hanscom AFB, Mass.

The All-Seeing Eye

The E-3 has become the “eyes”
and battle manager for virtually all
Air Force combat operations. Its ac-
tual value can be measured in flying
hours. The venerable B-52 bomber
and KC-135 tanker are both nearly
twice the age of the AWACS, in
calendar years. Yettoday’s B-52 and
KC-135 airframes have logged fewer
flighthours, on average, than AWACS
airframes.

“This platform has been heavily
used since its inception,” said Waech-
ter.

The impetus to build a system such
as AWACS came from the manner in
which air forces learned to deal with
electronic waves of radar in the years
following World War II. Radar had
been a revolutionary weapon in the
struggle against Nazi Germany. Its
ability to spot everything from an
approaching bomber to the conning
tower of a U-boat gave the Allies an
edge in some of the most crucial
battles of the war.

Yet one feature of radar is vulner-
able to exploitation by opponents.
Its beams travel only in straight lines.
Thus aircraft that hug the ground
can take advantage of the curvature
of the Earth and penetrate close to

ground transmitters before popping
up to attack.

Fast forward to the 1960s. The
miniaturization of electronics had
reached a point at which Air Force
officials came to believe that a single
airframe could now transport a pow-
erful search radar plus computers
able to handle the difficult task of
differentiating moving aircraft and
ground clutter. The aircraft would
also contain communication equip-
ment sophisticated enough to give
commanders a real-time view of the
battlespace.

On Dec. 22, 1965, Air Force Sys-
tems Command set up an Airborne
Warning and Control System Pro-
gram Office, and the AWACS effort
officially was born.

From the start, the Pentagon treated
development of the system as a high-
priority effort. For example, AWACS
had its own streamlined procurement
rules, and its management came un-
der the direct supervision of the Sec-
retary of Defense.

The first question to settle was
what airframe to select. There was a
battle between the McDonnell Doug-
las DC-8, Lockheed EC-121, and
Boeing 707. In July 1970, after a
tough flyoff, Boeing won the prize.

The first test airframe flew in Feb-
ruary 1972. After some 500 hours of
radar test flights, Boeing selected
the Westinghouse radar system over
competing equipment manufactured
by Hughes.

OnJan. 26,1973, USAF announced
it had given approval to Boeing to
proceed with full-scale development
of AWACS aircraft.

In these early years the main mis-
sion of AWACS, as defined in offi-
cial military requirement docu-
ments, was to provide aid in the air
defense of North America. It was
to be a sort of early warning radar
in the sky, alerting North Ameri-
can Aerospace Defense Command
to the approach of Soviet bombers
if and when they ever flew over
northern latitudes toward US and
Canadian territory.

Nixon’s Second Look

By the early 1970s, however, the
fast-flying Soviet intercontinental
ballistic missile equipped with mul-
tiple nuclear warheads had sur-
passed Russia’s manned bomber as
the most dangerous strategic threat.
Defense against a bomber strike
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was still important, but the Nixon
Administration in 1973 decided to
take another look at the AWACS
program and assess its continued
relevance.

This second look at AWACS pro-
duced yet another mission for the
system. Secretary of Defense James
R. Schlesinger decided that AWACS
needed to be enhanced so it could
serve not only as a strategic early
warning aircraft but also as an air-
borne command-and-control center
for tactical air operations, particu-
larly in Western Europe.

This was not a particularly diffi-
cult technical change, recalled re-
tired Gen. Lawrence A. Skantze,
who was deputy for the E-3A pro-
gram at Hanscom in the key 1973—
77 period. It meant changing the
way in which some data were moni-
tored and adding a few internal con-
soles. It increased the cost some-
what.

From a political point of view,
however, the addition of a new mis-
sion generated many problems.

“Tt created a lot of turmoil,” said
Skantze. “Some of the program’s
opponents in Congress declared that
we really didn’t have a mission.”

The AWACS program encountered
strong opposition in the powerful
House Armed Services Committee.
A number of lawmakers on the panel
saw the E-3 as a duplicative com-

The E-3s were nameless during testing. Come delivery, that would change.

“I Dub Thee Sentry”

As time for delivery of the first E-3 AWACS approached in 1977, the
question was what to name it. Gen. Robert J. Dixon, commander of
Tactical Air Command, wanted to call it Sentry.

Securing the name, however, was the job of the developer, Air Force
Systems Command. It was up to AFSC to run the bureaucratic and legal
traps for approval. A host of other things, including an insurance com-
pany, were already named Sentry. The lawyers said the E-3 would have
to be called something else.

Dixon, sometimes known as “The Alligator” for good reason, was not
pleased. The AWACS remained unnamed.

On delivery day at Tinker AFB, Okla., the first airplane taxied up to the
reviewing stand. The band played and the crowd cheered. The Alligator
stepped to the microphone and announced, “I dub thee Sentry.”

petitor to the Navy’s E-2 Hawkeye,
a carrier-based airborne early warn-
ing aircraft. One vocal critic was

And that was that.

The lookdown radar inside the signature rotodome provides a 360-degree

view. The dome itself rotates, is 30 feet wide and six feet thick, and sits on two

struls that support the radar 14 feet above the fuselage.
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Rep. Patricia A. Schroeder, the lib-
eral Democrat from Colorado. In the
Senate, the main adversary was Sen.
Thomas F. Eagleton, the liberal Mis-
souri Democrat.

One technical argument made by
critics in the program’s early years
was that the AWACS radar could be
easily jammed. That would have
made it ineffective in Western Eu-
rope, they argued, because the Sovi-
ets had powerful jamming equipment
on their densely militarized side of
the Iron Curtain.

Eventually Congress voted to es-
tablish a special review committee
to investigate this claim and other
AWACS questions. Legislative lan-
guage also required the Secretary of
Defense to certify that the system
would work before it could proceed
in development.

In the end this arrangement worked
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to the program’s advantage. The re-
view committee concluded that the
radar would in fact work, and on that
basis Congress inearly 1975 released
the initial batch of long-lead money
for the first six airplanes.

Skantze observed: “The commit-
tee was very helpful in saying that it
did not see [jamming] as a show-
stopper.”

In March 1977, the first AWACS
was formally delivered to Tactical
Air Command’s 552nd Airborne
Warning and Control Wing at Tink-
er.

Production of USAF’s aircraft
continued until June 1984, when the
last of 34 Air Force E-3s rolled off
Boeing’s line. (A September 1995
crash in Alaska left USAF with only

Four aircrew members man the flight deck (here), while up to 19 mission
specialists, such as the two in the top photo, can be on board mor.itoring the
airborne early warning, battle management, and command, control, and
communications functions at various stations.

32 operational aircraft today. One is
assigned to Boeing for tests.)

Even at the program’s inception,
other nations had a keen interest in
buying AWACS’s capability. The
NATO Alliance, France, Saudi Ara-
bia, and United Kingdom all now fly
707-based AWACS aircraft, bring-
ing the total worldwide fleet to 66.
In addition, Japan purchased four
767-based AWACS models.

Back in 1977, Skantze and others
estimated that AWACS would re-
main in service for some 20 or 30
years. Since then, that figure has
doubled, with current plans calling
fcr the aircraft to remain in service
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until perhaps 2035. AWACS’s con-
tinuing value is due to both its op-
erational capabilitzes and its power
as a symbol.

When the US deoloys AWACS to
a troubled region, it shows that the
Air Force means business. At the
same time, the system itself is no:
provocative, as it has no inheren:
offensive capadility.

“The :hing we didn’t perceive a:
first but which became apparent as
time passed was the ability of the
system to surveil airspace in grea:
depth but not pose a thrzatening as-
pect,” said Skantze.

The basic E-3 aircraft is a milita-

rized version of Boeing’s 707-
320B. The most obvious modifica-
tion is the large rotodome put on
the back of the airplane. The dome
is 30 feet in diameter, six feet thick,
and sits on two struts that support
the radar 14 feet above the fuse-
lage.

Inside the dome are identification,
friend or foe and data-link fighter-
control antennas and the antenna of
the powerful AWACS radar system.
The radar has a range of more than
250 miles for low-flying targets. It
can see medium- to high-altitude fli-
ers at even greater distance.

Data are collected, processed, and
displayed on onboard consoles for
13 to 19 mission specialists in real
time. AWACS can forward the loca-
tion and track of friendly and adver-
sary systems to users ranging from
the individual pilot in a fighter cock-
pit to the White House Situation
Room—at the same time.

It can fly a mission profile for
eight hours without refueling. In-
flight refueling, plus the use of an
onboard crew rest area, can extend
missions greatly.

Coasting Toward Retirement
Though it is now 235 years old, the
E-3 platform is not just coasting to-
ward retirement. Intensive upgrades
and modifications have taken advan-
tage of modern technology to make
the system more reliable and effi-
cient. The Extend Sentry program,
for instance, began in 2994. Its goal:
Upgrade almost all aspects of the
aircraft, from software to the air-

AIR FORCE Magazine / March 2002

Photos by Ted Carlson



frame itself, to improve performance
and reliability.

The AWACS Block 30/35 modifi-
cation added more computer power,
GPS integrated navigation, and more
datalinks, among other things. Plans
call for the Radar System Improve-
ment Program to boost performance
against low radar cross section tar-
gets, including cruise missiles, and
other goals.

“The total complexity of this sys-
tem ... farexceeds things I’ve worked
on before,” said Ed Froese, Boeing’s
vice president for the AWACS pro-
gram. “It’s an antenna farm.”

Since it entered US service, the
E-3 has proved its worth time and
again, carrying out its vital mission
in conflicts from Grenada to Haiti,
Kuwait, Iraq, the Balkans, and Af-
ghanistan.

During Desert Storm in 1991, E-3s
flew more than 400 missions and
logged more than 5,000 hours of
mission time. AWACS crews pro-
vided data used in more than 120,000
coalition sorties and played a major
role in all but two of the coalition’s
40 air-to-air kills of the Gulf War.

The Leading Edge

The impressive performance of
AWACS in the Gulf War led ana-
lysts to herald it as the exemplar of a
whole new approach to fighting wars.

One of those analysts was Wil-
liam J. Perry, a former senior Pen-
tagon official in the Carter Admin-
istration who later became Secretary
of Defense in the Clinton Adminis-
tration. Writing in Foreign Affairs
in 1991, Perry said the US in Desert
Storm had employed for the first
time a new class of military sys-
tems that provided a revolutionary
advantage in capability. AWACS,
he said, was one of the most impor-
tant of these new force multipliers,
particularly when the aircraft op-
erated in concert with the Joint
STARS ground surveillance sys-
tem.

“One AWACS aircraft can instan-
taneously survey the airspace over
an area larger than Kuwait and de-
tect and locate every aircraft flying
in that area,” he wrote. “AWACS

USAF has enhanced the capabilities of E-3s over the years. The E-3C featured
circa 1984 console and radar improvements. With Extend Sentry, begun 10
years later, the service will upgrade everything from software to the airframe.

played a critical role in giving coali-
tion aircraft a significant advantage
over Iraqi fighters.”

Subsequent action in Operation
Allied Force only confirmed this
impression. A total of 27 E-3s took
partin NATO operations against the
Yugoslav air force, logging some
4,800 hours on 500 missions while
contributing to the destruction of an
estimated 85 percent of Belgrade’s
most modern fighters.

Operations in the war against ter-
rorism sparked by the events of last
Sept. 11 haveincluded anew AWACS
first: the deployment of NATO’s
AWACS aircraft in America. Begin-
ning last October, five NATO E-3As
and their multinational crews flew to
Tinker and set up operations, thus
freeing up US assets to deploy over-
seas. The NATO contingent felt right
at home operating with 552nd Air
Control Wing base personnel, as the
units have trained together often and
operated together in combat for Al-
lied Force. (US officials recently asked
for two additional NATO E-3 air-
craft.)

What does the future hold for
AWACS? A balancing act, if noth-
ing else. The Air Force must keep
enough E-3s on line for operational
use, while also taking sustainment

Peter Grier, a Washington, D.C., editor for the Christian Science Monitor, /s a
longtime defense correspondent and regular contributor to Air Force Maga-
zine. His most recent article, “Turkey Stands Forward,” appeared in the

February 2002 issue.
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actions sufficient to keep the aging
707 platform viable for years to
come and planning upgrades to take
advantage of technological break-
throughs.

Currently, Mission Capable rates
on AWACS run from 75 to 77 per-
cent, against a goal of 85 percent. A
few years ago, MC rates were some-
what lower, averaging around 71
percent.

“We’ve done a lot on the sustain-
ment side to improve the Mission
Capablerate over the last few years,”
said Waechter of ESC at Hanscom.

Corrosion onthe AWACS airframe
is a major concern. In the works is a
lower lobe refurbishment project, as
yetunfunded, that would completely
rework the area beneath the AWACS
main deck with corrosion mitiga-
tion, replacement of wiring and air-
conditioning, and other improve-
ments.

The Air Force wants eventually to
combine the functions of AWACS
and Joint STARS on a single plat-
form, most likely on a new satellite
of some kind. But such capability is
still years away. Until then, the E-3
AWACS, conceived in the 1960s,
built with 1970s technology, combat
proven in the 1990s, and undergoing
updates with 21st century systems,
will remain the pre-eminent radar
and command-and-control aircraftin
the force.

“People might think the [E-3] plat-
form is in its sunset years,” said
Waechter. “That’s not true at all.”m
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It is not yet
officially operational,
but it proved itself in
Afghanistan.

The Litte

By Richard J. Newman

HE Afghznistan campaign fea- The job is mainly reconnaissance, but some Predators flying
tured most of the aircraft in support of Operation Enduring Freedom were outfitted
showcased in the 1990s: B-52, with Hellfire missiles.

B-2, and B-1 bombers; Air

Force and Navy fighters; C-
17 transports; aerial tankers; sur-
veillance and iatelligence systems;
and more. Yet the war’s media dar-
ling was arelative unknown—Preda-
tor.

It was an unlikely star. The Preda-
tor Unmanned Aerial Vehicle is an
ungainly, slow-flying airplane. Made
by a San Diego-based company
called General Atomics Aeronauti-
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cal Systems, its major mission is
reconnaissance.

Howevar, Predator was an instant
hit because it could transmit live
video foctage of enemy actions to
commanders on the ground and air-
crews above the battlefield. It illu-
minated targets for precision weap-
ons fired from afar. It even, on
occasion, fired its own weapons, a
rarity for a UAV.

Now, as airpower analysts pore
over the facts of the war, they seem
convinced that Predator played a key
role in one of the war’s major break-
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throughs: the sharp compression of
the sensor-to-shooter cycle, the
amount of time that elapses between
the moment a target is identified and
the moment it is attacked.

Slashing that time from hours to
minutes—or less—has long been a
goal of the Revolution in Military
Affairs, a fundamental shift in war-
fare in which rapid processing of
targeting data and other information
would supposedly provide dramatic
advantages on the battlefield. The
Predator appears to have validated
some of those beliefs.

“The Predator worked really well,”
says a senior Air Force official in-
volved in Operation Enduring Free-
dom. “It enabled dramatic increases
in timing and accuracy.”

Afghanistan wasn’t the Predator’s
first combat appearance. It carried
out missions over Bosnia during
NATO’s brief 1995 air campaign
there.

Although it made only minimal
contributions in that war, defense
officials were impressed and in-
trigued by the UAV’s power to pro-
vide real-time video feeds of ground
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In Afghanistan, the Predator provided live video footage of enemy actions to

allied ground and air forces. Operations center officers were able to see the
effects of a B-52 strike while it happened as a Predator flew over the action.

activity. This stood in stark contrast
to the often days-old images typi-
cally provided by satellites and U-2
spyplanes.

Even though it hadn’t officially
reached initial operational capabil-
ity (and still hasn’t), Predator was
assigned to two active duty Air Force
units—the 11th and 15th Reconnais-
sance Squadrons (activated in 1995
and 1997, respectively), based at
Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary
Field near Nellis AFB, Nev.—so that
it could be deployed on real-world
missions if needed.

See It Now

NATO’s Operation Allied Force
over Kosovo in 1999 brought raves
for the Predator. This time, air plan-
ners were prepared to take advantage
of Predator’s real-time capabilities.
Video feeds were downloaded via
satellite links to the command center
at Aviano AB, Italy. Planners there
relayed data to airborne forward air
controllers to help them find targets
that, without spotters on the ground,
were difficult to locate.

The setup produced some dramatic
moments. During a bomber raid in
southern Kosovo, a Predator circled
above Yugoslav troops even as they
were being struck. This enabled staff
officers at the operations center to
see the effects of a B-52 strike for
themselves—while it happened.

By the end of the Kosovo war, the
Pentagon had outfitted Predators with
laser designators that would have
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enabled them to highlight targets for
F-16s,F/A-18s, and other bomb drop-
pers that carried ordnance. The war
ended, though, before the Predator
actually got a chance to designate
any targets.

Meanwhile, Predators had also
begun flying above Iraq to help with
reconnaissance in Operation South-
ern Watch, their first mission in the
Central Command area of operations.
The Predators flew from Kuwait and
helped locate targets, mainly for
strikes against Iraqi air defense sys-
tems. These missions still take place.

