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FOREWORD

In accordance with guidelines from the Center of Military History and the Command
History Office of the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), the 1992
U.S. Army Aviation Center (USAAVNC) annual command history is arranged topically
rather than organizationally. Also, it is written from the perspective of the Aviation Center
and its commanding general rather than from the perspectives of individual organizations.

The emphasis of this annual history is on the major missions and functions of the
USAAVNC, i.e., on training and leader development, doctrine and combat developments, and
mission support. These topics constitute three of the four chapters of the history. The main
body of the text is followed by six appendices. Three of these appendices deal respectively
with USAAVNC organizations at Fort Rucker, the U.S. Army Aviation Logistics School
(USAALS) organizations at Fort Eustis, and tenant organizations at Fort Rucker; these
appendices briefly describe changes in mission, function, organizational framework,
leadership, and personnel strength of the various organizations and provide some other
information peculiar to each organization. Other appendices consist of a list of source
documents collected by the Aviation Branch History Office, a list of acronyms, and an index.

In accordance with guidance from higher headquarters, the use of acronyms in the text
is kept to a minimum. With very few exceptions, acronyms are used only for names of
organizations, e.g., TRADOC, DCD (Directorate of Combat Developments), etc. A
significant exception is that other acronyms are used in footnotes when they constitute part of
the citation.

This entire history and all sources cited herein are unclassified. Some classified
documents were collected by the Aviation Branch History Office during the year, but they
were not used in the preparation of this volume.

The annual command history is only one of several parts of the historical record of
the USAAVNC for any given year. Cost and time constraints require that the command
history cover only the most important developments of the Army Aviation Center in the
fulfiliment of its principal missions. The writing of the historical reports of the individual
subordinate units and tenant organizations was the responsibility of the historical officers
appointed by the respective directors and commanders. The historical reports submitted by
each organization, along with primary documents, transcripts of oral interviews, and other
materials, were used as references in writing this annual command history. All materials
submitted to the History Oftice and those collected by the historians are kept on file in the



History Office. Along with the historical review itself, these documents constitute the
complete historical record for any given year.

With a very few exceptions, the documents, staff historical reports, and other sources
cited are located in the 1992 document file in the Aviation Branch History Office. The
documents submitted by directorates, departments, and other USAAVNC and tenant
organizations or obtained by the historians from key Aviation Center offices are arranged
according to provenance. Transcripts of and notes on oral interviews are organized
alphabetically in the oral history file. Most other source materials acquired by the historians
are filed in the 1992 document file according to the chapter to which they pertain. In a few
instances, documents located in other files in the Aviation Branch History Office are cited; the
names of these other files are indicated in the citation. The final notation in each citation
(e.g., "DCD" or "Chapter I file") indicates the file or sub-file in the Aviation Branch History
Office in which the cited document may be found. Documents in some large files have been
assigned document numbers; these numbers are given in footnotes, following the file name.

Considerable effort was expended to obtain documentary support for the historical
reports submitted to the History Office. Several organizations provided adequate
documentation, and documents submitted to the History Office or obtained by the historians
through other means constitute the major sources for this narrative history. When documents
were unavailable, some information was taken from the historical reports submitted by the
various organizations. However, some reports lacked the necessary clarity, precision, and/or
reliability to be used as the only documentation for published history. Therefore, in
accordance with TRADOC History Office and Center of Military History guidance, these
historical reports were used with discretion. Furthermore, since these reports were already
parts of the historical record and were usually compiled by persons who had primary source
documentation at their disposal and/or had personal involvement in the activities described,
the historians were not in a position to make significant contributions to the record without
access to additional sources.

Several issues discussed in this annual history were ongoing at the end of the year.
Other issues may have concluded, or they may have developed somewhat further than
described herein. The general guideline followed by the historians in dealing with such issues
was to describe the developments about which adequate reliable documentation was available.
For example, if this historical narrative indicates that some important decision on an issue was
to be made in September 1992, and nothing else is said about it, it may be concluded that the
historians were unable to obtain documentation regarding what transpired in September and
afterwards. Should additional documentation subsequently be made available, further
developments relating to these matters will be described in a later annual history.
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In the process of writing an annual history, the historian inevitably becomes indebted
to many persons for their advice, assistance, and support. I wish to express sincere
appreciation to those who supported this endeavor in various ways. I especially thank those
who patiently explained technical matters and the unit directors, commanders, and historical
officers who cooperated with the historians in the collecting valuable documentary materials to
support the writing of this history and to build a document collection on the history of Army
aviation.

The 1992 USAAVNC Annual Command History was prepared jointly by the
command historian and the deputy command historian. The command historian wrote
Chapters I, 11, and III and provided overall supervision for the writing of the history. The
deputy command historian wrote Chapter IV and compiled appendices I through IV.
Appendices V and VI are the results of their combined efforts.

Fort Rucker, July 1993 John W. Kitchens
Command Historian
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

A. Historical Background

Although U.S. Army aviation was a product of World War II, it traces its origins
back to the use of balloons by the Union and Confederate armies during the American Civil
War. The 19th and early 20th century balloon corps, like the Army Air Service of World
War I and the Army Air Corps of the 1930s, were forerunners of modern Army Aviation, but
also and more directly of the Army Air Forces of World War II, which became the U.S. Air
Force in 1947. While the Army Aviation Branch of the U.S. Army shares some of the
legacies and traditions of the various Army aviation organizations that eventually evolved into
the U.S. Air Force, modern Army aviation actually grew out of the Army Ground Forces of
the World War II era--quite distinct from the Army Air Corps and Army Air Forces of that
period.

Organic Army aviation (organic, that is, to the Army Ground Forces) was established
initially within the Field Artillery Branch for aerial artillery fire adjustment. Responsibility
for providing aircraft and pilots for aerial fire adjustment had been assigned to the Army Air
Corps, but the Air Corps services were deemed by some field artillery officers to be
unreliable and unsatisfactory. The Army conducted a series of experiments from 1940 to
1942 using small aircraft organic to the ground forces for artillery fire adjustment. As a
result of the success of these experiments, the secretary of War ordered the establishment of
organic air observation for field artillery, effective 6 June 1942--hence, the birth of modern
Army aviation.

The Department of Air Training was established in June 1942 as a department of the
U.S. Army Field Artillery School at Fort Sill, OK. During World War II and the Korean
Conflict, Army aviators and mechanics were trained at Fort Sill to adjust artillery fire, to
maintain their small, single-engine airplanes, and to provide other types of support to the
Army Ground Forces. The training at Fort Sill was generally limited to tactical or advanced
training. For the purpose of saving costs by avoiding duplication, the Army Air Corps/Army
Air Forces provided primary training for aviators and mechanics of the Army Ground Forces
during World War II. Notwithstanding repeated Army attempts to gain responsibility for all
training of Army aviation personnel, the Air Force continued providing primary training to
Army pilots and mechanics for several years after it became separate from the Army in 1947.



On 16 January 1953, as a result of the rapidly growing demand for trained aviators
and aviation mechanics during the Korean Conflict, the Department of Air Training at Fort
Sill was reorganized as the United States Army Ayiation School. The continued growth of
Army aviation contributed to overcrowding at the Oklahoma post, which resulted in the
Army’s decision to move the aviation school to Camp Rucker, AL. The move occurred
during the latter part of 1954. The following year, the Army Aviation Center was established
at Rucker, and the post gained permanent status by becoming Fort Rucker.

The U.S. Army Transportation Corps became involved with Army Aviation in 1951,
when it initiated a program for training warrant officer candidates as helicopter pilots for
combat duty in Korea. In August 1952, the Transportation Corps assumed responsibility from
the Ordnance Corps for logistical support of Army aviation. In June 1954, the Transportation
Corps and School began field maintenance training of aviation mechanics at Fort Eustis, VA.

After extended negotiations between the Army and Air Force, the Department of
Defense (DOD) transferred to the Army responsibility for all training of its own mechanics in
1955 and of its aviators in 1956. Although the maintenance training formerly conducted at
Fort Sill was transferred to Fort Rucker in 1954, the Transportation Corps and Fort Eustis
were given responsibility for the primary training of mechanics that the Army assumed from
the Air Force as well as for most advanced maintenance training.

In 1955 and 1956, Fort Rucker did not have enough air fields for all Army aviator
training. Therefore, when responsibility for primary flight training was transferred from the
Air Force to the Army, the two primary flight training bases where the Air Force had
conducted this training were also transferred to the Army; they became Fort Wolters and
Camp Gary. Although some flight training continued to be conducted at these and other
locations for several years following the establishment of the school and center in Alabama,
essentially all flight training was consolidated at Fort Rucker by 1973. The following year,
the school and the center were merged as the U.S. Army Aviation Center. Most maintenance
training, however, continued to be conducted by the Transportation Corps at Fort Eustis.

Throughout the mid and late 1970s there was increasing need for the creation of a
separate Army aviation branch. Although there was considerable Army-wide sentiment in
favor of a separate branch, there was also continuing and deep seated opposition from aviators
and non-aviators alike. The opposition to a separate aviation branch resulted in part from
Army attitudes regarding the Army Air Corps and the U.S. Air Force. In Army circles, both



were believed to have been unreliable in performing their mission of supporting the ground
forces--even after having been given resources to do so.'

As a result of studies, surveys, and considerable formal and informal dialogue
conducted from 1980 through 1982, the remaining opposition to a separate branch diminished
considerably, and the Aviation Branch came into being by an order of Secretary of the Army
John O. Marsh, Jr., with an effective date of 12 April 1983.2

Following the creation of the Aviation Branch, there was a move toward the gradual
consolidation of all aviation-related activities and training under the auspices of the
USAAVNC and the branch chief. In 1984, for example, aviation officer courses and an
enlisted aeroscout observer course were implemented at Fort Rucker. In 1986 the U.S. Army
Air Traffic Control Activity was transferred from the U.S. Army Information Systems
Command at Fort Huachuca, AZ, to the USAAVNC at Fort Rucker.> The
Noncommissioned Officer Academy (NCOA) was established at the USAAVNC in 1987.

Another very significant step in the process of the consolidation of Army Aviation
was the incorporation into the USAAVNC of the U.S. Army Aviation Logistics School
(USAALS) at Fort Eustis, VA, in 1988. Since maintenance training was provided at both
Fort Rucker and Fort Eustis, several studies had been conducted over a period of more than
twenty years to determine the advantages of consolidation at one place or the other, but
conflicting interests and anticipated costs of expanding the facilities at either location
prevented any change.*

Shortly after the creation of the Aviation Branch in 1983, the USAALS was
established at Fort Eustis, effective 1 October of that year. The USAALS was made the
proponent for all aviation logistics training, but it was placed under the auspices of the
commandant of the U.S. Army Transportatiorf; and Aviation Logistics School. The division of

"This brief summary of the history of Army aviation is extracted from the draft of a history of Army aviation
being prepared for publication by the command historian. Parts of the history were published during 1992 in
series of articles in Army Aviation and U.S. Army Aviation Digest.

See, e.g., TRADOC Review of Army Aviation (4 vols Fort Monroe, VA: Headquarters TRADOC, Sep 82)
I, 1-10; General Orders no. 6, Secretary of the Army John O Marsh Jr and Gen John A Wickham Jr, 15 Feb 84,
sub: Army Aviation Branch, general reference file.

SLtr DAMO-ZA, Lt Gen Carl E Vuono to distr, 20 Mar 86, sub: air traffic control transfer plan (also encls),
USAAVNC History Office, 1986 document file, USAATCA.

‘Emma-Jo L Davis, History of the United States Army Transportation School, 1942-1962, Ft Eustis: U.S.
Army Transportation School, 1967, p. 292, passim.




responsibilities for aviation-related functions was inconsistent with the new branch charter,
and recommendations and plans were made for the gradual consolidation of the aviation
mission area--including logistical support. The rationale for the USAAVNC’s becoming the
proponent for all aviation matters involved cost effectiveness, standardization, training
effectiveness, logical and consistent development of doctrine, and organizational
responsiveness to defense needs.” Most of the planned consolidation of the aviation mission
area was completed before 1988, but notwithstanding repeated branch efforts to realign the
USAALS under the USAAVNC in accordance with the terms of the Aviation Branch charter,
the logistics school remained separate for almost five years after the creation of the branch.

In December of 1987, however, the vice chief of staff of the Army directed a special
study group "to conduct a comprehensive study and evaluate the manning, management, and
support of aviation logistics,...to provide recommended corrective action(s), and develop an
implementation plan."® The commander of the U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC) subsequently approved the recommendations of the special study group to transfer
command and control of USAALS to the commander of the USAAVNC.”

A memorandum of agreement was prepared jointly by the USAAVNC and the U.S.
Army Transportation Center and Fort Eustis and signed by their respective commanders in
September 1988. The USAAVNC assumed command and control as well as resource
management responsibilities for USAALS as of 1 October 1988.*

SLtr ATCG, Gen William R Richardson to distr, 11 Jul 83, sub: establishment of aviation proponency, Tab C
of "Implementation Plan: Transfer of the U.S. Army Aviation Logistics School, Fort Eustis, Virginia, to the
Command and Control of the Commander, U.S. Army Aviation Center," 7 Sep 88 [hereinafter referred to as
"Implementation Plan--Logistics,"], 1988 document file, USAALS; "Army Aviation Logistics at Fort Eustis," DA,
USAALS: Ft Eustis VA, Sep 89.

®Memo, Gen Arthur E Brown Jr for distr, sub: aviation logistics study--study directive, Tab D of
Implementation Plan--Logistics.

"Msg, General Thurman to distr, 17 Jun 88, sub: command and control of the Aviation Logistics School,
1988 document file, USAALS; Implementation Plan--Logistics.

8Memo of agreement, Maj Gen Ellis D Parker, cdr USAAVNC, and Maj Gen Samuel N Wakefield, cdr
USATCEFE, 20 Sep 88 and 23 Sep 88, sub: operating procedures U.S. Army Aviation Logistics School,
Implementation Plan--Logistics; Permanent orders, USATCFE, to distr, 14 Sep 88, sub: U.S. Army Aviation
Logistics School, Implementation Plan--Logistics.



B. Mission

The missions of the USAAVNC in 1992 were in the areas of doctrine, organization,
materiel, training, leader development, soldiers/quality of life, and safety/risk management.
In the area of doctrine, the USAAVNC was to develop, refine, and disseminate aviation
doctrine to optimize aviation’s contribution to the combined, joint, and combined arms fight
across the operational continuum. It was also to develop tactics, techniques, and procedures
from individual to corps level and to develop future warfighting concepts that would integrate
aviation across the battlefield operating systems.

The Aviation Center’s mission in the area of organization was to determine force
structure requirements that optimized the best mix of active and reserve component forces to
arrive at the most lethal, deployable, and affordable unit structure. It also developed aviation
organizational designs that met the commander in chief’s wartime requirements using a
building block concept which standardized unit design and support requirements. The
USAAVNC also developed documents that allowed for a logical, incremental introduction of
new systems into existing unit designs.

In the area of materiel, the USAAVNC focused cost-effective materiel development
and technical advancements on optimizing deployability, versatility, and lethality. It also
developed and documented materiel requirements to meet battlefield deficiencies, and it
developed effective simulators based on battlefield task analysis.

The Aviation Center’s training mission focused on combined arms and joint
warfighters. It developed training support programs, facilities, and equipment that enabled
tough, realistic individual, crew, and collective training programs. It also evaluated and
established priorities for simulation strategies based on battlefield task analysis and provided
tactically, technically competent officers and soldiers to combat, combat support, and combat
service support units. The USAAVNC also administered the Army aviation flight
standardization program, defined specific areas of emphasis, evaluated training effectiveness
on a global scope, and evaluated training standardization for all Army aviation units.

The USAAVNC developed and executed leader development programs that recognized
leadership as a primary dynamic of combat power. It fostered leaders who were able to shape
fighting power within units and counseled leaders to understand that only excellence in the art
and science of war--coupled with loyalty, cohesion, and fighting spirit of soldiers--would
enable units to generate and apply combat power. It also sought to instill the foundations of
professional ethics in each leader and soldier.



The Aviation Center provided the command climate and necessary garrison services to
provide soldiers, civilians, and families with a safe, healthy environment in which to live and
work. Through care and concern, it sought to strengthen the commitment of soldiers and
their families to a career of service to the nation. It was prepared to provide critical life
support and disaster relief services to the community in the event of emergency and to act as
a primary wartime mobilization site.

Finally, the USAAVNC developed risk assessment protocols that would identify areas
of risk, both in training and under battlefield conditions. It refined and exported safety
programs to make leaders, soldiers, and units sensitive to areas of risk. It attempted to make
risk assessment part of the thought process of every aviation officer and soldier.’

The mission of the USAALS was to develop and conduct aviation logistics training for
active Army and reserve component personnel; to support and evaluate aviation logistics
training in the field; to conduct and guide development of logistic support concepts, doctrine,
materiel, and organizations for Army Aviation; to perform proponency functions for 15D
(aviation logistics) and 151A (aviation maintenance) areas of concentration and for career
management field 67 (aircraft maintenance); and to support the Army Aviation Branch chief
and the Combined Arms Support Command commander. "

C. Command and Control

Overall command and control of the USAAVNC, including the USAALS, was vested
in the commanding general, who was supported and assisted by all other members of the
USAAVNC command group. Maj. Gen. John D. Robinson commanded the Aviation Center
throughout 1992. The commanding general was responsible for the implementation of
policies and directives of the Department of the Army (DA) and TRADOC. He was also the
principal adviser to and representative of the commanding general of TRADOC for
equipment, doctrine, training, tactics, and techniques of aviation and aviation logistics.
Through the assistant commandants of USAAVNC and of USAALS, the commanding general
established, maintained, and supervised the agencies and departments established for the

SUSAAVNC Regulation 10-1, "Organization and Functions Manual," pp 9-11, passim; Memo ATZQ-APG,
Col Patrick J Bodelson for distr, 21 Feb 92, sub: USAAVNC mission essential task list, also encl, DOS, TADD #
98.

10" Army Aviation Logistics at Fort Eustis,” (Ft Bustis, VA, Sep 89), passim; Historical report, USAALS, CY
92.



efficient execution of assigned missions. The commanding general also served as chief of the
Army Aviation Branch.

During 1992 the commanding general of the USAAVNC was especially involved with
determining and developing the role of Army aviation in TRADOC’s Battle Labs initiative.
He also devoted considerable time and effort to the restructure of Army aviation to prepare
for the 21st century, to total force integration, to enhancing the role of Army aviation in
combined arms and joint training, and to Army aviation combat developments. Other matters
of particular interest to USAAVNC commander during 1992 included the establishment of the
organizational framework and the technological base to accommodate the rapid growth in
importance of simulation in aviation training and the development of combined arms
leadership through exchange programs between the Aviation School and other branch schools.
The assistant commandant played a support role in these activities and substituted for the
commanding general during his absence."'

The assistant commandant of the USAAVNC from 1 January until 17 November was
Brig. Gen. (P) Robert A. Goodbary. It was announced on 9 June that General Goodbary had
been nominated for promotion to the rank of major general. As of 17 November, General
Goodbary’s title was changed from assistant commandant to deputy commanding general of
the USAAVNC. The principal purpose of this change was to emphasize the branch-wide
rather than more limited schoolhouse responsibilities of the position. Changing the title of
the second-in-command of the USAAVNC was one aspect of a major reorganization initiative
implemented at Fort Rucker during 1992. It also created a command structure that would
facilitate the closer incorporation of the USAALS into the USAAVNC.

The assistant commandant/deputy commanding general served as principal assistant to
the commanding general, assisted him as directed, and assumed command in his absence.
Although the schoolhouse was under the direct daily supervision of the deputy assistant
commandant, the assistant commandant/deputy commanding general was responsible for all
aspects of training conducted at Fort Rucker and played a major role in directing combat
developments, evaluation and standardization, and air traffic control. He frequently
represented the branch chief in providing guidance to and maintaining close relationship with
aviation brigades and battalions throughout the Army and in directing the execution of various
special missions and projects in support of the branch and of aviation training.

"Transcripts of oral interviews, John W Kitchens with Maj Gen John D Robinson, 16 Jun and 14 Sep 92, oral
history file; Notes on oral interview, John W Kitchens with Brig Gen (P) Robert A Goodbary, 6 May 93, oral
history file.



During 1992, the assistant commandant was especially involved with reorganizing the
schoolhouse, finding solutions to aviation gunnery problems so as to permit more meaningful
aviation participation in rotations at the combined training centers, updating the Army
Aviation Modernization program, implementing total force integration, developing the
aviation restructure initiative, and consolidating military helicopter training at Fort Rucker."

Col. Patrick J. Bodelson served as chief of staff of the USAAVNC from 1 January to
27 July, when he was succeeded by Col. Robert N. Seigle. The chief of staff served as
principal assistant to the commanding general and assistant commandant in the command and
management of the USAAVNC and Fort Rucker, advising and acting for them as directed.
He supervised and directed the staff to ensure coordinated action in accomplishing the
assigned missions of the Aviation Branch and of the USAAVNC. The chief of staff exercised
primary authority, under the commanding general, over center support activities at the
USAAVNC. These included resource management; plans, mobilization, and security; internal
review; public affairs; legal affairs; aviation proponency; liaison; and safety. The deputy
chiefs of staff during the early part of 1992 was Maj. William B. Sutherland and, during the
latter part, Maj. Danny L. Ball.”

