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A REVIEW OF INDIVIDUAL PERFORMANCE IN AIR-TO-GROUND
TARGET DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION STUDIES

INTRODUCTION

"The US Army aviator has been the subject of many investigations to determine how the
numerous flight tasks are accomplished. The US Army Human tngineering Laboratory
(USAHEL) has investigated this performance of the air-to-ground target detection and
identification tasks in several studies. The results of these studies, as in almost all of the:
literature, tell the reader how the group performed; how the individuals performed in general,
This report covers in some detall the individual subject’s performance from the nap-of-the-earth

.(NOE) flights of the Helicopter Acquisitlon Tests (HELHAT)!1, all of the flights of the

Camouflage Applncations Test (HELCAT)Z, all of the flights of the Identification Friend or Foe
Tests (HELIFF)3, and the Cobra/Tow Follow-On Evaluation (OT-131)4.

It is a rare happening when a subiect exceeds all other subjects in all phases of the
performance of a complicated task. The better subjects excel in several areas of the total task but
even the lowest scoring subject has, in some facet of the total task, scored well. We have
attempted to determine why there was this difference in performance among subjects that were
well trained and, in general, very experienced. in HELCAT and HELIFF we have, by the use of
eye-movement measuring devices, determined how the individual searches for targets and how
long he looks at them before he recognizes them as targets. We have, from these records of visual
activity, been able to speculate -about the causes of apparent differences in target detection
performance.

We have checked, in HELIFF, the effect on the subject's performance of different seating
positions in the test towers. In HELHAT we flew them in front and rear seats of the AH-1 and in
the left seat of the OH-58 to check the effect of the different crew positions on their target
detection performance. We also checked the detection performance of a two-man OH-58 crew
against that of the left seat only,

1Barnes, J.A. Human Engineering Laboratory helicopter acquisition test. Technical Memorandum
20-74, US Army Human Engineering Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, September
1974,

2Barnes J.A., & Doss, N.W. Human Engineering Laboratory camouflage applications test :
(HELCAT) observer performance. Technical Memorandum 32.76, US Army Human Engineerlng
Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, November 1976.

3Barnes, J.A. Human Engineering Laboratory identification friend or foe test. Technical
Memorandum 30-77, US Army Human Engineering L.aboratory, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD,
October 1977

4Napier, W.R,, Colston, R.C., McDonald, J.P., Robinson, R.N., & Swartz, A.}. Cobra/tow follow-
on evaluation MASSTER Test Report No OT 131, Modern Army Selected Systems Test,
Evaluation, and Review, Fort Hood, TX, December 1974.

|
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The pilot/observer subjects have searched for a wide /ariety of military targets ranging in

_size from a rocket launcher to bridges, but generally the targets have been armored vehicles.

These targets have been camouflaged and uncamouflaged, blended with the background and in
open fields, and moving and stationary. They have used low-level tactics, nap-of-the-earth tactics,
and pop-up tactics to attempt to detect these targets while performing route reconnaissances, ‘S’
pattern searches, and inplace searches. They have searched during the day, both with and without .

optical aids, and at night, with and without night vision devices,

Finally, we have looked into their personal statistics to determine their age, length of
service, date of graduation from rotary wing flight training, total amount of rotary wing flight
time, and rotary wing combat flight time. '

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

One of the most interesting findings of this micro look into individual subject's performance
came from the HELCAT and HELIFF eye-movement records. These data showed a considerable
difference in the target detection times recorded by the different subjects, Yet, the eye fixations
indicated that there was a spread of only a few seconds between the actual visual detections of
the targets. The large differences in recorded detection times seemed to be due to each
individual’s decision making process as shown by the amount of time they spent fixating on the
target before reporting the detection.