There were problems, too. Atleast

i

two Predators crashed in Kosovo,
and three crashed in Iraq. Those in-
cidents reveal several vulnerabili-
ties. The Predator can fly as high as
25,000 feet, beyond the range of many
surface-to-air weapons. But the reso-
lution of video and still images from
that altitude can by spotty, forcing
the airplane to fly much lower, per-
haps as low as 10,000 feet.

At low altitude, the unstealthy,
relatively slow-moving Predator pre-
sents an easy target for air-defense
weapons. The Pentagon hasn’t re-
leased exact details of all Predator
crashes, butit does acknowledge that
it has lost about 20 of the aircraft
since the program began. “The bulk
of those,” says an Air Force official,
“were lost over enemy territory.”

As testing continued, the Penta-
gon highlighted other deficiencies.
In a 2001 report, the Pentagon’s op-
erational test and evaluation office
argued that “the Predator UAV sys-
tem is not operationally effective or
suitable.”

A Laundry List

That scathing report listed many
instances in which the Predator failed
to meet the Pentagon’s own perfor-
mance standards. Problems included
“poor target location accuracy, inef-
fective communications, and limits
imposed by relatively benign weather,
including rain.” The system was un-
reliable and failed to meet maintain-
ability requirements. It was unable
to spend enough time on station when

The Predator Ground Control Station is the largest component and is designed
to roll onto a C-130. The GCS crew is an air vehicle operator—the “pilot”—and

three sensor operators.
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flown from a base 400 miles distant,
the required operating range. Its pic-
tures weren’t accurate enough at the
required slant range of 30,000 feet,
meaning it would have to fly at lower,
more vulnerable heights to gather
data that was truly useful.

In addition, the report warned that
Predator is delicate. “The Predator,”
said the report, “cannot be launched
in adverse weather, including any
visible moisture such as rain, snow,
ice, frost, or fog.”

Despite those findings, Army Gen.
Tommy R. Franks, commander in
chief of Central Command, evidently
considered the Predator a high prior-
ity, since several Predator teams were
among the first troops dispatched to
central Asia after the Sept. 11 terror-
ist attacks. Central Command sent at
least one team each to Uzbekistan
and Pakistan.

Each Predator team includes four
airplanes. The aircraft itself mea-
sures 27 feet in length, with a wing-
span of nearly 49 feet. There’s also a
ground station, where the “pilots,”
or controllers, fly the airplane re-
motely, using a TV camera in the
nose to monitor airspace and run-
ways.

A satellite link handles communi-
cations between the aircraft, con-
trollers, and anybody receiving im-
agery. About 60 people man the team;
this includes controllers, mainte-
nance personnel, and intelligence
specialists.

The Air Force has purchased
enough Predators to equip 12 teams,
though only 10 systems have been
delivered. The Air Force also buys
seven or eight per year as “attrition
aircraft,” held in reserve to replace
aircraft lost in action. Each Predator
aircraft costs about $2.5 million. An
entire system, including ground con-
trol stations and peripherals, runs to
$25 million.

The Predators that flew over Af-
ghanistan were outfitted with a mix
of electro-optical cameras that shoot
video, an infrared sensor that can
pick up images at night, and syn-
thetic aperture radar that can see
objects through clouds. The sensors
are sufficiently powerful to recog-
nize large facilities such as supply
dumps and identify vehicles smaller
than a tank. They’re not as sophisti-
cated as sensors on U-2s or satellites
because they need to be small and
light enough to fit one of the Air
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A 2001 report from Pentagon test officials claimed the RQ-1 was not opera-
tionally effective, but CENTCOM head Gen. Tommy Franks thought otherwise.
Predator troops were among the first he dispatched for Enduring Freedom.

Force’s smallest airframes and still
leave room for enough fuel to keep
the Predator aloft for up to 24 hours.

Teamwork Is Best

For this reason, Predator is at its
most effective when used in con-
junction with other intelligence
sources, to confirm the location of
enemy troops, gather real-time in-
telligence on targets that may al-
ready have been identified, or scout
for targets that troops on the ground
or other intelligence systems might
be able to examine in great detail.
“We have now demonstrated that,
with something like Predator, we can
stay in an area, we can focus, we can
watch something develop,” says Air
Force Secretary James G. Roche. “We
have time to say, ‘OK, let’s move
some aircraft into the area.” ”

The unmanned spyplanes take off
like a normal airplane, except that
the pilot is in the ground control
station and not in the aircraft. Take-
offs and landings must be manually
controlled, but the Predator, once it
is en route to its monitoring orbit or
on-station site, can fly a prepro-
grammed flight path. The controller
can even leave his seat in the ground
control station. If there’s some kind
of in-flight problem, or if new intel-
ligence feeds require the Predator to
fly to a new location to gather infor-
mation, the controller can retake
command of the aircraft and direct it
where it needs to go.

Asreal-world operations over Af-

ghanistan got under way, some short-
comings began to surface. At least
three Predators crashed in the the-
ater. Two of those were the result of
wingicing caused by flying in clouds.
With the capability to fly as high as
25,000 feet, the Predator, theoreti-
cally, can stay above bad weather.
But with its sensors unable to gather
quality images at that height, it had
to fly lower, where icing occurs.

The Predator can also be outfitted
with a de-icing system, but the added
weight would either reduce the pay-
load of sensors the airplane could
carry or cut short the length of the
mission. The Air Force hasn’t said
whether the Predators were carrying
the de-icing package.

Another problem was the satellite
communications link, which occa-
sionally broke off—and was very
difficult to re-establish when it did
so. That may have contributed to one
or more of the losses.

Aside from the crashes, operators
who worked with the Predator in real-
world conditions over Afghanistan
are much more upbeat about its per-
formance than the Pentagon testers.

“I read that report,” says one Air
Force general, “and I thought, ‘That’s
very interesting, because it’s work-
ing well with us.” ”

One standout success: use of in-
telligence from the Predator to set
up strikes by AC-130 gunships, which
fire artillery-like 105 mm shells along
with smaller rounds from chain guns.
Central Command outfitted the AC-
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130s with terminals that enabled the
aircrews to get Predator feeds di-
rectly in the airplane—a major im-
provement on the 1999 Kosovo war,
when Predator video was downloaded
to the operations center and then
passed piecemeal to pilots in the air,
usually by voice communications.
“You have the ability to do some-
thing and have the operator of the
Predator work with the gunship team
to rein the target into their targeting
system,” says Roche.

Downloading data right into the
gunships allowed the aircrews to
gather situational awareness of the
area they were headed to attack be-
fore they even got there.

Start Blasting

Typically, a Predator would be
orbiting above a target such as a
troop emplacement or a convoy of
vehicles, undetected by the enemy
forces on the ground. AC-130s en
route to the target would be able to
study the real-time video of the tar-
getuntil they got within firing range.
Then, instead of having to make a
pass or two to get oriented, they
could just arrive and blast away.

“The AC-130, when it’s teamed
with Predator, pretty much hits what
it’s going after, after the first prac-
tice round,” said one senior officer
at Central Command headquarters
in Tampa.

Getting raw, fresh intelligence data
into the aircraft is a breakthrough
for pilots and other operators who
have long been considered “custom-
ers” of the intelligence system. “In
the past, we have always relied on
something associated with a time
delay,” says one USAF general. “A
third party was always involved in
distribution.” That was an enormous
frustration during the 1991 Persian
Gulf War, when it often took days
for intelligence experts to complete
their analysis and obtain the classi-
fication clearances required to get
targeting information or other criti-
cal data to pilots and others who
needed it. “Now,” says the general,
“there’s no intel geek involved in
the processing.”

Predator data was still distributed
to the air operations center in Saudi
Arabia, to Central Command head-
quarters at MacDill AFB, Fla., and
to the Pentagon and Central Intelli-
gence Agency in Washington, D.C.
But the pilots in the air over the
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RQ-3 Global Hawk is-a longer range UAV and may eventually replace the U-2.

Predator’s Bigger Brother

Ancther Unmanned Aerial Vehicle, the Global Hawk, had its
operatioral debut over Afghanistan. The Global Hawk is newer
than the Predator end at an earlier stage of development. The Air
Forze initially-received five test systems, one of which crashed
during a test flight. One crashed in the war. The Pentagon hasn't
said why; although it appears that it was not hostile fire. Bad
weather or a mechanical problem seem more likely causes.

The Air Force isn £ scheduled to stand up a Global Hawk squadron
until 2004, but the Pentagon still shipped at least two Global
Hawks to the heater near Afghanistan. They were an enormous
hit.

“Glooal Hawk is amazing,” said one USAF general. “It is magnifi-
cent.”

While Predatcr’s role is to zero in on “dwell” targets and provide
situztional awareness for pilots working a particular area, Global
Hawk doss much brpader surveillance. It flies at efevations of
60,000 feet or more, like the U-2, and has higher rasolution
camzras than th2 Predator. 1t doesn’t shoot live video but can
capture images through clouds and at night. :

Follow-on versions may collect signals inteiligence as well as
imagery. Global Hawk can fly for nearly a day and a half without
being refueled, meaning it can take off from a base 1,200 miles
away, loiter tcr 24 heours, then fly back. It is designed to work in
conjunction with the Predator and other intelligence systems to
gather a tayerad picture of the battlefield and the space above it.
Many analysts believz it will ultimately replace the U-2.

It certainly seems to have the range to do so. One USAF official
estimates “hat thrae to five of the $50 million Global Hawks could
have kept tabs or all of Afghanistan, which is roughlv the size of
Texas. “It’s like & low Earth prbit satellite that's present all the
time,” he explained. “You can see why a warfighter would be
pre:ty excited about -hat.”

Like Predator vidzo, Global Hawk images can be fed directly to
the commanders and warfighters who need it most urgently. The
man is not leavirg-the loop entirely, but in future wars there will
certainly be fewer chances for him to foul things up.
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target got it just as quickly as the
bureaucrats half a world away.

Certainly UAVs and other ad-
vanced technology systems have been
touted as cornerstones of the Ad-
ministration’s military transforma-
tion. Now it appears President Bush
isready to put dollars on the line. He
announced Jan. 23 that such high-
tech weaponry is a top priority in his
Fiscal 2003 budget.

Bush called them expensive but
declared “the tools of modern war-
fare ... essential.”

“Buying these tools may put a
strain on the budget,” he maintained,
“but we will not cut corners when it
comes to the defense of our great
land.”

With that kind of endorsement, there

The Predator B, shown here, is a larger version of the RQ-1 above. It is nine
feet longer, has a wing span 18 feet wider, and is nearly twice the weight of
the original. It can reach speeds of nearly 250 mph and altitude of 45,000 feel.

should be little doubt that the Penta-
gon can expand its UAV programs.
The next push will be to get Predator
video into the cockpits of all the Air
Force and Navy fighter jets.

And airpower planners want to
continue fusing all intelligence data,
whether from Predator or other
sources, into a single common pic-
ture that will tell pilots everything
that is known about a target area
into which they are flying.

The trick now is building the air-
plane data links that can handle a
fairly large stream of data. “With the
data link, all the things somebody
else knows can be shared,” says Maj.
Gen. Daniel P. Leaf, the Air Force’s
director of operational requirements.
“The data links give situational
awareness with far less effort.”

Another breakthrough in the war
was the use of the Predator to fire
weapons, specifically anti-armor

Richard J. Newman is a former Washington, D.C.—based defense correspon-
dent and senior editor for US News & World Report. He is now based in the
New York office of US News. His most recent article for Air Force Magazine,
“Tankers and Lifters for a Distant War,” appeared in the January 2002 jssue.
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Hellfire missiles. The Pentagon is
tight-lipped about this effort, mainly
because it was run by the Central
Intelligence Agency. Claims of suc-
cess may be overstated. Reports sug-
gest that armed Predators were re-
served for high-value targets, such
as one convoy carrying the Taliban
leader Mullah Mohammad Omar.
The same reports also suggest they
missed.

Even so, tests of the concept of
using Predator as a shooter have been
encouraging. About a year ago, the
Air Force equipped several Preda-
tors with two Hellfire missiles each,
one under each wing. Of 16 Hellfires
fired from Predators, 12 scored di-
rect hits on old tank carcasses. Three
of the misses hit right behind the
tank, while one missed by miles, but
adefense official attributed that miss
to the missile.

One senior Air Force official says
that additional lessons from Afghani-
stan are that “we need to put more
weapons on the plane. Two is not
enough.” He also derides the 100-
pound Hellfire as a “teeny weapon.”
That suggests the Hellfires may have
come close to killing the intended
targets but failed because they lacked
the explosive force and there were
no follow-on strikes. Since it is dif-
ficult to put more or bigger weapons
on the small Predator, one solution
may be equipping big bomb drop-
pers like the B-52 with some of the
sensors on board the Predator. That
would put ample combat power on
the same platform as the sensors find-
ing the targets. (]
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What if it becomes necessary to sustain a military operation
for an extended period—Ilike years?

By John A. Tirpak, Senior Editor

N Christmas Eve, Operation

Enduring Freedom beceme

the longest sustained US
military action since Vietnam. The
nation’s leaders warned from the start
that this would e a different kind of
war, not at all like the swiftlv won
conflicts of the 1990s. Victory, they
said, might take years.

To ensure that the Air Force would
not be ravaged by the stress and strain
of ano-notice but long-duration con-
flict, USAF leaders quickly set up
what they called the Long-Haul Task
Force. They charged its members
with anticipatinz problems that might
flow from an extended operation.
They were to come up with answers
before they were needed.

Those problems are formidable.
Sustained high operating tempo, toth
in overseas theaters and at home, has
generated clear needs for more Air
Force people, greater numbers of
aircraft, more spare parts and main-
tenance capability, and a bigger sup-
ply of munitioas. Because of long
lead times, it’s not possible to sclve
these problems instantly.

The LHTF comprises experts from
the Air Staff, Secretariat, and princi-
pal Air Force organizations. The ini-
tial intent was to prepare for further
attacks and try to prevent them or
find ways to limit damage. The task
force has evolved into a mechanism
for smoothing the transition from a
peacetime posture with forward pres-
ence missions to one able to sustain a
wartime pace for years.
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Since last fall, more than half the USAF fighter surge has taken placz in the US,
not overseas, leaving officials grappling with how to maintain that high optempo
without breaking a force designed for limited-duration foreign conflicts.
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US Navy pholo by Ted Banks

USAF believes it may need to increase end strength by as many as 10,000
troops to handle its expanded missions at home and abroad. Here, a C-130
taxis on a runway in Afghanistan.

“There are all kinds of important
issues you have to think about when
you’ve just had your building run
into by an airliner,” said Maj. Gen.
John R. Baker, assistant deputy chief
of staff for air and space operations,
an organization functionally referred
to as XO.

In an interview with Air Force
Magazine, Baker said the effort be-
gan on Sept. 12, the day after the
terror attacks in New York City and
Washington, D.C. Lt. Gen. Robert
H. Foglesong, who was then the
deputy chief of staff for air and space
operations, ordered the XO staff to
“sit down and think about the long-
term impact of this thing.”

Foglesong has since received his
fourth star and now serves as USAF
vice chief of staff.

No Short War

“We had already gotten indica-
tions from remarks made by the Presi-
dent and Secretary of Defense” that
the global war on terrorism would
not end swiftly, Baker said.

In short order, big questions
emerged. Forexample, USAF’s 150-
person Crisis Action Team, which
hastened to put up Combat Air Pa-
trols over the US and batten down
the hatches at overseas locations,
was composed of regular staff offi-
cers. These officers were working
24 hours a day, seven days a week.
As a result, regular staff work was
going to be left undone.

“So we went right away [to] Total
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Force,” Baker said, calling in Air
National Guard and Air Force Re-
serve Command officers to augment
and supplement the CAT and regular
staffs.

Decisions had to be made about
whether to relocate personnel, many
of whom were in private office build-
ings nearby due to the ongoing Pen-
tagon renovation. They stayed put,
but security considerations had to be
worked out with the owners of those
buildings.

The LHTF was at first made up of
departmental deputies from the Sec-
retariat and Air Staff. Its meetings
soon became a form of “rumor con-
trol,” Baker noted. It began attract-
ing representatives from more and
more staff offices. No department or
agency was excluded from LHTF
meetings.

The group started out by deciding
which events—promotion boards,
inspector general visits, readiness
inspections, exercises, and things like
Red Flag—should be canceled or
postponed. Many were, but Bright
Star, a major US and coalition exer-
cise conducted in Egypt by Central
Command, went forward.

The next main item on the LHTF’s
agenda was how to sustain Operation
Noble Eagle, which entailed estab-
lishment of fighter Combat Air Pa-
trols over major American cities. It
was obvious such an operation would
not be easy to keep going indefinitely.

Baker said 24-hour CAP was or-
dered over New York City and Wash-

ington, D.C., the focus of the Sept.
11 attacks and the centers of Ameri-
can political, governmental, and eco-
nomic activity. Over other cities,
random CAPs were ordered, sus-
tained by fighters at 24 bases.

“We have had anywhere from eight
to 12 CAPs airborne over the United
States every day since the eleventh
of September,” Baker noted. That
translates into “120 to 130 fighters
[that are] dedicated” to the mission,
cach flying four-to-six-hour sorties
and with support from 50 to 75 tank-
ers, he added.

