




































































trivial, but when combined with all of the other similar 
time-consuming checks, a significant amount can be 
saved by their elimination. By now you've guessed that 
the step "Seat and pedals-Adjust" is deleted. 

• The flow pattern of the old checklist is another 
time consumer. The pilot begins the cockpit check at 
the flight controls, moves to the center console, then 
overhead, down to the instrument panel, then again 
to the center console and finally back to the flight con­
trols. The new sequence begins overhead and moves 
through the instrument panel and center console to the 
flight controls. One objection expressed to this se­
quence was that the battery switch would be turned 
on before checking fuel switches OFF. If the old or new 
checklist were followed, the fuel switch would not be 
a factor because it is checked OFF during the BEFORE 
EXTERIOR CHECK. 

• When the UH-1H checklist appeared in 1979, it 
was obvious that some thought had been given to 
reducing steps that required reading and responding. 
An example is the checklist step that reads: "Overhead 
switches and circuit breakers-Set as required." In the 
dash 10, there is a step-by-step explanation of how the 
switches should be set. When this step originated, there 
was no intent that the pilot repeat from memory each 
switch position from the dash 10; yet, some aviators 
insist that each item on the overhead panel be called 
out. This is but one example of how mission response 
is unnecessarily delayed. If the pilot looks at the 
overhead panel and only moves three switches (not call­
ing out any switches or positions), the checklist step, 
"Overhead switches and circuit breakers-Set," has 
been accomplished. Furthermore, a considerable 
amount of time can be saved by visually checking 
switch positions and not making the call-outs and 
responses. The new checklist treats the center console 
the same as the overhead console: "Console 
switches-Set.' , 

• There is no requirement in the new checklist to 
decrease the rpm switch for 10 seconds prior to the first 
start of the day or at any other time. The rationale is 
that in the past 5 years, the GOV switch has not been 
decreased on through flights; then, there is no reason 
to decrease on the first start. 

DES welcomes your inquiries and requests to focus attention 
on an area of major importance. Write to us at: Commander, 
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• You will also note that PITOT HEAT, BLEED 
AIR, AC VOLTMETER, INVERTER, DC VOLT­
METER and GENERATOR checks are no longer ac­
complished during engine runup. They are checked 
during shutdown only. It is mandatory that engine 
temperatures be stabilized for 2 minutes prior to shut­
down; therefore, these checks can be performed 
without extending engine run time. The crew on a morn­
ing flight must rely on the systems being checked on 
the last flight the previous day. Since the spare inverter 
is checked on shutdown, only the main inverter is used 
from start to shutdown on all flights. This prevents 
time-consuming switching from spare to main during 
runup. 

• Another check that has been eliminated during 
runup is the hydraulic system. The previous check of 
the hydraulic system told the pilot that the hydraulic 
switch worked; it turned the system off and on. The 
normal mode of flight is with the hydraulic switch on 
and the only time it is to be turned off is in the event 
of a hydraulic failure. Normal flight control responses 
prior to flight indicate that the hydraulic system func­
tions properly; so-why check to see that it is disabled 
by the switch? None of the in-flight failures that have 
ever occurred, including pilot initiated "hydraulics 
off," could be detected prior to flight by the hydraulic 
system check we have been using. 

• Finally, the step requiring a check of force trim 
is gone. That does not mean that a force trim check 
is not made. Consider this. If the force trim is engaged 
with the switch in the ON position during start and 
runup and it releases when the pilot uses either switch 
to deactivate it before hovering, a check of the system 
has been made. Therefore, a checklist step is not 
necessary to accomplish the task. 

These major checklist changes are brought about for 
three valid reasons: Responsiveness to combat needs, 
flight crew MOPP requirements and fuel conservation. 
While these necessary improvements are warranted, the 
importance and requirement for use of the aircrew and 
maintenance checklists in accordance with AR 95-1 
must continue to be enforced. If the new checklists are 
used as they are intended, anticipated improvements 
in efficiency will be realized. �~� 

36362 .. or call us at A UTOVON 558-3504 or commercial 205-
255-3504. After duty hours call Ft. Rucker HotLine,AUTOVON 
558-6487 or 205-255-6487 and leave a message 
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Maintenance 
Test Flight 