The deputy assistant commandant from 1 January through 27 July was Col. Robert N.
Seigle. When Colonel Seigle became chief of staff, Col. Thomas W. Garrett became deputy
assistant commandant and continued in the position for the remainder of the year. The deputy
assistant commandant served as principal assistant to the assistant commandant in the
accomplishment of administrative and management duties associated with assigned aviation
training responsibilities and as the primary point of contact for mission training activities.
Among other specific duties, he monitored and integrated assigned training elements and
effected coordination among training elements, higher headquarters, integrating centers, and
other schools and activities. He also acted as the command group’s "eyes and ears" in the
school, assisted in school house reorganization, coordinated the incorporation of Desert
Shield/Storm lessons learned into the school, and administered the Precommand Course. As a

2News release no. 92/104/ahe, USAAVNC, 9 Jun 92, Chapter I file; E-mail note, RoundinB to cdrs/dirs, 17
Nov 92, sub: signature block for BG Goodbary, Chapter [ file; Transcript and notes on oral interviews, John W
Kitchens with BG (P) Robert A Goodbary, 30 Junc 1992 and 6 May 1993, oral history file. See the section on
organizational changes in 1992, below.

BNotes on oral interview, John W Kitchens with Col Robert N Seigle, 9 Apr 93, oral history file; E-mail note,
TerrillM to cdrs/dirs, 24 July 92, sub; chief of staff, Chapter I file.
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senior leader of the Aviation Center, the deputy assistant commandant was also involved with
virtually all major school and center projects and planning activities.™

The positions of deputy assistant commandant-reserve (for U.S. Army Reserve
[USAR]) and deputy assistant commandant-national guard (for U.S. Army National Guard
[ARNG]) were established and filled at the Aviation Center during 1991. The principal
reason for the creatiqn of these positions was to support total force integration by giving
greater visibility and emphasis to the reserve components, by integrating reserve component
training into the combined arms training program, and by improving readiness levels of
reserve component aviators and aviation soldiers. Other branches followed the lead of
aviation in creating and filling these positions.

The deputy assistant commandant-USAR throughout 1992 was Col. Clifford L
Massengale, and the deputy assistant commandant-ARNG was Col. Mario Meola. They
served as the principal assistants to the USAAVNC assistant commandant on total force
integration efforts relating to the USAR and the ARNG. Directly and through subordinates in
key directorates and other USAAVNC organizations, they participated in the formulation,
coordination, and administration of policies, plans, and programs affecting the reserve
components. They also provided assistance to reserve component students attending courses
of instruction at the USAAVNC and assisted in the resolution of various problems
encountered by these students. Finally, they played important roles in the Army aviation total
force integration planning.'

The garrison commander from January through July was Col. Richard N. Roy. Col.
Samuel P. Walker succeeded Colonel Roy and remained in the position for the remainder of
the year. The garrison commander was the principal assistant to the commanding general in
the command and management of garrison activities of the USAAVNC. The garrison
commander had primary responsibility in the areas of personnel and community activities,
industrial operations, engineering and housing, civilian personnel, logistics, post security,
information management, contracting, equal employment opportunity, and reserve component
support. He also chaired boards and committees relating to various personnel and garrison
activities.

"List of significant contributions (for DA 67-8-1), Col Robert N Seigle, DAC file; Notes on oral interview,
John W Kitchens with Col Robert N Seigle, 9 Apr 93, oral history file; Notes on oral interview, John W Kitchens
with Col Thomas W Garrett, 11 Mar 93, oral history file.

"Notes on interviews by the command historian with Colonel Meola on 24 Feb 93 and with Colonel
Massengale on 9 Mar 93, oral history filc.



Cmd. Sgt. Maj. Freddy Finch, Jr., served as USAAVNC command sergeant major
the entire year. One of Cmd. Sgt. Maj. Finch’s priorities was strengthening the
noncommissioned officer support channel so as to better prepare the leaders of the future.
The principal function of the command sergeant major was to serve as the primary adviser to
the commanding general on all matters pertaining to the enlisted soldiers of the USAAVNC
and of the Aviation Branch. He monitored and influenced assignments of senior
noncommissioned officers and all aspects of aviation-related enlisted training and made
recommendations to the commander regarding these matters. The command sergeant major
was also the principal adviser to the commander on all matters relating to discipline, esprit de
corps, and proficiency of the enlisted members of the command and of the branch.'

The assistant commandant of the Aviation Logistics School throughout 1992 was Col.
William J. Blair. Colonel Blair was directly responsible to the commander of the USAAVNC
and served as his principal assistant in the management of all aspects of aviation logistics
training at the USAALS. Mr. Rodney J. Schulz served as deputy assistant commandant, and
Sgt. Maj. Alan J. Gott served as sergeant major of USAALS for all of 1992."

D. Organizational Changes in 1992

The rapid growth of simulation training at the Aviation Center necessitated frequent
organizational changes to effectively support this training. In 1990, the Department of
Combined Arms Tactics and the Department of Gunnery and Flight Systems were merged to
form the new Department of Tactics and Simulation (DOTS). This reorganization provided
some savings and also gave more emphasis to the rapidly growing role of simulation in
aviation training." By August 1991, however, it was apparent that the rapid growth of
simulation training was causing the existing organization to become out of date. A basic
problem was that responsibility for flight training was divided between the Aviation Training
Brigade (ATB) and the DOTS. The solution decided upon in 1991 was to transfer all
simulation operations and flight academic training to the ATB, thereby consolidating actual

'“In addition to the sources already cited, the following sources were used in compiling the section on
command and control: USAAVNC Regulation 10-1, "Organization and Function Manual," pp. 01.01-01.07,
passim; 1992 USAAVNC organization charts; John W Kitchens, USAAVNC Annual Command History, 1
January-31 December 1991, (Fort Rucker, AL, Jan 93), (hereinafter referred to as 1991 ACH), passim; and
Historical report, Office of Garrison Commander, CY 92.

"Historical report, USAALS PMO, CY 92.

"®John W Kitchens and Burton Wright III, United States Army Aviation Center Annual Historical Review, 1
January-31 December 1990, (Fort Rucker, AL, Junc 1991), ( hereinafter referred to as 1990 AHR), p. 10.
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and simulated flight training and academics under one organization.' This transfer was part
of a general USAAVNC reorganization plan and was implemented in 1992 %

A major reorganization of the USAAVNC, including USAALS, was planned during
1991 for implementation in 1992; the USAAVNC assistant commandant briefed the
commanding general on 21 September 1991 on the recommended organizational changes.
These changes were endorsed by the commanding general, further developed by the
Directorate of Resource Management (DRM) and outlined in a memorandum of instruction
issued in February 1992. The purposes of the reorganization, in addition to accommodating
and facilitating the rapidly increasing simulation training, were to reduce duplication and
promote better coordination with regard to the training programs at Fort Rucker and Fort
Eustis. The reorganization also aimed at promoting cost savings in the entire training
program by establishing a more logical and efficient organizational framework.

With the implementation of the planned reorganization in 1992, USAALS became
more closely integrated into the USAAVNC by the partial implementation of the "lead/colab"
relationships between Fort Rucker directorates and their counterpart organizations at the
USAALS. The "lead/colab" relationships had been proposed as a short term arrangement
during the 1991 planning sessions. According to this concept, the Fort Rucker directorates
would provide the lead, and their counterpart organizations at the USAALS would be in the
colab position and would work through the Fort Rucker organizations. In the area of enlisted
training, the USAALS organization would provide the "lead," and enlisted training at Fort
Rucker would be in the "colab" position. The USAALS would continue to receive direct
tasking, however, from the Combat Arms Support Command (CASCOM), the commander of
which would also continue to serve as intermediate rater of the USAAVNC commander,?!

During the reorganizational planning, the USAAVNC leaders also carefully studied
the training and training support functions of the Directorate of Training and Doctrine
(DOTD), the new Department of Tactics and Simulation (DOTS), the Department of Enlisted

Copies of briefing slides, Chapter | file; Historical report, ATB, CY 91; Staffing response, [DOTD to emd
historian, Jan 93], 1991 DOTD filc.

®Memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Col C S lvie for distr, 10 Feb 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
implementation of USAAVNC/USAALS reorganization, also encl # 3, DOS; Historical report, ATB, CY 92;
Table of distribution and allowance WOU9AA 0292, ATB.

Memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), COL C S lvie, for distr, 10 Feb 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
implementation of USAAVNC/USAALS reorganization, also encl # 7 "Short Term Lead/Colab Relationship,"
DOS; "Draft" memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Col Patrick J Bodelson, for distr, sub: lead/colab operating
procedures..., DOS, TDD # 95; Kitchens, 1991 AHR, pp. 9-11.
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Training (DOET), the 1st Aviation Brigade, and the Aviation Training Brigade (ATB). The
DOTD’s involvement with doctrine was limited to publishing manuals, and it did very little
actual training; this directorate was engaged. for the most part, in training development (i.e.,
oversight of programs of instruction, task analyses, simulation, and training aids). A large
portion of the teaching was under the auspices of the DOTS, but the development of a new
course required the coordinated effort of two or three different organizations. During the
latter part of 1991, a great deal of study was devoted to a reorganization of the functions and
responsibilities of DOTS and DOTD in order to establish a more logical and efficient system
for training and training development and also to deal more effectively with simulation and
simulation training programs.

The goal was to reorganize the USAAVNC directorates, departments, and commands
involved in the training mission according to a model by which some organizations would
plan, some would execute, and some would support. The outlines of this concept were
approved by the commanding general in September 1991. Upon implementation, the DOTS

and the DOET would be discontinued. Elements from these departments would be realigned
to the training brigades and the DOTD. A new Directorate of Simulation would be activated,
employing most of the assets of the existing DOTD. Only one significant change in this area
was actually made in 1991; on 1 October the worldwide simulation support function of DOTS
was shifted to DOTD, which then had major responsibility for oversight of simulation. By
the end of the year, however, a plan was in place for a general realignment of the functions of
several USAAVNC organizations so as to achieve a more logical and efficient organizational
framework.?

One of the major organizational changes within the USAAVNC in 1992 consisted of
the establishment of the Directorate of Simulation (DOS) and the abolishment of the DOTS.
The DOTS’ responsibility for flight academic training and simulator operations was
transferred to ATB, and its responsibility for professional development training and aviation
doctrine preparation and publication was transferred to DOTD. In lieu of the old DOTS, the
DOS was established on 1 March by removing the Simulation Development, Management,
and Research Division and the Worldwide Software Division from the DOTD and then by
expanding these and other simulation-related functions. The new DOS consisted of four
divisions (Operations and Administration, Training Device, Software Development and

PHistorian’s notes on organizational meetings of 20 and 24 Sep and 21 Oct 91, 1991 historian’s note file;
Transcription of interview, John W Kitchens with Col Michael K Mehaffey, 7 Apr 92, oral history file; Historical
report, DRM, CY 91; Notes on oral interview, John W Kitchens with Col Robert N Seigle, 9 Apr 93, oral history
file.
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Management, and Aircraft Survivability Equipment) from March to September and of five
divisions (with the addition of Warfighter Simulation) for the remainder of the year.”

The DOS became the Aviation Branch chief’s central point of contact and user
representative for the development, fielding, sustainment, and software configuration
management of aviation training aids, devices, simulators and simulations, and aircraft
survivability training issues. The DOS was to represent the Aviation Branch chief and
worldwide users in all actions concerning these devices and all training for their use.?

The Warfighting Simulation Division of the DOS was created provisionally in
September 1992 to increase the priority for aviation assets in warfighting simulations across
the joint services. The division managed the contract operations of the Aviation Test Bed (see
chapters II and III, below) and used the test bed as a vehicle to exploit simulation technology
to support collective training, training development, doctrinal development, and materiel
development through a variety of programs and tests. The Warfighting Simulation Division
was also the focal point for infusing battle lab efforts into simulation to support
demonstrations in which aviation was a key player.

The new DOTD, which began evolving during March 1992, consisted of seven
divisions, viz: Program Management, Advanced Tactics, Maneuver & Fires, Combat
Support/Combat Service Support, Warrant Officer Training, Individual and Unit Training,
and Staff and Faculty Development. In October 1992, the Warrant Officer Division was
separated from DOTD and joined with elements of the st Aviation Brigade to form the
Warrant Officer Career Center (see "Total Warrant Officer Career Center," below). The
primary missions of the new DOTD were training, training development, and development of
aviation doctrine.?

BMemo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), COL C S lvie, for distr, 10 Feb 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
implementation of USAAVNC/USAALS reorganization, also encl # 2, DOS; Historical report, DOS, CY 92;
Memo ATZQ-DS (10-1a) Col Palmer J Penny, for DRM, 7 Oct 92 sub: management/resource alignment study,
also encls, DOS. i

HMsg [1992, first page missing|, Maj Gen John D Robinson to distr, sub: USAAVNC training aids, devices,
simulators,..., CG file.

BHistorical report, DOS, CY 92; Tel interview by John W Kitchens with Capt Paul Swicord at Aviation Test
Bed, 30 May 92.

*Memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Col C S lIvie for distr, 10 Feb 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for

implementation of USAAVNC/USAALS reorganization, DOS; Historical report DOTD; Table of distribution and
allowance TCWOU9AA 9301, DOTD.
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During the organizational planning sessions of 1991, it was decided that advanced
individual training at Fort Rucker would be conducted under the auspices of an enlisted
training battalion of the 1st Aviation Brigade. Also, the functions of the other TRADOC
battalions of the Ist Aviation Brigade would be modified so as to delineate clearly and
logically the training and leader development functions of each battalion. These plans were
developed in 1991, but final decisions and the reorganization were still pending at the end of
the year.”

In June 1992, the USAAVNC Department of Enlisted Training was converted into a
provisionally activated enlisted training regiment, the 2-222nd Aviation. The indicated
purpose of this reorganization was to promote increased efficiency.”® The 2-222nd was
inactivated on 18 September, however, and its enlisted training functions were assumed by the
1-13th Aviation Regiment; this was one aspect of the 1992 reorganization of the 1st Brigade.
In September and October 1992, the responsibility for most USAAVNC non-flight training
and leader development was divided among the three TRADOC battalions of the 1st Aviation
Brigade. The 1-13th had responsibility for all advanced individual training at the USAAVNC
as a result of having absorbed the functions of the 2-222nd. The 1-145th Aviation Regiment
was assigned responsibility for officer and warrant officer training and leader development
programs. The 1-10th Aviation Regiment then assumed responsibility for Aviation Center
staff and support units. These staff and support units included the Air Assault School,
artillery support, military police, the 98th Army Band, and the pathfinder unit.”

Another organizational change tentatively decided upon in 1991 and scheduled for
implementation on 1 March 1992 consisted of the realignment of the International Military
Student Office from the Ist Aviation Brigade to the staff supervision of the deputy assistant
commandant.® This change did not materialize, however; the International Military Student

YHistorian’s notes, organizational planning meetings of 15 Apr 20 and 24 Sep and 21 Oct 91, 1991 historian’s
note file; Historical report, 1st Aviation Brigade, CY 91.

2BMemo ATZQ-ETB (10-1a), Col Patrick J Bodelson for chief of staff TRADOC, 6 Apr 92, sub: designation
of enlisted training battalion, 1st Avn Bde; Permanent orders 63-1, Leon B Blackwell Jr for distr, 9 Jun 92, sub:
2d Battalion 222d Aviation (WOU9ZK), 1st Avn Bde.

PMemo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g) Col C S lvie for distr, 10 Feb 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
implementation of USAAVNC/USAALS reorganization; E-mail note, Beth Hall for cdrs/dirs, 21 Sep 92, sub:
reorganization of the 2-222nd into the 1-13th Avn Reg, Chapter I file; Permanent orders 103-6, George L Sumrall
Jr for distr, 11 Sep 92, sub: 2d Battalion 222d Aviation (WOU9ZK), 1st Avn Bde; "Aviation Battlcbook," APO,
1992; Historical report, 1st Aviation Brigade, CY 92.

¥Memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Col C S lvie for distr, 10 Feb 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
implementation of USAAVNC/USAALS reorganization, DOS.
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Office was instead realigned within the 1st Aviation Brigade from the 1-145th to become
Company D of the 1-13th. This occurred in October 19923

An organizational change that was totally planned and effectively in place prior to the
beginning of 1992, had an official effective date of 1 January 1992. This was the transfer of
the Office of Military Personnel/Adjutant General from the Directorate of Personnel and
Community Activity (DPCA) to become a separate staff activity under the general oversight
of the garrison commander. One of the reasons for this change was the elimination of the O-
6 position of director of DPCA in accordance with 0292 table of distribution and allowances.
Some functions of the DPCA had been moved to other organizations during 1991. With the
loss of responsibility for military personnel administration, DPCA’s responsibilities remained
limited to community and family activities. The name of the organization was accordingly
changed to Directorate of Community Activities (DCA), effective 1 January 1992.%,

With an effective date of 1 October 1992, the U.S. Army Information Systems
Command unit at Fort Rucker was discontinued. The Fort Rucker Directorate of Information
Management (DOIM) was transferred to the USAAVNC and TRADOC; the realignment was
accomplished on schedule and the 0293 table of distribution and allowances was
documented.®

Prior to 1992, proponency for all avionic military occupational skills was transferred
from the U.S. Army Signal School (USASIGS) to the USAAVNC. This restructure deleted
avionic military occupational specialties 35K, 35L, 35R, and 35M from career management
field 28, and at the same time, added military occupational specialties 68N, 68L, and 68Q to
career management field 67.* During 1992, however, the USAAVNC conducted a series of
studies in conjunction with representatives from other Army organizations concerning the
relocation of the training base for some aviation related military occupational specialties. A
decision was made to relocate the training base for 68L, 68Q, 68R, and 93D from Fort
Rucker to Fort Gordon. An endorsement by TRADOC of the proposal to transfer

3'Historical report, 1st Aviation Brigade, CY 92.

“Memo ATZQ-PAG-M, Lt Col John T Planchon for CofS, 24 Sep 91, sub: realignment of Military Personnel
Division/Adjutant General Division, Chapter I file; Memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Lt Col John A Whitson for distr,
6 Dec 91, sub: memorandum of instruction for transfer of Military Personnel Division..., Chapter I file; Memo

ATZQ-PA Col Clarence L Belinge for distr, 1 Jan 92, sub: dircctorate name change, Chapter 1 file.

#General Orders No. 20, 1 Aug 92, "Dissolution of USAISC units in the continental United States,” DOIM,
also Chapter I file; Historical report, DOIM, CY 92.

3Ltr, Maj Gen John D Robinson to Mr Thomas J Edwards, 9 Jan 92, CG file.
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proponency for these specialties to the U.S. Army Ordnance School was expected early in
1993. It was also proposed that training for military occupational specialty 68N be relocated
to Fort Eustis, VA, with the USAAVNC retaining proponency and that 67N30 and 67V30
training be moved from Fort Eustis to Fort Rucker. These changes were expected to take
place in October 1993.%

On 15 July 1992, the 123rd Ordnance Detachment at Fort Rucker was formally
inactivated. This unit had provided explosive ordnance disposal support to Fort Rucker and
explosive device support to the surrounding area. These functions were assumed by the
ordnance detachments at Fort Benning, GA, and Fort McClellan, AL, upon the inactivation of
the 123rd.*

In March 1992 the director of administration and management of the Oftice of the
Secretary of Defense approved a plan for the consolidation of all DOD printing services and
printing procurement functions to the Defence Printing Service with an effective date of 6
April 1992. Fort Rucker’s implementation of this realignment resulted in the transfer of
twenty-seven civilian authorizations from the DOIM to the new Defense Printing Service.”’

The Text Issue Facility of the 1st Aviation Brigade was transferred from 1st Brigade
to the DOIM on 1 October 1992. The transfer was in accordance with Army Regulation
(AR) 25-30, which assigned administration of command publications and distribution systems
to information management offices. Three personnel authorizations were transferred to
DOIM along with the function.®

At the end of 1992 the USAAVNC consisted of thirteen directorates at Fort Rucker
and three at Fort Eustis; there were additionally three training departments at Fort Eustis and
the Noncommissioned Officer Academy at Fort Rucker. Also at Fort Rucker under the
USAAVNC commander, there were two separate commands (Aviation Training Brigade and
Ist Aviation Brigade), the U.S. Army Air Traffic Control Activity, four TRADOC systems
managers or project offices, and several personal and special staff offices. More than two

*Historical report, DOTD, CY 92; Historical report, NCOA, CY 92.

%Memo (310-49c¢), Capt Anthony Archibald for distr, 7 Apr 92, sub: inactivation of the 123rd Ord Det...,
Chapter I file.

Msg 261628Z Mar 92, Brig Gen John A Hedrick to HQDA, sub: defense management decision 998,
consolidation of DOD printing, DOIM; Historical report, DOIM, CY 92.