We have statistically determined the major factors that affect the pilot/observer’s detection
performance against stationary targets. Twenty-five factors were investigated and six were found
to be significant; they were the relative bearing between the aircraft and the target, the aircraft’s
fieight above the ground, the size of the target, the contrast between the target and its ground,
the distance to the target, and the ambient light available. When moving targets are considered,
there are the additional factors of movement and any smoke or dust that is generated. Thus, if
one is high enough above the ground and the moving target is well illuminated und contrasts
greatly with the ground, there will be no trouble in detecting it at extended ranges within the
visual capabilities of the eye, We did find that there is little difference in the amount of time

individuals spent fixating on any one item during a search for targets until they find the target;
the time was ¥ second and + % second.

The personal statistics of our subjects were correlated with their performance data to
determine if any of these would be predictors of target detection performance. There was no
correlation between performance in any of these factors. This indicates that the training
programs were such that our pilot/observers are at comparable skill levels across subjects and
across tactical units. We did find that the mean age of our pilot/observer population is remaining
constant, that is, the mean age of our subjects has changed as the year of the test has changed.
For example, the mean age for the 1976 test was 30; the mean age for the 1972 test was 26.

We found that the night vision goggles were a necessary item for night, target detection,
They appeared to be more effective when used with a stationary aircraft as in the pop-up
maneuver then when used on the move as in the route reconnaissance work; our subjects only
made one detection in 20 trials without the goggles and 13 detections with them,
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The Identification of targets as friend or foe (IFF) phase of the testing produced one perfect
score and 19 of lesser accuracy. The perfect score was tempered by some short observe:-to-target
ranges; the minimum range was 466 meters. There was a problem of previous misinformation that
hampered the subjects who had participated in Reforger 1976, They sald that they had been
instructed that all of our allies would have US equipment; therefore, if it was not recognized as
US, it was enemy and should be fired upon. Without this bias it is possible that these individuals

. might have had better |FF scores. We can anly surmise that these instructions were meant for the

exercise only, but were misunderstood by the individuals and applied to all situations. The overall
mean |FF score was 75 percent correct identification.

TEST ANALYSES

The criterion used for the analyses in this report was to compare each of the subject’s
performance with the group mean performance for that task and to develop “Delta’ values as
deviations from that mean for each subject. If the subject’s performance fell within a given range
about the mean, less than + 1 second for time measures or + 33 meters for distance measures, it
was considered to be average, If it exceeded this range it was considered to be good and if it was
less than this range it was considered to be poor; + 10 percent of the mean above-the-ground-level
(AGL) was considered to be average AGL. :

HELHAT

The first of the current USAHEL air-to-ground target detection studies was HELHAT which
was flown partially at the Naval Weapons Center, China Lake, California, and partly at Aberdeen
Proving Ground, Maryland. The final phase of the Aberdeen Proving Ground work, the NOE
flights, were the source of the data for the analysis. The other flights of HELHAT were flown at
altitudes of 100 to 300 feet AGL, altitudes which due to changes in tactics are no longer
considered tactically valid. The NOE portion of HELHAT consisted of six, two-man crews who
flew an OH-58 along a 7-mile length of roadway on an “S"-type (500 meters on either side of the
route) reconnaissance mission. All of the crewmen were combat veterans and had volunteered to
fly the test. The AGL flown varied from 5 to 35 feet depending upon the ground cover and the
pilot's discretion. The instructions were to fly as low as possible without compromising safety.