Standardization 
Captain Steven L. Ochsner 

Directorate of Evaluation 
and Standardization 

U.S. Army Transportation School 
Fort Eustis, VA 

The recent release of implementation instruc­
tions for FM 55-44, "Standardized Maintenance 
Test Flight Procedures," marks the beginning of 
a worldwide effort to standardize the test flight of 
Army rotary wing aircraft. Rotary wing main­
tenance test pilots are required to complete an­
nual evaluations on standardized test flight pro­
cedures, complete semiannual task iterations of 
maintenance test flight maneuvers and be subject 
to no-notice maintenance test flight evaluations ad­
ministered in conjunction with the Army Aviation 
standardization program. This article highlights 
major provisions of the program and clarifies some 
misunderstanding associated with it. 

CONSOLIDATED GLOSSARY-Page 28 

THE NEED FOR mainten­
ance test flight standardization was 
recognized by the 1976 Aviation 
Flight Standardization Policy Com­
mittee. In 1979, the U.S. Army 
Training and Doctrine Command, 
Ft. Monroe, VA, directed the U.S. 
Army Transportation School, Ft. 
Eustis, VA, to develop a governing 
manual and procedures for ac­
complishment of this goal. The 
Transportation School established 
the Maintenance Test Flight Stan­
dardization Division within its 
Directorate of Evaluation and Stan­
dardization and developed FM 
55-44 as a direct result of 
TRADOC's tasking. Working 
closely with the Aviation Center's 
Directorate of Evaluation and Standard­
ization, the Maintenance Test Flight 
Standardization Division has 
established the framework for 
worldwide maintenance test flight 
standardization. Now an integral 
part of the Army Aviation standard­
ization program, the Maintenance 
Test Flight Standardization Division 
develops standards for maintenance 
test flight and evaluates maintenance 
test pilots in conjunction with major 
command aviation resource manage­
ment survey teams. 

Impact. FM 55-44 provides com­
manders at all levels with the means 
to assess the proficiency of test 
flight programs. Locally designated 
maintenance test flight evaluators 
provide commanders with annual 
assessments of maintenance test 
pilots assigned to their commands. 
Task standards delineated in FM 
55-44 provide an objective yardstick 
for maintenance test pilot evalua­
tion. Semiannual performance of 
maintenance test flight tasks ensures 
maintenance test pilot familiarity 
with tasks in all assigned aircraft. 
Evaluations by the Transportation 
School's Directorate of Evaluation 
and Standardization provide feed­
back on the overall effectiveness of 
standardization programs. 

Clarifications. The Transporta­
tion School's Aircraft Maintenance 
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Officer Course is divided into two 
phases. Phase I, a comprehensive 
12-week course, encompasses all 
aspects of aviation maintenance 
management. Phase II (the test 
flight phase) consists of in-depth 
maintenance test pilot training in 
either the UH-l Huey, AH-l 
Cobra, OH-58 Kiowa, CH-47 
Chinook or UH-60 Black Hawk. 
All courses last 3 to 4 weeks and ful­
ly qualify aviators for maintenance 
test pilot duties in the specific 
aircraft. 

While initial maintenance test 
pilot qualification through the 
AMOC test flight phase is highly 
desirable, current requirements dic­
tate that only maintenance test 
flight evaluators must complete this 
course prior to performing eval­
uator duties. Evaluators must be 
AMOC test flight phase qualified in 
category and should, when possible, 
be test flight phase qualified in the 
specific aircraft in which evaluation 
duties are to be performed. Eval­
uators need not complete an evalua­
tion from the Transportation 
School's Directorate of Evaluation 
and Standardization, prior to con­
ducting their duties. Prior to de­
signation, however, they should be 
given an evaluation by a locally 
designated maintenance test flight 
evaluator, emphasizing the ability 
to administer training and evalua­
tion. Initial evaluation of this abili­
ty for the first evaluator in a specific 
aircraft at a given activity may be 
administered by a standardization 
instructor pilot. 

Local standardization boards are 
not regulated in the number of 
qualified evaluators they designate, 
but an adequate number would be 
selected to provide for local 
maintenance test pilot/maintenance 
test flight evaluator training and 
evaluation. Although there is no re­
quirement for evaluators to be con­
tact instructor pilot qualified, can­
didates meeting all other re­
quirements, and who have previous­
ly completed a Department of the 
Army approved instructor pilot 
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course, should be given favorable 
consideration when designating 
evaluators. 