3¥Memo ATZQ-BDE (1), Col Robert B Bailey for CofS, sub: transfer of Text Issue Facility--action memo,
DOIM.
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dozen tenant agencies were also located at Fort Rucker; these agencies were supported by the
USAAVNC and engaged in activities closely related to the mission and functions of the
Army Aviation Center. In addition to its directorates and training departments, the USAALS
had two mission support offices under the assistant commandant.®

During 1990 and 1991, steps were taken at the USAAVNC to revise and update
USAAVNC Regulation 10-1, "Organization and Function Manual," to reflect the numerous
changes that had occurred since the current manual was published in March 1988. Because of
the workload created by Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, reductions in force, and
reorganization initiatives, this action had not been completed by the end of calendar year
1992.%

E. Total Army Warrant Officer Career Center (WOCC)

During the early 1980s studies conducted by TRADOC demonstrated that there were
serious problems with the direct appointment of warrant officers. Without a standardized and
coordinated training system, the identification and preparation of the most promising future
officer technicians were not ensured. In 1983, the vice chief of staff of the Army directed
that the direct appointment of warrant officers be replaced by a three-tier warrant officer
training system, the primary intent of which was to support earlier warrant officer accession
by training them better in preparation for longer utilization. The Total Warrant Officer
Study, conducted in 1984 and 1985, supported the three-tier approach but recommended that
the system be examined again after five years.* '

During this interim, almost all warrant officer leader development and non specific
military occupational specialty training were consolidated at Fort Rucker. In August 1988,
the Warrant Officer Candidate School was established at the Aviation Center, and the warrant
officer entry courses at Fort Sill and Aberdeen Proving Grounds, MD, were discontinued.
Following the initial six-week program in the Warrant Officer Candidate School, aviation
candidates began flight training, and the technical services candidates proceeded to various
installations for technical and tactical certification.

¥See appendices I-111.

“Memo, ATZQ-RCM, James H Woodard for distr, 25 Sep 92, sub: Organization and Functions Manual
USAAVNC Regulation 10-1, Chapter 1 file.

’

“"The Total Army Warrant Officer Leader Development Action Plan (WOLDAP),” 27 Feb 92, WOCC

%
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Also in 1988, the Master Warrant Officer Course was established at the USAAVNC.
The two-phase course consisted of a correspondence segment and of the resident. non
specific, military occupational specialty course. A third phase, consisting of advanced
military occupational specialty specific training, was planned but never implemented.*

The DA and TRADOC initiated the Warrant Officer Leader Development Plan in
1990, but little progress was made until 1991. In April 1991, a leader development decision
network, consisting of representatives from DA Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations
(DCSOPS) (proponent), DA Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel (DCSPER), TRADOC
(action agency), U.S. Total Army Personnel Command (PERSCOM), U.S. Army Special
Operations Center (USASOC), U.S. Army Europe (USAREUR), U.S. Army Forces
Command (FORSCOM), USAAVNC, and the Center for Army Leadership was agreed upon.
In-process reviews were conducted at Fort Monroe on 29-30 May and 10-12 July and at Fort
Lee on 31 July-2 August. A workshop was conducted on 27-29 August, and a draft of the
Warrant Officer Leader Development Action Plan was developed in October and November.
[ssues addressed included the leader development process, civilian education, accession and
retention, duties and responsibilities, personnel management, warrant officer insignia, and
training and professional development.” The draft plan was staffed with proponent
branches, major commands, and leader development decision network agencies during the
latter part of 1991.*

The chief of staff of the Army approved the Warrant Officer Leader Development
Action Plan on 27 February 1992. The final plan contained the following thirteen discrete
issues:

(1) life cycle models for warrant officers, showing the appropriate career
pattern by military occupational specialty;

(2) review and update of Warrant Officer Training System to ensure
appropriate content, method, and timing of training;

“ZJohn W Kitchens, United States Army Aviation Center 1988 Annual Historical Review (Fort Rucker, AL,
June 1989), (hereinafter referred to as 1988 AHR), pp. 35-36.

“Memo DAMO-TRO, Lt Gen Dennis J Reimer for distr, 2 May 91, sub: Warrant Officer Leader
Development Action Plan, WOCC; Briefing papers, "Warrant Officer Leader Development Action Plan," 1991 AP
file.

“Msg 1911507 Sep 91, cdr TRADOC to distr, sub: WO LDDN general officer steering committee, 1991 CG
file.
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(3) standardization of warrant officer selection criteria to promote greater
Army benefit from services of warrant officers;

(4) appointment of warrant officers immediately after completion of Warrant
Officer Candidate School rather than after completion of certification training;

(5) systematic assignment of warrant officers to positions according to grade;

(6) the establishment of the Total Army Career Center as a TRADOC/CAC
(Combined Arms Center) tenant organization at Fort Rucker to serve as
executive agent for all warrant officer training;

(7) increased emphasis on warrant officer recruitment in the reserve
components;

(8) more effective explanations of duties and responsibilities of warrant
officers in regulations, doctrinal literature, and training courses;

(9) establishment of higher civilian education requirements for warrant officers
at various grades;

(10) retention of distinctive warrant officer insignia rather than branch insignia
and continuation of centralized warrant officer management by Warrant
Officer Division of PERSCOM rather than branch management;

(11) establishment and accreditation of warrant officer candidate schools as
regional training sites at state academies for ARNG candidates;

(12) development and implementation of a warrant officer military
qualification standard system;

(13) Warrant Officer Management Act implementation briefings to inform
warrant officers and the Army about changes and procedures.*

#"The Total Army Warrant Officer Leader Development Action Plan (WOLDAP)," 27 February 1992,
WOCC; Historical report, WOCC, CY 92. See "Personnel Management” in Chapter IV for information on the
Warrant Officer Management Act.
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During 1992 considerable headway was made at Fort Rucker on the implementation of
the Warrant Officer Leader Development Action Plan. On 1 October, a mass ceremony was
conducted in which 558 former graduates of the Warrant Officer Candidate School, then
engaged in flight training as warrant officer candidates, were appointed warrant officers.

After that date, warrant officer candidates were accessioned to warrant officer upon
completion of the Warrant Officer Candidate Course.

On 2 October 1992, the Total Army Warrant Officer Career Center (WOCC) was
established as a provisional organization of the USACAC. The provisional status was
scheduled to continue until October 1993. Although the WOCC was made a USACAC tenant
agency at Fort Rucker and its personnel wore the Combined Arms Center patch, the WOCC
remained on the USAAVNC budget and table of distribution and allowances. Also,
USAAVNC general officérs continued to rate and senior rate the WOCC leaders. This
arrangement was in accordance with a recommendation made by the USAAVNC and accepted
by the USACAC in mid 1992. The extensive experience of the USAAVNC in warrant officer
training, the preponderance of aviators among the warrant officer ranks, and the location of
the WOCC at Fort Rucker were the major reasons for the somewhat anomalous arrangement.
The degree to which the WOCC would remain permanently dependent on the USAAVNC was
uncertain at the end of 1992.4

Positions to staff the WOCC were drawn from the Warrant Officer Training Division
of DOTD and the 1-145th Aviation Regiment of the 1st Aviation Brigade. As of 2 October
1992, the center assumed most responsibilities for warrant officer training at Fort Rucker
formerly exercised by the 1-145th. The 1st Warrant Officer Company, the organizational
element of the center with responsibility for the Warrant Officer Candidate School, was also
created in October 1992, but it remained attached to the 1-145th until after the end of the
year.*

“Msg 061600Z May 92, Maj Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Malcor, sub: Warrant Officer Career Center,
CG file; Notes on conversation by John W Kitchens with CWO5 James R Damron, 15 Apr 93, CG file; Memo
ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Col Robert N Seigle for distr, 31 Aug 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
establishment of the WOCC, WOCC and DRM:; Notes on oral interview by Dr John W Kitchens with Col Robert
N Seigle, 9 Apr 92, oral history file; Provisional TDA #93-2, based on TDA WOU9AA 0293, WOCC.

“Memo ATZQ-RFM (570-4g), Col Robert N Seigle for distr, 31 Aug 92, sub: memorandum of instruction for
establishment of the WOCC, WOCC and DRM; Provisional TDA #93-2, based on TDA WOU9AA 0293, WOCC;
Historical report, DRM, CY 92; Historical report, WOCC, CY 92. See Chapter II below for information on
warrant officer leader development and Chapter IV for warrant officer personnel management.

20



F. Conferences, Ceremonies, and Awards

In March 1992 Major General Robinson convened a meeting of senior aviation
officers aimed at discussing major issues relating to Army aviation and arriving at a consensus
so that the Army aviation community would speak with a single voice on matters of aviation
requirements, policies, plans, programs, and doctrine. This meeting was billed as an aviation
strategy meeting and was referred to colloquially as the "Kahuna" meeting (later as "Kahuna
L," because a similar meeting held in October was called "Kahuna IT"). The agenda of the first
aviation strategy meeting was divided into two parts. Part I was a short doctrine discussion
on deploying, fighting, and sustaining the force. This was for disseminating information and
for confirmation of current directions in the TRADOC community as coordinated with field
commanders. Part I was a more detailed discussion on organization, materiel investment,
training, and leader development implications of doctrinal thrusts.

The Kahuna II meeting was conducted on 5 October 1992. The principal areas of
discussion included Battle Labs, concepts and studies, training and Ieader development,
doctrine and organization, materiel, soldiers, and safety.*

The annual Aviation Brigade Commanders’ Conference at Fort Rucker began on 1
December and ended on 3 December 1992. Major topics of discussion at the conference
included Battle Labs, the Comanche program, aviation combined arms training strategy,
aviation safety, battle command and control, personnel reduction strategy, combined arms and
aviation doctrine, and senior rating of warrant officers.*

The Apache Users’ Conference was held at Fort Rucker in October 1992. Some of
the major topics discussed consisted of Apache crew training, depot repairs, gunnery, Apache
modernization plan, crew readiness level, combined arms training center rotations, and
aviation life support equipment.*'

“Memo ATZA-CG Maj Gen John D Robinson for distr, 9 Mar 92, sub: aviation issues meeting..., DAC file.
“Historical report, DCD, CY 92.

%Agenda, 1992 Aviation Brigade Commanders’ Conference, Brigade Commanders’ Conference file;
Historian’s notes, 2 and 3 Dec 92, Brigade Commanders’ Conference file.

S'E-mail note, Maj Gen Dave Robinson for edrs/dirs, 21 Oct 92, sub: Apache users’ conference, Chapter I11
file.
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The 1992 Aviation Logistics Conference was held at Fort Eustis in February and was
deemed to be the "best planned and implemented gathering" of active and reserve component
logisticians ever. The consensus of those attending was that conferences of that type were
essential for identifying and solving critical warfighting support issues. Issues discussed at the
conference included specialty code 15D (aviation logistics officer), forward repair strategies,
forward arming and refueling points, forward support battalions, and a new concept of
varying or reducing operational readiness rate on older systems so as to more effectively
support the "go-to-war" or modern systems."

The annual worldwide Aviation Trainers” Conference was conducted at Fort Rucker
from 27 to 29 October 1992. The conference was hosted by the Directorate of Training and
Doctrine, and forty-four personnel attended.”

The annual Combat Developments Day for Industry was held on 15 December 1992.
Briefings were conducted on the Army Aviation Modernization Plan, battle labs, simulation,
and enhanced combat requirements system.*

The most historically significant ceremony held at Fort Rucker during 1992 was the
honor eagle ceremony of 5 June commemorating the 50th anniversary of Army aviation. In
June 1942, the chief of staff of the Army issued orders creating organic Army aviation for
field artillery and the Department of Air Training at Fort Sill, OK; these were the forerunners
respectively of the Army Aviation Branch and the Army Aviation School and Center.

On 31 January 1992, Gen. Gordon R. Sullivan, Chief of Staff of the Army, hosted an
honor eagle retirement ceremony for Lt. Gen. Ellis D. Parker, a former chief of the Aviation
Branch and commanding general of the USAAVNC. On 16 July 1992, an honor eagle
retirement ceremony was conducted at Fort Rucker for Mr. Joseph P. Cribbins, known to
Army aviators for many years as "Mr. Army Aviation Logistics."

An honor eagle retirement ceremony was conducted on 2 November commemorating the
retirement of Congressman William L. Dickinson, a long-time supporter of the USAAVNC
and of Army Aviation.

2E-mail note, Col William J Blair to Maj Gen John D Robinson, 28 Feb 92, Chapter I file.
$Historical report, DOTD, CY 92.
$*Historical report, DCD, CY 92.
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Another important ceremony conducted at Fort Rucker during 1992 included an
Operation Desert Shield/Storm campaign streamer ceremony on 29 May 1992 for the 2-229th
Attack Helicopter Regiment. A ceremony on 15 October marked the retirement of last M-
101A1 howitzer (originally designed in 1919) in use by an active duty unit in the continental
U.S. The howitzer was retired from service and replaced by an M-102A1 model.

Some of the more prestigious awards bestowed during 1992 are described below.
Other awards are described in the appendices of this history. On 9 August Col. Stephen S.
MacWillie received the Legion of Merit for his performance as the TRADOC System
Manager for Comanche from 1988 to June 1992. Spec. Richard Pfeiffer, Jr., was selected as
the USAAVNC Soldier of the Year for 1992, and S. Sgt. Mary B. Pena as the USAAVNC
Noncommissioned Ofticer of the Year. The 1992 TRADOC Retention Noncommissioned
Officer of the Year was Fort Rucker’s Sfc. Hilair Peters, Jr. Pena and Pfieffer were awarded
Army Achievement Medals and Peters was awarded Meritorious Service Medal from
TRADOC at a ceremony held at Fort Rucker on 26 March 1993

At the Army Aviation Association of America awards ceremony in Atlanta, GA, in
April 1992, the following awards were announced: Aviator of the Year--CWO3 James C.
Kalahan; Aviation Soldier of the Year--S.Sgt. Everett Franklin Smith III, DA Civilian of the
Year Award--James R. Ray; and James H. McClellan Aviation Safety Award--CWO4 Stephen
V Rauch.*

U.S. Army air traffic control awards were presented during the Army Aviation
Association banquet on 4 December 1992 at Fort Rucker. The awards were as follows:
Controller of the Year--Cpl. Pedro Gonzalez; Manager of the Year--Sfc. Cornelius Parnell,
Jr; Maintenance Technician of the Year--S.Sgt Philip K. Ignasiak; Facility of the Year--Army
Flight Operations Detachment, Heidelberg, Germany; Platoon of the Year--First Platoon,
Company A, Ist Battalion, 58th Aviation Regiment.”’

The first winner of a new award, the Joseph P. Cribbins Award for Logistical
Excellence, was 1st Lt. James R. Schenck. First Lt. Schenck was the distinguished graduate
from class 92-01 of the Aviation Officer Advanced Course.”®

SSE-mail note, Lt Col James M Dclashaw to cdrs & dirs, 8 Scp 92, Chapter 1 file; Army Flier, 2 Apr 93.
%Program of 1992 awards lunchcon, Chapter I file.
57Msg 251935Z Jun 92, ¢dr USAAVNC to distr, sub: annual air traffic control awards, USAATCA.

S

*Army Flicr, 27 Mar 92.



During the retirement ceremony for Lt. Gen. Ellis D. Parker, the chief of staff of the
Army announced the creation of a new Army unit award to be named in honor of General
Parker. The particulars of the selection process were developed during 1992. It was decided
that the award would be known as the "LTG Ellis D. Parker Aviation Unit Award.” Aviation
battalions in competition would be evaluated in the areas of leadership, training, maintenance,
and safety during the preceding calendar year. The USAAVNC would sponsor the
competition and provide funding for trophies and certificates. The objectives would be to
improve readiness by providing positive incentive for extraordinary excellence in the areas
evaluated.”

®Memo ATZQ-AC, Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary, for DCSOPS, 26 Aug 92, sub: the LTG Ellis D. Parker
Aviation Unit Award, with encls, DAC file.
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CHAPTER 11

TRAINING AND LEADER DEVELOPMENT

The Aviation School Board was established at the USAAVNC in 1992 as a council of
colonels chaired by the deputy assistant commandant. The purpose of the board was to
review proposals, discuss concepts, and resolve issues that related to more than one
organization or represented significant changes in policies or programs. The deputy assistant
commandant served as facilitator of the board, and members consisted of the commanders of
the two USAAVNC training brigades, the director of simulation, and the directors of training
and doctrine of both the USAAVNC and the USAALS'

The development of an exportable training packet for crew coordination training
continued to receive considerable emphasis at the USAAVNC during 1992. The initial idea
came from a DCSOPS directive of October 1990. Crew coordination consisted essentially of
“the development of a baseline set of documents for all Army aviation soldiers so that they
would know everything as a crew that [was] required to be performed in the aircraft."
During 1991 the DA tasked the USAAVNC to develop a plan for incorporating crew
coordination into flight training. Both the Aviation Training Brigade (ATB) and the
Directorate of Simulation (DES) at Fort Rucker were involved in the planning and testing
conducted during 1991. A joint working group headed by the deputy assistant commandant
began in October 1991. The DES made crew coordination a part of a three-part program,
consisting also of risk assessment and battle rostering.’

The Aviation School Board monitored the progress of crew coordination planning
during 1992. Tests were scheduled to run from 7 July to 2 September. The team was to
consist of twenty personnel. Crew coordination training at Fort Rucker was deferred because
of a lack of simulators and the cost of using aircraft for training.’

The numbers of students in the various training programs at the Aviation Center at
Fort Rucker during 1992 were as follows:

'Mcmo ATZQ-DAC, Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary for distr, 1 Oct 92, sub: Aviation School Board charter,
DAC file.

*Kitchens, 1991 ACH, pp. 19, 8687, Mcmorandum for record ATZQ TDI (351), Col Robert N Seigle, 10 Jul
92, sub: monthly school board review, DAC file.

*Memorandum for record ATZQ-TDI (351), Col Robert N Scigle, 10 Jul 92, sub: monthly school board
review, DAC file.



undergraduate flight training----------- 1,227

graduate flight training--------------—-- 2,772
advanced individual training----------- 1,421
Noncommissioned Officer Academy-- 532
professional development--------------- 2,300

total------------ 8,252

During the year, 291,197 flying hours were clocked in the performance of the training
mission, and 8,073 hours were flown for base operations for a total of 299,270 flying hours.
A total of 187,333 training flights were scheduled.*

The Aviation Center began fiscal year 1992 with a $17 million unfinanced
requirement in flight training accounts. After the mid-year review, an unfinanced requirement
of $12.1 million remained. It was expected that funds to support variable costs based on
programmed flight hours would be exhausted by mid August 1992. Since any reduction in
initial entry rotary wing courses would interrupt classes then in session, abrogate contract
flight training, and predominately affect fiscal year 1993 flight training funds, the only real
alternative to ceasing flight operations in August was to reduce student input into graduate
courses. The only costs that could be reduced significantly were contractor instructor pilots,
petroleum, and parts; the costs for contractor maintenance and refueling were fixed. The
USAAVNC accordingly proposed reducing total student input for graduate courses by 5 to 10
percent. However, this reduction would reduce costs by only $4.8 million, leaving an
unfinanced requirement of $7.3 million.*

Additional funding of $6-8 million for fiscal year 1992 was promised by TRADOC,
which also suggested cost cutting in areas other than flight training. Since flight training
programs comprised 72 percent of USAAVNC expenses, however, efficiencies in other areas
provided few benefits to flight training. As early as June 1992, a discrepancy was already
apparent between training requirements and funds proposed to be allocated by TRADOC for
fiscal year 1993. The USAAVNC accordingly reiterated its request for the full funding of the
assigned flight training mission for fiscal year 1993.°

“Historical report, DPTMSEC, CY 92.
Msg 051318Z May 92, cdr USAAVNC to cdr TRADOC, sub: FY 92 flight training resources, CG file.

*Msg 191400 Jun 92, cdr USAAVNC personal for Maj Gen Lionetti, sub: Fy 92 flight training resources, CG
file.
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The Aviation Center was required to cut training costs by $23 million for fiscal year
1993. The plans for the cuts were to concentrate on cutting student input to transition courses
to advanced aircraft (AH-64, UH-60, and OH-58D).”

A. [Initial Entry Rotary Wing Training

During 1992, 583 officers and 578 warrant officers and warrant officer candidates
graduated from the common core phase of the Initial Entry Rotary Wing Course. Prior to 1
October, warrant officer candidates became warrant officers upon completion of the initial
entry training, but those who graduated after 1 October had already been accessioned (see
“Total Army Warrant Officer Career Center" in Chapter I above). The total of 1,161
graduates in 1992 compared to 1,360 in 1991 and 1,576 in 1990. Of the 1992 total, 186
officers and 192 warrant officers completed the OH-58 track, 225 officers and 237 warrant
officers completed the UH-1 track, 107 officers and 97 warrant officers completed the AH-1
track, and 105 officers and 91 warrant officers completed the UH-60 track. Also during
1992, thirty-two European/NATO officers completed phase one of the initial entry course,
thirty-nine completed phase two contact, twenty-seven completed phase two instrument, and
seven completed the UH-1 track. Eleven students completed the Spanish Language Helicopter
Pilot Course.®

During the early part of 1992 the USAAVNC planned revisions in the multi-track
initial entry course. Specifically, the numbers of students programmed to complete their
training in the AH-1 and UH-1 were to be reduced, and the number to complete their training
in the OH-58 was to be correspondingly increased. The rationale was that since the Army
was in the process of phasing out the AH-1 and UH-1, fewer of these aircraft would be
available, and fewer aviators qualified to fly them would be required. Also, the OH-58 multi-
track aviators received the best tactically oriented training in the initial entry course. Finally,
the revision would provide a cost avoidance of an estimated $6-8 million in flying hours and
ammunition expenditure. The USAAVNC established 15 October 1992 as the starting date
for the revision in the multi-track training program.’