Moreover, CAP missions are sup-
ported by 10 E-3 Airborne Warning
and Control System aircraft from the
Air Force and five more AWACS
supplied by NATO.

“A lot of people have forgotten
NATO has five E-3s over here, with
crews, and they’ve been flying ever
since they gothere” in October, Baker
pointed out. (In mid—January, NATO
agreed to a US request for two addi-
tional AWACS aircraft.)

Sorties at Home

By late December, the flights run
for Noble Eagle had far eclipsed the
number of USAF combat missions
flown in Central and South Asia for
Operation Enduring Freedom, in it-
self a major commitment of pilots,
maintainers, machines, engines, and
spare parts. The Air National Guard
and Air Force Reserve Command have
shouldered 85 percent of the Noble
Eagle effort, Baker pointed out.

“The number of sorties the Air
Force has flown for Noble Eagle is
several thousand more than what
we’ve flown in support of the war in
Afghanistan,” he said. By mid—De-
cember the Air Force had flown more
than 10,000 sorties in the domestic
operation; a month later the figure
had risen to more than 13,000. The
cost has now topped $400 million.

“If you are flying CAPs at 10 to
12 locations every day, and you are
doing it for 12 hours and in some
cases 24 hours, that takes a lot of
airplanes to do that,” said Baker. “It
will take a lot of tankers to do that.
It takes AWACS in several loca-
tions.”

Still, the domestic effort, said
Baker, is “invisible to most people,”
including senior civilian and mili-
tary leaders who are responsible for
homeland defense. USAF has since
made a point of sending a “weekly
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The hot pace of operations is “burning up” engines and airframes at a rate far
greater than expected, but the Air Force isn’t planning to invest in replace-
ments. It’s waiting for the next generation.

report” to the Office of the Secretary
of Defense, spelling out USAF’s sup-
port for homeland security.

The fast pace of the flying has
proved a “real challenge,” Baker said.
The flying hour budget originally
envisioned for the whole of the 2002
budget year will be consumed “some
time in March,” which is the mid-
point of the fiscal year.

“We budget to be prepared to go to
war,” said Baker. “Itrequires a supple-
mental [funding bill] to fight it.”

Air Force logistics experts are
closely watching the hours being
accumulated by F-15s and F-16s,
Baker said. Without question, there
will have to be a major infusion of
money for spare parts and engine
maintenance, he noted.

“They are eating up spare parts at a
greater rate than you might imagine,”
Baker reported. “Using supplemen-
tal funds to increase the production
of spare parts for both those airplanes
is going to have to happen.”

Last year, KC-135 aerial refuelers
were stacked up in depot mainte-
nance because inspections and over-
hauls planned to take 200 days were
taking twice that long. Aging air-
frames and unexpected corrosion
were typically blamed. Baker said
that, in early 2000, “we started a
concerted effort to try to reduce the
[KC-135] backlog at the depot, and
in fact [Air Force Materiel Com-
mand] cut into it before [the current
operations] started. And we are on a
path to getitdown to a targeted level
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... like 25 percent less than it was a
couple years ago.”

Now that the tanker overhaul is-
sue is thought to be in hand, atten-
tion is shifting to the fighters. “We
are now having to look at that for
F-16s, F-15s, and particularly en-
gines because that is the most stressed
area right now,” Baker said.

No New Airplanes

Increased work on aircraft in de-
pot can be achieved only by going to
“longer shifts, hiring more people,
and buying more spare parts,” said
Baker. “That is the only solution. I
don’t see buying new airplanes any
sooner as feasible.”

Overthe last decade, the Air Force
has declined to buy new fighters in
quantity, preferring to wait for the
F-22 Raptor and Joint Strike Fighter.
The F-22 will not start entering
squadron service until 2005, and the
JSF, 2010.

Not only is USAF “burning up”
fighters and engines, claimed Baker,
but fighter pilot proficiency is be-
ginning to sag.

“We train very carefully against a
set standard,” Baker explained. “Cer-
tain events have to be accomplished
every 30 days and every six months.
If all you are doing is flying CAP
missions, and all the AWACS guys
are doing is supporting them, and
you are doing tanker rendezvous,
there are a lot of required continua-
tion training tasks that are not being
accomplished.”

For example, said Baker, a fighter
pilot on a CAP mission gets to prac-
tice the tasks of managing his fuel
and doing tanking procedures but
not much else. He certainly does not
use those hours honing combat skills.
“For the guys in the States that are
doing Noble Eagle,” said Baker,
“their combat skills are atrophying.”
For AWACS operators supporting
the operation, they “aren’t running
combat intercepts.”

Air Force officials have sought
relief from CAP missions over the
US, wanting to reduce their scope,
duration, or coverage, but a Penta-
gon spokeswoman said in mid-Janu-
ary that the flights “have been and
will continue to be a very important
part of protecting the American
people.” Noble Eagle aircraft had,
by January, responded to more than
200 incidents involving unidentified
aircraft or aircraft on which there
were disturbances.

A senior Air Force official said he
worries that when the Noble Eagle
pilots come up for their turn in an
overseas deployment, their skills
“won’t be up to our normal stan-
dards.”

Personnel is another looming prob-
lem identified by the Long-Haul Task
Force. Air Force Secretary James G.
Roche said in January that USAF is
probably undermanned to the tune
of 10,000 people, a figure he consid-
ers a minimum estimate.

The high pace of operations is fast
outstripping the capability of USAF’s
Aerospace Expeditionary Forces to
provide sufficient people to do the
mission, since they were designed
for peacetime coverage that would
claim only two AEFs at once.

Complicated Problem

However, said Baker, acquiring
another 10,000 personnel within a
short period of time is not as simple
as it might sound. The LHTF is try-
ing to “figure out if we could absorb
them,” he said, noting, “This is pretty
complicated.”

Bringing in substantially more re-
cruits would require more facilities
to house them, more instructors to
train them, and more equipment to
train on. Instructors, for example,
are already in short supply. Baker
noted that such a move has implica-
tions for bonuses, housing, reten-
tion, and many other issues.

The LHTF is watching to see what
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effect the ongoing operations will
have on retention throughout the
force—active, Guard, and Reserve.
He noted that, even as reservists come
and go, since Sept. 11, “probably 20
to 25 percent, in any given period
that we’ve looked at, have been vol-
unteers.” The rest have been invol-
untary call-ups. In December, the
Air Force was still capped at 40,000
activated reservists, and about 10,000
of those were volunteers. When one
volunteerleaves, said Baker, another
appears to take his place.

Baker is anxious to see more data
because Stop-Loss—the policy by
which personnel in needed special-
ties are prevented from separating
from the service—*“can only go on
for so long,” he said. When it does
stop, he said, he expects it will be
done in a phased way. “In other
words, we won’t just cut it off for
everybody.” Watching how many
choose to stay when they can leave
will provide insight as to how to
work the increase in end strength,
Baker said.

A large number of pilots volun-
teered to return to active duty, said
Baker—not so many that it “over-
whelmed the system” but a very “en-
couraging” number.

The training issue is perhaps most
acute for careers known to be at be-
low minimums before the conflict
began. These are the so-called low-
density, high-demand systems such
as AWACS, Joint STARS, Rivet
Joint, and combat search-and-res-

cue forces. Baker warned that the
pace could not be sustained without
having a severe impact on future
training.

“We are going to eat their seed
corn” without a letup, Baker said.
While the units are getting plenty of
real-world operating time, in many
cases, they do not operate as vigor-
ously as they would in a training
situation, and they, too, are missing
important proficiency upgrades.

He noted that, after the 78-day
Balkans operation in 1999, it took
the Air Force 18 months to recover
because of the missed training, ab-
sence of instructors for new recruits,
and missed rest and recuperation for
the troops.

“Entry-level and continuation train-
ing is suffering,” Baker noted. “The
time to allow low-density, high-de-
mand [assets] to recover and get new
entry-level people trained could ex-
ceed that following Allied Force.”

There will be money in the Fiscal
2003 budget for additional systems
in short supply, but again, the spigot
cannot be turned full on because of
structural limitations.

The worst personnel situation, Baker
noted, was in the area of security forces.
In previous conflicts of the last decade
or so, security forces would deploy
forward, since the home base was con-
sidered secure. Now, the home base
also needs protection, and there sim-
ply aren’t enough troops to go around.

Reducing the threat condition at
many domestic bases from “Charlie”

Low-density, high-demand systems, such as the E-3 AWACS shown here, are
under acute strain. Training pipelines are breaking down because potential
instructors have their hands full with real-world operations.
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to “Bravo” helped alleviate the prob-
lem somewhat, but that does not pro-
vide anything close to a final solu-
tion, Baker noted. Many facilities,
like the Pentagon, are still at Char-
lie, the highest level of alert. “Delta”
means there is an active assault.

Few Predator Operators

Baker said there are adequate num-
bers of Predator Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle operators, but like AWACS
crews, there are not enough Predator
instructors available to keep the pipe-
line of new operators moving.

Airlift has worked well and shows
no signs of breaking down, Baker
said. However, the call on airlift is
greater than it seems. He noted that
many C-130s are away from their
home bases but not overseas. They
are standing by, ready to airlift sol-
diers to the scene of some domestic
“major catastrophe.”

Given the breakneck pace at which
the Air Force was consuming preci-
sion weapons early in the Afghani-
stan operation, concerns were voiced
as to whether USAF would have
enough to sustain operations, par-
ticularly if there was a shift to an-
other campaign.

The LHTF spun off a splinter group
known as the Forward Look Task
Force, which is focused on aircraft,
munitions, and training, Baker said,
and it will address the issues of us-
ing up airplanes, bombs, and their
operators.

It’s clear “the Air Force needs to
manage [munitions] better,” Baker
acknowledged. “We’ve given a lot
of them to the Navy. ... The Navy
practically ran out, so we gave a lot
of IDAMs to the Navy.” Because the
pace of bombing began slowing in
December, “we are OK right now,”
Baker observed. If usage had contin-
ved at the previous rates, though,
and no steps had been taken to in-
crease production, USAF would have
run through its stocks early this year.

Supplemental funding was used to
“expedite the ramp-up in production,”
Baker said. By July, he continued,
“production numbers will double.”
That will be the maximum rate of
production unless more production
facilities are built—something not yet
decided. However, the Pentagon is
“looking favorably” at expanding pro-
duction facilities, he said. The Navy
has said “me, too” in the push for
greater production levels. ]

57



58

The civilian world is pushing in on ranges, runways,
and electronic frequencies.

Wild Blue

Yonder Is
Shrinking

OR decades, the Air Zorce has been enmeshed in a high-stakes
struggle to fend off c:vilian encrozchment on the airspace and
weapon ranges it deems vital to its continued effectiveness in
combal. The battle usually flared over the training ot USAF's
aircrews. Hewever, the encroachment problem now goes far be-
yond training. It affects developmen: and testing of new weapons,
the exercise of joint forces, and in a relatively new development,
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access to electronic communications
frequencies long used by the armed
services and now being eyed by the
commercial telecommunications in-
dustry.

The Air Force’s most immediate
difficulty still entails holding on to
its share of the nation’s airspace and
the weapons ranges it needs to hone
the skills of its fliers.

The US services now have their
own bases, test areas and ranges,
and large zones of airspace specifi-
cally marked for their operations.
However, their use of those spaces
faces a growing number of impedi-
ments—both in the air and on the
ground. Because of civilian encroach-
ment in a variety of forms, the wild
blue yonder is shrinking, and the
legendary wide-open spaces that have
been the military’s practice grounds
are being gobbled up by developers
and coveted by environmentalists.

In May 2001, Gen. John P. Jumper,
then commander of Air Combat Com-
mand and now Chief of Staff of the
Air Force, laid out the service’s pre-
dicament in stark terms. At a hearing
of the House Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, he said: “Maintaining
continued access to our ranges and
airspace is absolutely critical. In fact,
if our ability to train our aircrews
continues to diminish, America will
soon lose its only edge in air combat
proficiency.”

In future conflicts, Jumper said,
the Air Force cannot rely solely on
technology to give it the advantage.
“It is only our superior training that
enables our pilots to have the upper
hand in air combat,” he said. “That
training depends on the right amount
and the right type of ranges and air-
space.”

“National Assets”

Maj. Gen. Walter E. Buchanan III,
USAF’s director of operations and
training in the Office of Deputy Chief
of Staff for Air and Space Opera-
tions, gave similar testimony to a
Senate Armed Services Committee
subcommittee, calling the Air Force’s
ranges and airspace “national assets.”

The House committee chairman,
Rep. Dan Burton (R-Ind.), and sev-
eral of its members signed a letter to
President Bush urging him to ini-
tiate reforms to address the problem.
Then, last December, Deputy De-
fense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz or-
dered a Pentagon working group to

AIR FORCE Magazine / March 2002

develop legislative and regulatory
proposals on ranges “with a goal of
obtaining relief in 2002.” A similar
all-services effort is under way to
protect the military’s use of airspace.

Holding onto what it has is only
one of USAF’s problems. New, ad-
vanced aircraft that soon will enter
the inventory will require more room
to operate (airspace) and larger prac-
tice areas (ranges). This forthcoming
expansion already faces challenges
from airlines, environmentalists, lo-
cal residents, developers, and many
other competing interests.

The most visible conflicts have
flared over traditional areas for prac-
tice bombing and gunnery. Air Com-
bat Command operates nine such
facilities and does most of the Air
Force’s combat training. Its biggest
facilities are the Eglin Range in
Florida, Nevada Test and Training
Range, Barry M. Goldwater Range
in Arizona, and the Utah Test and
Training Range.

Other flying organizations—Air
Education and Training Command,
Air National Guard, Air Force Re-
serve Command, US Air Forces in
Europe, and Pacific Air Forces—
manage ranges used mostly for indi-
vidual crew training. Air Force Ma-
teriel Command has ranges for USAF
test activities and Air Force Space
Command runs the East and West
Coast launch ranges.

There is nothing new about the
range concept or the public objec-
tions to it. A major concern during
World War I was that US crews were
poorly trained in bombing and gun-
nery. It was mainly because they
received little or no Stateside school-
ing and there were few uninhabited
areas in Europe where they could
practice. In World War II, the Army
Air Forces opened hundreds of State-
side training bases, many of which
had nearby “Primary Training Ranges”
for the use of student gunners and
bombardiers. Aircrew training bases
used more distant practice ranges,
most of them in sparsely populated
Western states.

The key factor is that relatively
few civilians were bothered by the
air activity. Those who were both-
ered generally accepted the incon-
venience as the price of victory.

Of ACC’s nine major ranges, seven
date to World War II. Since that
conflict, however, these facilities
have been upgraded to accommo-

date electronic warfare and instru-
mentation systems to track and record
aircraft maneuvers. The trouble is
that the military is using land that
others now want reserved for other
purposes.

Scared Chickens

Concerns about airspace also have
evolved over the years. In the early
days of aviation, the military did
most of the flying and, except for the
occasional farmer who complained
that the airplanes frightened his
chickens, few Americans objected.
Even the post-World War I barn-
stormers had no real competition for
the use of the skies.

By the 1930s, however, commer-
cial airlines were sharing the air-
space and raising concerns about
safety. In 1938, Congress created
the independent Civil Aeronautics
Authority, shifting the responsibil-
ity to license pilots, regulate the use
of the airways, and develop the rules
of flight from the Commerce De-
partment. Later CAA’s functions
were taken over by the Federal Avia-
tion Administration. The FAA now
manages the National Airspace Sys-
tem for both military and civilian
users. It marks specific areas on a
temporary or ongoing basis as Spe-
cial Use Airspace, most of them for
the military.

Nonmilitary fliers complain that
these SUA designations put much of
the country off-limits to all but mili-
tary aircraft. USAF officials, how-
ever, point out that these restrictions
are less extensive than they often
seem. For one thing, many SUA re-
strictions apply only to certain alti-
tudes. For another, the times at which
the military can use these demar-
cated areas often are limited.

USAF’s need for airspace will
grow, however, as it concentrates
more units at fewer bases, acquires
new aircraft, and adds more sophis-
ticated systems. Air Force officials
said the service will need:

®m Small ranges near bases for units
to practice basic skills.

= Intermediate-size ranges for
more advanced training.

m Large ranges where composite
forces can conduct combat exercises.

For some purposes, crews can use
instrumentation and simulation to
practice, but they will still need places
for firing live rounds and dropping
real bombs. This means that the ser-
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vice will continue to fight for both
air- and ground space and the right
to use it at times compatible with its
operational schedules.

Holding on to the current airspace
and ranges will not be easy. Devel-
oping and expanding them for addi-
tional requirements will be even
tougher. In his testimony, Buchanan
said, “The legal and procedural re-
quirements are more and more com-
plicated and time consuming, and
military needs can change quickly.
... Our goal is to meet the military
need while addressing and resolv-
ing, to the extent possible, public
concerns and federal, tribal, state,
and other agency issues.”

Building Partnerships

Echoing that sentiment was Col.
Lynn Wheeless. chief of ACC’s Air-
space and Airfields Division. “Real-
istic training is a critical part of mili-
tary readiness,” said Wheeless,
“which means we must work actively
with the public to balance our train-
ing with their concerns. Building
partnerships with the public and com-
municating our intentions and plans
for the natural resources we share
are the basic pillars of support to our
training.”