The aircrew training manual re­
quirements for maintenance test 
pilot/maintenance test flight 
evaluators remain unaltered. Com­
manders are encouraged to 
designate maintenance test pilots as 
FAC II aviators using requirements 
of FM 55-44 as the special mission 
tasks for the maintenance test 
pilots. Proration of maintenance 
test flight tasks iteration is in accor­
dance with TC 1-134. 

Maintenance test pilots currently 
on test flight orders who have never 
completed the AMOC test flight 
phase, and who wish to obtain this 
qualification, may challenge the test 
flight course. A prerequisite for 
challenging the test flight course is 
completion of AMOC Phase I, ob­
tainable by attendance, cor­
respondence or receipt of credit for 
course completion based upon 
previous maintenance management 
experience. Requests for credit 
should document maintenance 
related experience and education 
and be submitted via the chain of 
command to: 

Commandant 
U.S. Army 
Transportation School 
ATTN: ATSP-DT 
Ft. Eustis, VA 23604 

Request to challenge AMOC test 
flight will include documentation of 
credit for AMOC Phase I, gradeslip 
verification of completion of test 
flight training signed by an 
evaluator, and should be submitted 
via the chain of command to: 

Commandant 
U.S. Army 
Transportation School 
ATTN: ATSP-ES-MTFSD 
Ft. Eustis, V A 23604 

The course challenge process will 
include satisfactory completion of 
written and oral examinations as 
well as a practical flight evaluation 
administered by an evaluator from 
the Transportation School's Direc­
torate of Evaluation and Standard­
ization . Personnel desiring to 
challenge AMOC Phase II should 
submit required documentation to 
arrive at DOES 1 month prior to a 
DOES visit to their installation, or 
1 month prior to the applicant's ar­
rival at Ft. Eustis for evaluation. 

Additional information may be 
obtained by contacting LTC 
McGinness or CPT Ochsner at 
AUTOVON 927-4164/3266. ~ 

illustrations by Bill Totty 
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Sustained 
Combat Operations 

The Aviation Center has prepared an 
implementation plan that would provide 
for the increased aviator and maintenance 
personnel staffing needed to support 
sustained operations. 

Captain Mike Ryan 
Directorate of Combat Developments 
U.S. Army Aviation Center 
Fort Rucker, AL 

THE SCENE IS the Tactical 
Operations Center of the 69th Com­
bat Aviation Battalion (fictitious) 
located somewhere near Schwein­
furt, West Germany. Hostilities had 
commenced 10 days before and 
since that time the pilots of the 69th 
have been flying their pants off. 
Most have gone with little or no 
sleep, while a few have had short 
breaks of up to 2 hours. 

To avoid catastrophe, pilots have 
been taking turns napping while not 
actively at the controls. However, 
the intensity of the battle has per­
mitted little of this. Missions con-



tinue to roll in-so many, that the 
S3 must turn some of them back. 
The radio begins to crackle: 

"Lancer 06 (BN CDR), this is 
Eagle 06, over (DIV CDR)." 

"Eagle 06, Lancer 06, go ahead." 
"Lancer 06, Eagle 06. We need 

those aircraft flying. These missions 
must be filled." 

"Eagle 06, Lancer 06. My guys 
have been flying for 72 hours 
straight. If we continue at this rate, 
there won't be anything left to fly 
or anyone left to fly them." 

"Lancer 06, Eagle 06. Under­
stand the situation, but these mis-

sions must be filled or we'll all be 
calling each other comrade tomor­
row morning." 

Sound familiar? It should. 
Today's combat aviation units are 
not designed with sufficient man­
power (pilots and maintenance per­
sonnel) to conduct sustained com­
bat operations in a midintensity 
European environment. Hence, the 
U.S. Army Aviation Center, Ft. 
Rucker, AL, was tasked by the 
Department of the Army, through 
the Training and Doctrine Com­
mand, to study the problem. 

