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COMMANDER'S INTRODUCTION
ANNUAL HISTORICAL REVIEW

1983

On 12 April 1983 Army Aviation came of age. It was on that date
that Secretary of the Army, John O. Marsh, Jr., issued the order
establishing Army Aviation as a branch of the Army. TLong awaited and
expected, the announcement of the new branch inculcated a new esprit and
purpose for the United States Army Aviation Center, members of the Army
Aviation community and their families, and the neighboring Wiregrass
communities.

Implementation of the new branch began almost immediately, and
Aviation Proponency became the byword of the branch and Aviation Center.
New MOS' and SCs were brought on~line which greatly enhanced the
training and mission capabilities of the men and women in Army Aviation.
New courses, such as the Air Assault Course, the Aviation Officer Basic
and Advance Courses, Senior and Advance Courses, and enlisted and
technical courses were scheduled for implementation in 1983 and 1984.

The schoolhouse part of the Aviation Center underwent
reorganization and revitalization with School Model '83. Under this
reorganization, several encumbent directorates and departments were
disestablished while at the same time other directorates and departments
were created. School Model '83 alsc brought about a revision and
enhancement of academic and flight training, along with the expansion of
combat aviation doctrine.

With the creation and implementation of the new Army Aviation
Branch in 1983, and the attendant increase and improvement of its
training programs, Army Aviation had much to look forward to regarding
its contribution to the combined arms effort and the defense of our
country. This annual Thistorical review presents the progress,
achievements, programs, and problems encountered by the Army Aviation

Major General, USA
Commanding
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PREFACE

The Annual Historical Review, as it hereafter will be known, is the
first of 1its kind here at Fort Rucker. Replacing the Historical
Supplement, the review will hopefully provide an incisive, informative,
and analytical examination of events, programs, units, and individuals
at Fort Rucker. The 1983 Annual Historical Review utilized supporting
documents, footnotes, appendices, and photographs to assist the reader
in examining the historical materiel. The materiel used in the annual
review was gathered from the respective directorates, departments,
units, and offices. The Center Historian also used some oral interviews
for historical augmentation.

The Annual Historical Review was divided into five chapters:
Mission, Proponency, School Model 83, and School Secretary;
Administration, Management, and Operations; Training; Tenant Activities;
and Personnel. The Center Historian had to deal with some redundancy
and overlapping in writing the history. However, it is hoped that the
above elements will not distract from the history or the reader's
ability to understand the "writter word." Before putting the history
into final form, the rough drafts were sent back to the respective units
for coordination and revision, and then were returned to the History
Office to be put into the final draft.

The Center Historian owes so much to so many, but has little space
to be able to acknowledge everyone who contributed to the 1983 Annual
Historical Review. However, at this time he would 1ike to thank all of
the units at Fort Rucker for their contribution concerning the providing
of historical data and documents. Also at this time special thanks and
accolades are given to Linda Hobby who suffered the fate of having to
type the rough drafts from the illegible notes of the Center Historian
and to put up with his many idiosyncracies--all of which are too
numerous to mention! Thanks also go to Linda Evans who typed the second
draft and was the first to put the history into the newly acquired word
processor. Finally, thanks go to Edythe M. Setzer, the encumbent
secretary, who also as her predecessors, wrestled with the "unseen" in
putting out the final draft. Her patience, diligence, and humor, has
not only served her well, but mitigated the self-induced anxiety attacks
by the Center Historian. Whatever truths or flaws emanate from the
history, the responsibility falls on the rather narrow shoulders of the
encumbent resident of the Aviation Branch History Office. However, in
all candor, the Center Historian enjoyed writing the first Annual
Historical Review and 1looks forward to writing subsequent annual
historical reviews.

HERBERT P. LEPORE, Ph.D.
Center Historian
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Colonel Ernest F. Estes, Director, Directorate of Training Developments,
1982-June 1983, Aviation Proponency Office, September 1983 to the
present.



CHAPTER I

MISSION, PROPONENCY, SCHOOL MODEL 83, AND SCHOOL SECRETARY

In 1983, the United States Army Aviation Center (USAAVNC) had as
its mission the command, operation, and administration of the resources
at Fort Rucker, Alabama. It also conducted the training and instruction
for United States and allied officers, warrant officers, warrant officer
candidates, enlisted personnel, and designated civilian personnel in the
various phases of Army aviation.

The Aviation Center also accomplished actions for which it was the
proponent, such as those relating to combat and training developments,
training devices and literature, occupational specialities, and career
management fields, and US Army aviation flight standardization. Another
important function of the Aviation Center in 1983 was providing support
to assigned, attached, or tenant activities to include on-post and
of f-post units or activities in the assigned geographical areas, unless
otherwise designated.

Four significant events took place in 1983 affecting the Aviation
Center mission. They were the creation and implementation of the US
Army Aviation Branch, its proponency, School Model 83, and the position
of School Secretary. All of these inextricably affected the mission of
Army aviation. Beginning with Aviation Proponency, the background and
dynamics of these events will be discussed.



AVIATION PROPONENCY

Background

Though Army aviation has been an organic element of the United
States Army since 6 June 1842, it suffered the stigma of being somewhat
of a stepchild regarding tactics and doctrine. The 1label "Army
Aviation" was somewhat of a catchall concerning the Army in the period
from 1942 to 1983. Army aviation meant aircraft from L-2 Piper Cubs to
helicopters, but really not much more. Commissioned officer aviators
always had a primary specialty code which was other than aviation. This
caused a myriad of problems such as cross training, leadership and
management training, branch emphasis, career guidance, and promotion
opportunities. Heretofore, the commissioned officer aviator had a
difficult time discerning whether or not he or she were aviators first
or second, or could they be both aviators and let's say, infantry
officers. The warrant officer pilots were not encumbered with the above
vagaries; they were aviators--though  they might be given managerial or
operational leadership opportunities.

Army aviation made a quantum leap forward as the result of the
Vietnam War. It became integrated both on a defacto and dejure basis
into the battle doctrine. Also millions of Americans saw the
battle-proven helicopters on their television cameras on a nightly
basis. Thousands of American fighting men owed their lives and safety
to the wubiquitous helicopter. Few 1if any field operations were
undertaken without helicopters--be it for purposes of transportation,
suppressive fire, supply, or medical evacuation. From 1961 to 1973--the
period of active American involvement in Vietnam--the helicopter was an
integral part of both military and civil action.

Though Army aviation made its mark in Vietnam, it still suffered
from the stepchild syndrome. It appeared the Army in the 1970s was
willing to promulgate new battle doctrine which called for the use of
helicopters, yet seemed reluctant to officially include Army aviation in
the Combined Arms mode. Within and without the Army, organic Army
aviation had both its detractors and proponents concerning
implementation of an Army aviation branch.

The polemic regarding the implementation of an aviation branch
raged back and forth--and still does in some circles. In April 1979,
the Department of the Army announced the inclusion of Army aviation into
the Combined Arms Warfare family. However, the questions concerning the
creation of an aviation branch remained unanswered. To the advocates of
aviation proponency, time was of the essence. The detractors, and/or
those hesitant to see the inception of ,a viable aviation branch,
questioned the feasibility of such a move. There were many pros and
cons as to the implementation of Army aviation. However, they will not
be addressed here as the purpose of this part of the historical review
is to examine the implementation of the aviation branch.



During the 1970s, however, the decentralization of Army aviation
proponent responsibilities served to bring about the awareness that
organic Army avgation should be an integral component of traditional
branch missions.

In the past, Infantry, Armor, Field Artillery, Engineers, Military
Intelligence and Air Defense Artillery were the only Combat Arms
branches of the Army, though Army aviation was thoroughly infused in all
of them. After the Vietnam War period, the realities of available
technical expertise and demands for intensified management lead to the
subdivision of aviation proponent responsibilities into doctrinal,
organizational, materiel, and training components. The branch schools
relinquished control of materiel development to the Aviation Center of
Fort Rucker in August 1978. 1In April 1980, the eviation Center was
designated the integrating center for Army aviation.

The past approach of assigning proponent responsibility based on
parameters such as aircraft systems led to confusion and a lack of
coherent action in areas where battlefield missions cut across system
lines. There were voids in aviation emp19yment doctrine and replication
of branch doctrine and aviation training.

Something had to be done concerning the above problems. Also, Army
aviation was far too important to be pushed inadvertantly, or otherwise,
into conflicts with the encumbent Army branches. One question was
whether or not Army aviation--as it existed--should have a greater or
lesser role in regard to training, organization, missions, and programs.
The Army had no choice but to force the problem and clarify the mission
and role of Army aviation.

General Glenn K. Otis, Commander, United States Army Training and
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) directed a 2 June TRADOC Review of Army
aviation (TROAA) be undertaken. Earlier correspondence between Major
General John B. Blount, Chief of Staff, TRADOC and Major General Carl H.
McNair, Jr., Commanding General United States Army Aviation Center,
(USAAVNC) Fort Rucker, Alabama, established a cogent need for the above
review of Army aviation. Some difficult decisions had to be made
concerning Army aviation doctrine, concept, organization, and materiel.
At the same time it was imperative that aviation career management
philosophies and policies, aviation propgnency, and efficacy of
establishing an aviation branch be validated.

To accomplish this review, TRADOC created an independent evaluation
team to provide recommendations on major issues identified in the Army
Aviation Missions Area Analysis (AMAA) and the Army Aviation Systems
Program Review (AASPR). The evaluation team was composed of Lieutenant
General (Ret) Richard West, Major General (Ret) Benjamin Harrison,
Colonel E. Fran5 Estes, USAAVNC and Chief Warrant Officer Four John
Valaer, USAANVC.



The evaluation lasted for three months. The team visited
installations, three Light Divisions, three Heavy Divisions, three Corps
Support Commands (COSCOMs), three Corps, five TRADOC schools involved in
aviation matters, and two Departments of the Army Materiel Development
and Readiness Commands (DARCOMs) involved in the development and
fielding of Aviation Materiels and support systems. The team
interviewed over 600 people, individually and in groups. Thirty-nine
general officers were interviﬁYFd by the team and 22 major studies on
Army aviation were researched.

The evaluation was completed by the fall of 1982. The two basic
tenants that emanated from the team's findings were that Aviation
Proponency should be established, and Army aviation become a branch. On
27 January 1983, General E.C. Mayer, Chief of Staff, United States Army,
wrote to General Otis at TRADOC, tasking him tolldevelop an
implementation plan and to centralize Aviation Proponency.

General Meyer further tasked General Otis to include in the
implementation plan the following: milestones, education and training
considerations with respect to officer accessions training (Basic
Course), and an Aviation Advanced Course. Resource implicatioms,
including relocation of personnel and functions were to be considered as
were facilities and other pertinent data. Other considerations were
that of branch composition, i.e., Specialty Code (SC) 15, 71, and 67Js
and the inclusion of all rated officers into the aviation branch. The
above issues were not the only ones which needed to be addressed. Some
TRADOC schools quickly drew attention to other points, such as flight
inspections, fixed base Air Traffic Control (ATC), Aviation Warrant
Officers implementati and what directorates would be affected by a
branch implementation.