This attitude contrasts with the
public-be-dammed approach often
atiributed to the military, but the
service has found it a necessary one
in an era where local governments
increasingly challenge the federal
presence and private groups sue over
environmental issues. In the mid—
1990s, the Air Force set up a sepa-
rate airspace and range staff al the
Pentagon to work such issues, and
ACC created a similar group to ad-
dress them on a day-to-day basis.
Since then, the Defense Department
has moved to coordinate the efforts
of all services.

Both the military and its critics
use the term “encroachment™ to de-
scribe each other’s activities. De-
velopers, environmentalists, and Na-
tive American groups all say the
military is encroaching on wildlife
habitats, wetlands, tribal lands, or
whatever areas they are trying to
protect or use. The services, in turn,
claim the civilian interests are en-
croaching on their traditional air-
space and practice grounds.

Both are right to adegree. Today’s
military aircraft are faster, more pow-
erful, and noisier than those of the
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past and require more room to exer-
cise. Although there are fewer of
them, their presence is more notice-
able.

At the same time, the services’
desires to avoid heavily populated
areas have been frustrated by relent-
less development. Once-isolated
bases now find themselves in the

and more

complicated
and time
consuming.”

—Buchanan

suburbs of the cities they tried to
avoid, and remote areas once ideal
forranges have become popular rec-
reation sites. It is less a case that the
military has moved in on the public,
officials say, than that the public has
moved closer to the services and,
once there, found its military neigh-
bors objectionable.

In early 2000, the Rural Alliance
for Military Accountability and the
Center for Biological Diversity, a
coalition of environmental and citi-
zen groups, sued the Air Force for
violating the National Environmen-
tal Policy Act and charged that low-
level military training flights harm
wildlife, livestock, and rural com-
munities. The RAMA case eventu-
ally was dismissed, Wheeless said,
but other similar suits still are pend-
ing in Texas and New Mexico.

Those new cases involve what the
Air Force calls the Realistic Bomber
Training Initiative. The idea, devel-
oped in the 1990s, was to expand
B-1 and B-52 training in west Texas
or New Mexico. At the time, bomber
crews from Barksdale AFB, La., and
Dyess AFB, Tex., were able to prac-

tice in Texas but had to fly as far
away as South Dakota to use scoring
ranges. That, the Air Force said. lim-
ited how often bombers could oper-
ate as a team, as they would in com-
bat. If they could get all their training
closer to home, it would save time
and make the training more realistic.

Worried Ranchers

The Air Force considered two
training sites in Texas and another in
New Mexico and ran into opposition
from local groups in all three places.
West Texas ranchers formed the
Heritage Environmental Preservation
Association and mustered almost 500
members in an area already used for
practice. HEPA said it could live
with high-altitude flights but feared
the impact of low-level training.

Similar opposition groups sprang
up at other sites. A Congressman
whose district was in one of the pro-
posed areas said he understood the
need for the training but feared it
would put greater hardship on the
already strained landowners in the
area.

After exlensive environmental
impact studies, the Air Force an-
nounced its selection and began con-
struction on an electronic scoring
site southwest of Pecos. Opposition
groups in the other areas were re-
lieved, but local groups filed new
lawsuits to block the project.

In other areas, the Air Force has
addressed range and airspace prob-
lems such as unexploded ordnance,
air quality, noise, and endangered
species. All have proved complicated
and expensive to solve.

The Air Force for many years has
been clearing debris at its active
ranges at regular intervals. Air qual-
ity has become a greater concern as
the services have closed bases and
consolidated their forces at the ones
remaining. Many installations are in
areas that are seeing rapid growth
and increased pressure to meet air
quality standards. To add units, in-
crease activities, and introduce new
weapons, the service must meet tough
clean-air and occupational-health
requirements not only at the bases
but at the ranges they use. Again, the
environmental studies and required
remedies are costly.

Noise problems have been a con-
cern from the days when the Air
Force first introduced jet aircraft.
When complaints mount, units chart
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the areas concerned and avoid them
when possible. The problem, offi-
cials say, is that the number of ref-
uges is dwindling.

Wildlife problems are a relatively
new concern, but it is one that the
service takes seriously. The Air Force
is responsible for some nine million
acres of land and water areas that
form the habitat for almost 80 feder-
ally listed threatened or endangered
species. The Barry M. Goldwater
Range in Arizona, for example, is
home to the last remaining Sonoran
pronghorn antelope in the United
States. The service surveys the seven
target areas there daily before it flies
sorties. If it finds that antelope are
present at a target site, USAF pilots
don’t drop explosives on or strafe
that target.

Safe Sturgeon

USAF’s Air Armament Center at
Eglin AFB, Fla., faces similar prob-
lems. Its units release live munitions
over the Gulf of Mexico. For this,
the Air Force has worked out an
arrangement with the US Fish and
Wildlife Service under which FWS
electronically tags and tracks gulf
sturgeon to make sure they are not in
the area when live ordnance deto-
nates.

Still, officials warn, designation
of range areas as critical habitat could
seriously limit the service’s ability
to modify missions on its lands. The
key to addressing the problem, they
say, is adequate science and good
communication with the groups con-
cerned.

Encroachment by the human spe-
cies is another matter. A prime ex-
ample is Nellis AFB, Nev., which
has felt the explosive growth of the
Las Vegas area and changing zoning
rules beneath its flight corridors. The
Air Force has acquired another 250
acres east of Nellis to prevent safety
problems at its live ordnance load-
ing area, but commercial and resi-
dential growth has forced operational
restrictions on arrivals and depar-
tures south of the base, and increas-
ing development beyond the north-
ern runway poses similar threats.

In other areas, the Air Force has
had to pay dearly to hold on to facili-

ties. The service struck an agree-
ment with the Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice in which it had to put up $15
million to use portions of the Desert
National Wildlife Range that it has
been using since the early 1940s. At
Shaw AFB, S.C., it had to obtain
permits from the Corps of Engineers
to perform new missions at the Poin-

has had
to pay dearly

to hold on

to facilities.

sett range, much ot which is pro-
tected wetlands.

[n other areas, there are concerns
about the effect of aircraft noise on
endangered birds. In the Southwest,
the aircrews have had to modify their
flight patterns during nesting sea-
sons of species such as the Mexican
spotted owl, the bald eagle, and the
northern aplomado falcon. Again,
such efforts (o accommodate its
neighbors cost the service both fi-
nancially and in lost training time.

Officials recognize that such mea-
sures are the price of continued readi-
ness, but in some cases the remedies
also have created new problems. In
the early 1990s, for example, ACC
expanded its environmental pro-
grams and hired professional natu-
ral resources experts at most instal-
lations and ranges. This has helped
reduce mission constraints, but it
also has focused attention on the
biological diversity of the bases.

Bruce D. Callander, a regular contributor to Air Force Magainze, 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 article for Air Force
Magazine, "Keeping Track of the Force,” appeared in the January 2002 issue.
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Officials are concerned that, as more
areas are marked as habitats, their
military use will be limited further.

The service has improved its rela-
tions with the Native American tribes,
many of which live near bases and
ranges. It now conducts operations
with an eye to the impact on tradi-
tional cultural resources and life-
styles. Officials meet with tribal rep-
resentatives to work out problems
posed by the Air Force’s use of air-
space. In the process, however, they
have found that some tribes want the
service to address issues such as
health care, employment, emergency
response, and facilities improvement.

In May 2000, an international con-
ference identified a number of radio
frequencies that it wanted tagged for
possible use for cell phones and other
forms of wireless technology. Clinton
directed executive branch agencies
to work with the Federal Communi-
cations Commission and the public
sector to pick frequencies that FCC
could auction off for that purpose.

The armed services argued that
changing frequencies would gener-
ate billions of dollars in replacement
costs, and the General Accounting
Office recommended the sale be put
off to allow more study. The Bush
Administration ordered the delay and
made plans for a February meeting
between the FCC, the services, and
other interested parties.

Like other encroachment issues,
this one is not likely to see any quick
solution. Competition for scarce land
and airspace continues unabated.
Burton noted that DOD’s answer to
the encroachment problem has been
to “work around” problems. “When
we call upon our military ... to go
into harm’s way,” he warned, “we
should do so omnly with complete
confidence that they are thoroughly
trained and ready.”

Buchanan told a House Armed
Services Committee panel: “In the
Air Force we have been able to make
some accommodations. However, at
the same time, we can rapidly see
that if, in fact, we find ourselves
having to restrict our training more,
we’re going to find as we begin to
move into the future and we lose this
technological edge, we are going to
run the risk of sending our young
men and women into combat with-
out clear assurance that they are go-
ing to have the edge that they need to
be able to win.”
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All too often, the armed forces must borrow parts from one

airplane to fix another one.

c o

The Pentagon defines “cannibalization” as re-
moving serviceable parts from one piece of equip-
ment and installing them in another to make re-
pairs otherwise unattainable. As the General
Accounting Office points out in a recent report, it
has again become a popular maintenance practice.

All military services rely on cannibalization
extensively, so much so that it has become rou-
tine, reports GAO. In the five-year period 1996—
2000, USAF and the Navy made roughly 850,000
reported cannibalizations, requiring 5.3 million
additional maintenance hours. These figures are
no doubt understated.

GAO said cannibalization increases maintenance

180,000 —

nnibaliization

costs by increasing mechanics’ workloads. This,
it is said, affects troop morale and takes aircraft
out of service for long periods. It also can create
new mechanical problems.

In the broadest sense, cannibalizations are done
because of pressures to meet readiness and opera-
tional needs and because of shortcomings in the
supply system. In some cases, inexperience is the
culprit: Parts are swapped from one aircraft to
another until the problem is solved, said GAO.

DOD acknowledged that cannibalization is a
serious issue and has initiated an in-depth assess-
ment of cannibalization processes, including data
collection and reporting procedures.

Total USAF and Navy
Cannibalizations 1996-2000

In 1996-2000, Air Force and Navy
units reported a total of about
850,000 cannibalizations and
reported annual figures ranging

140,000 —

100,000 —

60,000 —

20,000 __

1996 1997 1998
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1999

between 154,000 and 176,000. The
numbers have remained relatively
stable for several years, dropping
slightly in 2000, when the two
services reported 154,000 cannibal-
izations.

During the five-year period, the Navy
reported a higher number—approxi-
mately 468,000 cannibalizations, or
on average, about 94,000 a year.
Actual number of cannibalizations
may be much higher—perhaps twice
as high. The Air Force reported
fewer, about 376,000 cannibaliza-
tions, or on average, about 75,000 a
year. As with the Navy, these
numbers may also be low.

Source: Air Force and Navy data.

2000
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The B-1B bomber is one of four
aircraft that required a large share
of the cannibalizations reported by
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F-15E B-52H

C-5B C-5A B-1B

S-3B

F/A-18E F/A-18B F-14D

Most-Cannibalized Aircraft,
USAF, Year 2000

The Air Force in 2000 reported
cannibalizations of 28 different
aircraft types. However, roughly 60
percent of USAF’s cannibalizations
were generated by only four aircraft.
This group comprised three fight-
ers—F-16C, F-15C, and F-15E—and
the long-range B-1B bomber.
Several other aircraft types, includ-
ing the A-10A, OA-10A, F-15B, E-3C,
and F-117A, reported 100 percent
increases in cannibalizations over
the same period.

The average USAF cannibalization
rate was 11.6 actions for every 100
sorties. As shown at left, the rates
for the F-15C and F-15E were almost
twice the average, while the rates for
the B-52H, C-5B, C-5A, and B-1B were
even higher.

Source: Air Force dala.

Most-Cannibalized Aircraft,
Navy, Year 2000

In 2000, the Navy reported six types
of aircraft—E-2C, EA-6B, S-3B, F/A-
18E, F/A-18B, and F-14D—had almost
twice or more than twice the Navy's
average rate of 8.8 cannibalizations
per 100 flying hours. The Navy has
only a small number of the three
types that were most-cannibalized. In
fleet terms, the Navy reported
cannibalizations on 63 aircraft types
in Fiscal 2000. Of these, five types—
E-2C, EA-6B, S5-3B, F/A-18C, and P-
3C—accounted for about 42 percent
of the total, yet they represented
only 26 percent of the total inventory
for which cannibalizations were
reported.

Source: Navy data.
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USAF photos by SSgt. Pamela J. Farlin

These and other USAF maintenance
personnel bear the brunt of the
cannibalization problem.

Maintainers routinely work long,
hard hours to patch aircraft to meet
the day’s sortie schedule—provid-
ing an illusion of readiness.

Cannibalization Personnel

tom— [ ] Nawy Hours, 1996-2000
T I Since year 1996, the Navy and
1.0M — i the Air Force have reported

N— spending about 5.3 million
maintenance hours on cannibal-
izations—the equivalent of more

800,000 — | than 500 aviation maintenance

personnel working full time for
| five years. Aircraft with the

600,000 — V highest number of cannibaliza-
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tions also accounted for a large
share of maintenance hours
spent on cannibalizations. For
example, the Navy's E-2C, EA-6B,
S-3B, F/A-18A, F/A-18C, and P-3C
consumed 45 percent of the total
reported cannibalization hours in
year 2000.

Source: Navy and Air Force data.
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In 1980, Lockheed Martin refitted three
C-130s to ultra—STOL capability under
the code-name Credible Sport. The
YMC-130Hs were to be used in a rescue
attempt for US hostages being held in
Iran. Extensive modifications included
the addition of lift rockets slanting down-
ward, slow-down rockets facing for-
ward, missile motors facing backward,
and even more rockets for stabilization.
Mounted in a stretched nose was a ter-
rain-following radar. There were exten-
sive airframe modifications.

In one test, the slow-down rockets mis-
fired while the C-130 was still in flight
(above), resulting in a crash that de-
stroyed the aircraft. All crew members
survived. Soon after, the hostages were
freed and the remaining two YMC-130Hs
were stripped of modifications. One was
sent back into service. The other (right)
is on display at the Museum of Aviation
in Warner Robins, Ga.
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Irascible, opinionated, and underappreciated, chennault e
the champion of innovative fighter tactics. ol 2

Fying Tiger, Hidden

By Rebecca Grant




en. Claire Lee Chennault died nearly 44 years ago, but even now, he is still
a famous man, widely renowned as the glamorous leader of the World War
II “Flying Tigers.” Chennault’s heroics against Japanese forces in the Far




Chennault, pictured here as a major general, wore not only US wings but also
those of the Chinese air force.

East made him an enduring legend.
When he died in 1958, the New York
Times put his odituary on Page One.

Famous? Yes. But highly regardec
as an airpower thinker? Surprisingly.
no.

Chennault today rates only occa-
sional mention in books and stucies
on the evolution of airpower. His
status as an innovator does not com-
pare with that of Mitchell, Arnold.
or Doolittle. The image of Chennault
rests mainly on his long-ago opera-
tional exploits, not his long-term con-
tribution to airpower or the Air Force.

Chennault was an outsider in the
service. Early in his career, he chal-
lenged the strategic airpower doc-
trine of the Air Corps Tactical School,
creating more than a few enem:es.
His sensational postwar mempirs
only poured salt into wounds openec
during that clash. The bitterness lin-
gers.

Decades after that political battle,
doctrine guru 1.B. Holley Jr. contin-
ued to slam Chennault as one whose
“shoddy thinking and self-serving
retrospective distortions muddied the
doctrinal picture.” Holley declarec
his regrets that Air University hac
given the Flying Tiger a prominent
memorial.

Today, AU’s summary biography
calls Chennault’s ideas on airpower
“not sound.” It laments, “He has beer.
the subject of a number of biogra-
phies—probably more than he de-
serves.”

For others, however, Chennault
is revered as a man of great sab-
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stance, one whose headstrong pur-
suit of proper fighter tectics and
refusal to be swept up in bomber
theories of the 1930s made him
more than a Hollywood hero. These
analysts say that, from his days at
the Tactical School in the early
1930s to his actions in the China—
Burma-India theater and afterward,
Chennault stood out for his grasp
of how to win air supremacy in
harsh conditions.

For supporters, the American Vol-
unteer Group is Exh:bit A. During
its brief, one-year existerce, Chen-
nault’s AVG—the Flying Tigers—
outflew and outfoxed far more expe-
rienced Japanese pilots. It fought a
highly mobi’e air battle over Burma
and much of China. Ittallied a 15-to-
1 kill ratio.

Chennault’s true achievement
stemmed from his intuitive grasp of
fighter tactics and his suczcesses in
defensive air wars in the neglected
China—-Burma-India theater. It is a
record of achievement matched by
few others.

The Tactician

Chennault was born in 1890 in
Commerce, Tex. As a young man,
he taught school in Louisiana. Then
came World War I, and he left teach-
ing for good to take an Army officer
commission in the InTantry Reserve
in November 1917.

He soon transferred to the avia-
tion section of the Army Signal
Reserve Corps and served in the
war. The Army rejected his request

for flight training four times be-
fore finally granting approval after
the Armistice. Chennault learned
to fly the Curtiss Jenny at Kelly
Field in San Antonio, where he was
awarded the rating of “fighter pi-
lot” in 1919.