CONSOLIDATED GLOSSARY-Page 28 

The Threat. 
The greatest threat to Army Avia­

tion on the modern battlefield con­
tinues to be the Soviet air defense 
elements which are organic to the 
maneuver forces. The Soviet Union, 
together with its Warsaw Pact allies, 
has produced and deployed the 
world's largest array of air defense 
systems. This capability includes air­
craft with air-to-air missiles, antiair­
craft artillery, surface-to-air missiles, 
radar and radio-electronic combat 
systems. In addition to the air 
defense threat, our aviation forces 
will be subjected to a wide variety 

illustration by Mark Irwin, Armor magazine 
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of other weapons systems that could 
be used in an antihelicopter role, 
such as the main gun of Soviet 
tanks, 

More importantly, the preponder­
ance of Soviet attack helicopters on 
the battlefield will make the 
possibility of air-to-air engagements 
a reality. In order to counter these 
potential enemy forces, highly 
responsive and alert aircrews must 
be available anytime, day or night. 
For these crews to be responsive and 
efficient, they must receive adequate 
rest to prevent fatigue from reduc­
ing their ability to perform critical 
tasks on the battlefield. 

Fatigue. 
The Air Force, Navy and Marine 

Corps have long acknowledged the 
weakening effects of stress and 
fatigue on the pilot while flying. 
Their experience indicates that to 
achieve maximum use of their air­
craft they must have more than one 
crew available for each aircraft. This 
is especially true of the new, ad­
vanced systems that the Army is 
beginning to field, such as the 
AH -64 Apache. The reliability, 
availability and maintainability data 
for each new aviation system shows 
that they are capable of extended 
use, which in turn indicates that to 
derive the additional benefit, more 
than one crew would be required. 

In addition to increased availabili­
ty afforded by high technology air­
frames, Army Aviation is faced with 
a threat which will require the in­
creased use of terrain flight. Protec­
tion from acquisition and tracking 
(optical and radar) by Soviet air 
defense systems can be effectively 
afforded by the use of proper nap­
of-the-earth flight techniques. The 
additional stress and fatigue en­
countered when flying at NOE 
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altitudes have been well documented 
by the U.S. Army Aeromedical 
Research Laboratory at Ft. Rucker. 
With the added development of 
sophisticated night vision devices, 
and threat doctrine calling for 
around-the-clock combat opera­
tions, it became apparent that addi­
tional aircrews would be needed to 
achieve optimum use of the 
capabilities of modern aircraft. 

The AAPRSO Study. 
Highly responsive, well-rested air­

crews must be available to com­
manders if they are to realize the 
maximum potential of their aviation 
assets. Effectiveness on the bat­
tlefield is largely dependent on the 
aircrews' timely reaction to combat 
situations. The Army Aviation Per­
sonnel Requirements for Sustained 
Operations study was conducted to 
determine the aircrew ratio of pilots 
to aircraft seats for a midintensity 
European conflict. In addition to an 
analysis of the aircrews, the study in­
cluded an analysis of the main­
tenance personnel (rated and non­
rated) required to support the 
aircraft. 

The AAPRSO study was ap­
proved by Headquarters, TRADOC, 
in December 1979. It was validated 

FIGURE 1: AAPRSO Aircrew Ratios. 

Attack Helicopter Company 

AH-1S 1.20 
AH-64 1.25 

SCOUT 1.42 

Air Combat Troop 

AH-1S 1.33 
AH-64 1.29 

SCOUT 1.80 

Division Aviation Company 

UH-1 1.29 
FAAO 1.42 
OH-58 1.31 

by Headquarters, Department of the 
Army, in August 1981 with approval 
of the aviator-to-seat ratios shown 
in figure 1. The study concluded 
that current staffing of aviation 
units is insufficient to realize their 
full potential during sustained com­
bat operations. Aviator-to-seat 
ratios greater than one-to-one (more 
than one pilot per seat) and main­
tenance personnel increases are 
required. 

Differences in the aircrew ratios 
shown in figure 1 result from the 
diverse missions of the units eval­
uated, and also from the various 
mission profiles of the aircraft in 
those units. For example, the mis­
sion of the medium helicopter com­
pany (CH-47) is quite distinct from 
that of the air cavalry troop (AH-l, 
OH-58). Further, the mission pro­
files of the scout helicopter in the air 
cavalry troop are different from 
those of the attack helicopter in that 
same unit. 