On 2 February 1983, the Deputy Commander, Combined Arms Center,
(CAC), Fort Leavenworth, Lieutenant General Jack N. Merritt, tasked
General McNair to prepare an implemention plan through Colonel Lynn C.
Hooper, Aviation Combat Development Directorate (DCSCD) TRADOC, who was
to coordinate USAAVNC input. General Merritt told General McNair to
include in the plans such things as education and training
considerations for basic and advanced courses, branch composition (i.e.,
skill codes 15, 71, & 67J), and relocation of personmnel and functioms.
Simultaneously, TRADOC was to furnish dits implementation plan,
augumented by the Aviation Center's input. General Merritt scheduled an
inprocess review (IPR) of the q%iation Center's implementation plan at
TRADOC on 22 February 1983. At this time, the commands and
individuals involved in aviation proponency and implementation met to
discuss their recommendation, and the TRADOC Commandef4provided guidance
concerning aviation proponency and implementation. Finally, after
careful deliberation, the Secretary of the Army and the Chief of Staff
of the Army agreed with the recommendation, and on 12 April 1983, the
Secretary of the Army established Army aviation as a separate branch of
the Army.



On 6 June 1983, the anniversary of Army aviation, the Chief of
Staff of the Army designated the Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel as
the HQDA Agency responsible for the timely and efficient execution of
the Army Aviation Branch Implementation Plan (ABIP). He further
directed that the CG, TRADOC develop a plan to centralize aviation
proponent responsibility. At the same time Army aviation became a basic
branch of the Army. General Meyer in correspondence to the new TRADOC
commander, General William R. Richardson, on the above date, instructed
him to establish an Aviation Logistics School which would be responsib}g
to the Aviation Center and the Logistics Center at Fort Lee, Virginia.

Aviation Specialty Proponent Committee

As the result of the Secretary of the Army's action establishing
the Army branch on 13 April 1983, the new aviation branch was "in
business." However, implementation was mno easy, quick activity.
Organization, mission, functions, and problem areas had to be defined
and addressed. One way this was achieved was by the establishment of a
USAAVNC Specialty Proponent Committee. Brigadier General Charles E.
Teeter, Deputy Commanding General, USAAVNC, chaired the committee which
met in the Center Conference Room on 16 May 1983. The committee
examined problems, such as Officer Basic and Advanced courses, specialty
codes (SC) and Military Occupational Specialties (MOS), Warrant Officer
and Enlisted Iss S5 the Aviation Personnel Management Plan (APMP), and
branch insignias.

One of the individuals who attended the 16 May committee meeting
was Colonel Ernest F. Estes, Directorate of Training Development (DOTD),
USAAVNC. Colonel Estes later became instrumental in the establishment
of the Army Aviation Branch Implementation Team (ABIT), and was the
first director of the Aviation Proponency Office (APO) at the Aviation
Center.

As an aside, meetings such as the above mentioned, became a common
occurrence at Fort Rucker during 1983. It was at meetings, briefings,
and formal and informal gatherings, proponency teams visits, and even at
the Army Aviation Association of America (AAAA) convention at Garmisch,
Germany in March 1983, that gave members of t Army aviation community
opportunities to sell Aviation proponency. The selling of Army
aviation and Aviation Proponency will be discussed further below.

Aviation Branch Implementation Team (ABIT)

One of the initial activities undertaken with the 6 June 1983
approval of the Aviation Branch Implementation Plan (ABIP) was the
establishment of an Aviation Branch Implementation Team (ABIT). The
ABIT was to provide extensive ABIP briefings throughout the Army.
Colonel Estes was the Team Chief. On 6 June 1983, the remaining seven
members of the team were chosen by Colonel Estes; they were Colonel
Estes, Colonel Gerry Z. Gipson, United States Army Reserve (USAR)
Representative; Lieutenant Colonel Marvin E. McGraw; Major(P) Alfred J.
Davis; Major Mark Kresh; Major Timothy J. Lenzmeir; Major Kenneth T.



Satterfield, and Captain(P) Stewart W. Wyland. Most of the above
individuals were members of Colonel Estes' directorate.

Colonel Estes admonished those chosen from his directorate to
quickly learn what they could about Aviation Proponency and its
attendant problem areas. Upon completion of their mission on 4 November
1983, the ABIT terminated its activity, and the newly formed Aviation
Proponency Office assumed responsibility of monitoring the

implementation plan.19

Speaking of the Aviation Proponency Office (APO), it was
established on 1 September 1983 at Fort Rucker. The members of this
office, Major Robert Christensen, Captain Gary Messano, and Chief
Warrant Officer (CW3) Dave Day were drawn from the Aviation Career
Management Branch of DOTD where they had been actively assisting the
Aviation Branch Issue and had served as the focal point for Aviation
Proponency prior to the establishment of a separate Aviation Proponency
Office. As previously mentioned Colonel Estes was its first director.
The APO has a multi-faceted mission structure. Its missions(s) came
under the aegis of TRADOC Regulation 10-X.

APO Responsibilities

The APO, though new, had its work cut out for it in a hurry. The
constituency which it served included not only the Aviation Center, but
active and reserve components, Integrating Center, TRADOC, Military
Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) and Headquarters, Department o, Othe Army
(HQDA), and eventually the US Army Aviation Logistics School.

Colonel Estes and his APO staff were busy constantly keeping the
Aviation Center Commanding General, Major General Bobby J. Maddox,
apprised of matt&fs concerning implementation to aviation and
non-aviation units.” %

General Maddox, a career aviator and combat veteran, accepted the
reigns of command from General McNair on 17 June 1983. Being the strong
advocate of the Army Branch Implementation, General Maddox rolled up his
sleeves, figuratively speaking and stayed abreast of the Proponency
Office's activities. He provided proposals, counterproposals, cggments
and no doubt some criticism concerning the activities of the APO.

The Aviation Proponency Office had further functions. It assisted
other offices and agencies in the development of regulations. It
administered special proponency programs by managing branch specialties
and career management fields in all phases of the personnel life cycle
management model. The APO was also responsible for the establishment of
the career management field (CMF) 93-Aviation Operations. It prepared
the aviation warrant officer MOS restructure, and the development of the
aviation warrant officer career development initiatives. The proponency
office was responsible for reviewing numerous regulationms, cirﬁglars,
and pamphlets dealing with Army aviation and the aviation branch.



Colonel Estes, his ABIP team, and his office staff, spent the
period from 6 June 1983 to the end of the calendar year serving a
diverse constituency; the selling of aviation proponency and
implementation of the aviation branch was not easy. The examining of
some special issues, problems, and projects which were endemic to the
new branch will be discussed below.

Issues, Problems, and Problems of the the ABIP

Some of the critical issues of dimplementation included such
questions as who would be in the new branch and how would they be
selected? Also how and when would affected personnel receive branch
training had to be examined as did the questions as to what the branch
insignia would be. Another pertinent issue was how implementation would
influence the career of those in Army aviation.

Implementation of Aviation Personnel

The implementation process was not an easy one to achieve. As will
be discussed, there were no easy or ideal solutions. Total advocacy of
implementation, though desirable, was not possible. There were people
within and without the Army avigtion community who believed Army
aviators would be '"dual-hatted." In essence, they were not only
aviators, but also infantry officers, armor, or artillery officers.
Aviation Commissioned Officers (ACOs) had the specialy code (SC) of 15
or SC 71 which designated an aviator, but pri%% to implementation they
could also have another SC or area of training.

The Officer Personnel Management Directorate (OPMD) at the Military
Personnel Center (MILPERCEN) and the aviation proponency staff had to
look at the feasibility of maintaining dual trained aviators. Both
MILPERCEN and the Deputy Chief of Staff Personnel, (DESPER) consulted
with USAAVNC personnel, and all those concerned decided what changes
regarding SCs were to be made.

All officers who held SC 15 or 71 (Aviation Maintenance Officer) as
one of their specialties, or as their only specialty were to be
transferred to the Army Aviation Branch. Officers who had two accession
specialties, (e.g., 15/11, etc) were given the option of choosing the
specialty of their choice. TIf officers chose a specialty combination
which did not allow them to pursue an aviation career they would not be
eligible for aviation incentive pay. ACOs who held SC 15 or 71 as a
specialty and at the same time a non-accessioned specialty, were
transferred to the Army Aviation Branch. Officers whose other specialty
was a branch relatedz%ccessioned one, would be branch transferred only
if they requested it.

One area that appeared to cause some degree of consternation dealt
with the inclusion of the Aviation Warrant Officer (AWO) in the branch.
There was polemic within and without the AWO sphere as to what degree

*See biography of General Maddox in back of the Historical Review
and attendant material in chapter dealing with personnel.



the flying warrant officers came under the aviation branch. Also there
arose the question as to whether or not there should be an aviation
warrant officer branch. The advocates of such an idea believed since
AWO did not have specialty codes, but instead had a military
occupational specialty, (MOS), his training was designe$7to keep him in
a technical or flying status, and not in a command mode.

It appeared that most AWOs were not adverse to becoming integrated
into the aviation branch; what they wanted was clarification as to their
role in the new branch. On 26 August 1983, Major General Maddox issued
a message to Lieutenant General Carl E. Vouno, Commanding General, US
Army Combined Arms Center, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, recommending that
MILPERCEN established a warrant officer personnel management section
under the aviation branch, and within the purview of the Combat Arms
Division. General Maddox further suggested that aviation warrant
officers be managed by the new branch, and also wearzghe new branch
insignia instead of the warrant officer branch insignia.

The outcome of General Maddox's proposals was that the AWOs were
included in the aviation branch, however, their assignment management
was to be handled by Warrant Officer Division (WOD) at MILPERCEN. All
warrants would continue to wear the warrant officer insignia.
Opportunities for females in the aviation branch continued in accordance
with basic Army policies. The combat exclusion policy and career
opportunities for wopggn aviators were to determine the female content of
aviation accessions.

Aviation Insignia

The implementation of the aviation branch brought about an
instilling of new pride in Army aviation. "The new kid on the block,"
so to speak, became determined that the motto, "Above the Best" was
going to be exemplified. One way to do this was by the utilization of a
definite branch insignia.

A decision on accoutrements was needed, i.e., a design of a branch
insignia and branch colors. Five suggested designs of the branch
insignia were prepared by the Institute of Heraldry (IOH) and forwarded
to TRADOC for consideration. TRADOC recommended adoption of an insignia
with the existing Army aviation style gold wings with a silver prop.
This insignia was for officers, while the enlisted insignia was to be
gold. The IOH recommended the acceptance of Ultramarine Blue and Golden
Orange as the branch colors. The branch braid, shoulder boards and
lapel facing fabric had to be developed, and it was hoped by36ar1y 1984,
all elements of the insignia would be in the Army inventory.

After careful examination by the office of the Deputy Chief of
Staff of Operations (ODCSOPS), the office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
Logistics (ODSSLOG), Office of the Chief of Army Reserves (OCAR), and
the National Guard Bureau (NGB), accepted the design of the branch
insignia branch colors. They recommended F?Ft the Chief of Staff of the
Army (CSA) approve the insignia and color. On 7 August 1983, the CSA
approved both.



General Maddox after becoming the Commanding General of the
Aviation Center stressed the importance of the officers and enlisted men
and women becoming "aviation minded." This entailed that members of the
Army Aviation Community be aware of the uniqueness and heritage of Army
Aviation. In a letter to the Commander of TRADOC on 22 August 1983,
General Maddox reiterated his commitment to making the aviation branch
stand out. He pressed for a beret to be worn by all aviation personnel
both officer and enlisted. The beret was to be Ultramarine Blue. It
would have been a distinctive badge, denoting the sense of pride and
esprit de corps that Army aviation warranted. However, coordination
with TRADOC indicated no apparent support for the beret. On 27
September 1983, General Maddox directed Colonel Esfges to wait until the
beginning of 1984 to reintroduce the beret issue. Though the end of
1983 brought no apparent resolution concerning the beret, the aviation
branch was still determined to further pursue the acceptance and
implementation of a beret as part of its new identity.