Chennault was honorably dis-
charged from the Reserve in 1920,
but within three months, he was back
in the Army with a regular commis-
sion and serving in various flying
capacities. Before long he was com-
manding a squadron in Hawaii. In
due course, Chennault attended the
Air Corps Tactical School at Lang-
ley Field, Va., where he stayed on
after graduation as the senior in-
structor in pursuit tactics.

Chennault made good use of his
five years at ACTS. He dedicated
himself to modernizing the concept
of fighter tactics at a time when
mainstream thinking among his peers
favored bombers.

Chennault certainly was not “anti-
bomber.” Far from it; his views about
the strategic application of airpower
paralleled Mitchell’s writings. Col.
Peter R. Faber, an officer on today’s
Air Staff who has studied and writ-
ten about Chennault’s career, called
his beliefs “indistinguishable from
those of a typical Douhet—quoting
strategic bombing advocate of the
1930s.”

In a 1933 article for the Army’s
Coast Artillery Journal, Chennault
said, “The aerial weapon can be ap-
plied directly to the national resis-
tance of the enemy’s population, as
well as to his means of resistance,
before surface forces gain contact
and after surface forces attain a static
condition.”

What drove a wedge between
Chennault and his peers was not dif-
ferences over the value of bombers
but Chennault’s passionate belief that
fighters could effectively handle
hostile aircraft, whether they were
incoming enemy bombers or enemy
fighters threatening America’s own
bombers.

Chennault was influenced by his
personal study of World War I op-
erations. He rapidly absorbed the
overriding airpower lesson of the
Great War: Air supremacy was es-
sential for all operations. Only pur-
suit aircraft trained to “destroy hos-
tile enemy aircraft” could win air
supremacy, he concluded.

In Chennault’s view, “no new aero-
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nautical development or invention”
since the Great War had changed
that fact. Chennault said the next
war would start with a battle for air
supremacy, and pursuit aviation
would be the most useful tool in
the opening phases. He held firm
on this belief even as others shifted
to the notion that bomber assaults
on cities would dominate the war.

Tired Tactics

Chennault, for all his interest in
the Great War, had no intention of
flying like a World War I American
pursuit pilot. On arrival at ACTS, he
was dismayed to find that pursuit
instructor Clayton Bissell still taught
the dawn patrol and fighter sweep
tactics of 1918.

Chennault’s prime interest lay in
building on German air tactics de-
veloped in the middle of the war by
German ace Oswald Boelcke. He was
impressed with Boelcke’s pioneer-
ing discovery: “Two planes could be
maneuvered to fight together as a
team.” Chennault thereafter spurned
all tactics of individual dogfight pi-
lots seeking kills at the expense of
tactical success for the whole forma-
tion.

Chennault left an impression—for
many, a negative one—through his
harassment of the Navy and coast
artillery in Hawaii. He once led his
squadron in a formation Immelmann
to climb out and get on the tail of a
group of Navy dive bombers. An-
other day, the squadron flew mock
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Generals Chennault (center) and Bissell (right) meet with Col. Robert Scott,

one of Chennault’s commanders, at Kunming airfield, China, in 1942.

dive-bombing and strafing runs
against coast artillery units practic-
ing on the beach. No one had noti-
fied the artillerymen that the raid
was an exercise.

He goaded his pilots into flying
formation aerobatics to give them a
tactical edge. By emphasizing basic
fighter maneuvers, Chennault trained
his pilots to learn the maximum ca-
pabilities of their airplanes, com-
pensate for weaknesses, and use all
advantages.

Technically, Chennault was on
solid ground, but advances in bomber
design were about to change matters
dramatically.

Chennault (center), in the “Trapeze” days, is pictured here with two members
of that aerobatic team, William MacDonald (left) and John Williamson. All three
would go on to become aviation advisors to Chiang Kai-shek.
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“As far as Chennault was con-
cerned, pursuit aviation had the tech-
nical capability to neutralize strate-
gic bombardment,” said Faber.

The task, then, was to update pur-
suit tactics, which just happened to
be part of Chennault’s job. From
his arrival in 1930 at ACTS through
1935, Chennault carried out, taught,
and wrote on fighter tactics and the
general requirements for “air force.”

Chennault got permission to form
an ACTS aerobatic team, which he
dubbed “Three Men on a Flying
Trapeze.” The trio was a labora-
tory for fighter tactics as well as a
way to titillate the public. Specta-
tors at air shows across the South
saw three airplanes performing loops,
spins, and chandelles in synchro-
nization.

Tactically, some of the moves were
startling and of little use for real
combat. Such was the case with one
that Chennault described as “a squir-
rel-cage effect in which each plane
rolled around the other while doing
an individual barrel roll.”

However, Chennault’s passion for
stunt flying was all part of a deep
belief that fighter tactics had to move
toward greater concentration of
force to keep control of the air in
the next war. He later wrote that the
Trapeze act proved Boelcke’s theory
that “fighters could battle together
through the most violent maneu-
vers of combat.”

In other words, air supremacy be-
gan with the flight lead.

He noted, too, that pilots experi-
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Hap Arnold (left) met with Chennault and American and British officers at a

Flying Tiger base during a trip to China.

enced at flying together “need not
follow an inflexible rule as to relative
positions in formation in order to get
effective results.”

Pursuit Advocate

From his obsession with fighter
tactics emerged a violent opposition
to the increasing emphasis placed on
the new notion of operating bombers
alone. Chennault entered the debate
as pursuit aviation was going down-
hill. Doctrine published in 1923 had
made protection of bombers a cardi-
nal role for pursuit aircraft. In the
1930s, ACTS put out a text on bom-
bardment that ignored the idea of
fighter escort altogether.

Chennault did not dispute the need
for bombers. He flew them often in
Hawaii and wrote in his memoirs
that “bombardment is, of course, the
sledgehammer of airpower.” His jour-
nal articles from the early 1930s dis-
cussed bomber support. In China, he
once pined for a dozen bombers to
knock out Japanese supply ships af-
ter an aerial reconnaissance photo
showed them massed in Bangkok
harbor in Thailand.

However, Chennault’s enthusiasm
stopped well short of infatuation.
Historian Robert F. Futrell notes that
Chennault was one of the few air-
men of the day who refused to accept
the concept of “bombardment invin-
cibility.”

The nub of Chennault’s argument
was that bombers could indeed be
successfully intercepted and shot
down by fighters and that this made
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fighters the cornerstone of an air-
power force. He conceded that there
was “circumstantial” evidence in
favor of the bombers; the 235 mph
B-10 was slightly faster than the 225
mph P-26 fighter. However, he con-
cluded that fighters would prevail in
actual combat operations.

In coming to this conclusion,
Chennault saw through many exer-
cises of the late 1920s and early
1930s in which conditions—and
sometimes the rules—were rigged
to favor bombers.

Take, forexample, 1931 Air Corps
maneuvers in Ohio. The pursuit com-
mander failed to intercept any bomb-

ers in two weeks of action. The ma-
jor general in charge concluded, “Due
to increased speeds and limitless
space, it is impossible for fighters to
intercept bombers and therefore it is
inconsistent with the employment of
air force to develop fighters.”
Chennault had a different expla-
nation: The pursuit commander im-
properly employed his fighters.

Key Innovation

One of Chennault’s key insights
was to sense the need for early warn-
ing nets to track hostile aircraft and
give fighters the data and time needed
to intercept them. The “biggest prob-
lem of modern fighters was intelli-
gence,” Chennault wrote of this era.
“Without a continuous stream of ac-
curate information keeping the fight-
ers posted on exactly where the high-
speed bombers were, attempts at
interception were like hunting needles
in a limitless haystack.”

His handwritten notes for an April
1933 lecture stated, “In the future,
an organization must be provided so
that pursuit can operate upon accu-
rate information against definite tar-
gets.”

This timeless observation set Chen-
nault apart from other “pure” air-
power tacticians. Something in his
studies of World War I, his conclu-
sions from wargames, and his own
experiences had provided a basis for
a brilliant piece of innovation.

Later in 1933, more air exercises
were held, and Chennault helped
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Great leaps in bomber design swayed many but not Chennault. He insisted
that even the massive B-15, shown here with a P-26, needed a fighter escort.
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prepare a warning net comprising 69
posts covering 16,000 square miles,
all reporting by telephone and radio
to the pursuit operations center.
Fighters sent from Louisville, Ky.,
intercepted and “attacked” bombers
flying from Dayton, Ohio, to Ft.
Knox, Ky.

Ft. Knox was a decisive event,
and Chennault lost respect for any
who did not grasp its meaning. It
reinvigorated his work and soon
Chennault became an abrasive ad-
vocate for pursuit. He laid into the
“bomber generals,” Douhet, and
eventually, fellow faculty members
such as Haywood S. Hansell Jr.
(ironically, an original Trapeze
member), Harold L. George, Ken-
neth N. Walker, and Laurence S.
Kuter. These airmen, Chennault
charged, “preached the bombard-
ment gospel according to Douhet
and considered fighters [to be] in
the same dodo category as sausage
balloons.”

Chennault even quarreled with
those who supported his basic claim
that bombers needed fighter escorts.
He insisted that fighter aircraft should
not be forced to stick predictably at
the side of bombers—the orthodox
view—butrather be allowed to range
far ahead and destroy enemy air-
craft.

Time proved Chennault right. He
neither forgot nor forgave those air-
men who had given short shrift to
pursuit aviation.

In his memoir, Way of a Fighter,
he blamed the bomber radicals for
the “deaths of thousands of Ameri-
can boys who had been indoctrinated
with the absolutely false theory that
a bomber needs no protection from
hostile fighters.” He specifically
blasted George, Walker, and Hansell
for their work on air war plans. As
Chennault charged, “Many a B-17
crew had to go down in flames under
the gun and rockets of Luftwaffe
fighters.”

He pointed out that Walker was
killed in an unescorted B-17 over
Rabaul, Papua New Guinea, and that
Hansell once lost five of the six B-17s
in a formation attacking St. Nazaire,
France. “When the P-51s finally es-
corted B-17s all the way to Berlin,”
Chennault jabbed, “the original
AAF planners must have been al-
most as amazed as Hermann Goe-
ring”—the head of the German
Luftwaffe.
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China dedicated factory space for the rebuilding of Curtiss P-40s for the
Flying Tigers. Similar aid was extended to Fourteenth Air Force.

In World War II, fighters were
critical from the start, and US forces
suffered for entering the war with
second-tier fighters that demanded
every drop of a pilot’s skill. Chen-
nault was exposed to the same air
exercises and school debates as his
colleagues. Yet he managed through
his practical focus on tactics and his
unwavering belief in air supremacy
to chart a straighter course through
the technological and doctrinal per-
ils of interwar airpower.

His 1930-35 work had contrib-
uted much to airpower develop-
ment. However, after Chennault
retired in 1937 for medical and
personal reasons, he got the chance
to prove himself as a commander
by putting his ideas to the test of
combat.

Chennault in China

From 1937 through 1945, Chen-
nault’s focus was keeping some level
of air supremacy over China. He hired
on first as a pursuit tactics teacher
for China’s small new air force and
as an air policy advisor to Generalis-
simo and Madame Chiang Kai-shek.
AtChiang’s suggestion, he persuaded
President Roosevelt in 1941 to back
a group of American volunteers.
Chennault later rejoined the Army
Air Forces as a general in charge of
the guerilla air warfare of Fourteenth
Air Force.

The American Volunteer Group
idea came from Chiang’s frustration
with the Chinese air force’s inability
to defend his cities and from Chen-

nault’sitch to take advantage of weak
spots in Japanese tactics. At first
Chennault thought it wouldn’t work.
But after spending several months in
Washington, the American worked
out a plan for a whole new air war in
China. Chennault’s original idea for
the AVG was to use skilled tactics to
inflict on Japanese air formations
losses heavy enough “to cripple their
entire China bombing program.” A
Chinese air-warning net would give
his fighters time to shift forces to
meet the threat wherever it devel-
oped. “The American fighter group
would function as a highly mobile
aerial fire department, with the added
advantage of knowing in advance
where the next blaze would flare,”
he wrote.

In late 1940, Chennault, Madame
Chiang, and her brother, the influ-
ential Chinese financier T.V. Soong,
charmed Secretary of State Cordell
Hull, Treasury Secretary Henry Mor-
genthau Jr., and Navy Secretary
Frank Knox into making one part of
the plan become reality. Chennault
would get his fighter group. Enthu-
siasm in the Cabinet trumped oppo-
sition from Hap Arnold and Navy
air baron Adm. Jack Towers. Roo-
sevelt swung his support behind the
group and by early January 1941,
Chennault had a deal to acquire 100
British P-40s and man them with
pilots and maintenance personnel
recruited from the Army and Navy.

The volunteers signed on for a
one-year contract at triple pay, plus
the bait of $500 extra for every Japa-
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Conditions for the Flying Tigers were spartan and resources were scarce.
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Above, P-40s cocked and ready to go from a typical Chinese airstrip.

nese airplane a pilot destroyed.
Roosevelt and Knox gave the group’s
transport ship an escort of two Navy
cruisers to see them across the Pa-
cific.

Chennault’s Way

Chennault ran the AVG his way.
He abandoned rigid military disci-
pline for his group of 300—pilots
and ground crew. On the ground,
they set rules and meted out punish-
ments by group vote. He told his
volunteers a fighter pilot “needs to
have complete belief in himself and
in his ability to handle anything that
walks, swims, flies, or wears skirts.”

In the air, Chennault was teacher,
coach, and dictator. “Their flying
records were notimpressive,” he said
of his 110 pilotrecruits. They ranged
in age from 21 to 43, and only a
dozen met Chennault’s preferred re-
quirements for experience and fa-
miliarity with the P-40. Chennault
gave them each 72 hours of class-
room lectures on flying and fighter
tactics, beginning each morning at 6
a.m. After “kindergarten,” pilots flew
and flew, logging not less than 60
hours of air instruction.

Chennault gave them “a running
commentary” over the radio while
his secretary took notes for the cri-
tique session after every dogfight.
When long landings in the “hot™ P-40
caused problems, Chennault drew a
line one-third of the way down the
runway and fined pilots $50 if their
wheels touched down beyond it.

Most of all, Chennault shared with
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off, and re-engage, tactics that kept
AVG losses low.

With Chinese (and British) forces
in a losing struggle, the AVG’s role
was mainly to deny Japan complete
air superiority and disrupt and de-
stroy their air operations whenever
possible. Chennault’s tactics pitted
surprise and opportunity against the
rigid air discipline of the Japanese in
order to disrupt and harass their nu-
merically superior formations.

Hit Hard, Break Clean

The AVG won its worldwide fame
in the defense of Rangoon, Burma,
from December 1941 to late Febru-
ary 1942. During the peak of the
action, Chennault kept two of the
three AVG squadrons in China and
rotated one to Rangoon to help the

—,

Flying Tigers pose for a wartime photo. Standing are Tom Haywood (left) and
Arvid Olson. Sitting (left to right) are R.T. Smith, Ken Jernstedt, Robert
Prescott, C.H. Laughlin, and William Reed.

them what he had learned about Japa-
nese fighter tactics. Speed and div-
ing power were the key. Chennault
did not want the less agile but rug-
ged P-40s trying to turn with the
Japanese airplanes or getting into a
tail-chase dogfight that the Ameri-
cans would surely lose. “Close your
range, fire, and dive away,” he or-
dered.

RAF units in Burma scoffed at
these tactics. Inresponse, Chennault
maintained that British training was
“excellent against German and Ital-
ian equipment but suicide against
the [aerobatic Japanese].” The P-40
pilots were taught to engage, break

British as Burma began to fall to
Japan. He told his pilots, “Fight in
pairs. Make every bullet count. Never
try to get all the Japanese in one
pass. Hit hard, break clean, and get
position for another pass. Never
worry about what’s going to happen
next, or it will happen to you. Keep
looking around. You can lick the
Japanese without getting hurt if you
use your heads and are careful.”

In the final battles of late Febru-
ary 1942, the Rangoon AVG squad-
ron dwindled from nine to six opera-
tional aircraft, fighting each day,
before the last airplanes and a trans-
port pulled back to China. In 10
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weeks, the AVG had between five
and 20 airplanes serviceable each
day. They met 31 separate Japanese
raids, which often numbered 100 or
more aircraft, and bagged 217 en-
emy airplanes with 43 probables, with
a loss of 16 P-40s and five pilots. In
comparison, the RAF tallied 74 kills,
33 probables, and 22 aircraft lost in
the battles. Chennault’s switch in
tactics and intensity of training paid
off for his pilots.

The AVG’s other remarkable
achievement was fighting a defen-
sive air war on a shoestring. Chen-
nault’s organizations were the ulti-
mate in bare-base operations. He was
proud of it and later wrote, “It was
this ability to shift my combat op-
erations 650 miles in an afternoon
and 1,000 miles in 24 hours that kept
the Japanese off balance for four
bloody years and prevented them
from landing a counterpunch with
their numerically superior strength
that might easily have put my al-
ways meager forces out of business.”