In September 1981, the Aviation 
Center was tasked to prepare an im­
plementation plan that would pro­
vide for increased aviator staffing to 
support mobilization. Inclusion of 
the additional maintenance person­
nel was initially deferred pending 
completion of the career manage-

Combat Support 
Aviation Company 

UH-1 1.42 
UH-60 1.36 

Medium Helicopter 
Company 

CH-47 1.14 

Aeromedical 

UH-1 1.45 
UH-60 1.49 
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ment field 67 study (see October 
1982 Aviation Digest, " Aviation 
Personnel Notes, CMF 67 Update," 
page 22). This was primarily be­
cause of unforeseeable impacts the 
study might have on the aviation 
force. This restriction was removed 
when the study was completed. 

Computation of the total re­
quirements to sustain the aviation 
force was a relatively simple matter. 
The number of additional aviators 
was determined by multiplying the 
number of aviator positions in a 
particular unit by the recommend­
ed aircrew ratio. For example, one 
Army 86 attack helicopter company 
has 6 attack aircraft which require 
12 aviator positions (2 pilots per at­
tack aircraft). The 12 attack posi­
tions multiplied by the aircrew ratio 
of 1.2 (AH-1S) yields a requirement 
for 14.4 positions. Any computation 
yielding less than .5 is rounded 
down, while those resulting in .5 or 
greater are rounded up. Therefore, 
the attack helicopter company 
equipped with the AH-IS should 
have 14 pilots for its 6 aircraft in­
stead of 12. Computations for the 
scout aircraft are the same, with the 
exception that there currently is only 
1 aviator position per aircraft (4 
scout aircraft per company). The 

aircrew ratio is 1.42 which equals 6 
scout pilots instead of the 4 now 
authorized. 

Computations for the additional 
maintenance personnel require­
ments were accomplished in accor­
dance with Army Regulation 570-2, 
"Organization and Equipment 
Authorization Tables- Per­
sonnel." The flying hours derived 
from the wargames conducted for 
the Army Aviation Mission Area 
Analysis (figure 2) were inserted in 
the manpower authorization criteria 
formulas to determine the require­
ment for maintenance personnel. 
Once the total requirement was 
identified, the current requirements 
were subtracted to determine the dif­
ference. Th us, the difference rep­
resents the additional requirement 
necessary to support sustained 
operations. The AAMAA flying 
hours were used because they incor­
porated the most current data 
available. Once the total requirement 
was identified, the implementation 
plan was developed:" 

Department of the Army Tasking. 
The Aviation Center's charter in 

determining the methodology to 
support the implementation pro­
posal was to do what we thought 

FIGURE 2: AAMAA Flying Hours Results (Flight Hour Planning Factors). 

Attack Helicopter Battalion 

AH - 3.28 
SCT - 2.71 

UH - 2.31 

Air Cavalry Troop 

AH - 5.53 
SCT - 4.74 

UH -2.21 

Combat Support Aviation 
Company 

UH - 6.11 
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General Support Aviation 
Company 

OH - 3.21 
UH - 5.93 

FAAO - 6.42 

Combat Electronic 
Warfare and Intelligence 

Aviation Company 

EH - 5.0 

was best for the total A rmy. Our ob­
jectives were threefold. First, to 
design what we called sustainment 
battalions; second, we would de­
velop alternatives to resource these 
battalions; and third, we were to 
complete the project in order to im­
pact on the 1985 to 1989 program 
objective memorandum. 

We decided early that develop­
ment of the sustainment battalions 
would coincide with development of 
Army 86 aviation organizations. 
Hence, while we would create sus­
tainment units for all aviation units, 
only the sustainment battalion for 
the Cavalry Brigade (Air Attack) of 
the heavy division would be submit­
ted for approval. As of December 
1982 (the date our proposal was sub­
mitted to DA for approval), the 
heavy division was the only ap­
proved Army 86 organization. 

Figure 3 depicts the organiza­
tional characteristics of the CBAA 
sustainment battalion for the heavy 
division "l-Edition TOE." Each 
element of the sustainment battalion 
is linked to a similar element of the 

'For more on the Army Aviation Mission Area 
Analysis, see Aviation Digest, April 1982, page 
17. Other related information was carried in the 
Aviation Digest 's coverage of the " Army Aviation 
Systems Program Review '82": June 1982, page 
38; Ju ly 1982, page 8; September 1982, page 36; 
and October 1982, pages 2 and 9. 