"Notes on oral interview, John W Kitchens with Brig Gen (P) Robert A Goodbary, 6 May 93, oral history file.

*Academic records data, Chapter 11 file; Kitchens, 1991 ACH., p. 19.
"Msg 011405Z May 92, ¢dr USAAVNC o cdr TRADOC, sub: FY 93 OH-58/UH. | multi-track revision, CG
file; Msg 070900 Jul 92, cdr USAAVNC to ¢dr TRADOC, sub: FY 93 OH-58/UH-1 multi-track revision, CG

filc.
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The Army Research Institute Aviation Research and Development Activity
(ARIARDA) effected improvements in the assignment of aviator candidates to aircraft training
tracks in 1992. With increased automation, the time required for multi-track assignment of
the students of a complete training class was reduced from four to six hours to five to ten
minutes. This was accomplished by the use of an improved software package for archiving
multi-track battery and multi-track assignment algorithm performance. The ARIARDA also
initiated research to compare representative personality assessment instruments for utility in
augmenting the multi-track test battery.'

B. Graduate Flight Training

During 1992, 134 students graduated from the C-12 Aviator Qualification Course;
186, from the Fixed Wing Multi-Engine Qualification Course; and 203, from other fixed wing
courses. This total of 523 graduates from all fixed wing courses compared to totals of 541 in
1991 and 527 in 1990. In 1992, 231 students completed rotary wing graduate and refresher
courses; 289 graduated from rotary wing instructor pilot courses; 265, from rotary wing
instructor training methods courses; and 1,072, from rotary wing aviator qualification
courses. This total of 1,857 compared to 2,109 in 1991 and 2,552 in 1990. During 1992,
twenty-six students graduated from flight simulator specialty courses compared to eight in
1991.1

The ATB and a civilian contractor, Burnside-Ott, provided rotary wing graduate
training. All fixed wing training was provided by a civilian contractor, Flight Safety
International .'?

The training of armed OH-58D instructor pilots was scheduled to begin in March
1992, and the pilot qualification courses were scheduled to begin in June. A supplemental
training course was required to transition OH-58D Kiowa-qualified aviators to the OH-58D
Kiowa Warrior. This supplemental course was scheduled to continue until fiscal year 1995.

""Briefing slides, "Aircrew Selection and Classification Status,” 19 Nov 92, DAC file; Historical report,
ARIARDA, CY 93.

""Academic records data, Chapter II file; Academic records data for 1991, Chapter II file 1991; Kitchens,
1991 ACH, p. 20.

"“Historical report, ATB, CY 92.

3Memo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-1i), Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary for Program Executive Officer Aviation, 5 Mar
92, sub: OH-58D Kiowa Warrior training release, CG file.
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The supplemental course, as well as the new Kiowa Warrior Aviator Qualification Course,
were designed to teach both left and right-seat tasks, including gunnery qualification for all
weapons systems. It was necessary that students be both qualified and current in unarmed
OH-58D to enroll in the supplemental course. The scheduled beginning date for both the
supplemental and the qualification courses was 17 June 1992, but equipment problems caused
the first flight training day for both courses to be delayed to 13 July."

The armed OH-58D training was to consist in part of "call-for-fire" training using
battery computer systems. The Aviation Center had access to only one battery computer
system, and three systems were required to adequately support the training. Additional
systems to be obtained through normal channels would not be available when OH-58D
training began. Therefore, two battery computer systems no longer required at Fort Sill
because of the closing of the OH-58 Field Artillery Aerial Observer Course were requested on
a transfer or loan basis to support training at Fort Rucker."

In July 1992, the USAAVNC gathered together a group of instructor pilots
representing both the training base and worldwide standardization activities to review and
recommend what OH-58D tasks should be executed when conducting OH-58D aircraft
operations in the analog mode. This task list, with accompanying explanations and notes, was
forwarded to the Program Executive Officer for Aviation in St. Louis.'

As training in the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior was phased in, training in the OH-58D
Kiowa was scheduled to be phased out. All OH-58D training was interrupted shortly after
armed OH-58D training began in July 1992, however, by the worldwide grounding of all OH-
58Ds. The grounding was caused by a series of accidents resulting from corrosion of a
computer chip in the electronic supervisory control system."’

When Kiowa Warrior training resumed in September, it was organized into four
separate programs of instruction. Course length for qualification was eleven weeks and two
days, including 64.8 hours of flight instruction. The supplemental aviator qualification course

““Memo for record ATZQ-TDI (351), Col Robert N Seigle, 10 Jul 92, sub: monthly school board review,
DAC file; Historian’s notes, cdrs and staff meeting, 1 May 92, historian note file.

"SMsg 3451000Z Jan 92, cdr USAAVNC to cdr Ft Sill, sub: loan of battery computer system, CG file.

'Mcemo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-1), Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary for Maj Gen Dewitt T Irby Jr, 20 July 1992,
sub: OH-58D aircrew training manual tasks, CG filc.

"Msg 241500Z Jul 92, cdr USAAVNC to cdr TRADOC, Chapter 111 file; Memo for record ATZQ-TDI (351),
Col Robert N Seigle, 10 Jul 92, sub: monthly school board review, DAC file.
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required thirty-three days, including 33.5 hours of flight instruction. This course was to
qualify OH-58D Kiowa aviators in the new armed OH-58D Kiowa Warrior. It was
discovered during the training of the instructor pilots that the originally planned twenty-seven
day transition course for these aviators was insufficient to provide adequate weapon system
training. The Instructor Pilot/Methods of Instruction Course was fifty-one days with 63.3
hours of flight instruction.'®

A training deficiency in the AH-64A Aircraft Qualification Course became apparent
during 1992. The course was originally fourteen weeks and one day, but it was reduced by
four weeks as a result of the budget decrement in 1988. No problems initially resulted from
the shortening of the qualification course because the new Apache pilots were rotated through
the Apache Training Brigade at Fort Hood, TX, upon completing the qualification course.
They often received in excess of 100 flight hours at Fort Hood before being deployed to their
parent divisions and corps. During 1992, however, most Apache Qualification Course
graduates reported directly to their parent units upon completing the course. They therefore
arrived without the level of combat skills needed for unit readiness. The USAAVNC
developed a solution for the problem which extended the length of the course from ten weeks
to twelve weeks and two days. The addition of the second combat mission simulator at Fort
Rucker made it possible to teach the required skills in twelve weeks and two days rather than
fourteen weeks as originally estimated. TRADOC approval of the lengthening of the Apache
Qualification Course was required as soon as possible so that the additional costs could be
reflected in the FY 94 budget, which was already being planned."

In March 1992 the USAAVNC negotiated an agreement with the National Guard
Bureau (NGB) for the transition training of UH-60 aviators from the Alaska ARNG and from
the Eastern ARNG Aviation Training Site in excess of the regularly scheduled DA transition
quotas. The USAAVNC agreed to provide all training and training materials for the current
USAAVNC cost, and the NGB agreed to provide two instructor pilots and two UH-60 aircraft
meeting the standards for transfer. Four additional ARNG aviators were to be trained in each
fifth-regularly-scheduled transition class for the duration of the agreement.”

®Memo for record ATZQ-TDI (351), Col Robert N Seigle, 10 Jul 92, sub: monthly school board review,
DAC file; Historical report, ATB, CY 92; Msg 232230Z Jun 92, Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary for cdr TRADOC,
sub: OH-58D Warrior aviator qualification supplemental course, CG file.

'"Memo ATZA-TDI (351c), Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary for TRADOC deputy chief of staff for training, 14
Aug 92, sub: course administrative data for AH-64 Aviation Qualification Course, CG file.

®Memorandum of agreement between the NGB and the USAAVNC, John J Stanko Jr and Col Patrick J
Bodelson, 25 Mar 92, CG file
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The orderly flow of UH-60 training at the USAAVNC was threatened in May 1992
because four UH-60 aircraft that were to have been sent to Fort Rucker no later than 1 May
did not arrive on time. Two were to have been sent from FORSCOM, one from the NGB,
and one from the USAR. The aircraft were urgently required and were needed through fiscal
year 1996 in order to guarantee no interruption in programmed training.”!

The USAAVNC Aviation School Board met on 16 November to discuss fixed wing
issues and incorporate resulting decisions into a training strategy for the future. The DCD
opened the meeting with a briefing on fixed wing requirements out to fiscal year 2010. This
was followed by a briefing on current and planned future training strategies. The board
concluded that the existing Fixed Wing Multi-Engine Qualification Course was an adequate
vehicle to produce fixed wing qualified aviators and that the A-90 was an adequate primary
trainer for multi-engine qualification. The board decided, however, that there were problems
involved in training for the C-12. The conclusion reached was that the current C-12 Aviation
Qualification Course was inadequate--both with regard to the ground school and the simulator
training provided by the contractor. It was apparent that actual aircraft training was necessary
and that the course modification scheduled for fiscal year 1995 should be effected sooner than
planned. The Aviation School Board also decided to investigate the proposed termination date
of fiscal year 1994 for training for the OV-1.%2

During the latter part of 1991 and early 1992, the USAAVNC DES determined that
the instructor pilot courses conducted at the ARNG training sites were equivalent to those
conducted at the USAAVNC. Accordingly, the USAAVNC commander gave his approval to
conduct instructor pilot courses at those sites with the following conditions: (a) qualification
training would be conducted in accordance with current USAAVNC programs of instruction
and flight training guides; (b) all end-of-course evaluations would be conducted by the
USAAVNC DES; the number of instructor pilot students trained by the ARNG sites would be
determined during the structure-manning-decision review process. This policy had the
advantage to Army aviation of making the sites available for surge training requirements or
resource shortfalls at the USAAVNC.?

UMsg 140830Z May 92, cdr USAAVNC (o cdr TRADOC, sub: UH-60 aircrafl for the training base, CG file.

ZMemorandum for record ATZA-ATB-C, Col Thomas W Garrett, 25 Nov 92, sub: school board meeting
minutes (fixed wing strategy), DAC filc.

PMemo ATZQ-CG, Maj Gen John D Robinson, 21 Jul 92, for Maj Gen Dennis P Malcor, CG file; Briefing
slides, "Eastern ARNG Aviation Training Site,", DAC file.
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C. Joint and Combined Training

Several studies, cost analyses, and joint conferences were conducted during 1992
concerning the possibility of consolidating military helicopter training at Fort Rucker. Air
Force helicopter pilots had been trained at Fort Rucker for many years, but Navy, Marine
Corps, and Coast Guard helicopter pilots were trained at the Navy’s Whiting Field, FL. The
Navy used the TH-57 for primary helicopter training, and the Army used the UH-1 for initial
entry training but was preparing to transition to the new training helicopter, which would be
less expensive to operate. The study conducted by the DOD Inspector General indicated that
relocating all undergraduate helicopter pilot training to Fort Rucker would provide a cost
avoidance $79 million annually--assuming the Navy, Marines, and Coast Guard continued to
require approximately 550 students per year. This report consequently recommended
consolidation, provided further analysis and evaluation at DOD level supported the report’s
findings. The Navy analysis differed markedly, however, with regard to the savings that
would be realized by consolidation as well as other matters. The issue had not been resolved
at the end of 1992.*

As the Army and the DOD studied the question of making the USAAVNC the
executive agent for all DOD rotary wing training, the possibility arose that responsibility for
training Navy and Marine helicopter pilots could be given to Army aviation without full
resourcing. That cost could be partly oftset, it was suggested, by having some other service
provide fixed wing training for Army aviators.”

In April 1992 the USAAVNC commander requested that two Hellfire missiles be
released each quarter to support combined arms live-fire exercises conducted at Fort Benning,
GA. The missiles were to be fired from Army aircraft such as the AH-64 or OH-58D. The
live fire demonstrations would be for basic and advanced aviation and infantry officer course
students, Command and General Staff College students, and Air Force War College
students.?

*Briefing slides on consolidation of helicopter training, [Oct 92], DAC file; Notes on oral interview by Dr
John W Kitchens with Brig Gen (P) Robert A Goodbary, 6 and 21 May 1993, Oral History file; Information paper
ATZQ-DPT-P, 30 Sep 92, DAC file.

BE-mail note, Maj Gen Dave [John D] Robinson for cdrs/dirs, sub: F/S brief for the DCSOPS, Chapter III
file.

¥Memo ATZQ-CG 70-li), Maj‘ Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Jay M Garner, 7 Apr 92, sub: request
Hellfire modular missile systems..., CG file.
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Early in 1992 the USAAVNC became involved with the Southeastern Test and
Training Area (SETTA), a multi-service effort to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and
use of airspace, training areas, ranges, and test facilities along the Gulf Coast. The SETTA
included Army, Air Force, and Navy installations. A major benefit of USAAVNC
involvement was access to about 725 square miles of training areas on Eglin Air Force Base,
compared to the 68 square miles available at Fort Rucker. Airspace deconfliction was also a
major consideration, since Air Force and Naval airspace abutted Fort Rucker airspace.”’

When the ARNG’s requirement for a tracked vehicle training area evolved from a
platoon size, five-tank maneuver area to force-on-force tactical maneuvering involving twenty
to twenty-five tanks, the USAAVNC concluded that Fort Rucker could not support the armor
training without first conducting a costly environmental impact study. The USAAVNC
consequently recommended that the ARNG investigate the possibility of conducting its force-
on-force exercises at Eglin Air Force Base, which was already being used by an Alabama
ARNG tank unit as a result of the SETTA arrangement.™

-

In August 1992, the USAAVNC was invited to participate in a joint training exercise
with the US Air Force Air Ground Operations School at Hurlburt Field, FL. The
opportunity was declined, however, because of the costs in terms of time, ammunition, and
fuel, which would have necessarily come from the training budget.”

D. Simulation and Simulator Training

Simulation became an integral part of Army aviation training during the 1950s.
During the 1980s and early 1990s, the use of simulation training increased rapidly. As of
February 1992, a total of fifty-eight flight simulators were in use at Fort Rucker and other
installations worldwide. An additional twelve flight simulators were scheduled for fielding.
Simulators provided a highly efficient method of training Army aviators at a fraction of the

cost of training in aircraft. At Fort Rucker alone, flight simulators were used a total of

“Memo ATZA-DPT, Maj Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Donald M Lionetti, 2 Jun 92, sub: SETTA
membership, CG file.

BMemo ATZA-DPT-R, M:j Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Dennis V Crumley, 10 Mar 92, sub: tracked
vehicle mancuver training..., C'3 file.

®Mcemo ATZQ-AC, Brig C.en Robert A Goodbary for Brig Gen William L Nash, 10 Scp 92, sub: joint
training initiatives, CG file
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127,665 hours during fiscal year 1991. This resulted in a cost avoidance of over $100
million.*

The Aviation Test Bed began as a Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA) initiative, called Simulation Network, designed to prove the efficiency of networked
simulation. Upon completion of the DARPA test, the DA assumed control of the Simulation
Network sites. The Aviation Simulation Network was upgraded with research and
development funds during early 1992 and named Aviation Test Bed. The test bed was an
ideal laboratory for the study of doctrinal, force structure, materiel acquisition, and training
development issues. It provided a real-time, multi-terrain, proliferated interactive threat
environment to conduct tests, to prototype equipment, and to validate theories. It used
manned devices and semi-automated forces to conduct force-on-force combat scenarios.™

In terms of costs, the advantages of training in the Aviation Test Bed compared to
actual flying were overwhelming. The cost of flying the AH-64 in 1992, for example, was
approximately $2,185.00 per hour, not including ammunition. In the test bed, the cost of
each rotary wing device was approximately $42.75 per hour; the devices were reconfigurable
to various airframes and provided students with unlimited and cost-free ammunition.*

The students in the Aviation Officer Basic Course spent a total of 135 hours in
simulator training at the Aviation Test Bed; and those in the Aviation Officer Advanced
Course, 310 hours. Students in the Aviation Senior Warrant Officer Training Course
(Warrant Officer Advanced Course) were scheduled to begin simulation training in the
Aviation Test Bed during fiscal year 1993. Training costs in the facility were covered by
research and development funds through 1992, but TRADOC funds were requested for 1993
and thereafter. Anticipated costs were $600,000 for 1993, $650,000 for 1994, and $700.000
for 1995.* The TRADOC could not identity additional research and development funding

*Information paper ATZQ-TDS-SM, Mr Pate, 7 Feb 92, sub: direction of simulation/aviator training for the
future, DOS, TDD # 61.

*'Ltr, Maj Gen John D Robinson to Maj Gen Wesley F Clark, 21 Jan 92, CG file; Information paper ATZQ-
DST, Capt Paul Swicord, 16 Sep 92, sub: Aviation Test Bed, DOS, TDD # 63.

“Msg Aug 92, cdr USAAVNC to cdr TRADOC, sub: funding of traming in Aviation Test Bed, CG file.

#Msg Aug 92, cdr USAAVNC to e¢dr TRADOC, sub: funding of training in Aviation Test Bed, CG file;
Memo ATZQ-TDS-SM (70-17d), Col James W Beauchanp for DPTMSEC, 21 June 91, DOS: Fact shect, Capt
Brown, DOS, TDD # 60.
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or justity leader training in the test bed as a valid research and development requirement; it
recommended that the USAAVNC develop alternative means to fund the test bed training.*

On 14 February 1992, representatives of various USAAVNC organizations met to
establish a rational aircraft survivability equipment training strategy. It was generally agreed
that the flight school programs of instruction needed to provide for additional survivability
equipment training and that the use of ground radar emitters for tactical training was not
satisfactory because of cost and security considerations. The Aircraft Survivability Equipment
Trainer II, a desk-top trainer, was fielded during 1992 to provide upgraded classroom
training. The Aircraft Survivability Equipment Trainer III, an appended embedded trainer
was recommended as a cost-saving solution for providing survivability training in older
aircraft such as the OH-58A/C and the UH-1, but funding had not been approved. The
Aviation Center nevertheless had the capability to provide some aircraft survivability training
in modern aircraft and, with the desk-top trainers being acquired, improvements could be
made in the survivability training program.™

The USAAVNC DOS created a mobile training team portable course of instruction for
aircraft survivability equipment electronic warfare officers at unit locations. The DOS would
provide the instructors for a series of classes to be conducted worldwide during 1993.%

During the early part of 1992, the new USAAVNC DOS developed a training plan for
conducting AH-64 integrated crew sustainment training--especially for AH-64 crews not co-
located with a combat mission simulator. The objectives of the study were to determine the
nature of crew sustainment training tasks for the AH-64 and the most effective medium for
conducting the sustainment training without a combat mission simulator.*’

Each time the AH-64 combat mission simulator was upgraded, the problem of training
foreign students in a simulator with enhanced security classification arose again. In 1992, the

Msg 072800Z Oct 92, cdr TRADOC to cdr USAAVNC. suiv: funding of training in Aviation Test Bed, CG
file.

YMemo ATZQ-DSA (70-17a), Lt Col Ralph P Auaron, for CGL 1S Apr 92, sub: joint work group on
USAAVNC aircraft survivability equipment training strategy--action memo, also encls, DOS.

¥Memo ATZQ-DSA (70-17a), Col Palmer J Penny, for distr 28 Dec 92, sub: aircrafl survivability
cquipment..., also encl, DOS

Memo ATZQ-DSA (70-17a), Lt Col Ralph P Aaron for dir TRADOC Analysis Command (TRAC), 15 Apr

92, sub: request for approval of study plan..., DOS; Study plan, "AH-64 Integrated Crew Sustainment Training
Development Study," March 1992, DO¢
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USAAVNC developed two options as a possible solution to the problem. The first option
was to develop a generic, unclassified data base to be used for training all foreign students.
This option would delay the application of the last upgrade to one simulator at Fort Rucker
until the data base could be developed and installed. The second option would be to eliminate
combat mission simulator training for foreign students and conduct all training in the aircraft.
This option would increase the training cost tremendously and would not provide adequate
training due to lack of ammunition and adequate ranges. The USAAVNC recommended the
first option.™

The USAAVNC DOS completed a draft user evaluation plan for embedded aircraft
survivability equipment training for the RC-12N aircraft in June 1992. The survivability
equipment system training was scheduled to be evaluated at Fort Huachuca in May and June
1993. The special electronics mission aircraft community determined that enhanced aircraft
survivability equipment training was needed because of the high threat profile and the
proliferation of electronic warfare countermeasures programmed for special electronic mission
aircraft. The embedded training system was a low-risk growth program resulting from the
OV-1E cockpit-upgrade product improvement program, which began in 1987 but was later
canceled. The embedded training system was redirected to support the RC-12N Guardrail
Common Sensor program in December 1989; the first units were scheduled to be installed in
military aircratt in March 1993. Integration of the system into the EH-60A Advanced
Quickfix began in November 1990 with a scheduled fielding for fiscal year 1995.%

E. Enlisted Training at Fort Rucker

A total of 1,402 enlisted soldiers completed advanced individual training at Fort
Rucker during calendar year 1992; this number compared to 1,350 for 1991. The numbers of
students completing each advanced individual training class in 1992 were as follows: 93B10--
112 students; 93C10--188; 93P10--410; 67N10--396; and 67V10--296. Additionally, fifty-one
students completed the Flight Engineering Instructor Course, an additional skill identifier
course for noncommissioned officers.®

¥Msg 150800Z Jan 92, cdr USAAVNC to distr, sub: Apache combat mission simulator training for foreign
students, GC file.