Captains and Lieutenants Training

Captains and lieutenants training, previously referred to as the
advanced and basic courses by the other branches was scheduled to begin
for aviation captains in June 1984. This training was of particular
importance for aviation as a result of the aviation branch proponent
responsibilities in 1983, included coming up with developing and
initiating the above training. On 5 July 1983, APO held a conference
with representatives of DEH, DIO, DOTD, DES, and lst Aviation Brigade to
address how to initiate captains and lieutenants training. With the
implementation of the aviation branch, it became even more imperative
that its junior grade officers receive training in the development and
utilization of batt doctrine and related unit support items (i.e.,
battle simulations).

The USAAVNC's increased responsibility for developing training on
both the unit and individual level was manifested in the creation of
courses which provided company grade aviation officers with technical
and tactical training. These courses covered areas such as common
military training, Combined Arms, general aviation subjects, Aviation
Safety, Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Operations, and a
General Subjects area. The relative broad subject areas were meant to
make junior aviation officer a proficient soldier and leader. Another
important achievement of implementation was that as of June 1984, junior
aviation officers would be able to receive their training at Fort
Rucker. Heretofore, aviation officers attended Officer Advanced Courses
(OAC) at other TRADOC Schools. Until lieutenants training was
implemented in 1984, aviation branch lieutenants were to begin Officers
Basic ngrses at Fort Knox, Benning, Bliss, Sill, Huachuca, Gordon, and
Eustis.

The APO and USAAVNC still had to work through a number of problems
which were indigenous to the training of junior grade officers on 1983.
As 1983 came to an end, Colonel Estes and his staff had worked through
some problem areas. It was hoped by the APO that by June 1984, all
problems would be resolved and officer training begun on schedule. At
the same time an exportable training package for non-resident Reserve



component aviators (who may not have had an opportunity to attend the on
post captains training) was to be developed in 1984.

Enlisted Army Aviation Soldiers

In 1983, USAAVNC proudly became the overall proponent of all
aviation enlisted personnel matters. General Maddox, as the Commanding
General was determined to incorporate the aviation enlisted personnel as
fully as possible into the new branch. Implementation and cohesion were
two words which were synonomous with one another. General Maddox and
Colonel Estes were of one mind when it came to the role of the enlisted
men and women in Army aviation: without the acceptance and complete
utilization of the aviation branch soldier by the branch, Army aviation
would have little chance of being nothing more than a "stepsister" to
its sister branches. The axiom, "united we stand, divided we fall," was
one both Genera13§addox and Colonel Estes allowed to serve as a means of
self-admonition.

However, there were problem areas that had not been addressed
concerning certain units and MOS's. Initially, Air Traffic Control
(ATC) wunits had not been included in the implementation plan. The
following military occupational specialities had also been in the
transportation Career Management Field 64, Transportation: 71P, Flight
Operations Clerk; 93E Meteorological Observer: 93H, Air Traffic
Controller and 93J, Radar Operator. It appeared to the APO and the
Aviation Center that it would be efficacious to put the above MOSs into
single CMF known as Aviation Operations. Such a policy ensured a viable
career pattern and management for aviation related personnel who had no
connection with CMF 64. This policy was adopted and carried out.
Concerning the inclusion of the ATC units into the aviation branch, the
Department of the Army clarified the issue by stating that Air Traffic
Control was part o%6the new branch--though omitted initially in the
implementation plan.

Though the implementation of the new aviation branch was the
primary objective of Colonel Estes and his office, the APO had another
important issue to address. On 6 June 1983, General E.C. Meyer, Army
Chief of Staff, wrote a letter to the TRADOC Commander, General
Richardson, tasking him to establish an Aviation Logistics School (ALS)
at Fort Eustis,3 Virginia which would come under the aegis of the
Aviation Center.

Colonel Estes' office had its work cut out. It had to be decided
what organization would do what, where, and when. This was no easy task
under the most favorable conditions. The APO did not have the luxury of
waiting for such conditions. It had to achieve a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) between the USAAVNC and the US Army Transportation
School (USATSCH) Fort Eustis, Virgini%8 concerning the establishment of
the ALS within a short period of time.

In order to accomplish the creation of an ALS, it was necessary for
a number of meetings to be held between Major General Maddox, and his
counterpart at USATSCH, Major General Aaron L. Lilley, Jr. The initial
coordination meeting was held at Fort Eustis on 18 July 1983, between
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Major General Maddox and Major Genegﬁ} Lilley. Colonel Estes was the
only other attendee from Fort Rucker.

On 23 August 1983, Fort Eustis provided a draft for coordination to
the Aviation Center. The MOA was staffed for input, changes, and
currency with the Aviation Center Team. A month later, on the 23rd of
September 1983, the ABIP Team provided the Aviation Center's proposed
MOA to General Maddox with a telex copy to the Aviation Logistics
School. On 26 September 1983, General Lilley phoned General Maddox
concerning the Aviation Center's proposed MOA. The Aviation Center's
MOA was definitive in nature vis-a-vis the somewhat loosely defined MOA
promulgated by the USATSCH. It appeared that bot}hosides might have
difficulty coming to an agreement concerning the MOA.

General Maddox took time to reassess the differences of the two
drafts, and on 28 September 1983, provided the ABIP Team with an MOA
reworded in such a manner acceptable to him and General Lilley. Major
General Maddox presented the reworded MOA to Major General Lilley on 5
October 1983, while both were attending the Corps Systems Program Review
at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. A perfunctory perusal was made of the MOA
by General Lilley. He fote in some changes, and the MOA was
resubmitted for final type.

The major concern was that the USAAVNC was the "proponent" and what
was to become the US Army Aviation Logistics School (USAALS) would be
"responsible" for providing drafts of actions for final approval,
publication, and transmittal to US Army Combined Arms Center (USACAC)
and the US Army Logistics Center (USALOGCEN). The USAALS was not &iven
any proponency responsibility but operated for and through USAAVNC.

On 12 October 1983, Major General Lilley signed the MOA and telexed
a copy to General Maddox. General Maddox signed the MOA on 14 October
1983. The agreement delineated responsibilities and operations of the
USAAL§2 APO received a copy of the final agreement on 20 October
1983.

The Memorandum of Agreement and Delineation of Respomnsibilities

The acceptance of the MOA by both USAAVNC and the USAALS on the
13th and 1l4th of October established a number of distinct areas so
worded as to be definitive as to what organization did what, where and
when; yet it was adroitly written as to cover the most significant areas
of concern.

Delegated Powers

The Commander, USAAVNC, and the Commandant, USAALS, were
responsible for staffing, interpreting, policy, and coordination
including any future changes and/or revisions to the agreement. In
essence Major Generals Maddox and Lilley were responsible for the MOA,
though the APO was delegated the coordinating office for it. The MOA
was to be reviewed at least once a year, and 120 days prior to the
anniversary date, or sooner by request of either party. The CG, TRADOC,
was the only entity given the right to approve termination of the MOA.
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Both the USAAVNC and USAALS could agree to terminate the MOA, or one of
the parties could end unilaterally the agreement by giving the other
party at least 180 days written notice. Howqﬁfr, the TRADOC Commander
had to give the final approval of such action.

Specific Agreements and Understandings

The US Army Aviation Logistics School (USAALS) was established at
Fort FEustis, Virginia, in October 1983. Major General Lilley had a
rather unique role as the result of the MOA, he wore three hats. He was
Commandant of the USAALS, Commandant of the Tramsportation Schools, and
Commander, US Army Transportation Center and Fort Eustis. He was
fortunate in that the Assistant Commandant was tasked by the MOA to
provide the daily dg;pagement and support activities of the three
elements of command.

The Aviation Proponency Office served in a 1liaison capacity
concerning the MOA. What it basically had to do was to serve as an
interpreter and arbiter in regards to conflicts or controversy which
might take place between the USAALS and the aviation branch. The
primary functions of the APO was to be objective in its interpretations
and findings, but at the same time address the mneeds of both
organizations. Being professionals, Colonel Estes and his APO
colleagues were determined to be fair and wuniform in whatever
suggestions or determinations they might make.

There were other areas which had specific agreements and
understandings the APO monitored. The USAAVNC was to be the proponent
for aviation concepts studies, and doctrine. The Army Aviation
Logistics School was conversely to draft logistics concepts, studies,
and doctrine. Also, the USAALS was to send a first draft to the USAANVC
for coordination and comment. Regarding tables of organization and
equipment (TOE) quantitive personnel requiremements, the USAAVNC held
the reins of proponency. In turn, the USAALS assumed responsibility for
tests and evaluations re}gtive to maintenance and logistics TOEs, and
maintenance test flights.

There were other areas of the MOA that were clearly defined.
However, they were similar to the aforementioned agreements and
understandings so do not necessitate further discussion.

Summarx

Colonel Estes and the APO played an ongoing role in the
implementation of the Army Aviation Branch in 1983. He and the Aviation
Branch Implementation team resolutely sold army aviation wherever and
whenever they could. The APO became involved in the creation of the
advanced officers courses, the establishment of the branch insignias,
the role of Aviation Warrant Officers in branch implementation, and the
memorandum of agreement with the US Army Logistics School at Fort
Eustis, Virginia.
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The Aviation Proponency Office served as the "pulse" of the
implementation endeavors in 1983. Since implementation was dynamic and
not completed in 1983, Colonel Estes and his colleagues could look
towards new challenges and accomplishments in furthering the Army
Aviation Branch implementation in 1984.

* See Appendix I-3 for staff directory on command authority for USAALS.
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SCHOOL MODEL 83 AND SCHOOL SECRETARY

Introduction

The year 1983 not only brought about the implementation of the Army
Aviation Branch, but also the restructuring of what heretofore had been
known as School Model 76. School Model 76 came into existence in 1976.
In turn, it replaced the earlier consolidated Center and School
organizational structure that had existed from 1973 to 1975. This
concept, the first in TRADOC, consolidated school and garrison
activities into one Table of Distribution and Allowance (TDA). This
consolidation allowed for the integration of similar ffnctions, yet
conserved manpower, and streamlined day-to-day management.

The School Model 76 configuration created a Directorate of Training
Developments (DOTD). This directorate was chartered to make training
decisions, i.e., the "what, where, and how" of teaching. This charter
appeared relatively simplistic. However, by its very nature it created
a glaring problem. The problem was that under this system, instructors
and instructional departments were for all practical purposes, isolated
from becoming involved in the production of training materiel they were
required to present. Over a period of time, the instructor work force
underwent an attenuation of knowledge and teaching capability. 1In
essence, the instructors were becoming outdated because they were not
involved in the total teaching process. Doctrine development and
literature ormulation suffered as the result of the above
obscurantism.

This problem not only affected the Aviation Center and school
house, but was attendant to most TRADOC units. TRADOC had to take a
long, hard look at School Model 76.

TRADOC, Integrating Centers and School Models

The Aviation Center along with its TRADOC counterparts tackled the
problem of revising Center and School Models at the TRADOC Commanders
Conference in January 1983. Though there was little unanimity regarding
many issues, there was the general consensus by ;?e participants that
changes had to be enacted concerning School Models.

TRADOC tasked the school and integrating centers to examine
variables, such as manpower and budget constraints, and long term
manning needs. Such parameters as the ones above were critical in
TRADOC's determining whether , or not changes should be made in
integrating centers and school.

Major General Carl H. McNair, Jr., the USAAVNC Commander, was mnot
only confronted with the possible restructing of the School Model, but
at the same time was guiding the Aviation Center's efforts to establish
an Aviation Branch.*

General McNair in a letter to TRADOC on 4 March 1983, stated he
believed that though centralization of school models and integrating
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centers was the paramount objective of TRADOC, and the USAAVNC, it was
also imperative that TRADOC reassess the roles other schools had in the
Army Aviation arena. It appeared that General McNair was attempting to
mitigate the possibility of redundancy by other schools in regards to
aviation assets, and at the same time, get all schools (including Fort
Rucker) tp devote their primary efforts to Combined Arms Operations and
Training.