The AVG suffered constantly from
lack of supplies and was saved only
by outstanding maintenance person-
nel who could put their P-40s back
in the air. Conditions took their toll.
By the spring of 1942, the pilots
were in near revolt at being asked to
fly low-level missions with little hope
of supplies and parts to enable them
to have a real impact. Combat fa-
tigue was also a factor. With America
now in the war, Washington recog-
nized the need for a broader air ef-
fort in the China—Burma-India the-
ater and saw the AVG as the core.

Festering Problem

The AVG officially merged into
the Army Air Forces on July 4, 1942.
Chennault himself had tried several
times from 1938 to 1940 to return to
active duty, but each time, either the
Air Corps did not want him or he did
not want their terms. The return to
the Army was the right thing overall,
but the specifics created a “festering
problem that threatened to deprive
China of her only effective air de-
fense,” Chennault complained.

After years of cobbling together a nearly miraculous set of victories under
hard conditions, the AVG in 1942 officially merged into the AAF. However, it
remained under the leadership of Chennault.

Ultimately, Chennault stayed in
charge as a brigadier general but
was outranked by his hated former
instructor Clayton Bissell. Chennault
was furious when Bissell came to
China in March 1942 to arrange land-
ing sites for the Doolittle Raiders
and failed to tell Chennault about it.
Chennault maintained that with the
extensive Chinese early warning sys-
tem, more of the Doolittle Raiders
could have been talked down on
friendly fields, if only he had been
allowed to help.

The AVG was a tremendous mo-
rale boost and proof that the Japa-
nese could be beaten in the air.
Roosevelt’s willingness to back
Chennault strengthened ties with the
other key member of the Big Four.
“We didn’t come over here for patri-
otic reasons,” wrote Frank Schiel,
one of the volunteers, “but it worked
out that we did our country a great
service.”

Chennault’s service was not over.
He continued as Fourteenth Air Force
commander and kept up his skill at
fighting the defensive guerilla air
war. He helped keep supply lines
open and fought a long delaying ac-
tion against a major Japanese drive
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in 1944 as Tokyo attempted to se-
cure a line of communication through
China in the face of strangled ship-
ping lanes and defeats in the Central
and Southwest Pacific.

Chennault’s difficult relationship
with his commander, Gen. Joseph
W. Stilwell, was so well-known that
it was covered in Time magazine. He
got along much better with Stilwell’s
replacement, Maj. Gen. Albert C.
Wedemeyer, but could not overcome
the continuing friction with his AAF
superiors. Chennault had hoped to
see the end of the war but was re-
placed in his command and resigned
his commission shortly before V-J
Day.

For all the difficulties, Chennault’s
wartime command set him apart as
one of few American airmen to suc-
cessfully run a defensive air opera-
tion over vast territory. In later years,
Chennault remained a strong sup-
porter of Nationalist China and of
the Generalissimo and, especially,
Madame Chiang. He helped found
an air transport service that later
became the CIA’s Air America and
of course, his AVG band launched
the Flying Tiger freight airlines. Until
his death, he spoke out on the need
for support to Free China and he
frequently criticized US foreign poli-
cies in the East. Chennault was iras-
cible and opinionated to the end, but
his skill as an innovator and his
achievements in war made him one
of the true visionaries of American
airpower. .
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Sam Johnson
Washington, D.C
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Thomas J. Kemp
Fort Waorth, Tex.
Doyie E. Larson
Burnsville, Minn
Lloyd W. Newton
Avon, Conn.
Rebert E, Patterson
Shalimar, Fla
Jack C. Price
Pleasant View, Utah
Coleman Rader Jr.
Maple Grove, Minn
I. Fred Rosentelder
Renton, Wash
Michael E. Ryan
Arlington, Va
Thomas J. Stark
O’Fallon, I1i.
Jack H. Steed
Warner Robins, Ga
William G. Stratemeier Jr.
Quogue, N.Y,
Charles G. Thomas
Albuquergue, N.M
Ronald E. Thompson
Beavercreek, Chio
Arthur F. Trost
Walnut Creek, Calif.

Howard R. Vasina
Colorado Springs, Colo
Edward 1. Wexler
Savannah, Ga
Robert M. Williams
Omaha Neb

Mark J. Worrick
Denver, Colo

directors emeritus
John R. Alison
Washington, D.C
Joseph E. Assaf
Sandwich, Mass.
Richard H. Becker
Ozk Brook, Il
David L, Blankenship
Tulsa, Okla.
John G. Brosky
Pittsburgh
Dan Callahan
Centerville, Ga.
Robert L, Carr
Pittsburgh
George H. Chabbott
Dover, Del.

Charles H. Church Jr.
Lenexe, Kan

O.R. Crawford
Blanco, Tex
R.L, Devoucoux
Portsmouth, N.H
Jon R. Donnelly
Richmond, Va
Russell E. Dougherty
Arlington, Va
George M. Douglas
Colorado Springs, Colo
Charles G. Duraza
MclLean, Va
Joseph R. Falcone
Ellington, Conn
E.F. “Sandy” Faust
San Antonio
Joe Foss
Scottsdale, Ariz
John O. Gray
Arlington, Va.
Jack B, Gross
Harrisburg, Pa
Martin H, Harris
Montverde, Fla
Gerald V. Hasler
Encinitas, Calif
Monroe W. Hatch Jr.
Clifton, Va.

H.B. Henderson
Santa Ana, Calif

John P. Henebry
Winnetka, Il

David C. Jones
Arlington, Va

Victor R. Kregel

Colorado Springs, Colo.

Jan M. Laitos
Rapid City, S.D
Nathan H. Mazer
Roy, Utah
William V. McBride
San Antonio
James M. McCoy
Believue, Neb.
Bryan L. Murphy Jr.
Fort Worth, Tex
Ellis T. Nottingham
Washington, D.C
William C. Rapp
Williamsville, N.Y
Julian B, Rosenthal
Durham, N.C,
Peter J. Schenk
Pinehurst, N.C.

Walter E. Scott
Dixon, Calif.

Mary Ann Seibel-Porto
St Louis
Joe L. Shosid
Fort Worth, Tex
James E. "Red"” Smith
Princeton, N.C
William W. Spruance
Marathon, Fla
Thos. F. Stack
Lafayette, Calif
Harold C. Stuart
Jensen Beach, Fla
Walter G. Vartan
Chicago
A.A. West
Hayes, Va
Sherman W. Wilkins
Issaquah, Wash
Joseph A. Zaranka
Bloomfieid, Conn

Richard Carr
National Chaplain Emeritus
Springfield, Va.

ex officio

John A. Shaud
Executive Director
Air Force Asscciation
Arlingten, Va.
Donald J. Harlin
National Chaplain
Albuquerque, N.M
John D. Ryan
National Commander
Arnold Air Scciety
Champaign, Il!

For information
on state and
local AFA
contacts, see
www.afa.org
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AFA State Contacts

Y

oy

Following each state name are the names of the communities in which AFA chapters are located. Information regarding
chapters or any of AFA’s activities within the state may be obtained from the appropriate contact.

ALABAMA (Birmingham, Huntsville, Montgom-
ery): Greg Schumann, 4603 Colewood Cir.,
Huntsville, AL 35802 (phone 256-337-7185).

ALASKA (Anchorage, Fairbanks): Bart LeBon,
P.O. Box 73880, Fairbanks, AK 99707 (phone
907-452-1751).

ARIZONA (Green Valley, Luke AFB, Phoenix,
Prescott, Sedona, Sierra Vista, Tucson): Arthur
W. Gigax, 3325 S. Elm St., Tempe, AZ 85282-
5765 (phone 480-838-2278),

ARKANSAS (Fayetteville, Hot Springs, Little
Rock): Jerry Reichenbach, 501 Brewer St., Jack-
sonville, AR 72076-4172 (phone 501-988-1115),

CALIFORNIA (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): John F. Wickman, 1541 Mar-
tingale Ct., Carlsbad, CA 92009 (phone 760-476-
9807).

COLORADO (Colorado Springs, Denver, Fort
Collins, Grand Junction, Pueblo): Chuck Zimkas,
729 Drew Dr,, Colorado Springs, CO 80911 (phone
719-576-8000).

CONNECTICUT (Brookfield, East Hartford, Storrs,
Waterbury, Westport, Windsor Locks): Wayne
Ferris, P.O. Box 523, East Granby, CT 06026
(phone 860-292-2560).

DELAWARE (Dover, New Castle County): Ronald
H. Love, 8 Ringed Neck Ln., Camden Wyoming,
DE 19934-9510 (phone 302-739-4696).

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (Washington): Rose-
mary Pacenta, 1501 Lee Hwy., Arlington, VA
22209-1198 (phone 703-247-5820).

FLORIDA (Avon Park, Broward County, Daytona
Beach, Fort Walton Beach, Gainesville, Home-
stead, Hurlburt Field, Jacksonville, Miami, New
Port Richey, Orlando, Palm Harbor, Panama City,
Patrick AFB, Pensacola, Tallahassee, Tampa,
Vero Beach, West Palm Beach): Bruce E.
Marshall, 9 Bayshore Dr., Shalimar, FL 32579-
2116 (phone 850-651-8155).

GEORGIA (Atlanta, Augusta, Savannah, Valdosta,
Warner Robins): Mike Bolton, 1521 Whitfield Park
Cir., Savannah, GA 31406 (phone 912-966-8295).

HAWAII (Honolulu, Maui): Michael E. Solomon,
98-1217 Lupea St., Aiea, HI 96701-3432 (phone
808-292-2089).

IDAHO (Mountain Home, Twin Falls): Dale W.
Smith, R.R. 1, Box 123, King Hill, 1D 83633 (phone
208-366-2710).

ILLINOIS (Belleville, Chicago, Galesburg, Moline,
Springfield—Decatur): Frank Gustine, 988
Northwood Dr., Galesburg, IL 61401 (phone 309-
343-7349).

INDIANA (Bloomington, Columbus, Fort Wayne,
Grissom ARB, Indianapolis, Lafayette, Marion,
Mentone, Terre Haute): Wiltiam 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, 903 Blackhawk St.,
Reinbeck, 1A 50669-1413 (phone 319-345-6600),
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KANSAS (Garden City, Topeka, Wichita): Samuet
M. Gardner, 1708 Prairie Park Ln,, Garden City,
KS 67846-4732 (phone 620-275-4555).

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).

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, Taunton, Westfield, Worces-
ter): Donald B. Warmuth, 136 Rice Ave.,
Northborough, MA 01532 (phone 508-393-2193).

MICHIGAN (Alpena, Battle Creek, East Lansing,
Kalamazoo, Marquette, Mount Clemens, Traverse
City, Southfield): James W. Rau, 466 Marywood
Dr., Alpena, MI 49707 (phone 517-354-2175).

MINNESOTA (Duluth, Minneapolis-St. Paul):
Richard Giesler, Rt, 1, Box 111, Sturgeon Lake,
MN 55783-9725 (phone 218-658-4507).

MISSISSIPPI (Biloxi, Columbus, Jackson):
Leonard R. Vernamonti, 101 Easthaven Cir.,
Brandon, MS 39042-2805 (phone 601-824-0060),

MISSOURI (Kansas City, St. Louis, Springfield,
Whiteman AFB): John D. Milter, HCR 77, Box
241-5, Sunrise Beach, MO 65079-9205 (phone
573-374-6977).

MONTANA (Bozeman, Great Falls): Al Garver,
203 Tam O'Shanter Rd., Billings, MT 59105
(phone 520-749-9864).

NEBRASKA (Lincoln, Omahay): Richard Gaddie,
7240 41st St., Lincoln, NE 68516-3063 (phone
402-472-3605).

NEVADA (Las Vegas, Reno): Kathleen Clem-
ence, 35 Austrian Pine Cir,, Reno, NV 89511-
5707 (phone 775-849-3665).

NEW HAMPSHIRE (Manchester, Portsmouth):
Eric P. Taylor, 17 Foxglove Ct., Nashua, NH
03062 (phone 603-883-6573).

NEW JERSEY (Andover, Atlantic City, Camden,
Chatham, Forked River, Ft. Monmouth,
Jersey City, McGuire AFB, Newark, Old Bridge,
Trenton, West Orange): Ethel Mattson, 27 Maple
Ave., New Egypt, NJ 08533-1005 (phone 609-
758-2885).

NEW MEXICO (Alamogordo, Atbuguerque, Clo-
vis): Peter D. Robinson, 1804 Llano Cl. N.W.,
Albuguerque, NM 87107 (phone 505-343-0526).

NEW YORK (Albany, Binghamton, Buffalo,
Jamestown, Nassau County, New York, Queens,
Rochester, Staten Island, Syracuse, Westhamp-
ton Beach, White Plains): Timothy G. Vaughan,
7198 Woodmore Ct., Lockport, NY 14094 (phone
716-236-2429).

NORTH CAROLINA (Asheville, Charlotte, 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 58701-6219 (phone 701-839-7268).

OHIO (Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, Dayton,
Mansfield, Youngstown): Fred Kubli, 823 Nancy
St., Niles, OH 44446-2729 (phone 330-652-
4440),

OKLAHOMA {Altus, Enid, Oklahoma City, Tulsa):
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, Coraopolis,
Drexel Hill, Harrisburg, Johnstown, Lewistown,
Monessen, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Scranton,
Shiremanstown, Yark): Bob Rutledge, 295 €in-
ema Dr., Johnstown, PA 15905-1216 (phone 724-
235-4609)

RHODE ISLAND (Newport, Warwick): Wayne
Mrozinski, 90 Scenic Dr., West Warwick, Rl
02893-2369 (phone 401-621-5438).

SOUTH CAROLINA (Charleston, Clemson, Co-
lumbia, Myrtle Beach, Sumter): Roger Rucker,
112 Mallard Pt.. Lexington, SC 29072-9784 (phone
803-358-5565),

SOUTH DAKOTA (Rapid City, Sioux Falls):
Ronald W. Mielke, 4833 Sunflower Trail, Sioux
Falls, SD 57108 (phone 605-339-1023).

TENNESSEE (Chattanooga, Knoxville, Memphis,
Nashville, Tullahoma): Joseph E. Sutter, 5413
Shenandoah Dr., Knoxville, TN 37909-1822
(phone 423-588-4013).

TEXAS (Abilene, Amarillo, Austin, Big Spring, Col-
lege Station, Commerce, Dallas, Del Rio, Denton,
Fort Worth, Harlingen, Houston, Kerrville, San
Angelo, San Antonio, Wichita Falls): Dennis
Mathis, P.O. Box 8244, Greenville, TX 75404-
8244 (phone 903-455-8170).

UTAH (Clearfield, Ogden, Salt Lake City): Brad
Sutton, 5221 West Rendezvous Rd., Mountain
Green, UT 84050-9741 (phone 801-721-7225).

VERMONT (Burlington): Dick Strifert, 4099
McDowell Rd., Danville, VT 05828 (phone 802-
338-3127)

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. S.\W., Lakewood, WA
98498-4819 (phone 253-984-0437).

WEST VIRGINIA (Charleston, Fairmont): Samuel
Rich, P. O. Box 444, White Sulphur Springs, WV
24986 (phone 304-536-4131).

WISCONSIN (Madison, Milwaukee, General
Mitchell 1AP/ARS): Chuck Marotske, 5406
Somerset Ln. S., Greenfield, WI 53221-3247
(phone 414-325-9272)

WYOMING (Cheyenne): Stephan Pappas, 2617

E. Lincolnway, Ste. A, Cheyenne, WY 82001
(phone 307-637-5227).
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Books

Compiled by Chequita Wood, Editorial Asscciate

American Jihad: The —
Terrorists Living
Among Us. Steven AMERICAN
Emerson. The Free
Press, New York, NY leAD
(800-323-7445). 261
pages. $26.00. THE TERRORISTS
LIVING Absiwe U3
- STRVEN EMERSOM
Attack of the

Airacobras: Soviet
Aces, American P-39s,
and the Air War
Against Germany.
Dmitriy Loza. University
Press of Kansas,
Lawrence, KS (785-
864-4155). 369 pages.
$34.95

B-2 Splrit in
Action: Alr-
craft No. 178.
James Goodall.
Squadron/Sig-
nal Publica-
tions,
Carroliton, TX
(800-527-
7427). 49
pages. $9.95

Hitler’s Squadron:
The Fuehrer’s Per-
sonal Aircraft and
Transport Unit, 1933—
45. C.G. Sweeting.
Brassey's, Inc., Dulles,
VA (800-775-2518). 184
pages. $31.95.

HITLER'S
a

The Kennedy Tapes:
Inside the White
House During the Cu-
ban Missile Crisis.
Ernest R, May and
Philip D. Zelikow, eds.
W.W. Norton & Co.,
Inc., New York, NY
(800-233-4830). 514
pages. $17.95

Lucrative Targets:
The US Air Force in
the Kuwaiti Theater of
Operations. Perry D
Jamieson. GPO, Wash-
ington, DC (866-512-
1800). 247 pages.
$35.00.
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NATO After 2000: The
Future of the Euro—
Atlantic Alliance. John
Borawski and Thomas—
Durell Young. Praeger
Publishers, Westport,
CT (800-225-5800). 161
pages. S54.95

Peace and War: The
Arab-Israeli Military
Balance Enters the
21st Century. Anthony
H. Cordesman. Praeger
Publishers, Westport,
CT (800-225-5800). 709
pages. $99.00.