¥Memo ATZQ-DSA (70-17a), Lt Col Ralph P Aaron for distr, 24 Jun 92, sub: draft uscr evaluation plan...,
also encl, DOS.

“Academic records data, Chapter Il file; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, p. 24.
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A task/site selection board for air traffic control equipment repairer (military
occupational specialist 93D) was scheduled to be conducted by the DOTD Enlisted Training
Branch from 22 to 26 June 1992. The critical tasks selected by the board were to determine
all 93D resident and unit training requirements and lead to the development of soldiers’
manuals, job books, and training and evaluation outlines. Major Army commands were
requested to prove qualified 93Ds to serve as subject matter experts for the board.*

Late in 1991, there came to be a serious shortage of military occupational specialties
93BWS5 (aeroscout observer) and 13F (fire support specialist). The USAEUR requested an
exportable training program for one or both of these specialties in order to train new
personnel, but no such program existed. Also, both curricula were extremely resource
intensive, both courses were inactive in 1992, and reinstituting the courses would take funds
away from the USAAVNC flight training program. The USAAVNC therefore suggested that
USAREUR request early documentation authority for a second pilot crewmember in lieu of
93BWS5 or 13F observers. This would be a more satistactory permanent solution to the
problem--especially since the armed OH-58D Kiowa Warriors (which required a second pilot
crewmember) were scheduled to begin replacing the unarmed OH-58D during 1992.4

F. Other Training

During 1992, 172 students graduated from Spanish language aviation courses and 105,
from European/NATO aviation courses. These numbers compare to 120 and 72 respectively
for 1991. Twenty-one officers completed the Officer Air Traffic Control Course in 1992,
compared to twenty-seven during 1991.%

»

The USAAVNC Air Assault School conducted eleven regular air assault classes with a
total of 1,203 soldiers; three critical leaders classes with 50 graduates; and three rappelmaster
classes with 15 graduates. The second annual "Air Assault Challenge" competition was
conducted during 1992 with forty-five teams completing the event. Graduates from the

“Msg 261420Z May 92, cdr USAAVNC to AIG 8846, sub: critical task and site sclection board ..., CG file.

“Msg 161420Z Jan 92, cdr USAAVNC to CINCUSAREUR, sub: urgent need for 93BWS aerial observer
exportable training program, CG file.

“Academic records data, Chapter 11 file; Kitchens, 1991 AHR, p. 28.
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Aviation Officer Advanced Course and the Initial Entry rotary Wing Course were encouraged
to remain at Fort Rucker after graduation to attend air assault training whenever possible.*

The 2-229th Aviation Regiment conducted three emergency deployment readiness
exercises during 1992. The first of these exercises was conducted in February; the unit was
judged to be capable of deployment within the XVIII Airborne Corps time constraints but to
have several problems that required the attention of the chain of command and installation
support activities.* The second and third emergency deployment readiness exercises were
conducted in May and October; only very minor weaknesses were encountered in the May
exercise.* The October readiness exercise was conducted as a prelude to a collective
training period held from 11 October to 14 November. The collective training, which
emphasized night fighting, was a successful first step in the execution of the unit’s fiscal year
1993 training plan.*’

As a result of an aircraft accident that occurred during air combat maneuver training,
trainers and threat personnel of the USAAVNC conducted a thorough review of air combat
maneuver training. Due to limited resources, the greatly reduced risk to aviation assets, and
the expected short duration of any air combat maneuver engagement, commanders were
directed to make prudent risk assessments for air combat maneuver training. They were
directed that training engagements and maneuvering should achieve the training goal and be
limited in duration.*

The USAAVNC commander issued a policy memorandum on 3 January 1992 which
outlined the installation philosophy on the concept of total quality management--a strategic
statistical, and performance-based integrated management system for achieving customer
satisfaction. In November 1991, the USAAVNC DRM had begun building the installation
foundation for this concept, as outlined in AR 5-1. In January 1992, General Robinson
designated the DRM as the point of contact for the implementation of total quality

“Historical report, 1st Aviation Brigade, CY 92; Memo ATZQ-AGP-T (340a), Col Robert N Seigle for distr,
sub: attendance at air assault training, CG file.

“Memo AFZA-AV-ATK-RCO, Col Thomas A Swindell for cdr, Ist Aviation Brigade, 9 Mar 92, Sub: 2-
229th AHB deployment exercise, 1st Aviation Brigade.

“Memo AFFR-BAH-O, Capt. (P) Mark W Barefield for cdr 2-229th, 6 May 92, sub: S-3/safety after action
review..., 1st Aviation Brigade.

“Memo AFFR-BAH-O, Capt (P) Mark W Bareficld for cdr, 2-229th, 17 Nov 92, sub: after action review, 1st
Aviation Brigade.

“Msg 021545Z, cdr USAAVNC to AIG 898, sub: air combat mancuver training, CG filc.
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management at the USAAVNC. The first training session was held in April for fifty top Fort
Rucker executives. Shortly afterwards, the TRADOC commander directed the incorporation
of the Total Army Quality concept (very similar to the total quality management concept
already implemented at Fort Rucker) into all military and civilian training programs by the
summer of 1992. In accordance with this directive, USAAVNC DRM personnel trained 899
installation employees in Total Army Quality during 1992.* Total Army Quality training
was also incorporated into the officer, warrant officer and noncommissioned officer training
programs during 1992.% In mid 1992 the USAAVNC also took steps to promote Total

Army Quality training throughout the Aviation Branch."

A significant change in the approach to threat training occurred during 1992 as a
result of the dramatic events that had occurred since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Early
in 1992, major changes which would reflect the new world situation and address the multi
dimensional threats in the contemporary world were proposed. These were implemented in
the various USAAVNC training programs later in the year. Also during 1992, the nuclear,
biological, and chemical subject matter instruction continued to evolve from a ground Army
European theater perspective to an aviation worldwide threat perspective.®

Army aviation had been hampered in its participation in training at the combat
training centers since they opened for operation. One of the problems was the cost to a unit
of moving its aircraft from homebase to the training center and back again. In 1992 the chief
of staff of the Army tasked the USAAVNC to assist in resolving the issue of pre-positioned
aircraft fleets for the National Training Center and the Joint Readiness Training Center. The
USAAVNC reviewed initial aircraft fleet proposals from both centers; these proposals called
for more aircraft than could be afforded and more than seemed to be necessary. The
USAAVNC requested three sets of alternatives representing highest, medium, and lowest
acceptable fleet levels with assessment of training impact for each fleet level .*

“Memo ATZA-RQM, Maj Gen John D Robinson for distr, 3 Jan 92, sub: total quality management
philosophy, DRM; Historical report, DRM, CY 92; Memo ATTG-I (350), Gen Frederick M Franks Jr for distr,
26 May 92, sub: Total Army Quality, DRM.

Memo ATZQ-RQM, Maj Gen John D Robinson for Lt Gen Wilson A Shoffner, 14 Jul 92, CG file.

'"Memo ATZA-RQM, Hugh M Weeks for CG, 21 Jul 92, sub: charter for executive steering committee for
Total Army Quality, CG file.

2Memo ATZA-DOT-CA-TB (351), CPT Mark E Johnson for Dir DOTS, sub: revision of threat instruction,
DOTD; Historical report, DOTD, CY 92.

SMsg 071500Z May 92, cdr USAAVNC for cdr NTC and cdr JRTC, sub: aviation pre-positioned fleet, CG
file.
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A conference of aviation leaders was held on the pre-positioning issue at St. Louis,
MO, on 3 September. Representatives from each of the training centers briefed their
respective studies on the pre-positioned tleet. The position of the USAAVNC was that
aviation should be involved in every rotation at the combat training centers and that the
centers should possibly be used as a mobilization and train-up station for the reserve aviation
forces. Several matters were assigned to action officer teams to provide additional data on
the issue to a council of colonels and a general officer executive committee scheduled to meet
early in 1993. The final presentation was to be made by the Aviation Branch chief to the
chief of staff of the Army.** |

In order to reduce the cost of initial entry cadre training for commanders and staft
officers, the USAAVNC negotiated an arrangement for an instructor to come from Fort
McClellan twice per year instead of sending USAAVNC personnel to Fort McClellan. An
annual cost savings of $5,000 was expected.™

G. Commissioned Officer Leader Development

During 1992, there were 81 graduates from the Pre-Command Course and 436
graduates from the Aviation Officer Advanced Course compared to 83 and 378 respectively
during 1991. There were 518 graduates from phase one and 486 from phase two of the
Aviation Officer Basic Course in 1992. Since 1991 was a transition year to the new two-
phase basic course, the number of graduates that year did not provide a meaningful basis for
comparison, but a total of 543 officers completed the old officer basic course in 1990.%

A new five-week course, the Aviation Combined Arms Warfighting Course, was
instituted as of 18 June 1992 for combined arms officers. The primary mission of the course
was to train company grade officers from aviation as well as from other branches in aviation
tactics and operations and to prepare them for company command and primary battalion staff

Memo ATZQ-AC (1-1m), Brig Gen (P) Robert A Goodbary, for distr, 14 Sep 92, sub: minutes of the
preposition fleet conference held 3 September 1992, DAC file; Msg 271500Z Aug 92, cdr USAAVNC for distr,
sub: preposition of aircraft at the combat training centers, CG file; Msg [111415Z Aug 92 ?], cdr USAAVNC for
distr, sub: pre-positioning of aircraft at the combat training centers, CG file.

5Msg 240800Z Jul 92, cdr USAAVNC for cdr TRADOC, sub: Cadre Training Course, CG file.

%Academic records data, Chapter Il file; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, p. 30.
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positions.”” The student exchange programs were discussed at the video teleconference
meeting of the Cavalry Board on 15 December 1992. The Armor School continued to
support the five-week Aviation Warfighting Course and the Aviation School continued its
support of sending aviation captains to the Armor Advanced Course. The Aviation School
requested that the Armor School send more armor captains to the Aviation Advanced Course.
The Armor School agreed to look into the possibility, and both schools continued to support
the exchange program in general. Both schools agreed, however, that exchanges in the basic
courses would be difficult because of the differences between the programs at the two
schools. ™

The USAAVNC proposed to take the integration of combined arms operations another
step in 1992. It suggested the opening of a dialogue with the Armor Branch and the Infantry
Branch on converting aviation brigade assistant S-3 positions to armor or infantry and the S-3
positions in armor and infantry brigades to aviation.™

During the second quarter of fiscal year 1992, the USAAVNC DOTD initiated a
change in the way battle focused training was taught in the Aviation Officer Basic Course. In
order to provide more realistic training, students were required to develop training plans and
then to execute their respective training plans in the simulation network. Another change in
the basic course during 1992 was the inclusion of a new block of instruction as directed by
TRADOC and the USACAC; in February, a Total Army Quality class was incorporated into
phase III of the basic course.”

H. Warrant Officer Leader Development

During 1992, 613 aviation candidates and 278 other-than-aviation candidates
completed the Warrant Officer Candidate School. These numbers compare with 621 and 407
respectively for 1991 and 863 and 646 respectively for 1990. During 1992, 151 warrant
officers completed the Aviation Senior Warrant Officer Training Course, and 104 completed

"Memo ATZQ-TD (350), Maj Gen John D Robinson for deputy chicf of staff for training TRADOC, 24 Apr
92, sub: Officer Advanced Course ... exchange programs; Historical report, 1st Aviation Brigade, CY 92.

#¥Mcemorandum for record ATSQ-DAS, Col John B Sylvester and Col Thomas W Garrett, 16 Dec 92, sub:
Cavalry Board minutes, DAC file.

¥Memo ATZQ-CDO (71-2a), Brig Gen Robert A Goodbary for distr, 20 Oct 92, sub: brigade assistant S-3/S-
3 air, CG file.

®“Historical report, DOTD, CY 92
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the Master Warrant Officer Course. For comparative purposes, 130 completed the aviation
senior course, and 81 completed the master course during 1991.

In accordance with the approval by the chief of staff of the Army of the Warrant
Officer Leader Development Action Plan in February 1992 (see Chapter I above), a warrant
officer training conference was held at Fort Rucker the following June. The purpose of the
conference was to address implementation of the mandates in the action plan that dealt with
warrant officer training and leader development.

The decisions made at the June conference included the following: (1) change warrant
officer course names and revise military education level codes to effect alignment with
commissioned officer models; (2) adopt the existing master warrant officer training
correspondence package as the new distributive training at the six-year point; (3) adopt the
existing resident Master Warrant Officer Training Course as the new course to be taken upon
selection to CWO4; (4) develop a new, abbreviated master warrant officer course; (5) conduct
a task site selection board. The purpose of the task site selection board would be to
accomplish the following: (1) review and update the Warrant Officer Candidate School; (2)
ratify the decisions made by the June conference to move existing master warrant officer
training to the above indicated level; (3) develop the common core portion of the
technical/tactical course; (4) develop the common core portion of the senior warrant officer
training; and (5) develop the new master warrant officer course. The new task site selection
board was to use the results of a 1989 task site selection board, which were never
implemented, as the nucleus for tasks to be considered. Proponent schools were advised to
defer their reviews of the training system until the task/site selection board had completed its
work.%

The planned multi-level task site selection board meeting was conducted at Hampton,
VA, from 31 August through 3 September 1992. Its mission was to review the entire warrant
officer education system and to select or ratify tasks for training at all levels.

The decisions of the board were as follows: (1) warrant officer candidate training to
be conducted at the WOCC in accordance with a modified version of the recommendations of
the 1989 task site selection board; (2) selection of a common core package of leader
development for all proponent courses of Warrant Officer Basic Course (formerly the Warrant

! Academic records data, Chapter II file; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, p. 31.

Memo ATZQ-TDW, MWO4 David E Helton, for dir DOTD, 26 Jun 92, WOCC; Historical report, WOCC,
CY 92.
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Officer Technical/Tactical Certification Course); (3) the WOCC to conduct a modified version
of the existing distributive phase of the Master Warrant Officer Course as the non-resident
portion of the new Warrant Officer Advanced Course with the addition of a module on
civilian personnel management; (4) resident phase of the new Warrant Officer Advanced
Course to be conducted at the WOCC for warrant officers selected for promotion to CWO3
grade (replacing part of the old Senior Warrant Officer Training Course); (5) the existing
curriculum of the Master Warrant Officer Course (with some modifications) to become the
new Warrant Officer Senior Staff Course to be conducted at the WOCC for warrant officers
upon their selection for promotion to CWO4; (6) develop an abbreviated course to provide
professional update for warrant officers selected for CWOS, to be modeled on the DA Force
Integration Course conducted at Fort Belvoir, VA, to be conducted by the WOCC.

The WOCC was to be responsible for follow-on actions necessary to implement the
board action. The center was to staff selected tasks with task proponents and provide each
school or center with the exported packages for inclusion in the warrant officer basic and
advanced courses. The center was also to design, develop, and/or revise as necessary the .
tasks and curriculum of the Warrant Officer Candidate School and the non-resident portions of
the basic, advanced, and senior staff courses and to have ultimate approval for their task lists.

The multi-level task site selection board was guided in its actions by the Warrant
Officer Leader Development Action Plan, the June 1992 training conference, and the previous
actions of the 1989 board. Furthermore, the 1992 board endeavored to minimize training
development by using existing training whenever possible. The Military Police School
submitted a statement of non-concurrence, consisting of an objection to the process of
following the recommendations of the 1989 board and of the 1992 action plan without regard
to the systems approach to training process. The consensus was that the deviation from this
process was conscious and well-considered; theretore the non-concurrence, though accurate,
was unfounded.®

The WOCC was also assigned the missions of rewriting AR 600-11, "Warrant Officer
Professional Development,” and of creating a military qualification standard system for
warrant officers. These tasks were underway at the end of 1992. One action that was
completed in 1992 was the conversion of names, course content, and length of warrant officer
courses to conform with the new training program. The new Warrant Officer Advanced

$"Warrant Officer Education System, Multi-Level Task Site Selection Board," Hampton, VA, 31 August-3
September 1992, WOCC; Memo ATZQ-WCC (350-1d) Col Steven P Mifflin for cdr TRADOC, 7 Oct 92, sub:
common warrant officer training task site selection board, WOCC.
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Course, for example, was changed from an eleven-week lecture/conference course to a ten-
week course consisting, in large part, of small-group-instruction.*

I. Noncommissioned Officer Leader Development at Fort Rucker

During calendar year 1992, ninety-seven personnel graduated from the Advanced
Noncommissioned Officer Course, exactly the same number as in 1991. Of this total, thirty-
eight completed 68P40 in career management field 67; thirty completed 93C40, six completed
93D40, and twenty-three completed 93P40 in career management field 93. During the year,
the Basic Noncommissioned Officer Course graduated 346 students in the following courses:
fifty-three in 93B30, seventy-seven in 93C30, forty-two in 93D30, eighty in 93P30, seven in
68L30, fifty in 68N30, nineteen in 68Q30, and eighteen in 68R30. For comparative
purposes, 298 students graduated from the basic course in 1991.%

Both basic and advanced courses were divided into two phases: viz, common leader
training subjects and common aviation/proponency directed subjects. The student enrollment
and the size of classes in the Noncommissioned Officer Academy (NCOA) increased during
1992 as a result of the DA policy of making promotions to staff sergeant and sergeant first
class dependent upon completion of the appropriate level of noncommissioned officer
schooling. Also, a backlog from Desert Shield/Storm increased the size of classes during
1992.%

The NCOA integrated "Total Army Quality" into its programs of instruction during
1992. In accordance with guidance received from TRADOC, the academy also completed the
integration of combined training involving the advanced course and initial entry training
(formerly advanced individual training). The NCOA conducted five field training exercises
involving shared training during 1992. Also in 1992, the NCOA incorporated risk assessment
and risk management into all facets of its training program. In accordance with DA and

*Historical report, WOCC, CY 92.
% Academic records data, Chapter 11 file; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, p. 33.
%Historical report, NCOA, CY 92.
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USAAVNC requirements, the academy stressed equal opportunity and prevention of sexual
harassment in all aspects of training.”’

In 1992, the NCOA completed a one-year test and analysis of distributive training for
the 68P40 advanced course and returned to normal instruction pending analysis of the results.
The Aviation Center academy also assumed responsibility for four new basic course programs
of instruction in 1992: namely, 68L30, 68Q30, 93D30, and 93P30. The NCOA revised its
history program in 1992 so as to include a mandatory reading list and a research paper.®

J. Aviation Logistics Training and Leader Development

During calendar year 1992, the USAALS trained 4,365 students--over 200 more than
the 4,134 trained during calendar year 1991. Of the students trained in 1992, 545 were
officers, 1,109 were noncommissioned officers (advanced and basic noncommissioned officers
courses), 2,267 were enlisted, and 444 were officers and enlisted personnel given aviation life
support equipment training.®

Of the students trained in 1992, there were 1,991 skill level 1 (advanced individual
training) students trained in career management field 67. Of these, 16 were trained in 67A10,
8 in 67H10, 268 in 67R10, 25 in 67S10, 440 in 67T10, 254 in 67U10, 121 in 67Y10, 144 in
68B10, 135 in 68D10, 132 in 68F10, 152 in 68G10, 202 in 68J10, and 94 in 68X10. During
1992, USAALS also trained 524 additional skill identifier students; of these, 444 were trained
in ASIQ2 (enlisted)/ASIH2 (officer), 6 in ASIWS (68B), 4 in ASIWS5 (68D), 12 in ASIWS
(68F), 23 in ASIWS (68J), 17 in ASIX1 (68D), and 18 in ASIX1 (68H). Also during 1992,
67 students were trained in the 67R2/30 (T) AH-64 Aircraft Maintenance Transition Course,
and 129 were trained in the 68X2/30 (T) AH-64 Armament/Electrical Systems Transition
Course.™

“Memo ATZA-NCO (350a), Cmd Sgt Maj Melvin P Taylor for DRM, 10 Jul 92, sub: integration of Total
Army Quality in NCOES programs of instruction, NCOA; Historical report, NCOA, CY 92; Memo ATZA-NCA
(351), Cmd Sgt Maj Ronald L Moore for Lt Col Bock, 23 Jul 92, sub: sexual harassment, NCOA.