The Aviation Center and School spent most of spring 1983 examining
their organizations. TRADOC in turn came up with its own proposed
organization concept which was referred to as School Model 83.

On 29 April 1983, General William R. Richardson, TRADOC Commander,
sent a letter to all TRADOC Schools and Integrating Centers. He said
succinctly that he wanted the assistant commandants of the respective
schools to supervise the overall operation of the school house. General
Richardson stated further he expected the course instructors to write
the doctrine and develop, viable products. He also wanted them to be
subject matter experts. So much said about previously outdated
instructors and systems.

Two parts of the letter which certainly came to the attention of
commanders such as USAAVNC's Major General McNair were TRADOC's
directive that the incumbent Directorate of Support would become the
"School Secretary" for all schools, and that the Commandant be
recognized as Chief of the Branch. The USAAVNC had just received
approval to beco?e a branch so the TRADOC directive was definitely
applicable to it.

TRADOC's School Model 83 was fluid in design. It called for the
cessation of the current Directorate of Training Development (DTD), and
the creation of a new Directorate of Training and Doctrine (DOTD).
Aviation Proponency was at the time (29 April 1983) to come under the
Directorate of Combat Developments (DCD). However, it actually became
an autonomous unit in September 1983. General Richardson taskedsthe
TRADOC units to respond to his letter no later than 9 May 1983. A
wiregram of TRADOC School Model 83 was sent to each school for its

perusal and comments.

The Aviation Center's Response to TRADOC

The Aviation Center responded to TRADOC's tasking on 7 May 1983.
The Center accepted the School Model 83, However, it suggested that
some flexibility in organizational placement of several school support
functions be permitted based upon the relative size and unique missions
for the Army Aviation Center. The area that caused some discussion was
the School Secretary. General McNair told TRADOC that the Secretary
position had been consolidated with the Directorate of Personnel and
Community Activities (DPCA). The Secretary's Resource Management (DRM),
administrative support and academic records were attached to the

* See previous chapter on Aviation Proponency for an indepth look at
the establishment of the Aviation Branch.
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Adjutant General (AG). Data systems were linked with the Automation
Management Office (AMO), and training and logistics support were under
the Directorate of Industrial Operations (DIO). General McNair further
alluded to the fact the Learning Center was part of the Academic
TrainiBg Department, while the school library served as part of the DOTD
staff.

General McNair acquiesed with most of the TRADOC requirements.
However, he rendered his own opinion concering the establishment of a
separate School Command Element and School Secretary. General McNair
thought those two requirements should be joined for installation
functioning under a consolidated structure. The reason for this was the
General's belief that separate organizations were moye suitable to large
training centers such as Fort Benning and Fort Knox.

Fort Rucker Study of School Model 83

The summer of 1983 was a busy one at Fort Rucker. Not only was the
implementation of the Aviation Branch undertaken, but simultaneously,
there arose the need to address the forthcoming School Model 83
implementation. The most logical way to respond to this need was the
establishment of an ad hoc study group.

On 29 June 1983, Brigadier General Charles E. Teeter, Deputy
Commanding General (DCG), USAAVNC, tasked the resident directorates and
the lst Aviation Brigade to take part in an ad hoc study group.

The overall thrust of the study group was to find the most
effective way to implement the TRADOC School Model 83. The first
working session convened at DRM on 12 July 1983, and was in session five
days. Colonf} Frank S. Reece, the Director of DRM was in charge of the
study group.

The study group upon receiving its guidance decided to prioritize
certain missions. Training became the first priority for examination.
The group bought off on TRADOC's requirement that the Deputy Commanding
(General or the Assistant Commandant (AC) be the supervisor of training
departments. The study group in turn recommended the Aviation Training
Department of Flight Traininig (DOFT) and Department of Aviation
Training (DOAT) be elevated to directorate status. At the same time,
training departments were to assume most of the writing responsibilities
for the courses, USAAVNC wanted DOFT to retain its organizational
configurations.

The establishment of School Model 83 was a great crucible for the
Aviation Center. Major General Bobby J. Maddox, the new Commanding
General, was working overtime just to bring about a relatively smooth
implementation of the nascent Aviation Branch. At the same time,
however, General Maddox had to keep on top of TRADOC's determination to
implement School Model 83. He was able to do this by delegating DRM to
to serve as the point of contact for the School Model.

After being briefed by DRM on 19 July 1983, General Maddox sent a
message on 17 August 1983, to Generals Vouno and Richardson. In his
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message, General Maddox informed them the Aviation Center had
provisionally activated a School Secretary. This was a step forward,
because it now meant the AC/DCG would have aSﬁ}stance in carrying out
related administrative and management duties. The School Secretary
also had other functions in the scheme of things. (These functions will
also be discussed later in the chapter). General Maddox told Generals
Vouno and Richardson other changes were forthcoming and what these
changes were. Basically, the message was an iteration to the effect
that the Aviation Center YES going along with TRADOC's requirements
concerning School Model 83,

TRADOC directed its centers and school to reorganize consistent
with School Model 83, no later than 1 October 1983. USAAVNC worked
diligently through the summer of 1983 to bring this about. Colonel
James H. Kitterman, Aviation Center Chief of Staff, did some prodding to
the incumbent directorates with a Letter of Instruction on 12 August
1983. He highlighted important points, such as the need for close
coordination between gaining and losing directorates or organizations to
assure fupctional responsibilities, and to have a smooth transition of
services. The Chief of Staff also spelled out other aspects, most of
which had already been addressed. One noteworthy achievement, however,
was the lifting of the provisional status of School Secretary, the
Aviation Proponency Office, and the Dii%ctorate of Plans and Training
(DPT) to approved organizational status.

School Model 83 at Fort Rucker

Effective 1 October 1983, School Model 83 came into existence at
the Aviation Center. What was to take place was the "New Look." Eight
new organizations were created; however, three existing organizations
were disestablished, and five other organizations at Fort Rucker
underwent a change in roles. The lst of October 1983, brought about
some initial bewilderment, anxiety, and a little frustration. After
all, change no matter how well planned, tends to create some havoc, be
it emotional or physical. However, the men and women in the affected
units put duty and professional pride ahead of personal discomfort, and
went ahead with their missions. They and General Maddox were determined
to make as smooth a transition as possible to School Model 83.

Changes in the Aviation Center Organizational Structure

Commanding General/Commandant roles were significantly expanded as
the result of Aviation Proponency at the Aviation Center, and Army
Aviation's designation as a separate branch.

Office of the Deputy Commanding General

The Deputy Commanding General had also been expanded. Within the
confines of the new School Model, the DCG's principal responsibility
included direct supervision of all School activities. This included the
TRADOC Systems Managers and the training department directors.
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Office of the Deputy Assistant Commandant (DAC)

This was a newly activated office established by the school model
concept. At the Aviation Center, the DAC served as a principal
assistant to the DCG. The DAC monitored taskings and assisted in the
accomplishment of administrative and management duties associated with
the day-to-day training responsibilities. His office also effected
coordination among interal training elements, higher headquarters,
integrating centers, and other schools and activities. Colonel Andrew
J. Miller, became the first DAC to the Aviation Center on 13 November
1983. (Colonel Miller will be further referred to in the unit on the
command section). He did not have the luxury of getting "his feet wet,"
but had to plunge head first into his new position and its concomitant
problems and challenges. However, with his 1leadership and
administrative experience, Colonel Miller looked forward to his new job.

Aviation Proponency Office (APO)

The APO referred to indepth in the previous chapter was chartered
to assist the Commanding General in carrying out his Aviation Branch
duties and served as the coordination element for external and internal
issues associated with Aviation management. The other directorates will
be on an individual basis in other chapters.*

School Secretary

This was a new "in house" activity established to assist the AC/DCG
in carrying out his school related administrative and management duties.
(The School Secretary will be discussed indepth below).

On 1 September 1983, the Office of the School Secretary became
operational on a provisional basis. One month later, 1 October 1983,
the School Secretary was given an authorized status, with provisions for
57 assigned personnel. Colonel Bill G. Lockwood, administrator for the
Matthews-Huntington Consent Decree and the Women's Settlement Agreement
assumed the reins of 1leadership of the School Secretary. Colonel
Lockwood's office took over other organizations--some of which were new.
These organizations were Student Academic Records, Training Materiel
Support and Issue, Aviation Branch Historian, Training Library, Aviation
Learning Center, Protocol, and Allied Military Tra*9ing. The respective
directors of the organizations were the following:

Director Date assumed Duty Depart/End
COL Bill G. Lockwood 1 September 1983 N/A

School Secretary

MAJ Ivan C. Camp, III 1 September 1983 Retired
Assistant School Secretary 31 Oct 1983
CPT Robert Kleysteuber

Assistant School Secretary 21 October 1983 17 Nov 1983
MAJ Kenneth T. Satterfield

Assistant School Secretary 17 November 1983 N/A
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MAJ Dwight Jobe

Chief Allied Military

Training 1 October 1983 17 Nov 83
CPT Robert Kleysteuber

Chief Allied Military

Training 17 November 1983 N/A
CPT Richard Burns
Chief Admin Support 7 November 1983 N/A
CPT William Nash
Chief Protocol Branch 1 September 1983 N/A
CW4 John D. Ryan
Chief Learning Center 1 September 1983 N/A

Mrs. Beverly Hall
Acting Chief
Aviation Technical

Library 1 September 1983 N/A
Dr. Herbert P. LePore
USAAVNC Historian 16 November 1983 N/A

Mrs. Betty Webb

Chief Academic Re-

cords Division 1 September 1983 N/A
Chief Training Sup-

port Division

(VACANT)

The School Secretary and its subordinate units did not have much
time to show their wares in 1983. As Captain Robert Kleysteuber had two
positions in the School Secretary within a short period of time. Dr.
Herbert P. LePore, the USAAVNC Historian, came on board from Langley Air
Force Base, Virginia, on 16 November 1983, and spent the remainder of
1983 learning that the name "Huey" did not apply to a duck, but to a
helicopter! Most of the other directorates had been in their positions
awhile when the School Secretary came into existence. The School
Secretary was a fledgling unit in 1983, but Colonel Lockwood and his
staff exhibited enthusiasm and determination in making the organization
an important entity at the Aviation Center.

Summary

School Model 83 and the School Secretary came into existence at
approximately the same time in 1983. Both were the result of TRADOC
directives and affected changes in doctrine, training, and functions at
the Aviation Center.

* See Appendices I-1 and I-2 for School Model 83 staff directory of
Aviation Branch Directorates and units.

22



SCHOOL SECRETARY FOOTNOTES

1. "School Model 83: A New Operational Structure at Fort Rucker."
Aviation Digest Jan, 1984, materiel extracted.

2. 1Ibid.
3. 1Ibid.

4, Ltr, (U), ATCG-SPA to TRADOC units, Subj: Integrating Center and
School Models, 29 Jan 1983, (Doc I-23).

5. 7Ibid.; ATZQ-RM-FD to ATCG-SPA, Subj: Integrating Centers and School
Models, 4 March 1983, (Doc I-24).

6. Ltr, (U), ATDO to TRADOC Units, Subj: Integrating Center and School
Model, 29 April 1983, (Doc I-25).

7. 1Ibid.

8. 1Ibid; Ltr, (U) ATZQ-RM-FD to ATCG-SPA, 7 May 1983, (Doc I-26).

9. 1Ibid.

10. 1Ibid.