FIGURE 3: CBAA Sustainment Battalion 
J·Edition, Heavy Division. 
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This was also a 
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Aviation to conduct sustained 
com bat it was 
a much more difficult task to iden­

p01tential candidates for resour-
these battalions. Increases to 

the force structure allowance were 
not considered a viable alternative 
in of the fact that resources are 

constrained to 
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meet demands. 
could not afford new structure when 
many of its front line units were 

the level. 
resources to fill 
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found that the 
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means of im­
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4) rec()mnnen,ded 
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and in and to a tai-
lored combat aviation battalion 
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Reserve unit 
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what we call an 
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the sustainment element would 
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how a National 
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TOl1nCI-OU[l to an Active Com­
division located 

Each aviation unit of the 47th In-
Division would a like 

element of the sustainment battalion 
with the of the one com-
bat aviation company 
located in Illinois. 
would be conducted in COJOlUmctlOn 
with the unit of the 47th 

Division-or may be 
conducted on weekends. 
All facilities and avail-
able to the aviation units of that 
division also would be available to 
the detachments of the sustainment 
battalion. For annual and 
upon the detachments 
of the sustainment battalion would 

to as a battalion and 
become to the aoorcmr'iat.e 
units in the 8th Infantry 

FIGURE 4: Implementation Proposal (PaM 85). 

Five 
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Priority ARNG 
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Rapid Deployment Force-Army (24th Infantry Division 
and 5th Infantry Division 

-1,052 spaces 

NATO (1st Armored Division, 3d Armored Division, 
3d Infantry Division, 8th Infantry Division) 

-2,104 spaces 
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-
Active A,my - Enhanced Unit 

FIGURE 5: ARNG sustainment personnel are attached to the supported Active Army unit for annual training 
and assigned to them upon mobilization. At all other times (weekend training) they are attached 
to their parent ARNG unit. 

An important aspect of this pro­
posal is the fact that the units of the 
supporting element (47th Infantry 
Division) must be equipped with 

sufficient numbers of the same type 
aircraft and associated support 
items as the supported element (8th 
Infantry Division). This is crucial to 

FIGURE 6: 47th Infantry Division sustains the 8th Infantry Division. 
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o CO· AHC/AHO 

B CO· CSAC 

the program in that upon mobiliza­
tion, the sustainment battalion 
would require little or no prepara­
tion time. We emphasize that only 
personal equipment is included in 
the organization of the sustainment 
battalion, thus allowing it to 
mobilize and deploy rapidly. All 
equipment, such as aircraft, would 
stay with the supporting element 
upon mobilization, thus simulta­
neously providing for a more rapid 
equipment modernization of Army 
National Guard aviation units. 

This proposal offers a somewhat 
radical departure from established 
procedures. However, in a period of 
increasing tensions and economic 
decline, perhaps radical procedures 
are in order to fully meet our com­
mitments. This proposal will allow 
the Army to meet the requirements 
to conduct sustained combat opera­
tions while concurrently moderniz­
ing our Reserve Component forces 
at a more rapid rate than is current­
ly programed. ~ 
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VIEWS FROM READERS 

Editor: 
I would appreciate receiving a copy of 

the article, "Chemical Agents, First Aid 
and Long-Term Effects;' by Captain 
Timothy Savage. It appeared in the 
December 1981 Aviation Digest. 

Editor: 

Captain Penetar 
Division of Ocular Hazards 
Letterman Army Institute 
of Research 

This is an open letter to many people 
in Army Aviation. 

So you're still smoking. You still 
refuse to admit to yourself that the pro­
fession you have chosen requires you to 
be among the most physically fit peo­
ple in the world and you're still sucking 
on tobacco. I will concede that it is a 
personal choice, but when millions of 
dollars are spent on research and the 
results are so conclusive, I still have to 
admit I just don' t understand why you 
continue. 
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It is true that smoking after eating is 
supposed to help digestion, and that 
cigarettes help to keep your weight 
down. But being light as a feather won't 
help you climb stairs without losing your 
breath. It is no wonder you hate the 
physical training test and that "deli­
cious" taste you have in your mouth 
when you wake up in the morning. 