®Historical report, NCOA, CY 92.

“Historical report, USAALS DOTD, CY 92; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, p. 33.

™Historical report, USAALS DOTD, CY 92.
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The DA approved the implementation of the additional skill identifier course ASIW5
(68)), OH-58D Armament/Missile Systems Repairer Course, on 30 September 1991. The
course was required to support the fielding of the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior. In December of
1991 TRADOC approved the course administrative data for the eight-week and three-day
course to begin in April 1992. The actual starting date of the first class was 1 June.”

TRADOC approved the course administrative data to resume the 646-68X2/30-T, AH-
64 Armament/Electrical System Repairer (Transition) Course, in fiscal year 1993. The course
length was twelve weeks and three days. The 601-68B10, Aircraft Powerplant Repairer
Course length was increased by three weeks and two days to nineteen weeks and one day.
The course length was increased to incorporate the ASIWS (68B), OH-58D powerplant
repairer training into the 601-68B10 course.”” In accordance with AR 611-201, the 602-
ASIWS (68D), OH-58D Powertrain Repairer Course was deleted in 1992 and its aftiliation
with military occupational specialty 68D was rescinded. The OH-58D powertrain repairer
training was incorporated into the 602-68B10, Aircraft Powertrain Repairer Course, the length
of which was increased by three weeks and two days to sixteen weeks.”

Force reductions created an Armywide shortage of career management field 67
aviation maintenance personnel during 1992. Projections were that the series would be at
approximately 93 percent of requirements by the end of fiscal year 1993. The shortages were
especially problematical in military occupational specialties 67N, 67V, 67Y, and 93P.™

In response to a directive from TRADOC that advanced individual training course
lengths be reviewed, the USAALS assistant commandant replied that USAALS advanced
individual training courses were high density and high tech and that none could be reduced

"Memo ATNC-MOS-C (611-1a), Darrel A Worstine for distr, 30 Sep 91, sub: notification of future
change...revision of career management field 67..., USAALS DOTD; Memo ATOM-P (ATSQ-LTD-M/23 Dec
91) (351e), 1st end, Paul Treolo Jr for cmdt USAALS, 7 Feb 92, sub: course administrative data for 646-
ASIWS..., USAALS DOTD, Historical report, USAALS DOTD, CY 92.

Memo ATOM-P (ATSQ-LTD-M/30 Mar 92) (351), 1st end, Katie E Rutledge for cdr USAALS, 17 Jun 92,
sub: course administrative data for 646-68X20/30-T..., USAALS DOTD; Memo ATOM-P (ATSQ-LTD-M/5 Mar
92) (351e), 1st end, Paul Treolo Jr for emdt USAALS, 26 Mar 92, sub: course administrative data for 601-
68B10..., USAALS DOTD; Memo ATNC-MOS-C (611-1a), Darrel A Worstine for distr, 30 Sep 91, sub:
notification of future change...revision of carcer management field 67..., USAALS DOTD.

Memo ATOM (ATSQ-LTD-M/3 Feb 92) (351¢) Ist end, Col Paul Treolo Jr for cmdt USAALS, 26 Mar 92,
sub: course administrative data for 602-68D10..., USAALS DOTD; Memo ATNC-MOS-C (611-1a), Darrel A
Worstine for distr, 30 Sep 91, sub: notification of future change to AR 611-201.... USAALS DOTD.

"Msg 072100Z Oct 92, cdr TRADOC to distr, sub: aviation maintcnance personnel shortfalls, CG file; Msg
201300Z Aug 92, cdr 10th Mtn Div, to cdr USAAVNC, sub: aviation maintenance personnel shortfalls, CG file.
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without imposing a significant training burden on aviation units receiving the students.
Technical training was already suffering because of past requirements to add non-proponent
training to the courses without increasing their length. Efforts to decrease costs were already
underway by eliminating the field training exercise and introducing less costly shared training
exercises. Other measures were also being planned to reduce training costs.”

During 1992 the USAALS DOTD also conducted the military occupational specialty
68] site and media selection panel, completed a job analysis for all skill levels of military
occupational specialty 67U, and participated in the drafting and review of a promotional script
for the Army Apprentice Aircraft Mechanic program. The USAALS recommended the
elimination of ASIX1 for military occupational specialty 68D, effective the first quarter of
fiscal year 1995. The course was scheduled to be deleted and the ASIX1 training
incorporated into the 601-68B10, Aircraft Powertrain Repairer Course.”

In March 1992 TRADOC approved implementation of the 4D-TBA/2C-SQIG,
Supplemental OH-58D (Armed) Maintenance Test Pilot Course. The course was put on line,
effective October 1992, for the purpose of qualifying OH-58D Kiowa maintenance test pilots
in the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior. The course length was two weeks and two days.”

The shortage of instructors in 68X and 67R military occupational specialties for the
projected student load became serious and was reported to higher headquarters in September.
The USAALS assistant commandant reported to TRADOC that as of 31 December 1992, the
overall USAALS training assessment was "RED." He reported that the instructor to student
ratios were below the minimum program-of-instruction and safety standards and that he was
canceling selected classes in two courses beginning on 20 January 1993. He added that he
would be forced to cancel other classes unless immediate remedial action was taken and that
the requirement to support the School of the Americas training program without additional
resources would exacerbate the instructor-shortage problem.”

Msg 081423Z Oct 92, cmdt USAALS for cdr TRADOC, sub: review of AIT course lengths, CG file.

*Memo ATSQ-LTD-A, 17 Aug 92, sub: elimination of ASIX1..., USAALS DOTD; Script for video on
Apprentice Mechanic program, USAALS DOTD; Historical report, USAALS DOTD, CY 92.

7bid.; Memo, ATOM-P (ATSQ-LTD-M/3 Feb 92) Ist end, Paul Treolo Jr for emdt USAALS, 26 Mar 92,
sub: course administrative data for 4D-TBA/2C-SQIG..., USAALS DOTD.

™'Training Capability Report,” issuc control no. 069208132, 31 Aug 92, DOTD-USAALS; "Training
Capability Report,” issuc control no. 069208101, 31 Dee 92, USAALS DOTD.
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Early in 1992, the USAALS was directed to prepare to operate a small unit to execute
the balance of the maintenance training for the helicopter school battalion of the School of the
Americas that could not be accomplished at Fort Rucker.” The USAALS accordingly
trained eleven Spanish speaking students for the School of the Americas. Also in 1992, the
USAALS trained nine Spanish-speaking-only students on the T-53 engine as a result of the
destruction of the Inter-America School at Homestead Air Force Base by Hurricane Andrew.
These training programs were carried out by Spanish speaking instructors using courseware
and manuals that had not been translated into Spanish.®

The USAALS Department of Aviation Systems Training (DAST) discontinued military
occupational specialty 67H training at the end of fiscal year 1992, It was announced that
there would be no further fixed-wing training at Fort Eustis. The three salvaged OV-I
aircraft used for 67H training were turned in to the property book officer for property
disposal.*!

Training under the 67A10, Aviation Apprentice Mechanic, program continued at Fort
Polk, LA, during part of 1992. The training load decreased from May to October, however,
as students were reclassified and sent to new assignments. The experiment was concluded in
late October.® According to the assistant commandant of USAALS, Col. William J. Blair,
the test program demonstrated that the general idea of the Apprentice Mechanic program
would work. Training all apprentices in one military occupational specialty, however, was
not the answer; it would take a minimum of three separate apprentice tracks to be a successful
program.®

During 1992, personnel from the Department of Armed Helicopter Training (DAHT)
made temporary duty trips in support of field training or for other purposes to the following
places: Fort Hood, TX, Fort Bragg, NC, Fort Chaffee, AK, Pensacola, FL, Germany,
Lexington, KY, Mesa, AZ, Richmond, KY, Fort Gordon, GA, Fort Irwin, CA, Fort Worth,

Memo ATZQ-CS, Col Patrick J Bodelson for asst cmdt USAALS, 10 Jan 92, sub: review of draft HSB
MOU between USAAVNC and USATCFE, CG file.

®Historical report, USAALS DATT, CY 92.
8 Historical report, USAALS DAST, CY 92.
82Historical report, USAALS DAHT, CY 92.
®Notes on oral interview by Dr John W Kitchens with Col William J Blair, Fort Rucker, AL, 3 Dec 1992.
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TX, Arlington, TX, Fort Rucker, AL, and Washington, DC.* In the area of leader
development, 764 students completed the two weeks and four days of Basic Noncommissioned
Ofticer Course training (compared to 558 in 1991), and 345 students completed the four
weeks of Advanced Noncommissioned Officer Course training (compared to 238 in 1991).
These personnel completed leadership training in the U.S. Army Transportation Center
Noncommissioned Officer Academy before beginning their aviation logistics and technical
training in the USAALS.¥

Of the students completing the basic course, 4 were trained in 67H30, 117 in 67N30,
58 in 67R30, 10 in 67S30, 136 in 67T30, 83 in 67U30, 53 in 67V30, 38 in 67Y30, 35 in
68B30, 45 in 68D30, 40 in 68F30, 41 in 68G30, 12 in 68H30, 56 in 68J30, and 36 in 68X30
military occupational specialties. Of the advanced course students, 3 were trained in 67H40,
50 in 67R40, 95 in 67T40, 40 in 67U40, 90 in 67Y40, 40 in 68K40, and 27 in 68]J/X40
specialties.

During 1992, 14 officers graduated from the Combat Service Support Pre-Command
Course, 18 from the Aviation Logistics Officer Advanced Course, 420 from the Maintenance
Management/Maintenance Test Pilot Course, 25 from the Aviation Maintenance Technician
Warrant Officer Technical Training Course, and 68 from the Aircraft Armament Maintenance
Technician Course. Of the officers trained in the Maintenance Management/Maintenance Test
Pilot Course, 49 were trained in OH-58A/C, 16 in OH-58D, 118 in UH-1, 109 in UH-60, 36
in CH-47D, 46 in AH-1F, and 46 in AH-64 helicopter weapon systems.*

8TDY trip reports, documents #b-1 to b-5, ¢c-1 to ¢-5, d-1, and ¢-1 to ¢-25, USAALS DAHT.
$Historical report, USAALS DOTD, CY 92; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, p. 33.

¥Historical report, USAALS DOTD, CY 92.
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CHAPTER 111

DOCTRINE AND COMBAT DEVELOPMENTS

A. Doctrine and Force Design

During 1992, the Army reviewed Field Manual 100-5, "Operations," and completed
an updated version in draft form. The USAAVNC and the Aviation Branch were very much
interested in the revision of this major statement of Army doctrine and applauded the addition
of contingency deployment, joint operations, and expanded combat service support
discussions. As the document began to take shape, the USAAVNC commander made several
recommendations to the TRADOC commander regarding aviation. One was that there should
be four instead of three types of combat forces. To armored, light, and special operations,
the Aviation Branch chief recommended the addition of "combat aviation." He also
recommended expanding the discussion on deployment and early entry operations to include a
description of the composition of lethal, early deploying forces. Major General Robinson
further suggested that intelligence, artillery deep strike, cavalry, attack helicopter, air defense,
and engineer assets might comprise such a force. It would be capable, he asserted, of
deterrence, force protection, and fighting (if challenged) before the main body of deployment
troops arrived. He also recommended that the term "air maneuver" or "Army air maneuver"
be used consistently and regularly in the document and that it be defined as placing "the
enemy in a position of disadvantage through the flexible application of combat power in the
third dimension." Finally, the USAAVNC commander recommended that more emphasis be
given to the concept of risk assessment in the document’s discussion of safety.’

TRADOC announced changes in doctrine development policy in September 1992.
These changes included simplifying the
doctrine development and approval process by placing responsibility at appropriate levels of
command and supporting the basic principle of total quality management. The new policy
stressed the concept that doctrine should be a statement of principles and "how to think" about
operations rather than "what to think." The new policy also rescinded the requirement to
obtain the TRADOC commanding general’s approval of maneuver field manuals and branch
principle manuals and curtailed extensive Armywide staffing with major commands.

'E-mail note, Maj Gen Dave Robinson to edrs/dirs, 11 Oct 92, sub: draft FM 100-5 review, Chapter 111 file;
E-mail note, Maj Gen Dave Robinson to cdrs/dirs, 14 Mar 92, sub: review of FM 100-5, Chapter 1 file.
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Coordination was to be limited to selected target audience representatives, and new or
radically changing doctrine was to be tested by conducting low-cost tests.’

The USAAVNC commander took exception in 1992 to the consolidated documentation
and table-of-equipment development system implemented in TRADOC. Under the
consolidation plan, the combined arms schools/centers were to develop concepts, doctrine,
basic structure, and assignment rules. After the schools/centers performed this preliminary
work, the final documentation responsibility was turned over to the Combined Arms Center.
The integrating center, however, was far removed from groundwork rationale, decisions, and
guidance that shaped the organizational design in the respective branch centers and schools.
The established review process was not adequate for the schools to correct resultant problems.
There had consequently occurred such mistakes as entire military occupational specialties
being closed to women and having M-113 armored personnel carriers in every aviation unit.
The problem was exacerbated by the fact that the integrating centers both wrote and approved
the tables of equipment. The USAAVNC proposed that, during the ongoing TRADOC
reorganization of 1992, responsibility for the documentation process be returned to the schools
where branch expertise was available. The combined arms centers could then assume
supervisory responsibility over the entire requirements generation process-—-the schools would
produce the documents and the integrating centers would integrate them.?

During 1992 the Army structure was still basically the Army of Excellence, designed
in 1983 and 1984 and put in place between 1985 and 1988. Numerous modifications had
been made in the original design, and many other changes had been proposed as possible
means of correcting deficiencies but had not been implemented. By 1991, Aviation units had
been rendered too lean and austere, and their ability to accomplish their missions had been
put at risk. In late 1991, in response to guidance from higher headquarters and in recognition
of an increasingly untenable situation, the USAAVNC and the Aviation Branch undertook an
aggressive initiative to reshape Army aviation to confront the new world order evolving from
the post cold war environment. During 1992, considerable progress was made on the
development of a design for reshaping Army aviation.

In April of 1992, the USAAVNC DCD prepared a survey for aviation leaders,
requesting their input in establishing priorities for fixing Army of Excellence deficiencies in
the aviation area. Thirteen deficiencies or proposed changes were identified, and respondents

2Msg 041626Z Sep 92, cdr TRADOC to AIG 891, sub: changes in doctrine development policy, Chapter Il
file.

3Msg 251445Z [Jun 92 ?], cdr USAAVNC to cdr USACAC, sub: documentation consolidation, CG file.
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were asked to rank them in order of priority. These thirteen deficiencies, in ranked order,
were as follows: (1) create a dedicated aviation support battalion for each division; (2) bring
aviation intermediate maintenance units at all echelons to 100 percent capability; (3) add an
additional crewchief/doorgunner per utility aircraft in assault, attack and air cavalry units; (4)
assign warrant officer pilots to man seats in UH-60, UH-1, and OH-58 aircraft assigned to
attack battalions to relieve primary staff officers from functioning as primary aircraft
crewmembers; (5) assign one additional individual to each aviation battalion or separate/stand-
alone company for the purpose of performing required inspections, servicing, and
maintenance to aviation life support equipment; (6) assign additional warrant officer pilots to
units using OH-58A/C in aeroscout roles (all scout aircraft to have two pilots,
observation/C2, OH-58A/C to continue to have one pilot); (7) increase the pilot to seat ratio
to 1.5 pilots per seat for sustained operations (based on an aircraft availability rate of 80
percent; (8) bring class III storage and distribution (including forward area refueling points) at
all echelons to 100 percent capability; (9) bring class V storage and distribution (including
forward area refueling points) at all echelons to 100 percent capability; (10) bring all type
battalion aviation unit maintenance units to 100 percent capability; (11) bring organizational
auto maintenance to 100 percent capability; (12) increase the number of aircraft from eight to
twelve in the divisional and regimental cavalry troops; (13) increase the number of personnel
in all aviation battalion and brigade headquarters.*

By the end of 1992, the USAAVNC had formulated the "Aviation Restructure
Initiative," a plan to decrease the size of the force but nevertheless to continue to be able to
meet the mission as a result of modernization and reorganization. The plan called for fixing
the existing deficiencies without significantly increasing manpower; the active component
remained within the programmed base of 27,300, and the reserve component experienced a
growth of only approximately 1,500 spaces. The redesign initiative also significantly reduced
inventories of unmodernized aircraft in both the interim and objective designs. The
modernization levels would move from the 1992 level of 30 percent, through an interim level
of 78 percent, to a 100 percent modernized fleet in the objective design. Battalions were
consolidated in the division, resulting in the elimination of unnecessary overhead. The
initiative formed homogenous units by aircraft type to increase efficiency and streamline
maintenance procedures The initiative also addressed the new national military strategy of a
continental United States-based power projection army.*

“E-mail note, Col Theodore T Sendak to cdrs/dirs, 6 Apr 92, sub: prioritization of organization fixes to
aviation force structure, Chapter III file.

3Bricfing slides, "Fixing AOE Aviation Force Structure Deficiencies,” Sep 92, DCD; Fact sheet ATZQ-CDO,
26 Jan 93, sub: Aviation Redesign Initiative, DCD; Army Flier, 15 Jan 93; Briefing papers, "Reshaping Army
Aviation, 1996-2001, Design for the Future," Feb 93, DCD.
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General Robinson and USAAVNC personnel briefed the Army deputy chief of staff
for operations on the restructure initiative in December 1992 in preparation for briefing the
deputy and chief of staff of the Army. The operations chief approved of the work done by
the USAAVNC. He preferred the eighteen attack aircraft battalions over other alternatives.
He was concerned about making the third UH-6 company a roundout company but realized
that events could well force that expedient. He urged the USAAVNC to work with reserve
components to gain their acceptance of force design changes as soon as possible. He wanted
the reserve components and also corps commanders on line before the USAAVNC briefed the
deputy and chief of staff on the initiative.®

The vice chief of the Army also approved of the work accomplished in the restructure
planning. He wanted more alternatives explored with regard to active and reserve component
mixes and also a cost and savings analysis for the substitution of modern systems for larger
numbers of older systems.’

Considerable headway was made during the early months of 1992 toward the creation
of a Cavalry Board, consisting of representatives from the Armor School and the Aviation
School. The USAAVNC viewed the proposed Cavalry Board as an excellent opportunity for
the Aviation Center to make headway in its relations with the Armor Center and the Armor
Branch.® The Cavalry Board was formally established by a memorandum of agreement
between the USAAVNS and the U.S. Army Armor School in April 1992. The purpose of the
agreement was to establish a panel (the Cavalry Board) for the purpose of advising the
commandants of the two schools on matters of mutual interest pertaining to cavalry doctrine,
organization, training, leadership, materiel development, and soldiers. The chairman of the
board was the deputy assistant commandant of the Armor School and the vice chairman was
the deputy assistant commandant of the Aviation School. Additional permanent members
were named from each school.’

The Cavalry Board conducted a video teleconference meeting on 15 December 1992.
An ongoing issue discussed was the 2nd Air Cavalry Regiment fielding. It was reported that

°E-mail note, Maj Gen Dave Robinson for cdrs/dirs, 12 Dec 92, sub: F/S brief for DCSOPS, Chapter III file:

"E-mail note, Maj Gen Dave Robinson to cdrs/dirs, 16 Jan 93, sub: meeting with VCSA on force structure,
Chapter III file.

®Historian’s notes, commanders & staff mecting , 4 Feb 92, historian’s note file.
*Memorandum of Agreement between the U.S. Army Armor School and the U.S. Army Aviation School, Maj
Gen John D Robinson and Maj Gen Thomas C Foley, 20 Apr and 10 Apr 92, sub: Cavalry Board memorandum of

agreement, DAC file.
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the final table of organization and equipment design was not approved but that it would be

briefed around 31 December. The USAAVNC stated that Quickfix aircraft could be added
afterwards and consolidated at corps level, but the Armor Center indicated unwillingness to
support Quickfix aircraft centralized at corps level.

During the Cavalry Board conference, the Aviation Center DCD gave a brief on
proposed aviation force structure with the current aircraft inventory. Some division cavalry
units would have interim organizations equipped with sixteen AH-1 C-nite scout/attack
aircraft. The reason for the interim organization was because there were insufficient OH-58D
Kiowa Warriors in the inventory to outfit all active component units. Some heavy divisions
would consequently not have OH-58Ds. Ultimately the RAH-66 Comanche would replace all
division cavalry aircraft.'

In June 1990, TRADOC directed a study the focus of which was to determine the
most effective regimental cavalry organization to support the XVIII Airborne Corps.
Aviation, infantry, and armor were tasked to develop regimental sized cavalry force structures
as alternatives to the armored cavalry regiment which served as the base case. During 1992,
the USAAVNC supported the USACAC in producing a concept for changing the 2nd
Armored Cavalry into a light cavalry regiment of the XVIII Airborne Corps."