The flights lasted approximate!, <¢) winutes and there were six targets available to be found
by the crews (Figure 1). Navigation proved to be the most difficult problem in this test; Crews 4,
5 and 6 became disoriented. Only Crev. 5 was able to reestablish its position and reach the end
point of the route. The other two crews had to be directed back to the range by the control
helicopter. In addition to becoming disoriented, Crew 6 did not locate any of the targets so its
overall performance rating was Poor. Crew 5 did an average job of navigation; a good job of
locating targets (finding 5 of the 6 targets); their scores on the targets; i.e., the slant range to the
target were average but the AGL flown was higher than the mean so they scored Poor on AGL.
Crew 5 had an overall score of Average. Crew 4 became disoriented, thus scored poorly on
navigation; they found-less than the mean number of targets, so they scored Poor on that phase;
the AGL. flown was higher than average, therefore they scored Poor on AGL; their slant range
scores on the targetg were Good. Crew 4 had an overall score of Poor. Crew 3 flew the course
without problems for a rating of Good; they found ha!f of the targets which gave them a rating of
Poor; the AGL they flew was high for a Poor score; their slant range scores on the targets were
Good. Crew 3 had an overail rating of Average. Crew 2 flew the course completely for a rating of
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good; *hey found all but one of the targets for a rating of Good; the AGL flown was Average; the
slant ...)ge scores were less than the mean for a rating of Poor, Crew 2 had an overall rating of
Good. Crew 1 flew the complete course for a rating of Good; they found an average number of
targets; they flew the lowest AGL for a rating of Good; their slant range scores were less than the
mean for a rating of Poor. Crew 1 had an overall rating of Good.

Table 1 gives the scores and AGLs for each crew on each of the targets and Table 2 gives the
ratings for the crews, One problem of NOE flight that was well illustrated by these crews’
performances was that of intervisibility, the visibility or lack thereof between objects. Although
i Crew 1 and Crew 2 flew at the lowest AGL, they had Poor ratings on their slant range scores.
; This was an illustration of the intervisiblity function of AGL; the lower a crew flies, the more
i numerous are the obstacles that are in its visual path to the targets, thus the probability increases
; that the number of detections and the detection ranges are less than those of equally skilled
crews flying at a higher AGL.,

. The NOE subjects were from the 1/9 Cavalry and the 7/17 Cavairy of the 1st Cavalry

' Division,
. |
: E TABLE 1
I
! HELHAT NOE Flights
| SR AGL SR AGL SR AGL SR AGL SR AGL SR AGL
i 15 15 14 141 13| 13 (12 12 11 11 10 10 { TGTS
Crew 1
; Score 520 5 120 | 10 470 5 640 5 4
; Delta 150 1 -19 -115 | -16 2332 | -20 -298 |-18
i Crew 2
i Score 160 | 30 370 | 30| 350§ 25 | 770 | 25 | 220 | 20 L)
! Delta 210 6 135 41 103]-2 {. 32 0 |- 50 0
! Crew 3
Score 780 | 30 | 3206 | 20 1050 | 30 3
Delta - 22 5 50 0]112 7
Crew 4 _
Score 460 | 30 230 | 30 1425 | 30 3
Delta 90 6 5 4 623 5
Crew 5 .
. Score 340 | 30 220 | 351145 ]| 30 | 565 | 35 1125 | 35 5
Delta - 30 6 - 15 9 |-103 31-237{ 10 187 | 12
Crew 6 ;
. Score 0
‘Delta
. MEAN 370 | 24 235 | 26 |248 | 27 [ 802 | 25 {270 [20 | 938 |23 4

A SR- Slant range.




TABLE 2

Crew Ratings
Route
1 P G G A G :
2 A A G G G !
3 G P G P A
4 G p ° P 1 d -
5 A P A G A
! 6 P P P P P |
; G- Good
A-  Average
P-  Poor

HELCAT

The second of the air-to-ground detection studies was a mere complex study. HELCAT
investigated the pilot/observer’s ability to detect camouflaged targets during NOE flight and from
the pop-up maneuver under normal day conditions and at night, with and without, the aid of Lhe
AN/PVS.S night vision goggles. During half of the day flights, the subjects wore an eye-movement
measuring device so that their dwell times and search patterns could be recorded. There were a
total of 80 detection trials in this study.