Then there is the aspect of money 
spent on those enjoyable little devils. 
Why if you're just a medium smoker, 
defined as 20 to 30 "coffin nails" a day, 
you spend $312.00 a year. What a 
bargain! More than 10,000 chances a 
year to gum up your lungs, tint your 
teeth and drive your heart nuts. 

Let us not quibble over all the 
wonderful little bonuses you get when 
you volunteer to pollute your respiratory 
system and environment. Bonuses like 
a heavenly aroma, overloaded ashtrays 
and that ascending trail of blue-white 
smoke that has an uncanny attraction 
for nonsmokers. Next time you desire 
companionship, look for that nice fellow 
that always asks for your last smoke. 

I find a great deal of humor in those 
of you who try to enjoy your cancer 
stick while you attempt some small 
tedious task like trying to fill out a flight 
plan and your favorite brand is smolder­
ing away. Even with smoke-filled eyes 
you prevail until your eyes are squeaking. 

Out to the aircraft you go, rushing 
preflight, runup and takeoff. Think of 
the advantages of flying NOE and be­
ing able to log high altitude cross­
country at 8,000 to 10,000 feet. Even bet­
ter is the advantage of having less than 
the normal 20/ 20 vision that the rest of 
us have at night. What you can't see 
won't hurt you. 

Ladies and gentlemen of Army Avia­
tion, you can be proud of the things you 
have accomplished. All the tests and 
evaluations you have endured. I have one 
oral evaluation that may save your life. 
Ask yourself, "Why do I still persist!" 

CW2 Mike Benson 
U H -60 Branch 
Cairns AAF 

Editor: 
It would appear that the u.s. Army 

A viation Digest may be a source of in­
formation which will aid the research of 
the de Havilland DHC-2/ U-6A air­
craft's history. I would appreciate infor­
mation about your publication with 
regard to subscription and content. 

PROJECT DHC-2 is a historical 
research project dedicated to the trac­
ing and documenting of all the 1,692 
"Beavers" and "Turbo Beavers" 
manufactured by the de Havilland 
Canada Company located in Ontario, 
Canada. Obviously a great portion of 
this research focuses upon the U.S. 
Army which received many of the 968 
of these type aircraft which were 
deli vered to U. S. military concerns. 

Should you find that information on 
this aircraft is held in the files of the 
A viation Digest I would enjoy hearing 
from you. Please feel free to suggest any 
other avenues of enquiry regarding any 
of the military roles performed by the 
DHC-2/U-6A. Thank you very much. 

Editor: 

Steven J. Todd 
Campbell River 
British Columbia, Canada 

I enjoyed the recent series that ap­
peared in Aviation Digest, "Forty Years 
of Army Aviation," and respectfully re­
quest a copy of the complete series. 

Editor: 

Phil Graziano 
Utica, NY 

This seems like a long time after the 
period, but I really did not think of this 
solution until recently. 

In 1961, I was a commander of the 
150th Armored Cavalry Aviation Com­
pany. Our unit was called to active duty 
at Ft. George G. Meade, MD. While at 
the post during January, I took the avia­
tion company on a field problem at 
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US. Army Communications Command 

ATC ACTION LINE 

Helicopters and 
the National Airspace Review 

CW4 Peter C. McHugh 
u.s. Army Air Traffic Control Activity 

Aeronautical Services Office 
Cameron Station, Alexandria, VA 

T HE NATIONAL Airspace Review is a joint 
FAA/DOD/aviation industry program conducting 
an indepth study of airspace and procedural 
aspects of the air traffic control system. The 
NAR, part of the National Airspace System Plan, 
studies preidentified areas and provides the FAA 
with user input, suggesting a near-term solution 
to mutual problems and promoting greater use 
of the National Airspace System. 

The NAR will continue for 42 months. Its task 
groups are composed of about 10 members from 
such user groups as FAA, DOD, Helicopter 
Association International , Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association, National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, National Business Aircraft 
Association, Experimental Aircraft Association, 
Airline Pilots Association, Air Transport Associa­
tion, American Helicopter Society. Sessions last 
3 weeks in each area of interest. 