In September 1992, the USAAVNC DCD completed an analysis of the merits of
operational mixes of AH-64A and AH-64D helicopters. The study recommended pure fleets
of AH-64Ds at corps level. The Army’s decision to convert all AH-64A models to AH-64C
and AH-64D configuration created a requirement to reexamine the mix issue. Revised
recommendations were pending at the end of the year."

During 1992, the DCD researched, wrote, and staffed the aviation forward arming
and refueling concept statement. The concept statement discussed the palletized load system
and its revolutionary approach to future forward arming and refueling operations. The
statement was approved at the Aviation Center and submitted to the USACAC.

'"Memorandum for record ATSB-DAS, Col John B Sylvester and Col Thomas W Garrett, 16 Dec 92, sub:
Cavalry Board minutes, DAC file.

"Historical report, DCD, CY 92; Staffing notes, DCD to emd historian, [Jun 93], DCD.

"?Report, "Organizational Mix of Longbow Apache Aircralt,” 6 Dec 91, DCD; Historical report, DCD, CY
92.
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Also during the year, the USAAVNC developed new OH-58D versions of cavalry
squadron, attack helicopter battalion, and target acquisition/reconnaissance company tables of
equipment for the light infantry division and corps command aviation battalion. The
USAAVNC DCD also coordinated redocumentation of Special Operations Aviation tables of
equipment with the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and assisted the Combined Arms
Center with development of the 2nd Air Cavalry Regiment table of equipment."

Early in 1992, the USAAVNC completed table of equipment justification packages for
heavy division command aviation battalions. In the case of assault companies, four options
were prepared so as to allow the command aviation battalion to be implemented independently
of the planned forward support battalion for the division aviation brigade. There was a net
personnel change of zero for the battalion, but the new tables called for six additional
commissioned officers offset by six fewer enlisted soldiers. There would be an equipment
savings of at least $1 million as a result of the consolidation of support elements from two
separate companies. The justification packages were sent to the USACAC in March 1992."

During 1992, the USAALS DCD completed a branch concept for aviation logistics in
support of future operations. A new concept was required for aviation logistics to provide
effective support to a combined arms force. The concept was based on the necessity to update
doctrine, training, leader development, organization, and materiel because of the changing
threat environment, technological advances, fiscal constraints, and the requirement for
increased operational efficiency. The concept was also designed to correct several logistics
shortcomings that had been acknowledged. These included the following: eliminating pass-
back maintenance; placing an aviation intermediate maintenance capability forward; gaining
dedicated, multi-functional support for aviation brigades, unburdening the maneuver
commander; and accommodating aviation logistics cultural changes."

In September 1992 the USAALS completed an aviation logistics plan entitled
"Logistics Vision in Support of Aviation." The plan addressed several aviation logistics
deficiencies. The logistics problems and the proposed solutions were as follows: dedicated
aviation support to be provided by the fielding of aviation oriented forward support battalions;
the retention of experienced and knowledgeable crew chiefs on aircraft by implementation of

BHistorical report, DCD, CY 92.

“Msg 0831530Z Mar 92, Maj Gen John D Robinson to Maj Gen McCalffrey, sub: command aviation
battalion..., Chapter III file.

5"U.S. Army Aviation Logistics Branch Concept, USAALS DCD, Concepts and Studies Division, Mar 92,
USAALS DCD.
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the"stripes-on-the-flightline" program; and the enhancement of the mobility of aviation
logistics through containerization and enhanced unit mobility.'®

Air-to-Air Combat II was a force development test and evaluation designed to
examine the effectiveness of aviation units in the combined arms fight with an active threat air
combat capability. The test was scheduled for fiscal year 1991 but delayed because of Desert
Shield/Desert Storm. During 1992, the test was completed using the Air Network/Simulation
Network warfighting simulator located at Fort Rucker. Test redesign was conducted in
January with $2.1 million allocated for execution. The USAAVNC DCD developed technical
simulation enhancements for the Aviation Test Bed that enabled real-time and post-event
analysis. One hundred seventy-six battle simulation runs were analyzed, and significant
tactics and data analysis insights were identified. The draft test report was scheduled for
release in March 1993."

Total Force Integration

An issue of continuing major concern at the USAAVNC during 1992 was total force
integration. For example, after visiting the ARNG aviation training sites at Fort Indiantown
Gap, PA, and Marana, AZ, and examining their facilities, Maj. Gen. Robinson concluded that
these training sites could play an important role in the total force integration effort. He
accordingly proposed that the peacetime mission of each of these sites be expanded to the
effect that they would augment "the TRADOC aviation training mission as an activity under
command and control of the U.S. Army Aviation Center for contingency and mobilization

operations.” According to General Robinson, this proposal was an initial step in gaining a
total force integration package for future aviation training. The concept was favorably

considered by the director of the ARNG."

In pursuit of total force integration and maintaining a lethal, deployable, and versatile
aviation force that encompassed all three Army components, the USAAVNC commander was
concerned that quality, knowledgeable people be assigned to the active guard and reserve
positions at Fort Rucker. The USAAVNC commander accordingly urged the reserve

1" Logistics Vision in Support of Aviation," USAALS, 3 Sep 92, DAC file.
""Historical report, DCD, CY 92.

*Memo ATZQ-CG, Maj Gen John D Robinson to Maj Gen Donald M Lionetti, 2 Mar 92, sub: assignment of
TRADOC mission for the ARNG aviation training sites, CG file.
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component commanders to assign personnel to the USAAVNC who met the same high
standards that he adhered to in selecting active component personnel. He also urged the
reserve component leaders to consider longevity and continuity in assignment in selecting

19

personnel for assignments to the USAAVNC.

Battle Laboratories

The concept of battle laboratories grew out of the changing battlefield dynamics that
began to emerge from the lessons learned from Desert Shield/Desert Storm. The
commanding general of TRADOC formed the battle labs to meet the challenges of reshaping
the Army resulting from the ending of the Cold War. The labs were to be innovative in their
approaches and were to exploit technology through a battle dynamics focus. The primary
thrust underlying the battle labs was for the spirit of "warfighting" to drive technology,
identify future battlefield enhancements, and rapidly field outstanding products. The labs
were to provide a structured means of examining, experimenting with, and evaluating
concepts and technology. The six labs established were as follows: Early Entry, Lethality,
and Survivability at Fort Monroe, VA; Depth and Simultaneous Attack at Fort Sill, OK;
Mounted Battle Space at Fort Knox, KY; Dismounted Battle Space at Fort Benning, GA;
Battle Command and Control at Fort Leavenworth, KS; and Combat Service Support at Fort
Lee, VA.?

In June 1992, the USAAVNC DCD established an aviation battle lab support team
with a small core staff. The team orchestrated the matrix management of the six battle lab
teams, one dedicated to each of the battle labs and headed by a senior aviator with experience
and/or expertise in that specific dynamic. The support team was to be the focal point for this
team management approach to facilitate the close interaction necessary for aviation
participation in all six labs.”

Since aviation was a key entity in the three dimensional battlefield and since it cut
across the mounted, dismounted, and deep operations battle labs, scheduling conflicts were
expected to result in efforts to work effectively with all three of these labs. The USAAVNC

"Memo ATZA-CG, Maj Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Roger Sandler, 20 Apr 92, sub: total force
aviation commitment, CG file.

®Note, Gen Frederick M Franks Jr, 28 Jul 92, also encl, DCD file; Historical report, DCD, CY 92.
2'Historical report, DCD, CY 92.
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commander accordingly suggested to the TRADOC commander that each major program of
these three labs should be coordinated with the USAAVNC before being finalized by the
Combined Arms Center. It was also suggested that the Depth and Simultaneous Attack Battle
Lab be designated as the "main eftort,” which would take precedence over the others in
scheduling.?

In early October the Depth and Simultaneous Attack Battle Lab conducted a tactical-
missile live-fire exercise. This exercise evaluated aviation’s concept for attack operations in a
Joint theater missile defense scenario and also demonstrated aviation’s ability to pass digitized
information across the battlefield.”

The chief of the USAAVNC battle lab support team reported to the USAAVNC
commander on 1 November that the Aviation Center was having varying degrees of success in
interfacing with the various battle labs. He rated USAAVNC relations with Depth and
Simultaneous Attack as satisfactory in that aviation’s success in the Army tactical missile
system firing had served aviation well. Also, such issues as communication interfaces,
coordination cells, and a doctrinal guide for deep operations were being worked. Aviation
relations with Combat Service Support and Mounted Battle Space were also satisfactory.
Technology in maintenance (automated trouble shooting procedures and fault isolation) and
maintenance force design were being worked with the former. The focus of Mounted Battle
Space was almost entirely on horizontal integration of the battlefield, and aviation had been
deeply involved in this. In the other three battle labs, however, both progress in general and
the degree of aviation involvement were less satisfactory. Up to that time, very little had
been accomplished in those three, notwithstanding the efforts of Army aviation to begin
work.?

The USAAVNC battle lab team conducted two projects in November. First, the
compatibility of ground laser systems with aviation sensors was examined through the night
fighting concept exploration program of the Dismounted Battle Space Battle Lab. Later in the
month, the team observed "Operation Desert Capture” at the National Training Center under

“Msg 151310Z Apr 92, cdr USAAVNC o ¢dr TRADOC, sub: implementation of new battleficld dynamics,
CG file.

BBricﬁng slides and schedule of events, "White Sands Missile Range D&SA Demo," 6 Oct [92], DCD;
Historical report, DCD, CY 92.

*E-mail note, Col Robert M Stewart to Maj Gen Robinson, 1 Nov 92, sub: B/L interface, Chapter 111 file.
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the auspices of the Depth and Simultaneous Attack Battle Lab. This exercise demonstrated
the unique capabilities required to gather intelligence and to process and disseminate data.”

A Mounted Battle Space Battle Lab conference was held in December. The major
themes of the conference included dominance of ground forces (including the ground regime
of the third dimension) in battlespace, situational awareness, focus on systems with effects of
massed forces, a smaller but high quality future Army, and the importance of battle labs as an
integrating mechanism.>

In December the Mounted Battle Space Battle Lab demonstrated the interoperability of
the intervehicular information system with aviation’s automated target hand-over system with
the goal of horizontally integrating the battlefield--all through the use of simulations. The
demonstration established the foundation for a hardware proof-of-concept scheduled for March
1993.7

Near the end of 1992, the commander of the U.S. Army Combined Arms Support
Command (USACASCOM) announced the establishment of two additional Combat Service
Support Battle Lab initiatives--enhanced maintenance and enhanced ammunition support.
Enhanced maintenance was to be a combined effort between the U.S. Army Ordnance Center
and the USAALS and was to consist of technology in maintenance and maintenance
architecture. Technology in maintenance would aim at enhancing and developing maintenance
technology for both ground and aviation-based systems. With regard to maintenance
architecture, the CASCOM commander directed that consideration be given to a flexible level
maintenance system in lieu of the traditional four levels of maintenance. He also directed that
the redesign of maintenance units be studied, so as to provide incremental support via
modular designs. The assistant commandant of the USAALS was named as the deputy task
force leader for the enhanced maintenance initiative.*®

BBriefing slides, "Night Fighting System CEP Test," DCD; Historical report, DCD, CY 92.

E-mail note, Maj Gen Dave Robinson to cdrs/dirs, 19 Dec 92, sub: mounted B/L session (17-18 Dec),
Chapter III file.

THistorical report, DCD, CY 92.
BMsg 091600 Dec 92, cdr USACASCOM for distr, sub: CSS Battlc Lab initiatives,..., USAALS DCD.
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Louisiana Maneuvers

Early in 1992 the chief of staff of the Army formulated a concept focusing on the
doctrine, organization, training, materiel, and leadership training requirements to transform
the Cold War Army into a post Cold War Army and to transition the new Army into the 21st
century. The name given to the concept, "Louisiana Maneuvers," was inspired by the U.S.
General Headquarters Army maneuvers of 1940 and 1941,

The late 20th century Louisiana Maneuvers were to use interactive computer
simulations and exercises to evaluate the capabilities of the Army in a myriad of scenarios and
roles. Louisiana Maneuvers were described as a process, not a test or exercise. The entire
Army as well as other services would be involved; it would be a laboratory for evaluation and
assessment and a catalyst for transition. The TRADOC commander, Gen. Frederick Franks
was General Sullivan’s deputy exercise director of the project, and a general officer steering
group was formed with representatives from all major Army commands.?

Ten major issues were identified by the Louisiana Maneuvers board of directors as
elements to be focused on during the process. These consisted of the following: (1) the force
structure of the regular Army and USAR forces in the Continental U.S.; (2) identification and
assessment of new technology and the acceleration of the acquisition process with resource
savings; (3) improved logistics support at lower costs; (4) improvement of mobilization
processes, possibly in simultaneous support of multiple theaters; (5) assessment of ability to
deploy a large force in a short time; (6) maintaining ownership of the night in the 21st
century; (7) improving effectiveness in joint, combined, or coalition force operations; (8)
possible requirements for headquarters above corps; (9) the appropriate mix, effectiveness,
and vulnerability of existing and evolving joint and tactical intelligence force structure; and
(10) doctrinal employment and alternative fielding plans for weapons systems and
equipment.®

Several of the above issues were briefed to a general officers working group on 7
December 1992. The interface between Louisiana Maneuvers and Battle L.abs was especially
emphasized during this briefing. Aviation expected to participate in Louisiana Maneuvers and
Battle Labs with Apache, Apache Longbow, and Kiowa Warrior aircraft in simulation. It was
necessary to keep in mind, however, that when the new Comanche went into production, it

®Msg (from incomplete copy), [General Sullivan to distr], sub: Louisiana Maneuvers 1994, DOS; Memo
AMCLG-SC-M, Maj Gen Thomas B Arwood, for distr, 25 Mar 1992, sub: Louisiana Mancuvers 1994, DOS.

YBricfing papers, "Major Issucs,” encl # 4 under Louisiana Mancuvers, DOS.
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would be the cornerstone of Army aviation fleet. General Sullivan’s statement, "Put the
Comanche with the right tank and let’s see what we get,"” was thought by the Army aviation
community to capture the essence of the Louisiana Maneuvers.”

Doctrinal Publications

In July 1992, the USAAVNC published the final draft of the planning guide, "Army
Aviation Deployment for Contingency Operations.” The final version of the document was
published late in 1992. The guide was written to assist Army aviation
brigade/battalion/squadron commanders and their staffs in effectively planning and executing
contingency deployments. It addressed deployment readiness preparation during peacetime,
predeployment preparations on alert, deployment execution, arrival in theater, and
redeployment to home station. The planning guide was a necessary recognition of and
adjustment to the drastically changed world situation since the breakup of the Soviet Union.”

The USAAVNC worked on revising several field manuals during 1992, but none was
completed. Field Manual 1-104, "Tactics, Techniques and Procedures for Forward Arming
and Refueling Points," was originally published in July 1985; it was under revision during
1992 and scheduled for completion in fiscal year 1994. A coordinating draft of a revision of
Field Manual 1-113, "Tactics, Techniques, and
Procedures for Assault Helicopter Unit Operations" was expected to be published in fiscal
year 1993. Also expected to be completed in fiscal year 1993 was "Tactics, Techniques, and
Procedures for the Command Aviation Battalion/Company,” a revision of Field Manual 1-
118. Field Manual 1-120 (formerly 95-100), "Army Air Traffic Services Contingency and
Combat Zone Operations," was scheduled for completion and distribution early in fiscal year
1994. Field Manual 1-300, "Flight Operations Procedures" (formerly "Tactics, Techniques,
and Procedures for Flight Operations and Airfield Management") was in the final editing stage
and scheduled for release in fiscal year 1993.%

During 1992, the U.S. Army Air Traffic Control Activity (USAATCA) updated parts
of Army Regulation 95-2, "Air Traffic Control, Airspace, Airfields, Flight Activities, and
Navigational Aids." The chapters updated by the USAATCA described Army policy for the

31Copy of briefing, "TRADOC Action Plans for LAM "93," 7 Dec 92, DOS; Historical report, DOS, CY 92.
%2Planning guide, "Army Aviation Deployment for Contingency Operations, USAAVNC, 1 Feb 93, DOTD.

3Historical report, DOTD, CY 92.
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establishment, operation, management, and evaluation of air traffic control and air traffic
services units, personnel, and equipment.*

The USAATCA also revised Training Circular 95-93, "Air Traffic Control Facility
Operations and Training," which was redesignated as Field Manual 1-303. The revised field
manual was scheduled for distribution during the first quarter of 1993.  As a result of the
downsizing of the USAAVNC DOTD, proponency for Field Manual 1-120, "Army Air
Traffic Services and Combat Zone Operations," was shifted from DOTD to USAATCA. The
transfer of responsibility was formalized in a memorandum of agreement.*

Field Manual 1-108 was a contracted writing project with Military Professional
Resources Incorporated. It involved close cooperation between the USAAVNC and the U.S.
Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center. The manual would explain the role of Army
Special Operations Aviation and would be for use by corps, army, joint, and combined force
commanders.”’

The USAAVNC concluded in 1992 that Training Circular 1-204, "Night Flight
Techniques and Procedures," needed updating. Input was solicited from field units for the
revision. The revised version was to incorporate information on operations in various
climates and conditions in different areas of the world.™

Women in Army Aviation

A series of studies, inquiries, and meetings was conducted at Fort Rucker during
1992 regarding the current and future role of women in Army aviation. The studies and
inquiries focused on attitudes and perceptions relating to women in aviation as well as
statistics and existing limitations on women’s roles. A working group to study the issue was

3Historical report, USAATCA, CY 92; Excerpts from revised AR 95-2, USAATCA.

3Field Manual 1-303, "Air Traffic Control Facility Operations and Training," USAATCA; Historical report,
USAATCA, CY 92.

3Memorandum of agreement between DOTD and USAATCA, sub: responsibility for the development of air
traffic scrvices doctrine, USAATCA; Historical report, USAATCA, CY 92.

YInformation paper ATZQ-TD-DD, 12 Mar 92, sub: FM 1-108, Army Special Operation Aviation, DAC file.
3"Msg 101100Z Jan 92, ¢dr USAAVNC to AIG 898, sub: update of the TC 1-204, ..., CG file. An additional
source for most of the information on doctrinal publications was: Information paper ATZQ-TDI-L, 2 Nov 92,

sub: doctrine update, Brigade Commanders’ Conference file.
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formed as a result of a meeting held by the commanding general in January 1992. The
charter of the working group was to take a deeper look at the problems that surfaced during
the January meeting and to formulate courses of action to rectify the problems. Most female
officers indicated that a positive mood was beginning to emerge and that real change in
attitudes and in opportunities for women had already occurred. They added, however, that
there was still a long way to go. Several women aviators had some Army experiences in
which they believed themselves to have been discriminated against in obtaining positions for
which they were competent and legally eligible.”

In anticipation of changes in Army policy regarding the roles of women in the Army,
the vice chief of the Army requested the thoughts of the USAAVNC commander on the issue
of women in aviation. The USAAVNC commander therefore outlined the relevant data.
Women constituted 4.5 percent of Army aviators in 1992, but accession targets in fiscal year
1993 were for women to be 16 percent of the total lieutenant accessions. No goal had been
established for warrant officers. Some questions that had to be studied included allowing
pregnant aviators to fly and permitting them to hold key positions, since pregnancy would
render them non-deployable. Other issues that would have to be addressed included possible
gender bias in the Army’s central selection process for promotion, command, and schools.
Objective analyses of women’s performance in combat in Panama and Iraq indicated that they
had performed well and that they could do the job.*

B. Army Aviation Modernization Plan

The chief of staff of the Army gave final approval to the Army Aviation
Modernization Plan in 1988. This plan called for the continued procurement of AH-64, UH-
60, OH-58D, and CH-47D aircraft, for the continued improvement of existing systems as
needed to meet changes in threat or safety issues, and the development of new systems as
required. It also called for the gradual retirement of older aircraft to maintain a maximum
fleet age of twenty years for attack and reconnaissance aircraft and thirty years for lift, cargo,
and fixed-wing aircraft.*

¥Memo ATZQ-DAC, Col Robert N Seigle for Maj Gen John D Robinson, 10 Apr 92, sub: women in
aviation, also encls, DAC file.

“Memo ATZQ-CG, Maj Gen John D Robinson to vice chief of staff DA, sub: women in Army aviation, DAC
file.

4See, e.g., Kitchens, 1988 AHR, p. 47.



During the years between 1988 and 1992, The Army Aviation Center produced annual
updates to the Army Aviation Modernization Plan. Although funding decreased with the
changing world conditions, and the reduction in the total number of Army aircraft fleet
became an integral aspect of the plan, the modernization of the fleet and of the various
systems on Army aircraft remained the central focus. The development of a new light attack
helicopter was an integral aspect of the modernization plan from the beginning. By mid
1991, the acquisition of a new reconnaissance/attack aircraft had become probable, and it had
been designated as the RAH-66 Comanche.*

By 1992, other branches of the Army had developed modernization plans, and the
Army had begun the annual development of "The United States Army Modernization Plan."
The detailed statement of the annual update of the Army Aviation Modernization Plan became
Annex L of the Army’s overall modernization plan. This aviation annex was prepared in
1992 for final approval and publication in early 1993.