The 10 subjects who participated in this study were members of the 82d Airborne Division;
all were current in the AH-1 helicopter and 9 of the 10 had combat experience. All of the flights
were flown in an OH-58 helicopter bv a pilot assigned to Aberdeen Proving Ground. This
arrangement eliminated any navigation problem and provided a measure of consistency in the
flights. The flight route is shown in Figure 2. The night flights were the most difficult for the
pilot/observers as the sky was overcast and there was no moon. There were no detections of the
camouflaged tank during the night NOE route reconnaissance flights when the AN/PVS-5 goggles 1
were not used; only one subject found the tank during the night pop-up maneuver without the
usc:’ 3; the goggles. The results when wearing the AN/PVS-5 goggles were much better (Tables 3
and 4).

Table 3 indicates that 70 percent of the subjects were successful in finding the tank when
they were wearing the goggles during the night NOE route reconnaissance flights. The detection
ranges recorded are quite respectable, the mean range falls between the mean ranges achieved on
the two daylight runs shown in Tables 5 and 6. The mean AGL for the night route reconnaissance
flights were somewhat higher than those for the day flights in the interest of flight safety.
Subjects 2, 3 and € had overall ratings of Good with Subject 6 being the best performer. Subjects
10, 1 and 7 had overall ratings of Poor with Subject 8 being the better performer.
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TABLE 3
Night NOE Route Reconnaissance

Delta Delta Range AGL
Subject Range AGL Range AGL Rate Rate Overall

1 740 70 208 11 G P A
2 - 640 60 108 1 G A G
3 635 60 103 1 G A G
4 ’ ~ P P
5 x P P
._ 6 827 35 295 .24 G G G
5 7 134 50 398 -9 P G A
; 8 140 85 392 26 P P P
9 P U
10 611 55 79 -4 A A A

MEAN 532 59

TABLE 4
Night Pop-Up Flights
. ; ' Delta Delta Time AGL
’ i Subject Time AGL Time AGL Rate Rate Overall

| 1 P p
g 2 P P
5 3 300 90 608 33 G P A
4 105.0 48 142 -10 P G A
! 5 P P
} 6 85.0 60 -58 2 G A G
: 7 85.0 56 -58 -2 G A G
! 8 P P
9 95.0 45 42 13 P G A
10 1450 46 542 -12 P G A

MEAN 908 58




TABLE §
Day NOE Route Reconnaissance-Camouflaged Tank

Delta Delta Range AGL E
Subject Range AGL Range AGL  Rate ) Rate Overall , b

1 474 65 159 25 G P A
2 033 35 -12 -5 A G G
3 3718 15 63 25 A G G |
4 183 45 32 5 P P P ;
5 12 33 203 .7 P G A 5
6 281 29 .34 1 A G G
7 183 78 132 38 P P P
8 | P P
9 P P
10 604 27 289 13 G G G

MEAN 315 4

O TABLE 6

Day NOE Route Reconnaissance-Pattern-Painted Tank

et

|

Delta Delta Range AGL
Subject Range AGL Range AGL Rate Rate Overall

1 1138 30 428 2 G A G y
2 970 28 260 0 G A G 4
3 437 40 -273 12 P P P
4 456 30 -254 2 P A P
5 456 25 254 -3 P G A
6 446 25 264 -3 P G A
7 482 20 -228 - 8 P G A
8 859 35 149 7 G P A
9 518 25 192 -3 P G A
10 1335 20 625 -8 G G G

MEAN 710 28




Although Subject 1 did not make a detection when using the AN/PVS-5 goggles during the
night pop-up flights, he did detect the tank without the goggles with a detection time of 30
seconds and an AGL of 90 fet. Subjects 6 and 7 had overall ratings of Good with almost identical
performances. Subjects 3, 4, 9 and 10 had ratings of Average with Subject 3 having the shortest
detection time of all the subjects in Table 4 but also at the highest AGL. Subjects 1,2, 5 and 8
did not detect the tank and all were rated as Poor. The mean night pop-up detection time was
also between the times for the two-day trials shown In Tahles 7 and 8. The mean night pop-up
AGL was the same as the mean night route reconnaissance AGL and 33 percent lower than the
mean day pop-up AGLs. .