Proceedings are compiled in a staff study in­
corporating numbered recommendations which 
are forwarded through an executive committee 
to the FAA Administrator. Recommendations ap­
proved by the Administrator are staffed and im­
plemented under procedures established by law 
and will therefore be circularized for public and 
DOD comment prior to becoming regulatory. 
Many issues must be referred to committes 
which exist to establish specifications for 
aeronautical information products. In these, the 
Army has an opportunity to influence task group 
recommendations. The U.S. Army Aeronautical 
Services Office provides representatives to all 
pertinent NAR task groups for the DA. USAASO 
represents DOD in the Helicopter Task Groups. 

The first of four NAR task groups devoting at­
tention specifically to helicopters completed its 
session in February 1983. These deliberations 
focused on ATC separation as expressed in FAA 
Handbook 7110.65c. Recommendations to make 

substantial reductions in separation criteria for 
helicopters may produce economic and opera­
tional benefits. Following on FAA's presentation 
of its Rotocraft Master Plan at the HAl Sym­
posium in Anaheim, CA, these may provide a na­
tional impetus to exploit the unique capabilities 
of helicopters in the NAS. 

Army positions within the task groups provide 
unique Army Aviation influence at the national 
level which will hopefully have a favorable impact 
on use within the NAS. The studies have address­
ed a variety of topics and provided perspectives 
complementary to future Army mission objec­
tives and equipment capabilities. For example, in 
TG 1-3, Random Routes, the Army's forward look­
ing statement of requirement demands that the 
NAS provide for assured IFR clearance from any 
departure point/field site to any destination at 
minimum IFR altitudes without ATC radar 
coverage. This considers that the route selected 
by the pilot may include overflight of specific 
points en route or may be direct with ATC pro­
viding assurance that clearance will be available 
via the filed random route. Conceptually, aircraft 
navigation equipment may be Doppler, loran or 
GPS. 

Army initiatives in TG 2-4, Helicopter Separa­
tion, led to recommendations reducing standard 
ATC separation of helicopters. Drafted in concert 
with ATC expertise at Ft. Rucker, AL, this met 
with strong civil/commercial support in the task 
group. These recommendations will lead to 
separation standards derived from unique 
helicopter performance. Terminology reflecting 
the vernacular of rotary wing operation will be in­
cluded to facilitate pilot/controller communica­
tion and to expedite control. This contributes to 
reduced delay and to more efficient use of the 
NAS with uncompromised levels of safety. 

Schedules of NAR meetings and their assigned 
areas of interest are published in the Federal 
Register. Minutes and staff studies are available. 
USAASO encourages readers to direct comments 
or questions regarding the NAR to the address 
below. These will be considered in formulating 
DA positions for task gro.up discussion. The NAR 
represents an unusual opportunity for Army in­
fluence of national legislation to the advantage 
of Army Aviation's use of the NAS. f' 

Readers are encouraged to address matters concerning air traffic control to: 
Director, USAA TCA Aeronautical Services Office, Cameron Station, Alexandria, VA 22314 
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July 
When Will We Learn 

About Mountain Flying? 
Raymond P. Johnson 

August 
Threat: Soviet Air 

Defenses Against At· 
tack Helicopters 

LTC Brian P. Mullady 

September 
Knights Train For The 

Night 
MAJ Frank L. Carson 

and CW3 Owen D. 
Scruggs 

October 
Where's The Foreign 

Clearance Guide? 
CW4 Thomas A. Story 

November 
JAAT, A Present 

Concept 
MAJ William J. Filippini 

and CPT David S. 
Prewitt 

December 
Who Needs It Anyway? 
CW3 William W. Shawn 

January 
Threa1: The DEW Threat 

CPT Donald R. Faint 

february 
The Chemical Environ· 

ment and Army Aviation 
CW2 Thomas E. 

Whitson 

March 
The Last Alert 

CW3 Ernest D. Kingsley 

April 
ATC Action Line: Want 

To Become an Old 
Pilot? 

Mr. Kenneth S. Arnold 

May 
ANVIS- Now a System 
Designed for Aviators! 

Mr. Tim Neal 

June 
Threat: Soviet Attack 
Helicopters-King of 

the Hill? 
Mr. Ed Bavaro 