11. Ltr, (u), ATZQ-RM to DTD et al., Subj: Study
Directive-Implementation of TRADOC School Model 83 Organizational
Structure, 29 Jun 83, (Doc I-27); Fact Sheet, ATZQ-DRM, 8 Jul 1983, (Doc
I-28).

12, TIbid.

13. MSG, (U) ATZQ-CG to ATCG, Subj: School Model 83, 171600Z Aug 83,
(Doc 1-29).

14. TIbid.

15. Ltr, (U), ATZQ-CS to DCG/AC et al., Subj: Letters of Instruction
(LOI) Implementation of School Model 83, 12 Aug 83, (Doc I-30).

16. TIbid.

17. Memo, Historical Report for Calendar Year 1983, 17 May 1984,
materiel is extracted.
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CHAPTER II
ADMINISTRATION, MANAGEMENT, AND OPERATIONS

The units which comprise this chapter were those involved in the
administration, management, and operations of the United States Army
Aviation Center. Some units or directorates emphasized one of the above
elements more than others, and in some instances there was some
overlapping of functions. However, all of the units and directorates
discussed were important in that they were responsible for "driving" the
programs and functions at Fort Rucker.

The order in which these directorates and units will be examined
was determined by the Branch Historian. He attempted to put them in
sequence, based on their missions and roles in the Aviation Center, as
opposed to any emphasis on importance. No matter the order of
examination, the units in this chapter were equally important, and
provided a great deal of support and efficiency to Fort Rucker.
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Colonel David J. Allen, Commander, lst Aviation Brigade, September 1982
to June 1983.




Colonel Lynn C. Hooper, Commander, lst Aviation Brigade, June 1983 to
the present.



1ST AVIATION BRIGADE

Introduction

The 1st Aviation Brigade was redeployed stateside on 24 March 1973,
from Vietnam, where it served Yith distinction as the Army's primary
aviation unit since 25 May 1966.

Upon returning to the United States in 1973, the Brigade changed
its TOE designation to that of a TDA (training) status. This was an
unusual transformation of status in that most TOE units were either sent
to other active duty TOE units, or were deactivated. However, the Ist
Aviation Brigade maintained its active duty componency, upon its return
stateside, but now strictly as part of a training command. It changed
from Troop Brigade to lst Aviation Brigade in 1977.

Organization

The 1st Aviation Brigade had two commanders in 1983. Colomnel David
J. Allen served as the Brigade Commander from 1982 to June 1983. He was
replaced by Colonel Lynn C. Hooper on the 5ame day, who guided the lst
Aviation Brigade for the remainder of 1983.

Lieutenant Colonel Patrick W. Merten was the Brigade Deputy
Commander from 1 January 1983 until 29 June 1983. Lieutenant Colonel
Joseph R. Gaston became the Brigade Deputy Commander on 29 June 1983 and
held the position for the rest of the year. The Brigade Command
Sergeant Majors were Command Sergeant Major Donald H. Devine and Command
Sergeant Major Bobby D. Burnett. CSM Devine was the Command Sergeant
Major from 1 January 1983 to 25 August 1983, at which time he was
replaced by CSM Burnett who served as the Brigade Command Sergeant Major
for the remainder of the calendar year.

The Brigade consisted of the lst Battalion, (Administration), the
4th Battalion, (Instructional), and the 6th Battalion (Instructional).
Attached to the Brigade were the 46th Engineer Battalion (Combat)
(Heavy) (Augmented), D Company, 229th Attack Helicopter Battalion, (AHB)
and A Company Military Police Activity. D Company was a TOE unit which
had served in Vietnam from September 1965 until its departure in March
of 1972. The 46th Engineer Battalion came on line 5 November 1971.
Prior to the above date, it had been designated the 83rd Engineer
Battalion.

Mission
The 1st Aviation Brigade exercised command over assigned and
attached battalions. It was also responsible for operations, training,

intelligence, and security activities within the Brigade.

Accomplishments

What will be undertaken with this chapter on the lst Aviation
Brigade, will be an overview of the Brigade's accomplishments in 1983.

25



An indepth look will be done on the respective Brigade units. The
Brigade had a dual achievement on 21 May 1983, when it conducted the
1983 Spring Sportsfest and 41st Birthday celebration of Army Aviation.
The celebration was attended by more than 10,000 people. The Brigade
worked overtime in planning such events as a combined carnival and
bazaar, and an information center, and an Aviation Museum open house.
There were numerous athletic events, such as golf, softball, volleyball,
and track and field. The Brigade participated in festivities such as
the 4th of July cermonies at the Post Parade Field, and in the 38th
Annual National Peanut Festival in Dothan, Alabama, on 22 October 1983.

On 17 August 1983, 1st Aviation Brigade units took in a tactical
training exercise at Fort Rucker's Matteson Range. The 46th Engineer
Battalion; D Company, 229th Attack Helicopter Battalion; C Company,
509th Infantry (Pathfinders), and 260th Field Artillery Detachment .in
the lst Battalion were involved in the exercise.

Air Assault Course

Probably the most significant accomplishment for the Brigade in
1983 was the establishement of the USAAVNC Air Assault Course at Fort
Rucker. Major General Maddox deemed it important that Army aviation
personnel be proficient in Air Assault tactics, such as sling loading on
helicopters, forced marches, night and day rqueling from helicopters,
compass reading, and pathfinding capabilities.

On 16 July 1983, General Maddox issued a verbal directive to
Captain Jeffery J. Anderson, lst Aviation Brigade, to begin development
of an Air Assault course and school at Fort Rucker. The Brigade and the
Aviation Center were to be responsible for conducting training at the
Air Assault School. Cadre from the 10lst Airborne Division (Air
Assault), Fort Campbell, Kentucky, were to provide assistance to the
Brigade. The following month, on 26 August 1983, Lieutenant General
Carl E. Vuono, Commanding General, United States Army Combined Arms
Center (USACAC), Fort Leavenworgh, Kansas, gave his blessings to General
Maddox's Air Assault directive.

Colonel Hooper detailed in a letter to the School directorates on 1
September 1983, what the Air Assault Program was all about. He did not
mince words. The training was to commence on 11 October 1983, with the
first three classes composed of 25 to 30 volunteers. These classes were
to be prototype in nature, but to incorporate an arduous physical
training program. The participants, prior to acceptance into the
program, had to achieve a score of at least 180 on a recently
administered Army Physical Readiness Test. The training period was
eight days in 1length, and with an average twelve-hour day. Upon
successful completion of the course of instruction the students would be
awarded the Air Assault Skill Qualification Badge. Attending the
program_, was worth two promotion points; the badge was worth five
points.

The 1lst Aviation Brigade and lst Battalion in direct coordination
with the Directorate of Plans and Training (DPT) were tasked to be the
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Lieutenant Colonel John Bradley, Commander, lst Battalion, lst Aviation
Brigade, all of 1983.



administrative unit for the Air Assault Course. The period from 7
September to 10 October 1983, was spent obtaining the necessary
logistics support; getting course structure finalized, and ironing out
last minute problems. On 11 October 1983, the first Air Assault Course,
84-1 began. It had twenty-five stqunts of which three were women, and
was comprised of enlisted personnel.

The lst Brigade finished 1983 with a total of five classes. The
Air Assault Course underwent a great deal of refinement in the short
time it served the Brigade in 1983, It was planned to have classes
between 80-100 individuals going through the Air Assault Course at one
time in 1984. The Brigade, the School, and the new Army Aviation
Branch, could take pride in the term, "Air Assault." Hopefully, it was
to be an eq?emic part of the Brigade and Fort Rucker for many years in
the future.

Problem Areas

If the Brigade was encumbered with problems in 1983, they were
problems concerning keeping abreast of the myriad of activities in which
the Brigade and its units participated. Colonel Allen and his successor
Colonel Hooper, guided a brigade whose mission was expanded in 1983.
This brought about some growing pains. However, the professionalism and
the pride of the soldiers and officers of the Brigade were such as to
overcome most shortcomings.

Summarx

The 1lst Aviation Brigade's mission in 1983 was diversified with
administration, instructional, and TOE responsibilities. The brigade
took on a new and added responsibility with the implementation of the
Air Assault Course on 16 July 1983. However, it met 1its mission
requirements, deployment, and new challenges, and personified the words
of the Army Aviation Branch, "Above the Best."

1ST BATTALION

Introduction

Lieutenant Colonel John Bradley was the Commander of the 1lst
Battalion for 1983. The Battalion Executive Officers were Major John
Hall, who served from 1 January 1983 to 23 June 1983, and Major Paul C.
Walker, Jr., who served from 27 June 1983, to the end of the year. The
Battalion Command Sergeant Major was CSM Gean Hendrick who was the
incumbent for all of 1983.

Organization

The 1st Battalion had several subordinate units. They were the
11th, 12th, 13th, and 1l4th Companies. Company C (PFDR/ABN) 509th
Infantry was the other Battalion unit.
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Mission

The lst Battalion exercised command and control over all assigned
and/or attached units and elements. It provided command and staff
supervision of administrative functions, training, operations, and
security. The Battalion also gave logistical support including rations
and quarters for all assigned and attached personnel.

Accomplishments

The breakdown of the Battalion's accomplishments will be done on an
individual company and unit basis. It will also be broken into four
quarterly periods. Also, as the result of a 1lack of supporting
documents, the history will emanate from the unit historical input.

11TH COMPANY

Captain David Prewitt commanded from 23 September 1982 to 27 July
1983. He was succeeded by Captain John Fabry on 27 July 1983, who
served until the end of the year. Lieutenant Donna Smith was the
Executive Officer from 10 January 1983 to the end of the year.

The 1lth Company received kudos for having the best billets for the
first quarter of 1983. The company also did exceptionally well in all
areas of the annual General Inspection. During the first quarter, nine
soldiers from the 11th Company reenlisted.

During the second quarter, on 27 April 1983, the company conducted
a Change of Command in which Captain John R. Fabry assumed command vice
Captain David S. Prewitt. 1In the area of sports and recreation, the
distaff side of the Company won the overall female award in sports
during the 1983 Spring Sportsfest. The male and female softball teams
from the 11th Company at the same time showed their prowess by winning
lst place in the the Sportsfest softball tournament.

The 11th Company kept up its winning ways in the third quarter. It
won the "Best Barracks" competition as it had in the first quarter.
This indicated a great deal of personal and unit pride by the men and
women of the 1lth. Once again, the company's women did well in sports.
The women's team placed third in the 4th Battalion Track and Field day
held on 24 September 1983. The company garnered another honor by
reenlisting 100 percent of its eligible reenlistees for the quarter.

Captain Fabry's men and women won the Best Barracks Award again in
the fourth quarter. The men's basketball team demonstrated its skills
by winning 1lst place in the Battalion's Fall Sportsfest. The women
soldiers of the company, not to be outdone by their male counterparts,
scored impressively in orienteering in the Fall Sportsfest. The company
underwent survival, escape, resistance, and evasion (SERE) training on
14 December 1983. The companyISid well in this training--though it only
had one day in which to do it.
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Problem Areas

The one problem area dealt with training. It appeared there was
not enough time in which to get proficient in Skill Qualification Tests
(SQTs) and Army Training and Evaluation Programs (ARTEPs). A possible
rationale for this was the many duties and functions of the 1l1th Company
precluded getting the soldiers and training components together.
However, the 11th Company was determined to ameliorate this shortcoming
in 1984.

Summarz

The 11th Company's mission was a highly diversified one in 1983.
The company exhibited a high degree of proficiency in it's inspection;
its reenlistment rate was relatively high, and its soldiers took pride
in its sports accomplishments.