The day flights of HELCAT provided 40 target detection trials for the 10 subjects. Table 5
shows the results of the day route reconnaissance flights against the draped camouflaged tank,
generally referred to as the camouflaged tank, and Table 6 shows the results of those against the
pattern-painted tank. The results of the day pop-up maneuvers against the camouflaged tank are
shown in Table 7 and those for the pattern-painted tank are shown in Table 8.

The effectiveness -of the draped type camouflage is reflected in the 400 meter mean
detection difference shown in Tables 5 and 6. Performance of the individual subjects was
somewhat more varied against the pattern-painted tanks. Table 6 shows a detection range spread
of 889 meters and Table 5 shows a spread of 492 meters for the eight subjects who found the
tank. The AGLs that were flown against the camouflaged tank reflect some deviation from the
desired 20-30 foot AGL; these were the result of trying to avoid causing alarm to the
construction vehicles that were using the road (route) at the time. The best performance for the
day NOE route reconnaissance was achieved by Subject 10; Subjects 2, 1 and 6 were the next

best followed by Subjects 3, 5, 7, 8, 4 and 9. When the night flights are considered the order

becomes Subjects 2, 10,6,3,1,5,7,8,4and 9.

The day pop-up mareuver times are given in Table 7 for the camouflaged tank and in Table
8 for the pattern-painted tank. There were 19 attempts made at the pop-up maneuver, the aircraft
experienced a transmission failure indication just pricr to the last attempt so that trial is not
recorded,

TABLE 7
Day Pop-Up Flights-Camouflaged Tank

Delta Delta Time AGL
Subject Time AGL Time AGL Rate Rate Overall

1 P P
2 P P
3 w P P
4 w P P
5 P P
6 450 92 -51.7 1 G A G
7 P P
8 %00 90 - 6.7 - G A G
9 1550 92 58.7 1 P A P
10 *

MEAN 967 91

w- Wrong target
*. Aircraft down

12




TABLE 8
Day Pop-Up Flights-Pattern-Painted Tank

Delta Delta Time AGL
Subject Time AGL Time AGL Rate Rate Overall

260 90 234 0
345 95 149 5
200 78 204 12
205. 9% 289 0
20 8 274 -3
w
866 87 366 -3
1500 95 1006 S
400 97 -94 7
10 500 90 6 0

MEAN 494 90

Voo~ i WA —
POTTIOOOQO
>PP>> PFPO>>
POHTITOOOOD

w- Wrong target’

The majority of the subjects were not able to locate the camouflaged tank (Table 7). The
tank was extremely well hidden and was actually an outstanding performance on the
part of the subjects that did locate it. The overall ranking for the day pop-up maneuver were
Subjects 6,9,8,10,1,2,3,4,5and 7.

The overall ratings for each of the subjects for the complete experiment are shown in Table
9. These data indicate that the best overall performance in all phases of the air-to-ground target
detection task against the two types of camouflaged tanks was achieved by Subject 10, Subject 6
was a close second followed by Subject 2, Subjects 1 and 3 were rated as Average and the
remaining subjects were Poor,

Several other measures of these subjects’ performances were made; the one considered most
likely to have shown the difference in their success at the target detection task was the recording
of their eye movements and fixation polints during one of the day route reconnaissance trials and
one of the day pop-up trials. Table 10 provides the mean single glance dwell/fixation time of each
subject and the maximum dwell time, the time spent looking at the target before an indication
was made that it was a target. Table 10 lists the subjects in the order of overall HELCAT rating to
enable the reader to easily see the obvious differences in subject eye/search behavior.