R-2800: Pratt &
Whitney’s Dependable
Masterpiece. Graham
White. Society of Auto-
motive Engineers,
Warrendale, PA (877-
606-7323), 718 pages.
$49.00.

Right Backed by
Might: The Interna-
tional Air Force Con-
cept. Roger Beaumont.
Praeger Publishers,
Westport, CT (800-225-
5800). 201 pages
$64.00

The Story of World
War Il. Donald L. Miller.
Simon & Schuster, New
York, NY (800-223-
2348). 704 pages.
$35.00

Sun Tzu and the Art of
Modern Warfare. Mark
McNeilly. Oxford Uni-
versity Press, New
York, NY (800-445-
9714). 304 pages.
$27.50.

US and Asia Statisti-
cal Handbook 2001-
2002. Paolo Pasicolan.
The Heritage Founda-
tion, Washington, DC
(800-544-4843). 131
pages. $9.50.

Victory Roll!: The
American Fighter Pilot
and Aircraft in World
War HI. William Wolf.
Schiffer Publishing,
Ltd., Atglen, PA (610-
593-1777). 464 pages.
$59.95.

Victory Roll!

s

War Wings: The
United States and Chi-
nese Military Avlatlon,
1929-1949. Guangqiu
Xu. Greenwood Press,
Westport, CT (800-225-
5800). 250 pages.
$64.95.

Wings of Our Own:
Heroes, Happenings,
and History of Air
Force Spouses. P.K
Johnson. Order from:
Wingspan Publications,
Alexandria, VA (703-
212-005). 224 pages
$16.95.

Wings, Women, and
War: Soviet Airwomen
in World War Il Com-
bat. Reina Pennington.
University Press of Kan-
sas, Lawrence, KS
(785-864-4155). 304
pages. $29.95.

Yellowjackets!: The
361st Fighter Group in
World War II. Paul B.
Cora. Schiffer Publish-
ing, Ltd., Atglen, PA
(610-593-1777). 152
pages. $39.95
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AFA /AEF National Report

By Frances McKenney, Assistant Managing Editor

Pitsenbarger Award

SrA. Joanna C. Edmundson re-
ceived a Pitsenbarger Award from
the Aerospace Education Foundation
at a Community College of the Air
Force graduation at Randolph AFB,
Tex.

“| would like to thank you for your
generous gift,” she wrote to Jack C.
Price, AEF chairman of the board.

A medical services technician with
the 12th Medical Group at the Texas
base, Edmundson graduated from
CCAF in November with an associ-
ate degreein allied health sciences—
and an AEF Pitsenbarger Award.

Formerly called Eagle Grants, the
awards were renamed last Septem-
ber for A1C William H. Pitsenbarger.
He received the Medal of Honor
posthumously for his actions during
the Vietnam War. The $400 Pits-
enbarger Awards go to selected top
USAF enlisted active duty, Air Na-
tional Guard, and Air Force Reserve
Command CCAF graduates who
planto pursue a bachelor’s degree.

Inthe 2000-01 academic year, AEF
granted 290 Pitsenbarger Awards to
active duty CCAF graduates and 16
to reserve personnel.

Last September, AEF expanded
the program to increase the number
of awards available for CCAF gradu-
ates in the reserves. Previously,

Officials pose for a photo at a banquet hosted by the Nation’s Capitol (D.C.)

Chapter in December honoring the new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
USAF Gen. Richard Myers, and the new Air Force Chief of Staff, Gen. John
Jumper. From the left are: Thomas McKee, AFA National Chairman of the
Board, Myers, Jumper, and William McGuth, president of the chapter.

graduates of the top 11 ANG and top
eight AFRC CCAF graduate-produc-
ing organizations qualified to receive
the awards. AEF now also funds one
Pitsenbarger Award for every 33
graduates from the remaining ANG
and AFRC CCAF organizations.

AFA Conventions

May 3—-4
May 3-5
May 10-11
May 17-19
June 8
June 14-16
June 28-29
July 19-21
July 26-27
Aug. 2-3
Aug. 17
Aug. 18
Aug. 23-24
Sept. 15-18
Sept. 21

Texas Stat
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Tennessee State Convention, Chattanooga, Tenn.
New Jersey State Convention, Cape May, N.J.
South Carolina State Convention, Sumter, S.C.
Mississippi State Convention, Columbus, Miss.
North Carolina State Convention, Wilmington, N.C.
New York State Convention, Owego, N.Y.

Oklahoma State Convention, Altus, Okla.

Florida State Convention, Cape Canaveral, Fla.

e Convention, San Antonio

California State Convention, Vandenberg AFB, Calif.
Georgia State Convention, Savannah, Ga.
Massachusetts State Convention, Worcester, Mass.
Colerado State Convention, Denver

AFA National Convention, Washington, D.C.

New Hampshire State Convention, Manchester, N.H.

CAP Over New York

The Burlington (Vi.) Chapter built
its January meeting eround the pre-
sentation of a national-level Air Na-
tional Guard airmanship award to ANG
Lt. Col. Scott D. Baldwin. But to be
present for the occasion, Baldwin first
had to ask another Vermont Guards-
man to take his place on Combat Air
Patrol over New York City.

A part-time Guardsman and invest-
ment broker in civilian life, Baldwin
has been part of the 158th Fighter
Wing’s CAP since 1:30 p.m. Sept.
11, reported Dick Strifert, chapter
president. Baldwin told the chapter
members that being among the first
on CAP over the metropolitan area
was eerie. Not a car seemed to be
moving in the most populous city in
the US, and there was only one other
aircraft—the other F-16 on CAP—in
the sky.

Strifert said the 158th, based at
Burlington Airport, Vt., is responsible
for 12 hours of CAP each day over
New York.

Baldwin received the Maj. Gen.
Earl T. Ricks Award for his emer-
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gency landing of an F-16C. Accord-
ing to the citation, the incident be-
gan when Baldwin lost throttle con-
trolat 11,000 feet. He used moderate
to high G turns to prevent excessive
acceleration and timed a flame-out
so that he landed 1,000 feet down
the runway. Stifert said the chapter
members were interested in hearing
about this feat probably because it
reminded them of their own harrow-
ing experiences in World War Il and
the Korean War.

Recovery

New York State President Timothy
G. Vaughan and former state presi-
dent Barry H. Griffith were originally
scheduled to speak to the Chau-
tauqua (N.Y.) Chapter members as
the incoming and outgoing state AFA
leaders.

Then the September terrorist at-
tacks took place. So at the chapter’s
November gathering, they spoke in-
stead about their roles in Operation
Noble Eagle and in the rescue and
recovery efforts at the World Trade
Center.

Vaughan, an ANG lieutenant colo-
nel, described the operations of the
107th Air Refueling Wing (ANG) at
Niagara Falls, N.Y. He is the wing’s
operations officer.

Griffith is an ANG major in logistics
plans forthe 107th and spent 30 days
in New York City. He ran the respira-
tor program during the first two weeks,
distributing the equipment to firemen
and policemen on the night shift.
During the second two weeks, he
was officer in charge of security for
the military contingent camped at
Grand Central Station.

Vaughan and Griffith are both from
the L.D. Bell-Niagara Frontier (N.Y.)
Chapter.

The Post-Sept. 11 World

Maj. Gen. Daniel M. Dick was guest
speaker for the December meeting of
the Langley (Va.) Chapter. Dick is
director for requirements and inte-
gration, Joint Forces Command, at
Norfolk, Va.

In his presentation, he covered the
changing homeland security role of
JFCOM since Sept. 11. According to
Gary L. Shanafelt, chapter past presi-
dent, Dick told the audience that the
command now has a homeland secu-
rity directorate. (It is headed by Army
Maj. Gen. Edward Soriano.)

Dick spoke about the civil support
office JFCOM had in place before the
terrorist attacks, its role in coordinat-
ing military forces to assist federal
agencies during disasters, and the
command’s capabilities and future
challenges.
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A Pearl Harbor Legend: P-36 to F-22

2nd Lt. Philip M. Rasmussen was
one of the few US pilots to get
airborne during the Japanese early
morning attack on Pearl Harbor.
Still in his pajamas, he took off in a
P-36 from Wheeler Field and shot
down a Zero over Kaneohe Bay.

Last November, the retired colo-
nel—this time attired in an aloha
shirt—“flew” an F-22 cockpit
demonstrator at Lockheed Martin’s
Marietta, Ga., facility.

On a Theme

in the wake of the Sept. 11 terrorist
attacks, Cochise (Ariz.) Chapter
President David Sanderson Il had in
mind the increased responsibilities
of law enforcement officials when he
planned the lineup of chapter guest
speakers.

The first speaker called in was
Richard Ward, a retired US customs
agent from the southern Arizona
area. He described his work, includ-
ing some of the frustrations and di-
lemmas faced by law enforcement
officials.

The roster of upcoming speakers
includes a local FBI agent, an immi-
gration officer, a Drug Enforcement
Agency agent, and a representative
involved in nearby Ft. Huachuca’s
tethered aerostat balloon-borne ra-
dar system.

Lockheed pholo by John Rossino

Watching the Pearl Harbor legend in
action were (clockwise from left)
David McLelland Jr. (with pointer),
F-22 engineer; Robert Murphy, a
former fighter pilot; Keith Bllyeu,
F-22 business development repre-
sentative; Jeffrey Rhodes from
Lockheed public relations; and
Lockheed test pilot Paul Metz.
Rasmussen and Murphy belong to
the Florida Highlands Chapter.
McLelland, Bilyeu, and Rhodes are
Dobbins (Ga.) Chapter members.

The aerostat system comprises
several helium-filled, blimp-shaped
balloons tethered in locations along
the US southern border. Data from
their radar payload are sent to March
ARB, Calif., and to NORAD, among
other locations. The US Customs
Service established this system to
help stem illegal drug trafficking. The
Ft. Huachuca site was built in 1986
and, Sanderson said, is staffed by
USAF personnel. USAF is executive
agent forthe DOD—managed program.

Visiting the Vets

When the Ute—Rocky Mountain
(Utah) Chapter members made their
annual visit to the Veterans Affairs
hospital in Salt Lake City in mid—
December, it was hard to tell who
was the bigger hit with the patients—
Santa or the children who had tagged
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along. SMSgt. William Smith, chap-
ter Vice President, had brought his
11-year-old daughter, Krystal, and
her friend Kelly Miller, also 11, and
his five-year-old niece Tiffany Nel-
son.

The hospital’s patients don’t often
get to see children and enjoyed chat-
ting with them, explained Chapter
President Gary Strack. As for Santa,
several patients who received dis-
posable cameras as gifts from the
chapter used them immediately to
snap his photo. (Santa was Hill AFB,
Utah, employee Bob Dansie, who will
be presented with an AFA member-
ship as thanks.)

Other chapter members who joined
Strack and Smith for the visit were
Deborah L. Boe, chapter secretary;
Dennis J. Guymon, membership VP;
and Community Partners Richard
Flackman and James J. Ray.

They presented 60 patients with
pairs of socks, with one functioning
as a Christmas stocking filled with
several small gifts, including those
one-time-use cameras. Strack said
the recipients “were really excited.”

The chapter also donated 30 pairs
of reading glasses, which one patient
particularly welcomed. He told Strack
that he’d been unable to fill out forms

We’ll make your résumé stand out.

We know the Air Force.

A good résumé stands out...
even when an interviewer

receives hundreds!

We know how to emphasize your Air Force expenence.

AFA Full Résumé

AFA Résumé Review

and Critique Service................ $50

Plus you get a copy of
Job Search: Marketing Your

Military Experience

For more information:

Call 1-800-727-3337

E-mail service@afa.org

Visit www.afa.org
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Pat Condon, an AFA
national director, runs
with the Olympic flame
through Pocatello,
Idaho, in January.
Condon (accompanied
by an escort at right) is
from the Northern Utah
Chapter. He was
selected to run a .2-mile
segment as a way to
honor those who died in
the September terrorist
attack on the Pentagon.
He served on active
duty there 1989-93. The
Olympic flame relay
began Dec. 4 in Atlanta
and passed through 250
cities before reaching
Salt Lake City on Feb. 8.

because he hadn’t been able to see
well enough.

Commemoration With Roses

OnDec.7,the Francis S. Gabreski,
Nassau Mitchel, and Queens Chap-
tersin New York sponsored the drop-
ping of roses by vintage aircraft
around the waters of the Statue of
Liberty. The annual event marks the
remembrance of the Pearl Harbor
attack.

Rep. Steve J. Israel (D-N.Y.) and
Rep. Felix J. Grucci Jr. (R-N.Y.) at-
tended the ceremony that was held
at the American Airpower Museum in
Farmingdale, N.Y., before the air-
craft took off. William G. Stratemeier
Jr., an AFA national director, served
as master of ceremony. Other AFA
attendees among the huge crowd in-
cluded Fred Di Fabio, downstate VP,
and Alphonse Parise, Gabreski Chap-
ter president.

This year, two dozen roses were
added tothe 60 American Beauties—
one for each anniversary—to honor
those killed in the Sept. 11 attacks.
The dropping of the roses was started
in 1970 by a Pearl Harbor survivor.

CAP Educator
The Genesee Valley (N.Y.) Chap-
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ter recently presented an AEF-
funded Civil Air Patrol Educator
Grant to Charles Miller of the CAP
squadron in Perry, N.Y.

On hand for the squadron’s an-
nual awards ceremony were Chap-
ter President Joe Pow; Kenneth P.
Beaman, treasurer; Kent W. Hemp-
hill, aerospace education VP; Al
Richter, government relations VP;
and Charles M. Bruton.

Hemphill said the squadron would
use the $250 grant for computer
simulation software that would in-
troduce the cadets to piloting light
aircraft.

AEF has provided nearly $70,000
in aerospace education grants to CAP
units since 1996. CAP headquarters
manages the $250 grants, which are
to be used for aerospace educa-
tion—related items and activities.

More AFA/AEF News

m AFA National Chairman of the
Board Thomas J. McKee presented
the AFA Academic Achievement
Award to ANG MSgt. Roberta L.
Sparks at the Senior NCO Academy
graduation ceremony at Maxwell
AFB, Ala., in December. Sparks is
now first sergeant at the 169th Medi-
cal Squadron, McEntire ANGS, S.C.
She said that each time she re-

At a commander’s call, Eric Taylor (back row center), New Hampshire state
president, presented memberships in the Brig. Gen. Harrison R. Thyng (N.H.)
Chapter to the 2001 Outstanding Airmen from the 157th Air Refueling Wing
(ANG), Portsmouth, N.H. Recipients were (front row, left to right) SrA. Robert
Rojek, MSgt. Brenda Blonigen, TSgt. Melissa Chick, and MSgt. Anthony Manix.
CMSgts. William Houghton and Ronald Nadeau (back row left to right) also
attended the ceremony.

ceived a perfect score on a test at
the academy, she was motivated to
try even harder. In addition to pre-
senting the award to Sparks, McKee
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| Mail orders: l

I Air Force Association l
1501 Lee Highway

| Arlington, VA 22209-1198 |

l Three great new brass coins I

| with three different looks at |
affordable prices. Great gift

| ideas and fun for trading with |

| friends and associates. |

| The coins are 1 1/2 inch round, |
polished brass finish with the

l Air Force Association logo and I

[ ! historic start date, 1946, on the l
front. The back of the coins [
have the U.S. flag surrounded

1 3 'N E w by the phrase, “The Force

l Air y O orece Behind the Force”, and the year l

> =

| Association el |

| Brass Coins/! PRICE  QTY. TOTAL |

| MO0043 Brass coin, 1 1/2 inch round $7.95 |

| M0042 Brass Coin, 1 1/2 inch round with AFA logo on front $10.95 I

I and full color U.S. flag on back of coin. I

l M0041 Brass coin, 1 1/2 inch round with color AFA logo on $15.95 I

front and full color U.S. flag on back of coin.
| Subtotal [
| Shipping & Handling ___$ 3.50 l
For RUSH Delivery Call: 1-800-727-3337! Sales Tax (VA Residents only 4.5%)

| TOTAL ]

| Payment Method: [ Check/Money Order O VISA [ MasterCard 3 AmEx l

' Credit Card #: Exp Date: I

l Signature Date: |
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for the first time gave a presenta-
tion to the SNCOA class. He spoke
on how AFA works with Capitol Hill.

m As it has for the past six years,
the Eagle (Pa.) Chapterran an AFA
booth at the Pennsylvania Farm
Show in Harrisburg, Pa., in Janu-
ary. Edmund J. Gagliardi, chapter
treasurer, and Edna M. Gagliardi,
chapter secretary, opened the booth
every morning at 8 a.m. during the
show’s five-day run and manned it
until early afternoon. Other chapter
members who helped keep the booth
open until 6 p.m. were Raymond J.
Restagno, chapter president; An-
thony Bellavia Jr., chapter VP; Donald
R. McCallin, chapter VP for aero-
space education; Cy Rosito, veter-
ans affairs VP; and Raymond Mar-
sico, membership VP.