The 1992 update of the Army Aviation Modernization Plan was prepared jointly by
the USAAVNC, Aviation and Troop Command (ATCOM), and the Aviation Division of
DCSOPS. The update supported the Army modernization objectives of projecting and
sustaining the force, protecting the force, winning the battlefield information war, conducting
precision strikes, and dominating the maneuver battlefield. It recognized that a multi-polar
global threat environment had replaced the bipolarized world of the Cold War era. The
projected role and mission as well as aircraft requirements of Army aviation were adjusted
accordingly. For example, the total number of Army aircraft was projected to decline from
7,793 in fiscal year 1992 to 6,150 in fiscal year 1999. The Army planned to reduce it’s
rotary wing inventory from eight to six types between 1992 and 2010 and to reduce the total
number of its rotary wing aircraft from approximately 7,500 in 1992 to 5,900 in 2010. The
1992 version of aviation’s modernization plan was a plan designed to contribute to the flexible
deterrent options and continental U.S.-based, force-projection Army prescribed in the national
military strategy. The plan projected a trained and ready aviation force capable of deploying,
fighting, and sustaining across the continuum of military operations.*

“’Kitchens and Wright, 1990 AHR, pp. 58, 62; Kitchens, 1991 ACH, 44-45, 52-55.

“"Army Aviation Modernization Plan," January 1993, DCD; "The Comanche Courier,” no. 001, February
1993, Chapter III file.
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C. Equipment Requirements

Aviation technology base development was managed by the Aviation and Troop
Command (ATCOM [replaced Aviation Systems Command in July 1992]). The USAAVNC
DCD provided input representing the users’ needs with regard to research and development.
The ATCOM used this input in the resource allocation decision-making process. The DCD
prioritization process relied heavily on the military judgement and experience of the DCD
action officers to determine which research and development projects had more potential
benefit for future operational requirements. According to the user prioritization schedule
submitted in February 1992, the following projects were given high priority: day/night
adverse weather pilotage; air-to-air mission equipment package/weapons evaluation; battlefield
distributed simulation-development; multi-sensor aided targeting; advanced helicopter pilotage;
obstacle avoidance system; tactical data acquisition and correlation; optical/infrared
countermeasure; radar deception and jamming; and soldier integrated protective ensemble.*

AH-64 Apache

Notwithstanding its history of mechanical and logistical problems, the Army’s primary
attack helicopter performed very well during Operation Desert Storm. Also, of the 194
Apache problems that had been identified, 132 were corrected by the end of 1991. Of the
sixteen long-standing top-priority issues, eight remained uncorrected at the beginning of 1992.
These eight issues were as follows: (1) shaft driven compressor failures; (2) main rotor blade
debonding; (3) main rotor strap pack failures; (4) field repair of lead lag links; (5) 701C
engine integration; (6) APX-100 transponder mode four; (7) very high frequency radio
problems; and (8) pylon pivot wear/cracking.*

In an effort to resolve the problem of the integration of the 701C engine, the U.S.
Army Aviation Technical Test Center (USAATTC) conducted a preliminary airworthiness
evaluation of the T700-GS-701C equipped AH-64A Apache with MOD 5/F1 engine controls.
Overall engine-airframe response of the 701C equipped AH-64A helicopter was satisfactory.
Within the limited scope of the evaluation, no deficiencies were noted. Five shortcomings
were identified, however, the most important of which was the frequent illumination of the

4“4n6 3A User R&D Prioritization," February 1992, DCD; Historical report, DCD, CY 92.

“Historical report, TRADOC Systems Manager (TSM) Longbow, CY 92; Memo ATZQ-TSM-W (70-1i), Col
David F Sale for CG, 3 Dec 92, sub: AH-64 T-701C digital engine control system safety risk assessment action
memorandum, TSM Longbow; Memo ATZQ-CG, Maj Gen John D Robinson for Col James R Snider, sub: system
safety risk assessment, also encl entitled "System Safety Risk Assessment” 5 Nov 92, TSM Longbow.
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high rotor speed light during maneuvers that required a low power setting. Several fixes were
planned by the materiel developers with further testing by the USAATTC to follow.*

Later in 1992, the integration of the 701C engine and three other top priority
problems were solved. The other three deficiencies resolved during 1992 consisted of the
main rotor blade debonding, main rotor strap pack failures, and very high frequency radio
problems.*’

The shaft driven compressor problem was the most serious unresolved design problem
and was made the priority issue during both 1991 and 1992. Although it caused no serious
accidents during 1992, the problem persisted. The USAAVNC, ATCOM, McDonnell
Douglas Helicopter Company, and Allied Signal Company investigated the compressor
problem during 1992. A new unit with dual compressors was developed, and several
successful bench tests were conducted; testing was continuing at the end of the year.*

Operation Desert Storm highlighted several other Apache deficiencies which urgently
required correction. While the lack of an integrated global positioning system was the most
serious of these problems, it was part of the larger modernization strategy and could not
easily be resolved independently. Other urgent problems highlighted during Desert Storm
consisted of the reliability of the 30 mm gun, the target acquisition designation system, the
battery, desert filtration, nap-of-the-earth communications problems, high frequency radio,
identification friend or foe, the single channel ground and air radio system, and sustainment
problems relating to corrosion control and H-11 bolt swap-out. The USAAVNC commander
recommended that these problems be separated from the Apache modernization efforts and be
corrected as soon as possible.*

An Apache users’ conference was held at Fort Hood, TX, from 20 to 22 October.
Twelve issues/concerns were developed during the conference and presented to the branch

%Memo STEAT-AQ-TA, Lt Col Marvin L Hanks for ¢dr U.S. ATCOM, 2 Feb 93, sub: report, preliminary
air worthiness cvaluation of T700-GE-701C..., USAATTC; Historical report, USAATTC, CY 92.

" Apache Program Progress Review," Dee 92, TSM Longbow; Historical report, TSM Longbow, CY 92;
Note from TSM Longbow to historian [Mar 93], responsc to stafling of 1992 history, TSM Longbow.

“Historical report, TRADOC Systcms Manager (TSM) Longbow, CY 92; Memo ATZQ-TPO-A, Maj Gen
Rudolph Ostovich III, for Maj Gen Donald R Williamson, 25 Apr 91, sub: AH-64 shaft driven compressor
failures, DCD.

“Memo ATZA-TSM-W (70-li), Maj Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Jay M Garner, 13 Mar 92, sub: AH-
64A program requirements, Chapter 11l file.
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chief for his consideration. These issues included the following: (1) the effect of the
reduction in quantity of ammunition on helicopter gunnery readiness; (2) depot maintenance
problems; (3) the need for aviation life support equipment technicians in Apache battalions;
(4) shortage of depot-level spare parts; (5) crew readiness levels; (6) adverse impact of Army
draw down on readiness; (7) difficulties of funding annual deployments to combined arms
training centers; (8) the need for an integrated global positioning system to enhance
deployability of Apache battalions; (9)shortages of AH-64 commissioned officer transitions;
(10) shortcomings of simulation for AH-64 training; and (11) limitations of the M-43

mask.*

The USAAVNC DCD wrote change 14 to the materiel need for the AH-64 and sent it
out for worldwide staffing in December 1992. This change incorporated the requirements for
the AH-64C and updated the requirements for the AH-64A and AH-64D .

During 1992 the Aviation Center developed a priority- ordered list of modifications
for the AH-64 C/D. The USAAVNC also identified those modifications which should be
started only when the aircraft was remanufactured during the AH-64 C/D conversion. While
some of the proposed modifications were possibly not affordable, they represented field
commanders’ requirements confirmed by the combat developer. Some of the items on the
list, in order of priority, consisted of the following: (1) image intensifier; (2) altitude
warning; (3) digital scan converter; (4) alternate laser coding; (5) Hellfire test set; (6)
corrosion prevention; (7) pressure regulator pylon improvements; (8) transmission upgrade;
(9) digital map; (10) altitude hold; (11) air-to-air capability; and (12) fuel control warning
panel. The USAAVNC also recommended that the upgrades be effected at appropriate times
and that every effort should be made to minimize the number of times that the aircraft were
disassembled.™

In 1992, the AH-64s used for training at the USAAVNC were the oldest Apaches in
the fleet (1982-1985 models). They averaged more than 2,500 hours per airframe, compared
to an average of 500 hours on the total Apache fleet. More modern aircraft were needed at
Fort Rucker so that students would be trained in aircraft configured the same as unit organic

S%Memo ATZQ-TPO-A (70-1i), Col David F Sale and Col James R Snider for distr, 21 Sep 92, sub: AH-64
users’ conference, with encls, TSM Longbow; Memo ATZQ-TSM-W (70-1i), Col David F Sale for CG, 23 Oct
93, sub: AH-64 commanders and users conference..., TSM-Longbow.

S'Historical report, DCD, CY 92.

2Memo ATZQ-CDI (70-li), Maj Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Dewitt T Irby, Jr, 16 Nov 92, sub: Army
aviation ... modernization strategy, Chapter III file.
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aircraft. Also, more modern aircratt would reduce operating and support costs. The
USAAVNC commander accordingly requested that the National Guard Bureau (NGB) agree to
consider a delayed fielding of eighteen AH-64s to ARNG units in order to provide the
USAAVNC with production line Apaches. Eighteen of the older Fort Rucker Apaches would
be identified and processed through a maintenance upgrade program.™ The NGB, however,
objected to unilaterally supporting the USAAVNC requirements, as the request would
"destroy carefully developed fielding plans.">* The USAAVNC commander accordingly
applied to the TRADOC commander for resources for modernizing the Fort Rucker Apache
fleet. He estimated that the USAAVNC would reduce operation and support costs by at least
$23.6 million annually if eighteen of the older aircraft were replaced by new Apaches.*

OH-58D Kiowa and Kiowa Warrior

The OH-58D, built by Bell Helicopter Textron Incorporated, was the result of the
Army Helicopter Improvement Program. The OH-58D entered service in December 1985
and represented a complete modernization of the OH-58A airframe. The OH-58D featured a
four-blade main rotor system, an advanced cockpit display system using multi-function
displays, and a mast-mounted sight to provide a day/night targeting capability. In 1987,
armament was added to fifteen production OH-58Ds to support Operation Prime Chance, the
deployment of U.S. Navy ships to escort U.S. flagged vessels crossing the Persian Gulf. The
weapons were added as stand-alone armament systems, and were not integrated into the
computerized cockpits. The success of these Prime Chance OH-58Ds led to a program to
modify all OH-58Ds to an armed configuration with integrated weapons systems; this new
aircraft was designated the Kiowa Warrior.

In 1991 the USAATTC was tasked to conduct a preliminary airworthiness evaluation
of the Kiowa Warrior. The tests were completed in December of that year. The objectives
were to provide a limited assessment of the aircraft’s handling qualities and of
armament/aircraft compatibility during weapons firing and to determine compliance with
selected system specifications. One enhancing characteristic, five deficiencies, eleven
shortcomings, and thirteen instances of specification noncompliance were identified. The

3Msg 271000Z Jul 92, cdr USAAVNC to cdr NGB, sub: AH 64 aircraft redistribution for USAAVNC,
Chapter III file.

Msg 171521Z Aug 92, c¢dr NGB to cdr USAAVNC, sub: AH-64 aircraft redistribution for USAAVNC,
Chapter III file.

$Msg 120730Z Oct 92, cdr USAAVNC to cdr TRADOC, sub: AH-64 aircraft replacement, Chapter 111 file.
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most significant of the deficiencies was unsatisfactory autorotative landing. The other
deficiencies were as follows: (1) potential for catastrophic injuries to the pilot in a crash; (2)
transient engine/rotor speed droop; (3) inadequate lateral cyclic control margins under some
operating conditions; and (4) insufficient lateral cyclic control margin when landing at a 10
degree sideslope with a downslope lateral. The problems identified were correctable, and the
USAATTC made specific recommendations in some instances.*

Instructor pilots and key personnel were trained at the Bell Helicopter facility in
Arlington, TX, in January 1992 in preparation for the delivery of four OH-58D Kiowa
Warriors to the 4-17th Cavalry in February. A few of the aircraft were released to Fort
Rucker and Fort Eustis in March. By June of 1992, Fort Rucker had received sixteen of an
allotted twenty-five, and Fort Eustis had received seven of its allotted twelve.”” An
acceptance ceremony was conducted at the Center Parade Field at Fort Rucker on 5 June in
recognition of the newest member of Army aviation’s fleet of aircraft.™

The proponent for the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior force development test and
experimentation was TRADOC. The evaluation was to be conducted in two phases: phase I
during fiscal year 1993 and phase II during 1994. Phase I was to provide a quick look at the
OH-58D critical operational issues. The USAAVNC DCD prepared two chapters of the test
and evaluation plan for phase I and submitted them to the Aviation Test and Experimentation
Command in August 1992. The tests were to be used to answer questions from the Office of
the Secretary of Defense about tactical employment and maintainability of the armed OH-
58D.%*

The 1992 Army Aviation Modernization Plan indicated a base force requirement of
507 OH-58D Kiowa Warriors, but the existing procurement authority in 1992 was for only
351 of these aircraft. Another procurement matter of concern to the manager of the OH-58D
program in 1992 was that the simulator requirement was being understated. Thirteen to

6"Preliminary Airworthiness Evaluation of the Kiowa Warrior Helicopter," USAATTC, March 1992,
USAATTC.

"Memo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-li), Col Ted D Cordrey for aviation officer XVII Airborne Corps, 30 Jan 92, sub:
OH-58D Kiowa Warrior fielding, TSM OH-58D; Historical report, TSM OH-58D, CY 92; E-mail note Col Ted D
Cordrey to BownsN, 11 Jun 92, sub: OH-58D Kiowa Warrior, TSM OH-58D; Army Flier, 26 Mar 93.

$*Historical report, TSM OH-58D, CY 92.
¥Memo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-li), Col Ted D Cordrey for aviation officer XVIII Airborne Corps, 30 Jan 92, sub:
OH-58D Kiowa Warrior fielding, TSM OH-58D; Historical report, TSM OH-58D, CY 92; Col Stephen S

MacWillie for cdr Aviation Test and Experimentation Command, 14 Aug [92], sub: transmittal of ...test and
evaluation plan for the force development test and experimentation, also encls, DCD.
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fourteen simulators would be required for 351 aircraft, but twenty would be required for 507
aircraft. The system manager recommended that efforts be made to acquire the larger number
of simulators in case they were required.* The USAAVNC commander recommended to

the Army Aviation Program Executive Office that the total procurement be increased to the
507 aircraft required to equip the base force, along with the necessary quantity of simulators
and other support equipment.®

On 1 October 1992, E Troop of the 2-229th Attack Helicopter Regiment was
activated. The mission of E Troop involved both the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior and the RAH-
66 Comanche; it was to define the tactics, techniques, and procedures for the Comanche as
well as perform the force development test and experimentation for the Kiowa Warrior.%

Extensive reviews were conducted of OH-58D maintenance manuals and the
maintenance allocation chart during 1992. Because different methods were being used to
boresight at Fort Rucker, Fort Eustis, and Fort Bragg, a technical review of boresighting
procedures was conducted. The purpose was to establish a standard boresighting procedure
for the OH-58D Kiowa Warrior.®

Following a series of incidents, all OH-58Ds worldwide were grounded on 22 July
1992. The reason for the grounding was that a computer chip in the electronic supervisory
control system was unprotected and had corroded. After the problem was identified and
corrected, the grounding order was lifted in September.*

The USAAVNC DCD prepared a field development test and evaluation for the OH-
58D during 1992. The scope of the test and evaluation changed numerous times, and all

“Memo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-li), Col Ted D Cordrey for DCD, 13 Oct 92, sub: Army...modernization
strategy..., TSM OH-58D.

"Memo ATZQ-CDI (70-1i), Maj Gen John D Robinson for Maj Gen Dewitt T Irby Jr, 16 Nov 92, sub: Army
aviation ... modernization strategy, Chapter 111 file.

Army Flier, 9 Oct 92; Historical report, TSM OH-58D, CY 92; ATZQ-TSM-S (70-li), Col Ted D Cordrey
for HQDA, 16 Nov 92, sub: OH-58D Kiowa Warrior aircraft qualification, TSM OH-58D.

“Memo ATZQ-TSM-S, Col Ted D Cordrey for cdr U.S. Army Signal School & Ft Gordon, 12 Mar 92, sub:
review of OH-58D maintenance manuals, TSM OH-58D; Memo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-1i), Col Ted D Cordrey for
cdr USAALS, 10 Mar 92, sub: establish...maintenance allocation chart, TSM OH-58D; Historical report, TSM
OH-58D, CY 92; Memo ATZQ-TSM-S (70-1i), 23 Nov 92, Col Ted D Cordrey for asst cmdt USAALS, 23 Nov
92, sub: technical review... boresighting procedures, TSM OH-58D.

*Msg 101200Z Aug 92, cdr USAAVNC to AIG 898, sub: preparation for ungrounding of the OH-58D,
Chapter III file; Briefing slides, "Aviation Safety Action Team, OH-58D Grounding Rescission," CG file.
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changes had to be coordinated with the test unit tester, the TRADOC systems manager, and
the program manager. The scope of the test and evaluation varied from an instrumented
firing range force-on-force test, to an assessment of the Army aviation unit in Somalia, to a
quick look assessment during an annual field exercise rotation.*

New Training Helicopter

In January of 1992, it was announced that $46.4 million had been appropriated for
fiscal year 1993 and $30.6 million for fiscal year 1994 for the new training helicopter.
Combined with the $23.5 million appropriated for fiscal year 1992, a total of $100.5 million
had been appropriated for the purchase of 157 new training helicopters and twelve cockpit
procedural trainers. As a result of the fiscal year 1993 appropriation, TRADOC and Fort
Rucker were no longer responsible for funding the various agencies involved with the new
training helicopter program.®

The principal reason for replacing the UH-1 with a commercial aircraft was to save
the Army a projected $44 million annually. The expected cost of operating the new trainer
was $218 per hour, versus $587 per hour for the UH-1. The training level achieved with the
new training helicopter would be equal to or greater than that being attained with the UH-1.
The average age of the UH-1 being used in 1992 was about twenty-five years. The increased
availability of the new training helicopter, coupled with a reduced student load, was expected
to allow the core training fleet to be reduced from 229 UH-1s to 157 of the new training
aircraft. The 157 new helicopters, along with twelve cockpit procedural trainers, were to be
delivered in three lots over a three-year period. The lots were to be of thirty-seven, seventy,
and fifty aircraft respectively; the first initial entry rotary wing class to use the new training
helicopter was scheduled to begin in August 1994.

Four helicopter manufacturers--Eurocopter (Aerospatiale) Helicopter Corporation, Bell
Helicopter Textron, Grumman Aircraft Corporation, and the Enstrom Helicopter Corporation-
_were considered serious contenders for the contract for supplying the new training helicopter.
The formal request for proposal was released to industry on 1 May 1992 with contract award

$Historical report, DCD, CY 92.
%E_mail note, to Robinson, Goodbary, etc, sub: NTH funding, DOS doc # TDD 3.
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scheduled for 26 February 1993. A training eftectiveness user evaluation was scheduled to be
conducted at Fort Rucker from 24 September through 27 November 1992.

The date for the user testing of helicopters being proposed as the Army’s new training
helicopter had been rescheduled a total of seven times because one or more companies were
not prepared for the test and/or were challenging the legitimacy of stipulated requirements.
Requirements that were challenged included Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
certification, cruise airspeed, turbine engine, and endurance time. One company (which was
not one of the companies considered serious contenders for the contract) was partly or totally
responsible for the seven reschedulings; the user test was thereby delayed from September
1989 to September 1992.%

In October 1992 the new training helicopter program manager was notified that three
of the competitors had operated their aircraft above their respective FAA-certified maximum
gross weight limits. These competitors were Bell Helicopter, Enstrom Helicopter, and the
Grumman/Schweizer team. By 12 October the FAA had determined that none of the aircraft
had their structural integrity or airworthiness compromised and all were safe for continued
evaluation. These occurrences had no apparent impact on the user evaluation.”

During 1992, consideration was also given to the nomenclature for the new training
helicopter. The designation "TH" (for training helicopter)-67A was selected. It was thought
that an Indian name of Creek or Muskogee origin should be used because the helicopter was
to be used only at Fort Rucker, which was within the territory claimed by peoples of the
Creek Confederacy. Muskogee or Creek names that were considered included Coosa, Sehoy,
Menawa, and Creek. Non-Creek names also being considered included Arapaho and
Sequoya. Representatives of the Creek Nation were involved in the process, and a "troop
test" was conducted with the name, "Coosa," to determine whether it was acceptable. It was
deemed acceptable by 72 percent of respondents. No final decision on the name had been
made at the end of the year, but the USAAVNC had forwarded the following names (in order

“Information papers ATZQ-DST, Jim Hawkins, 13 Apr & 11 Sep 92, sub: new training helicopter program,
DOS, TDD # 18.

®E-mail note, Judith L Hollen to AaronR, sub: new training helicopter update, DOS, TDD # 17; Information
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