12TH COMPANY

The 12th Company had two company commanders in 1983. Captain Terry
R. Council was in charge of the company from 23 September 1982, until 26
September 1983. At that time, he was replaced by Captain Howard A.
Nemetsky who guided the company for the remainder of the year. The two
executive officers for the company were First Lieutenant Suzette
Moulton, who was in the 11th Company from 21 January 1983, to 5 March
1983, and First Lieutenant Ronald Gray who arrived at the company on 9
May 1983. LT Gray was the Executive Officer for the remainder of
the year.

The company conducted the Physical Readiness Test during the first
quarter of 1983. The test was given to 244 soldiers on ten different
occasions. Only 49 soldiers failed the Physical Readiness Test. Close
to 80 percent of the company's soldiers passed the test. Captain
Council knew it was going to be back to basics in regards to physical
fitness. Ideally, all the soldiers of the 12th Company should have
passed the test. The unit, however, did well in that it had an 80
percent use of its billets. This meant that most of the junior NCO's
and lower rank single soldiers were making use of Army facilities thus
saving themselves money.

The second quarter was one of apparent achievement. The company
reenlisted 100 percent of those eligible for reenlistment. It also
provided housing for National Guard and Army Reserve personnel, in
addition to 56 assigned soldiers. The company made allowances for 56
soldiers as well as providing extra bed space for transit personnel.
The company held its M-16 rifle qualification for its enlisted men and
women.

As mentioned earlier, a change of command took place in the third
quarter of 1983. Captain Howard A. Nemetsky replaced Captain Terry R.
Council on 26 September 1983. During the third quarter, the 12th
Company conducted its pistol qualification for officers using
thirty-eight and forty-five caliber revolvers and pistols. It also
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undertook its semi-anual APRT. This time over 90 percent of the
participants passed the test.

The 12th Company's athletes proved their mettle and ability by
winning the softball crown during the Fall Sportsfest, and coming in
second in the Post Football Tournament of 1983, The company received
kudos for its dininglfacility, (maybe this had some effect upon the high
reenlistment rate).

Problem Areas

One area which had to be addressed was physical training. Though a
relatively small number of 12th Company soldiers failed the APRT in the
first quarter of 1983. The unit had to reassess its physical fitness
program, and make the changes necessary to improve its APRT score. It
apparently did this because there was a discernable improvement in its
later score.

Summary

The 12th Company had its share of accomplishments in 1983. It had
a high reenlistment and billet usage rate. It provided housing for
National Guard, Army Reserve, and transit personnel. It had two company
commanders and executive officers during the year. However, the
transition went smoothly, and the company maintained its high peak of
efficiency. 1Its only shortfall was to improve its APRT score--which it
did by the end of 1983.

13TH COMPANY

The soldiers and officers of the 13th Company made its presence
known both on and off Fort Rucker in 1983. Commanded by Captain William
¥. Tanner, who relinquished the command to Captain Michael P. Hollis, on
5 Decemer 1983, the 13th Company, as its sister companies, served the
l1st Battalion well.

SP5 William J. Baker and PFC Timothy J. Woodall were a source of
pride for the 13th Company during the first quarter of 1983. They were
selected respectively as the Brigade, Battalion, and Post NOC and
Soldier of the Month. This dual achievement was noteworthy, and brought
about a real sense of esprit to the company.

The company's sports team did very well during the second quarter.
Its volleyball posted a perfect 6 and 0 record in winning the National
League Championship, and were runners-up in post play. The 13th Company
won first place in men's shot put, discus, and the 20 kilometer bicycle
race, during the Spring Sportsfest. The units football team finished
second in the Sportsfest, third in women's softball, and fourth in the
tug-of-war and pistol shoot. The company sponsored a trip to Atlanta's
Fulton County Stadium in June of 1983. It did exceptionally well in
April with its APRT--scoring 96 percent.

Once again, the Company's sports team did well in the third
quarter, as it had in the previous quarter. The men's softball team was
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third in league competition, while the women's softball team finished
third at post level competition. In the Battalion's Common Task Testing
(CTT), the 13th did quite well. It had a 98 percent test ratio with
only one percent failure rate. One percent was allowed as a standard of
deviation.

SP5 Gerald Delancy and SP4 Gail James were selected as Battalion
NCO and Soldier of the Month for October 1983. Not to be outdone, SP4
Della St.Louis was chosen as Battalion Soldier of the Month for
December. The unit conducted its APRT from the 18th through the 29th of
October 1983. The company got its public exposure by marching in the
Dothan Peanut Festival, in Dothan, Alabama, on 23 October 1983. Captain
Michael P. Hollis assumed]EPe reins of command from Captain William F.
Tanner on 5 December 1983.

Problem Areas

The 13th Company appeared to be free of discernable problems in
1983. One reason for this seems to be the high degree of continuity in
regard to command and staff personnel. Captain Tanner and his staff had
what appeared to be an efficient company; this was somewhat influenced
by the fact that the officers and soldiers worked closely, yet
professionally, with one another which did much to instill pride and
cohesion in the 13th Company.

Summary

The 13th Company had a number of its soldiers receive achievement
awards going all the way to the Post level. The company was not
encumbered by numerous changes of command, nor was it deployed or
detailed from Fort Rucker in 1983. It performed well in unit and post
athletics--receiving a number of awards for its male and female
athletes.

14TH COMPANY

On 11 April 1983, Captain David P. Ridgway became the Company
Commander of the l4th Company. He replaced Captain David L. Brice who
had commanded the company since the beginning of the year. First
Lieutenant Paul R. Disney was the executive officer from 9 April 1983 to
9 September 1983. CW4 William Vickery was the executive officer from 13
September 1983 until the end of the year.

The company spent most of the first quarter of 1983 in the training
mode. Military Justice, Operational Security, (OPSEC), Code of Conduct,
Alcohol and Drug Abuse, Geneva/Hague Convention, Equal Opportunity, and
Standards of Conduct training were all undertaken by the l4th Company.

With the advent of Spring 1983, the l4th Company exhibited its
muscles and ability by doing quite well in its athletic endeavors. The
unit won six first places in the Spring 1983 Sportsfest. They were in
women's swimming, men's racquetball, men's ten kilometer run, women's
pistol shoot, men's horseshoes, and women's basketball. PV2 Staley R.
Tichenor provided additional laurels to those above, by being selected
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as Soldier of the Month on the Company, Battalion, and Brigade levels.
The unit color guard was selected to take part on the 4th and 7th of May
1983, at the Officers Club during the Post Change of Command, and again
during the Brigade Change of Command on the 24th of June 1983. The
company conducted the APRT and Military Justice B Training in April.
Weapons qualification, Equal Opportunity Training, and Nuclear,
Biological, and Chemical (NBC) Training were undertaken in June 1983.

The third quarter brought additional honors to the 1l4th Company.
The unit's "Hanchey" male softball team placed first in Post-wide
softball competition. The 1l4th Company placed three of it's women on
the post women's basketball team. One l4th Company soldier made the
post men's softball team. Beside once again displaying its athletic
prowess, the l4th Company did exceptionally well in the Common Task
Testing (CTT). More than 10 percent of the unit's E-7's and below
received a maximum score on the test.

The fourth quarter brought about a continuation of the l4th Company
athletic achievements. Its 4X100 relay won first place in the Fall
Sportsfest; the women's basketball team and the men's softball team took
second in the Sportsfest. The company conducted its APRT ﬁP October
with make-up tests being given in November and December 1983.

Problem Areas

The 1l4th Company seemed to interweave its training and athletic
participation well into the fabric of its mission. It was a unit that
seemed to function quite well in its test scores, so a specific problem
area was not apparent in 1983.

Summary

In 1983, the l4th Company underwent extensive training in areas,
such as NBC, Military Justice, APRT Preparation, Alcohol and Drug Abuse,
Standards of Conduct, Equal Opportunity, and Operational Security
(OPSEC). The men and women of the unit performed very well in their
sports activities during the year. 1Its color guard took part in the
Post Change of Command and the Brigade Change of Command in 1983.
Overall, the l4th Company made its presence felt within the Battalion,
and also Post-wide.

98TH ARMY BAND

The ever ubiquitous 98th Army Band, ably led in 1983 by CW4 James
Choate, garnered much attention and many honors for the Battalion. It
performed not only on post but throughout the Wiregrass area, Georgia,
Mississippi, and Florida in 1983.

Two soldiers from the 98th Army Band demonstrated their vocational

satisfaction concerning their job by reenlisting during the first
quarter. The band performed at 1least twice weekly during the
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quarter--both on and off post. The unit also supported six fly-bys, six
swearing-ins, six graduationms, and six graduation balls.

The 98th took time out from its busy Spring schedule by having 100
percent of its members pass the APRT. This was a notable achievement
because the band's busy schedule almost precluded enough time to prepare
for the test. Five more members displayed their apparent satisfaction
with their job and Fort Rucker by reenlisting during the second quarter.
On 13 June, the entire Company qualified with the M-16A1 Rifle. The
band's Spring schedule was quite extensive. The band performed at 7
fly-bys, 7 swearing-ins, 8 graduations, and 9 graduation balls.

During the third quarter, the band maintained its high degree of
visibility by playing at numerous functions throughout the Wiregrass
region. The band took the CCT on 5 August 1983. All but ome of its
musicians passed, and those who passed had a score of 100 percent. The
98th was on mass leave from 5-19 July 1983. However, during the third
quarter, the band played at &4 swearing-ins, 5 graduations, and 4
graduation balls.

The 98th Army Band maintained its busy schedule through the final
quarter of 1983. It participated in a number of local and regional
parades. It was during this quarter that the band traveled to Jackson,
Mississippi, to perform. The Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays saw
Mr. Choate and his musicians take part in 1local parades and post
functions. The band also found time to perform 7 fly-bys, 7
swearing-ins, 12 graduations (including 3 Air Assault graduations), 9
graduation baﬁ}s. The band was on mass leave from 22 December to 5
January 1983.

Problem Areas

The only problem that might have beset the 98th Army Band, was
finding enough time to perform at all the functions scheduled for it,
and still maintain its training mode. However, the band was apparently
able to train and perform--and do both quite well. The men and women of
the 98th Army Band did much for the local and regional communities, and
brought distinction upon themselves, the lst Battalion, the Brigade, and
Fort Rucker.

Summary

The 98th Army Band had a busy schedule in 1983. It performed
throughout the local and regional areas on Post. It accomplished its
major training taskings, such as its rifle qualification, APRT, and CTT.
It made it presence known far and wide.

260TH FIELD ARTILLERY DETACHMENT

The 260th Field Artillery (FA) Detachment was a TOE assigned to the
1st Battalion. It was commanded in 1983 by Captain Donald L. Mooney.
There were two executive officers for the detachment during 1983. They
were First Lieutenant Paul R. Disney, who held the job from 1 January
1983 to 9 April 1983, and First Lieutenant Jose D. Hernandez, who
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assumed the Executive Officer position on 9 April 1983, and served at
this job for the rest of 1983.

Being a TOE unit, the 260th FA spent 1983 maintaining a high degree
of readiness. During the first quarter of the year, Captain Mooney's
soldiers conducted rappelling training with Company C, 509th Infantry,
and aerial artillery adjustment with Company D, 229th Attack Helicopter
Battalion. In conjunction with the above training, the unit's Battery
Commander, Executive Officer, and the Fire Direction Officer, observed
2/10 FA Battery ARTEP at Fort Benning, Georgia on 7-9 February 1983.
The observation evidently had a positive influence on the 260th, because
97 percent of its personnel passed its ARTEP. The unit was also given
the Battalion Best TOE Billets Award. Sergeant William Brawnley was
given the Army Achievement Medal for his achievements and leadership
ability. The 260th fired retreat each month of the quarter for a total
of 2,116 rounds.