= RetiredLt. Col. Robert C. Vaughan,
an AFA national director inthe 1970s,
died Oct. 7. He was 82 years old. He
served for more than 30 years on
active duty and in the reserve, begin-
ning with 12 years of active duty in
the Army Air Corps in November 1940.
He was an AFA charter member and
held numerous AFA offices, includ-
ing state president of lllinois and
California.

Have AFA/AEF News?
Contributions to “AFA/AEF Na-
tional Report” should be sent to Air
Force Magazine, 1501 Lee Highway,
Arlington, VA 22209-1198. Phone:
(703) 247-5828. Fax: (703) 247-
5855. E-mail: afa-aef@afa.org. =
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Unit Reunions

reunions@afa.org

5th AF, Hg and Hq Sq, 314th Composite Wg
(WWII) and 5th Bomb Command (Korea), Sept.
11-15in St. Charles, MO. Contact: Louis Buddo,
Box 270362, St. Louis, MO 63127 (314-487-
8128).

5th/108th Station Hospital (WWII), Fifth AF.
Sept. 11-15 in St. Charles, MO. Contact: Jeff
Seabock, PO Box 3635, Hickory, NC 28603
(828-324-6464).

10th Tactical Recon Wg, Spangdahlem AB,
Germany (1953-59), all supporting units. Sept.
6-8 in Schertz, TX. Contact: Jerry Graham,
409 Maple Dr., Schertz, TX 78154 (210-658-
5962) (NODAKTWOINTX@WORLDNET.ATT.
NET).

12th Tactical Fighter Wg, 12th BG, 12th Fighter
Tng Wg. June 18-23 in Tampa, FL. Contact:
Wilbur Anderson (919-736-3711) (wanderson6é
@nc.rr.com).

22nd Military Airlift Sq. April 19-21 at Travis
AFB, CA. Contact: Jack Bostick (707-425-3895).

31st Fighter Officers Assn. Oct. 19-21 in
Phoenix. Contact: Rocky Eubank, 10515 River
Plantation Dr., Austin, TX 78747 (512-282-1077)
(rockyeub@aol.com).

36th Tactical Fighter Wg. Aug. 19-23in Bitburg,
Germany. Contacts: George Acree (410-647-
9511) (acree5@home.com) or Lydie Hengen
(lydielux@aol.com).

80th Service Gp (WWII), Fifth AF. Sept. 11—15
in 8t, Charles, MO. Contact: Virgil Staples, 725
16th St., West Des Moines, |A 50265 (515-225-
8454),

84th ATS/MAS Sq. May 16—-17 at the Holiday
Innin Fairfield, CA. Contact: John Burnett, 579
Leisure Town Rd., Vacaville, CA 95687 (Jnburnet
@cwnet.com).

86th Fighter—Bomber Gp Assnh (WWII[). Sept.
10-12 in Niagara Falls, NY. Contact: Sid
Howard, 211 Brownstone Dr., LaHabra, CA
90631-7397 (714-992-2504),

90th BG Assn, Western Division. May 15-18 in
Spokane, WA. Contact: William Bomicino (805-
929-2286).

303rd ARRS, Long Beach and March AFBs, CA
(1956-83). April 19-21 at the Primadonna Ca-
sino Resortin Primm, NV. Contact: Herb Spen-
cer, 303 ARRS Association, PO Box 8339, Green
Valley Lake, CA 92341-8339 (909-867-3061).

303rd ARS. Oct. 1-5 in Bossier City, LA. Con-
tact: Bill Young (318-746-3637) (byoung@
shreve.net).

308th BW, Hunter AFB, GA. April 26-27 in
Savannah, GA. Contacts: Roy Harris (407-
859-3871) or Pat Gennaro (407-859-3871).

317th Troop Carrier Gp Hq, 40th and 41st
TCS, Fifth AAF (WWII). Sept. 25—-29 in Wash-
ington, D.C. Contact: Vince Krobath, 22 Lan-
tana Dr., St. Louis, MO 63123 (314-842-2484).

321st BW, Pinecastle and McCoy AFBs, FL
(1954—64). May 2—4 in Orlando, FL. Contact:
R.W. Cribley, 5341 Lake Jessamine Dr., Or-
lando, FL 32839 (407-855-3007).
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405th Signal Co, 5th AF. Sept 11-15 in St.
Charles, MO, Contact: Phil Treacy, 2230 Pe-
tersburg Ave., Eastpointe, M148021-2682 (810-
775-5238).

435th Tactical Control Wg, including affiliated
units from WWII, Korea, and Vietnam. April 19—
21 in Cocoa Beach, FL. Contact: Carl Gul-
brandsen, 12470 S.W. 188th Ter., Miami, FL
33177 (305-238-0408) (cgulbran@bellsouth.
net).

475th FG. May 9-12 at the Sheraton Music City
Hotel in Nashville, TN. Contacts: Marvin O.
Rose, 585 Open Range Rd., Crossville, TN
38555 (931-484-7107) or P.J. Dahl (813-265-
-133).

502nd Tactical Control Gp (Korea), 5th AF.
Sept. 11-15 in St. Charles, MO. Contact: Fred
Gorsek, 445 S. State, Greenview, IL 62642
(217-968-5411).

511th AC&W Gp, including the 613th, 847th,
848th AC&W Sgs, and the 39th AD., Sept. 5-8 at
the Radisson Hotelin Charleston, SC. Contact:
Don Simmons, 704 S. Grove Rd., Richardson,
TX 75081 (972-231-6518) (dona7112@iadfw.
net).

AACS Alumni Assn, all eras. Sept 26—29 at the
Marriott Hotel in Dayton, OH. Contact: Mac
Maginnis (253-474-8128) (Cmagin4375@aol.
com).

Aeromedical Evacuation Assn (1942-
present). May 8-12 in Myrtle Beach, SC. Con-
tact: Wayne Everingham, AMEA, PO Box 1221,
Sacramento, CA 95812-1221 (916-369-7955)
(everwa@jps. net).

Air Rescue Assn. Oct. 3-6 in Atlanta. Con-
tacts: ARA, PO Box 300945, Fern Park, FL
32730-0945 or John Flournoy (505-821-1145)
(Jflournoy2@comcast.net).

Air Transport Command Assn (WWII). May
23-25 in Colorado Springs, CO. Contact: Rick
Ravitts (815-229-1122).

Air Weather Assn. Sept. 19-22 at the Marriott
in Dayton, OH. Contact: Clifford Kern, 1879
Cole Rd., Aromas, CA 95004-9681 (831-726-
1660) (Clifforddkern@cs.com).

C-123s, Southeast Asia (1960s), aircrew and
ground support personnel. May 20-24 at the
Peppermill Hotel Casino in Reno, NV. Contact:
Al Brezinsky, 5216 Stone Crest Dr., Weed, CA
96094 (530-938-1671).

Class 52-C, Craig AFB, AL; Bryan AFB, TX; and
Williams AFB, AZ. May 10 at the village Le
Nebbio in Corsica, France. Contact: Laurence
Bassery (011-33-0442958618) (Ibassery@vif-
vacanes. com).

Doolittle Raiders. April 17-21 in Columbia,
SC. Contact: (803-788-6837)
(www.DoolittleRaidersReunion.com).

EC-47 personnel, Southeast Asia (1966-74).
May 10-12 at the Air Force Museum in Dayton,
OH. Contact: J.C. Wheeler (jc@ec47.com).

Flying Tigers of the 14th AF Assn (WWII),
veterans of the American Volunteer Gp (1941—
42), the China Air Task Force (1942—-43), and

14th AF (1943-45). May 23-26 in Arlington, VA.
Contact: Robert M. Lee, 717 19th St. 8., Arling-
ton, VA 22202-2704 (703-920-8384).

Ground Launched Cruise Missile veterans.
May 25 in Tucson, AZ. Contact: GLCM Histori-
cal Foundation, 83987 E. Tanque Verde Rd.,
#309, PMB 141, Tucson, AZ 85749 (glcmhf@gci-
net.com).

Laon AB, France, former military personnel,
dependents, and teachers. June 12-16 at the
Holiday Inn Select in Irving, TX. Contact: Tom
Laseter (972-255-5141) (tlaseter@wt.net).

Pilot Class 55-V. Aug. 20-23 in Madison, WI.
Contact: Richard Murray, 1421 Wyldewood Dr.,
Madison, WI53704 (608-244-3359) (greenbush4
@aol.com).

Pilot Tng Class 52-C. May 19-23in South Lake
Tahoe, CA. Contact: Warren Hunt, 33 West
Hidden Ridge Rd., Sequim, WA 98382 (360-
683-4874) (whuni@olypen.com).

Ploesti veterans, including 44th, 93rd, 98th,
376th, and 389th BGs. July 31-Aug. 3, 2003, in
Salt Lake City. Contact: Kent Jaquith, 760 Knight
Hill Rd., Zillah, WA 98953 (509-865-2481).

Ramey AFB Historical Assn. March 5-10 in
Aguadilla, PR. Contact: Carlos M. Ruiz, PO
Box 565, Aguada, PR 00602 (787-868-2794).

Women’s Overseas Service League. June 7—
10 at the Silver Legacy Resort Casino in Reno,
NV. Contacts: Georgia Boyd, 2552 Williams
St., San Leandro, CA 94577-3151 (510-357-
3787) or Geraldine Condon, 1516 11th Ave.,
San Francisco, CA 94122-3615 (415-681-7852).

Seeking former members of the 432nd TRW,
Udorn RTAB, Thailand, for a reunion. Contact:
Scott Smith, 1001 Back Bay, West River, MD
20778 (800-468-3539) (UDORN432TRW@
msn.com).

Seeking former permanent party members of
the 3650th Basic Military Tng Wg, Sampson
AFB, NY (1950-56), for a reunion. Contact: C.
Phillips, SAFB Veterans Assn., PO Box 331,
Williamsville, NY 14231 (phone: 716-633-1119
or fax: 716-633-9118) (chip34@aol.com).

Seeking former Clark AB, Philippines, Police
Red Patches for a reunion this summer. Con-
tact: Bill Bourquin (714-779-2338) (bourq1@
wans.net).

Seeking former Convair mission support pilots
(Ellington, James Connally, or Harlingen AFBs,
TX, or Mather AFB, CA) for a reunion. Con-
tacts: Charles Rice, 4742 Kempsville Greens
Pk., Virginia Beach, VA 23462 (chastrey@
msn.com) or Shad Shaddox, 222 Greycliff Dr.,
San Antonio, TX 78233 (Elshad@aol.com). =

Mail unit reunion notices four months
ahead of the eventto “Unit Reunions,”
Air Force Magazine, 1501 Lee High-
way, Arlington, VA 22209-1198.
Please designate the unit holding
the reunion, time, location, and a
contact for more information. We re-
serve the right to condense notices.
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PEROSPACE
[EbucaTion

FOUNDATION

AEF Legacy Donors... AEF Education Partners...
Legacy Wings Club ($15,000+) Diamond Wings Club ($50,000+)
Rebecca Spaatz Nagel (2) Central Florida Chapter, AFA

*

William W. Spruance and Eunice Spruance (2)

Platinum Wings Club ($25,000+)

Diamond Wings Club ($10,000+) LA Bail Committee
Edith G. Laver
Irwin Levy Gold Wings Club ($10,000+)
y Francis S. Gabreski Chapter, AFA

Gold Wings Club ($2,500+) Gen. E.W. Rawlings Chapter, AFA
Philip Cerniglia
George M. Douglas and Lee Douglas (2)* Silver Wings Club ($5,000+)
Jack B. Gross (2)" Alamo Chapter, AFA
Jack C. Price and Gretchen Price (2)* Eglin Chapter, AFA

Langley Chapter, AFA
Silver Wings Club ($1,000+) Mile High Chapter, AFA
Walter A. Brocato (2) Schriever Education Foundation
James Callahan and Bonnie Callahan (2) B Wi Club ($1,0004)
David R. Cummock (2)* ronze wings Clu : +
Richard B. Goetze and Vera Goetze (2)* Cape Canaveral Chapter, AFA
John O. Gray (2)* Colorado State AFA
Peter F. Schisler (2) Dale O. Smith Chapter, AFA
John A. Shaud and Janelle Shaud (2) Dallas Chapter, AFA
Fred C. Weyand Frank P. Lahm Chapter, AFA

Golden Triangle Chapter, AFA
Bronze Wings Club ($500+) Heart of the Hills Chapter, AFA
W.J. Boyne (2)* Hurlburt Chapter, AFA
NI Buc);( < Iron Gate Chapter, AFA
Robert B. Burns (2) Lance P. Sijan Chapter, AFA
Noel Castellon McChord Chapter, AFA
Charles H. Church and Judy Church (2)* ":lflotrjtgomgry ?f]ag;er,tAFAAFA
William L. Cox ation’s Capita apter,
1V_Villiam 5 Cdroom 309 S ORI E%Iagzllsﬁit:ggr$Frontier Chapter, AFA

om Ehrhar U = )

MacLennan C. Fairchild gichard ; Bcg\r? Cthapt:;,AAFA
Samuel C. Ferrell (2) wamp Fox Lhapter,
G. Hackney (2) Thomas Watson Sr. Memorial Chapter, AFA
Alfred G. Hansen (2) Utah State AFA
Frank T. Hayes (2)* Wright Memorial Chapter, AFA
Robert T. Herres :
H.T. Johnson and Linda Johnson (2) About the 21st Century Legacy of Flight

Richmond M. Keeney and Gail Keeney (2)*
Con McDonald (2)
Thomas J. McKee and Trisha McKee (2)*

The Aerospace Education Foundation established the 21st Cen-
tury Legacy of Flight Wings Club in 2000 to recognize sustained
annual contributions made by individuals and in 2001 added

James T. Myers (2) Education Partners to the program to recognize sustained giving
John W. Pauly (2) by AFA chapter, state, and regional organizations. These sus-
Robert W. Peterson (2) tained giving programs help provide the funds necessary for AEF
Jennifer L. Pickett (2) to maintain its educational outreach programs.

Carol H. Ray (2)

Robert G. Stein and Arlene Stein (2) Names of Wings Club members and Education Partners and
Charles X. Suraci Jr. (2) years of successive contributions will be recorded permanently
Mary Anne Thompson (2)* in the 21st Century Legacy of Flight Log Book.

Donald P. Wegner (2)

Lavern A. Willie (2) To participate in the Wings Club: e-mail AEF at AEFSTAFF
Carl L. Woods (2) @AEF.ORG; call our customer service representative at 800-
Michael A. Wright 291-8480; visit our Web site at WWW.AEF.ORG.

Charles P. Zimkas and Ursula Zimkas (2)*
* Indicates previous AEF Life Members. ]
() Indicates years of consecutive giving in 21st Century Legacy ot Flight Program
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Photography by Paul Kennedy

Pieces of History

The Edge of the Envelope

Among experimental X-planes, tha X-15
was famous. Shewn here in a head-on
view is X-15 No. 2, displayed a* the US
Air Force Museum. It was one of the
three built by North American Aviation,
Inc. First powerea flight for the X-1£
ook place Sept. 17, 1959. The three
aircraft were designed to gather basic
research data or. temperature, stability
and control, and pnysiological problems

as

at higr altituoes and speeds. Dropped
from a B-52 mothership at about 45,000
feet, they set some unofficia: records: a
speed of 4,520 mph and an altitude of
354,200 feet. Several pilots attained the
astronaut rating fl/sing the X-15s.
Information from these flights—which
ended in 1968—hzlpea the cevelopment
of the US mannec spaceilight program.
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it f NEMESIS
CAN DEFEAT
A MISSILE IN

LESS TIME
THAN IT TARES
TO RERD
THIS SENTENCE.

AN/AAQ-247V) / ARI 18246 NEMESIS

i
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DE>LOYED TODAY: The NEMESIS system is the anly directional infrared countermeasures
system in production and protecting aircraft today. It has been chosen as the system of chaoice
by the U.S. Air Force and Special Operation Forces, the U.K. Air Force, Navy and Army, and the
Australian Air Force to protect their rotary- and fixed-wing aircraft from the infrared threat.

READY FOR TOMORROW: As the threat evolves, so will NEMESIS. We have committed our
resou~ces to developing drop-in improvements that have been proven effective in live fire
testing, including the Viper mid-infrared laser, the WANDA all-laser transmitter and the

Multispectral Multi-Image Two-Color IR Missile Warning Sensor.

Technology's Edge. NORTHROP GRUMMAN

= o

©2001 Northrop Grumman Corroration ’,/’/

www.northroggrumman.com




NAVIGATING THE FUTURE DEPENDS ON

A RELIABLE CONSTANT.

For 25 years, Boeing has oeen

as reliable and constant a partner
to our USAF customer as the

40 GPS satellites we’ve built.
Designed to last an average of

6 years, these satellites are still
going strong after 10 years on
orbit. Performance beyand ex-
pectation is also why our role was
expandec to include upgrading
and manzaging the ground control
system. Now, we're looking to the
future and the next generation
system, GPS .III. Designed to be
more capable apd less expensive
to own and operate for bcth
government and civil application,
GPS Il is more than just a goal,

it’s a future you can count on.

. Nl g (/| BOEING®

Forever New Frontiers