The 260th FA conducted section evaluation during May 1983, and the
Fire Direction Center underwent an ARTEP evaluation. The 13 Bravos in
the unit demonstrated their skills by receiving a 100 percent
verification of their Skills Qualification Test (SQT) during April and
May of 1983. It maintained its high efficiency level by conducting its
APRT in May 1983 with a 97 percent pass ratio. On 14 June 1983, the
unit underwent training in preparation for its first ARTEP day,
Reconnaissance, Selection and Occupation of Position (RSOP) and
emergency procedures. The 260th conducted night training on 28 and 29
June 1983, in preparation for its first ARTEP emergency procedures and
night occupation. 1Its battery rendered a 13-gun salute on the 17th of
June 1983, for the Fort Rucker Change of Command Ceremony. The
detachment fired at all three monthly retreats, at which time it fired a
total of 2,174 rounds.

The third quarter was an exceptionally busy quarter for the
soldiers and officers of the 260th. On 19 July and 20 July 1983, the
260th fired illumination rounds from firing position (FP) 4. The unit
did well in its night firing. On the 28th and 29th of July 1983, the
unit successfully completed its first ARTEP. From the 15th through the
17th of August 1983, the 260th participated in the Combined Arms
Tactical Training Exercise. Earlier in the month of August, from the
2nd through the 4th underwent its CTT--in which it did quite well--with
a 99 percent passing score. Section training wusing direct fire
procedures were successfully accomplished by the 260th on the 23rd of
August 1983. The unit fired 2,480 rounds during the third quarter of
the year. Of these above mentioned rounds, 1,104 were high explosive,
and 1,376 were illumination for school support.

The fourth quarter brought about somewhat of an attenuation of the
260th FA's firing activities. The unit became more involved with
garrison duties. It conducted First Aid Training, NBC and CTT Training.
The unit also did some drivers training, and Air Mobile Operations
during the fourth quarter. The detachment celebrated St. Barbara (the
Field Artillery Patron Saint) Day on 16 December 1983 with a Dining Out.
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The unit had its holiday stand-down in the latter part of December 1983.
In the final quagter of the year, the 260th FA Detachment fired a total
of 2,098 rounds.

Problem Areas

There appeared to be few, if any, discernable problem areas. The
unit appeared to be in a high degree of readiness.

Summa

The 260th Field Artillery Detachment a TOE unit deployed to the lst
Battalion maintained a noticeable degree of proficiency in its training
and field operations. It worked with Company C, 509th Infantry and
Company D, 229th Attack Helicopter Battalion. The soldiers of the 260th
did well in their ARTEP, their SQTs, and other tests and evaluations.
They were ready for any contingency.

COMPANY C (PFDR/ABN) 509TH INFANTRY

This was the Infantry Unit assigned to the lst Battalion in 1983.
Captain John LeBrun commanded Company C in 1983. The Executive Officer
was First Lieutenant Thomas J. Bobowski, who served all of 1983.

Company C was a pathfinder/airborne (PFDR/ABN) unit, so it was at
home in the Air Assault venue. Company C spent part of January and
February of 1983 undergoing training at Fort Drum, New York, with the
9th Infantry Division, from Fort Lewis, Washington. The unit honed its
skills in winter tactical operations. Company C conducted Jumpmaster
Course 1-83 and qualified &4 members. It conducted 9 Airborne
Operations, expended 189 MCI-1 Main Parachutes, and had 6 rappel
missions.

In the second quarter, the unit took time to win the "Best TOE
Billets" award. Its honor guard was used on the 12th and 13th of April
1983, to welcome visiting Military Attaches. The unit conducted 5
Airborne and 7 rappel missions during the second quarter. Most of the
training tended to be local as far as geography during the quarter, and
more garrison oriented.

During the third quarter of the year, the training and mission
activity of the Company C was expanded. The company participated in
three 12-mile forced marches, 3 day and night compass course missions, a
foreign weapons class, a Florida field training exercise, and M-16
qualifications. It also did water jumps in the Florida Keys, known as
Sharkwater II, and hand-to-hand combat training. During the month of
August and September 1983, Company C helped to provide some of the cadre
for the upcoming Air Assault Course at Fort Rucker.*

* Reference 1s made to the establishment of the training cadre for
Air Assault in the unit on the lst Aviation Brigade.
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Lieutenant Colonel William A. Hall, III, Commander, 4th Battalion, 1st
Aviation Brigade, all of 1983.



Company C had its annual General Imspection on the 2nd and 3rd of
November 1983, and received 8 laudatory comments. During the fourth
quarter the unit conducted 9 Airborme operations. It used 6 Air Force
fixed wing aircraft and 3 US Army rotary wing aircraft. It also
conducted night airborne training raids at Fort Campbell, Kentucky.
Captain LeBrun's men underwent live fire exercises at Fort Rucker, in
October 1983, and Sharkwater III at Key West, Florida. They were
involved in Jumpmaster course 509-3 training, and provided cadre for Eye
first of the three Air Assault Classes at Fort Rucker for 1983.

Problem Areas

None discernable
Summar

Company C had a busy and exacting training schedule for 1983. It
did well in its training with Army, Air Force and Naval Units. The
training was specialized, demanding, but above all rewarding. The unit
illustrated an Esprit de Corps, and provided much leadership and
expertise to the members of the three Air Assault classes at Fort
Rucker.

4TH BATTALION

Introduction

Lieutenant Colonel William A. Hall, III was the Battalion Commander
of the 4th Battalion in 1983, and Major Robert Lippard served as the
Executive Officer of the 4th Battalion from 10 January 1983 to the end
of the year. Command Sergeant Major Sonnie D. Bronson was the 4th
Battalion Command Sergeant Major for all of 1983.

Mission

The 4th Battalion exercised command and control over all its
assigned/attached units and elements. It provided command and staff
supervision of its administrative functioms, physical security, limited
logistical support, quarters and training of assigned personnel. The
success of the mission was predicated on hard work and also cooperation
by all members of the Battalion.

Organization

The 4th Battalion consisted of the 4lst, 42nd, and 43rd Advanced
Individual Training (AIT) companies and the 44th Advanced Aviation
Officer Training Company.

Accomplishments

(The historical input for the 4th Battalion and its assigned units
have been combined because of the surfeit of input from the companies in
the battalion).
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Though the battalion was primarily concerned with the training of
soldiers and officers to serve Army Aviation in maintenance and Air
Traffic Control, at the same time it prepared soldiers and officers to
be able to meet any contingency. War survival training was implemented
into the course training in May 1983.

The 4th Battalion personnel took part in the Army's water survival
program at the Fort Rucker Physical Fitness Center pool in May and June
of 1983. The training included "“drownproofing," which entailed the
soldiers jumping into the pool in their fatigues and swim the length of
the pool and back. Upon successful completion of the swim they had to
remove their fatigues, and make the tops and bottoms into floatation
devices. This was not easy to do even under the ideal setting of . the
pool, but most of the soldiers were able to accomplish the training.

One extremely important accomplishment was the letting out of the
contract to build a new barracks complex on post. The new complex was
slated to house 792 people. The construction site was located between
the boundaries of 23rd and 26th Streets, and Andrews and Fifth Avenues.
The much-needed facility was to consist of six barracks, a dining
facility, and a three-company administration building, and a central
mechanical building. Associated with the complex was the installation
of steam lines, sanitary sewer system, electrical distribution, gas
lines, asphiﬁt paving, curb and gutter, side walks, grading and
landscaping.

The contract to build the complex was let out for bid 25 May 1983,
by the Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District. Bear Brothers,
Incorporated, Montgomery, Alabama, was given the contract to build the
barracks complex on 15 June 1983. The amount awarded to the company was
$8.2 mill}8n dollars. It was scheduled to take approximately two years
to build. '

The USAAVNC was going the extra mile to update the housing for its
enlisted personnel. Twenty-two one and two story buildings in the area
where the complex was to be built were demolished. Also demolished were
existing asphalt, concrete, water, gas, sanitary, sewer, and electrical
distribution systems. It was hoped the inconvenience that was placed
upon the men and women of the 4th Battalion, concerning their having to
live in older billets, would not affect their mission or morale. The
entire 4th Battalion area (approximately 40 buildings) was refurbished
to include landscaping with an extensive area beautification program.

The 4th Battalion did provide a great deal of self initiative and
hard work by refurbishing an unused dining facility close to the
battalion area, so it could be used again by its soldiers. Because time
was restricted in the training environment, the maintenance and air
traffic control students often chose to miss meals rather than walk a
mile to the mess hall. Students were not only missing meals, but also
tended to do without proper nutrition by eating at the fast food places
on or off Post. Approximately 20 soldiers scrubbed, swept, painted, and
polished the inside of the dining facility. The building which was on
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Seventh Street, opened for business on 22 July 1983. The 4th Battalion
soldiers were now able to get their three "squares" a day. This Bfought
about an upsurge in morale and pride, let alone more time to eat.

The 4th Battalion took time from its schedule to receive
congratulations for its Standard Installation Division Personnel System
(SIDPERS) clerks and their supervisor. They reached a 100 percent
efficiency rating; this earned them the Army Achievement Medal on 21
June 1983. Colonel David J. Allen, then Commander of the lst Aviation
Brigade awarded medals to PFC Timothy H. Finney, 43d Company, PV2 James
I. Harless, 41st Company, and Specialist Five Michael A. Barnes, SIDPERS
Supervisor. PFC Finney and PV2 Harless received an ARCOM after reaching
a 100 percent efficiency rating for 6 consecutive months. 1In October
1983, the Battalion received a new SIDPERS System with computer tie-in
to the main SIDPERS terminal at the post Adjutant General level. This
further enhanced their processing rate for 1983.

The Battalion received the 63rd Company from the 6th Battalion on 1
November 1983. The 63d was officially deactived on 31 October 1983, and
was reactived the next day as the new 44th Company, 4th Battalion. This
resulted in an increase of approximately 500 officer students and 4
permanent party personnel in the 4th Battalion. The battalion accept
its additional manpower responsibility and continued with the mission.

To promote an additional dimension of excellence, the 4th Battalion
instituted the Smart Troop Program in November 1983. This program
allowed the AIT soldier to take additional studies in sub-courses within
his MOS. The Bfpgram was self-paced and supervised by the Aviation
Learning Center.

The number of graduates from the Non-Commissioned Officer Education
System (NCOES) was 104; the number of graduates from the &44th Officer
Student Company was 523. Total number of students graduated from the
4th Battalion in 1983 was 3,527. As adjunct informatioxi5 the battalion
had 9 reenlistments and 7 extensions of service in 1983.

Problem Areas

In 1983, there were 12 service members from the battalion on absent
without leave status. This does not reflect in the achievements of the
4th Battalion and its unit, but illustrates a problem which was apparent
in many Army units in 1983.

Summary

The Battalion maintained a high degree of training for its AIT
student officers. It had a new building complex started in 1983, and
refurbished a dining facility for its enlisted personnel. Its SIDPERS
clerks exceeded DA standards for the year. The 4th Battalion assumed
command of the deactivated 63d Company, 6th Battalion, and reactivated
it as the 43d Company on 1 November 1983.
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Lieutenant Colonel Johnnie C. Hitt, Commander, 6th Battalion, lst
Aviation Brigade, June 1983 to the present.



6TH BATTALION

The 6th Battalion came under the command of Lieutenant Colonel
Johnnie B. Hitt on 21 June 1983. The previous Battalion Commander was
Lieutenant Colonel Moses Erkins who served from 1982 to 21 June 1983.
Major Gary E. Campbell was the Battalion Executive Officer from 17 May
1982 to 13 June 1983. His replacement, Major D. A. Anderson, assumed
the Executive Officer position on 16 June 1983, and served in this
capacity for the remainder of the year. Command Sergeant Major Timothy
Bronson served as the 6th Battalion Command Sergeant Major for all of
1983.

6th Battalion History

LTC Hitt, a long time aviator, assumed the leadership of the
battalion which probably has had the greatest impact on Army aviators
since 1965. The 6th Battalion dated back to its inception in November
1965 when the 1lst and 2nd Warrant Officer Candidate Companies were
formed at Fort Rucker to provide support for student personnel attending
the Army aviation school. This was the era of the Vietnam War, and
hundreds of young aviators went through their initial training in this
battalion to advanced training and then to Vietnam.

In march 1968, the lst, 2d Warrant Officer Candidate Companies were
consolidated with two Officer Helicopter and Fixed Wing Training
Companies, and the Battalion was designated the Student Aviator
Battalion (Provisional). The provisional battalion was redesignated as
the 6th Battalion, United States Army Aviation Center, Troop Brigade in
May 1970. The battalion consisted of the 60th, 6lst, 62d and 63rd
Warrant Officer Candidate Companies and one Student Officer Company.

The Primary Flight Training was moved from Fort Wolters, Texas to
Fort Rucker in July 1973. Consequently, the Battalion was reorganized
into a somewhat different configuration; this being the 60th, 6lst and
62d Warrant Officer Candidate Companies. The 63rd Company became the
63d Transition Training Company for warrant and commissioned officers.
The 64th Student Officer Company was established to administer the
Aviation Commissioned Officers (ACO) program. In 1977, the 6th
Battalion (known as the "Warriors") changed operational control from the
US Army Aviation Center Troop Brigade to the First Aviation Brigade in
October 1977. 1In 1983, the battalion strength was more f@an 2,200
soldiers. It graduated approximately 4,900 aviators in 1983.

The battalion also had the distinction of having an Army Aviator
Medal of Honor Winner, CW4 Michael Novosel, working at its headquarters
in 1983. Mr. Novosel, had won the Medal of Honor in Vietnam while
serving as a MEDEVAC pilot in 1969.

Unit Mission

The 6th Battalion provided the command and control for the
administrative training and operational support for officer and warrant
officer candidate students in the Aviation Officer Basic Course,
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(AVNOBC, Phases I-III). The battalion also administered the Warrant
Officer Candidate Military Development Course (WOCMDC) program, the
Warrant Officer Rotary Wing Aviator Course, and the Officer Rotary Wing
Aviator Course.

Accomplishments

Colonel Hitt spent the last several months of 1983 working
assiduously to get the Aviation Officer Basic Course ready for its
scheduled implementation date of 4 June 1984. This meant getting a
trained cadre of warrant and commissioned officers to administer and
teach the course. Programs of Instruction (POI) had to be written,
examined for relevance, revised where necessary, and finally27pproved by
both the battalion and the Combined Arm Tactics Directorate.

The 6th Battalion constantly reassessed and revised POIs and
training programs in 1983. Its personnel knew that they had their work
cut out for them in regard to the new programs. However, time was omne
variable which was on the side of the "Warriors." What they could not
finish in 1983, the members of the battalion knew by working as hard in
1984 as they had in 1983, they would have all their programs on-line by
4 June 1984.

The battalion was not only concerned with the maintenance of the
highest standards possible, but at the same time, being a "Chain of
Concern" for all battalion family members. Colonel Hitt, his staff, the
Company Commanders, and senior NCOs, knew that the young Warrant Officer
Candidate (WOC) and aviation officers needed guidance, encouragement,
and support--as did their families. The battalion companies sponsored
activities such as solo cycles, tug-of-war, car washes, blood drives,
and parties and picnics for the student and their families.

Colonel Hitt instructed his company commanders to maintain an "open
door" policy in reference to the students. He believed it was
imperative that students have access to commanders to obtain guidance,
assistance in resolving problems, and commiseration, where applicable.
According to Colonel Hitt, student aviators were people, not merely
numbers, and the Army had to remember that it was not better than the
men and women whozgserved in its ranks. This was an admonition well
worth remembering.

Problem Areas

The 6th Battalion began 1983 with a shortage of Training Advising
and Counseling (TAC) officers. The battalion was authorized 26, but
only had 22 TACs. The incumbent Battalion Commander, LTC Moses Erkins,
had to involuntarily extend two officers beyond their assigned tour of
18 months to have enough TACs for the battalion. Appeals to the
Directorate of Flight Training (DOFT) for support met with minimal
results. This caused a great deal of anguish in the battalion since the
fiscal year (FY) w § scheduled to see a marked increase in the number of
assigned students.
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The battalion spent the Spring and Summer of 1983 attempting to
ameliorate the TAC shortage. However, when LTC Hitt came onboard on the
21st of June 1983, solving the TAC shortage was not uppermost in his
mind, so it took a while before he and his staff could address it. When
CW4 Novosel became the battalion TAC in May 1983, he went to work to
reduce the shortage. He reshuffled schedules and personnel, and by the
end of the year, the TAC prob1§8 was manageable enough that the
battalion was able to live with it.

Summarz

The 6th Battalion had served Fort Rucker since 1965. Hundreds of
young Army aviators--both male and female--have graduated from the
battalion. Its mission over the years had been expanded. However, its
primary objective in 1983 was the same as it had been in previous years:
Putting out the best aviators and maintaining the highest quality of
training and support. The 6th Battalion also worked toward the eventual
implementation of the Aviator Officer Basic Course in 1984 and the
expansion of the Warrant Officer Candidate Course.

6TH BATTALION COMPANIES

The 6th Battalion companies provided the wherewithall necessary to
make the aviator student programs function smoothly. The respective
companies had diverse missions. However, they complimented each other.
By going through one phase and on the the next one, the student, as a
rule, underwent a modicum of trauma in his and her quest to become Army
aviators. The functions and achievements of those student companies in
1983 deserve to be told.

60TH COMPANY

The 60th Company was the first company the fledgling Warrant
Officer Candidate (WOC) saw in his training cycle in 1983. Bereft of
most of his hair--if he was male--and some of his dignity, the WOC
candidate began aviation training at the 60th. Captain Houston A.
Yarbrough was the Company Commander from 19 August 1982 to 20 September
1983. Captain George A. Vidal assumed command of the 60th on 20
September and served the remainder of the year as the company commander.
The company commanders were ably assisted by their First Sergeants.
First Sergeant Jacobus Z. TenBroek served as lst Sergeant from 1 January
1983 to 23 May 1983, at which time he was replaced by First Sergeant
MelbyBB. Hallford who continued as First Sergeant for the rest of the
year.

The young WOC received much of his guidance and support from the
ever ubiquitous First Sergeant. The 60th Company was a shade above boot
camp. For six weeks, prior to any flying programs, the WOCs were to
move about in great bewilderment. Mass formations were the order of the
day. Military development was the catchall given to the six week
program at the 60th Company. Enlisted men and women wanting to become
Army aviators had to learn to study, endure, and occasionally suffer.
They took classes in military customs, history, hygiene, and similar

41



courses. The WOCs at the same time underwent a physical regimen
destined either to make them believe in their physical capacity to
withstand torture, or to make them realize they were not meant to be
aviators. The six weeks at the 60th Company were not easy; nor were
they meant to be easy. However, those who passed the portals of the
60th Company had at least begun their transition from enlisted to
officer status.

From 1 January 1983 to 31 December 1983, the 60th trained 848
Warrant Officer Candidates. Also six Warrant Officers were selected to
assume TAC officer duties in the 60th. The WOCs of the 60th took time
out from their busy schedule to win best marching unit streamers in
Brigade ceremonies in 1983, CW3 Richard M. Plesur, was the first
non-aviation Warrant Officer to serve as a TAC officer for the company.
Two additonal non-aviator TACs were added to serve in a similar capacity
in 1983. The 60th also began its preparatiogzto receive non-aviation
Warrant Officer Candidates on 16 January 1984.

Summagx

The 60th Company served as the unit first in the eyes, mind, and
being of the aviation WOCs. The company had these young men and women
for six weeks. In those six weeks, the company was responsible for
their moving on to flight student status. The 60th Company evidently
did a good job in preparing the WOCs for further training in 1983. It
successfully trained 848 Warrant Officer Candidates in 1983.

61ST COMPANY

Captain Myron E. Pangman was the Company Commander of the 6lst
Company from 1 January 1983 to 27 May 1983. He was succeeded by Captain
Robert E. Cox on 27 May 1983 and was the commanding officer for the
remainder of the year. The two executive officers were First Lieutenant
Roberto Rubet and First Lieutenant Steven C. Edge. Lieutenant Rubet was
the X0 from 1 January 1983 to 14 June 1983. Lieutenant Edge served from
16 June 1983 to the end of the year. First Sergeant Michael W. Schrumpf
had served in his capacity since 3 November 1982. He could aptly be
referred to as "an old salt," because of his time in service as First
Sergeant of the 6lst. However, the Operations and Training NCO, Staff
Sergeant Terrance Lee was 'the Boot." He had begun in the company one
less day than First Sergeant Schrumpf, having come on board in 4
November 1982.

The 6lst Company's mission in 1983 was to provide the necessary
command, administrative, and logistical support to warrant officer
candidates during their preflight and primary flight training. Their
military development training program was expanded to 1include
aeronautical subjects. The WOCs found that while in the 61st Company,
they were able to have their hair a little longer and had the honor of
wearing flight suits (also referred to as "pickle suits"). They were
starting to at least present a reasonable facsimile of being an aviator.

Besides the classroom and flight training curriculum, WOCs from the
6lst were involved in post beautification projects, community relationmns,
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and renovation of the unit dining facility. They won the "Best Dining
Facility" award three quarters in a row in 1983 in post wide
competition. The 61st Company also participated in post blood drives,
and often had 100 gsrcent participation of company personnel and warrant
officer candidate.

Summary

The 61st Company was the home for WOCs in the preflight and primary
flight training in 1983, It was through the unit that the WOCs
eventually moved on to their junior and senior phases of flight
training. The training staff of the 6lst did an excellent job in the
furtherance of the making of aviators out of young men and women which
came under its aegis.

62ND COMPANY

The 62nd Company was the final transfer point for those who had
completed their preflight and primary training. It was from this unit
that the Army Warrant Officer graduated as an aviator.

Captain Marshall T. Hillard, the Company Commander from the first
of January 1983 to the 29th of July 1983, at which time he relinquished
command to Capt John W. Barton. Captain Barton was the Company
Commander for the rest of 1983, First Sergeant Jose L. Sarmiento was at
his position for all of 1983. The Operations Sergeant was SFC RobergaL.
White, who was replaced by SFC James R. Taylor on 15 September 1983.

The 62nd Company's primary mission was to provide the command,
administrative, and logistical support to Warrant Officer Candidates
during their junior and senior phases of flight training. Upon
completion of the 24 week training, the WOCs were appointed as Warrant
Officers and graduated as Army aviators.

During 1983, the company received 997 WOCs from the 6lst Company
and graduated 922 Warrant Officers. The unit gave the largest donation
by an organization at Fort Rucker. It donated $11,376.00 to the
Combined Federal Campaign. The 62nd Company displayed its philanthropic
propensities by donating tricycles to the post child day care center and
clothing to Honduran ophans. It contributed goodly amounts of money to
local Boy Scouts and to the Sheriff's Boys Ranch in Clayton, Alabama.
The men and women of the 62nd Company erected a stone memorial to the
gallant United States servicemen who died in Grenada. The u also
assisted local schools in fund raising efforts during Halloween.

During 1983, the flight program was revised to the extent that the
Department of the Army (DA) promulgated a policy whereby Warrant Officer
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