Subject 10 had an average singfe glance dwell time even though he obviously made up his
mind much faster than any of the other subjects; a full 3 seconds faster than the mean time, His
search technique was to make a short, narrow, left-to-right scan of an area about 550 meters
ahead of the start point of the route and them move his attention to a point about 1,000 meters
further down the route and repeated the narrow scans. Seven of the other eight subjects used
similar search strategy for the route reconnaissance. Subject 9 was the only subject who followed
the search technique recommended in US Army Field Manual 1.80, Aerial Observer Techniques
and Procedures,
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TABLE 9

HELCAT Overall Ratings.

| Day Route Night Route Da Night
: Reconnaissance | Reconnaissance |  Pop-U Pop-Up
Subject CAM PP CAMT PP Overall
1 A G A P G | P A
2 G G G P G P G
3 G P P P G A A
4 P P P P G A P
5 A A P P G P P
6 G A G G P G G
7 P A A P P G P
8 P A P G P P P
9 P | A P P G A p
10 G G A . A A G
*- Aircraft down; no chance to score in this area.
CAM- Camouflaged tank,
P-P-  Pattern-painted tank.
TABLE 10
; Eye Movement Dwell Times
; (Seconds)
Route Reconnaissance Pop-Up
| Subject ingle Glance [Maximum Dwell | Single Glance | Maximum Dwell
! 10 .50 225 . .
.‘ 6 75 463 .50 4.00 w
i 2 50 5.50 .50
3 .50 6.25 .50 "~ 5.00
1 75 6.50 25 3.00
4 50 4.50 .50 8.00 w
8 X x g5 13.25
5 75 4.00 75
7 .50 5.25 50
: 9 75 8.00 50 8.75
. : MEAN .61 5.21 53 7.00
#-  Alrcraft down
w-  Wrong target

x- No dwell times recorded -




The following are summaries of each observer's search scheme during the eye movement
recorded route reconnaissance and pop-up trials.:

Observer 1. Started his route reconnaissance with an out-and-back search to a point
about 500 meters from the start of the route; for future use we will call this point SP 1. He then
began a left-to-right scan from this point; the scan encompassed a sector of 30 degrees to either
side of the point; completing this he moved to a new scan point, a tree approximately 1000
meters further down the route. For future use we will call this SP 2. From this point he scanned a
30- to 45-degree sector to the left of the tree, single-glance times of 1/2 to 3/4 seconds, and on
: the third scan he located the target. Detection range was 474 meters. Each of the last two scans
was closer to the arc on which the target was located than was the previous scan. The observer's
pop-up scan was slightly different, as the aircraft cleared the screening trees he was scanning to
the left of the Target Road (TR), and when the aircraft was at altitude he picked a scan point
about 500 meters down the TR and made three 45-degree sector scans of the area to the left of
TR; completing this he moved his scan down TR and located the target. Search time was 26
seconds; range 867 meters,

Observer 2. He scanned the left and right sides of the route from the start point to SP 1
and then went to SP 1 and began a systematic 15 to 20 degree left sector scan which progressed
down the route at 50-meter intervals with single-glance times of 1/2 second.

He detected the target at a range of 970 meters,

During the climb on pop-up one he scanned about 300 meters down TR and continued
out to 600 meters on achieving hover, and returned along the right side of TR and then back out
along the left side of the road. He next checked the Left Road (LR) and the Right Road (RR)
and back out TR to the target area, he repeated this pattern several times with single-glance times
of 3/4 second. His final scan was a check of TR from the target area back to 300 meters from
the aircraft,

The second pop-up began with a scan down TR to the target area and back, and a
repeat on reaching hover, and a check of LR and RR; single-glance times were 1/2 second. He
then initiated a 10-degree left-and-right sector scan along TR from the target area to the aircraft
and back, which he repeated four times.

The third pop-up featured a close-in scan of the area to the left on climb out, followed
by a scan down LR. Once at hover he went to the target area and then over to L.R at 700 meters,
He then went back onto TR and searched to the aircraft and out again to the point ending on
LR. Single-glance time was 3/4 second. No detection was made.

X , Observer 3. At the start of the trial he immediately went out to SP 1 and made two
4 scans to the left and right of the route, followed by a scan to the area just beyond SP 1 and one -
’ more 15-degree sector scan to the left. He then directed his attention to a point approximately
500 meters further down the route and made three 30-degree scans to the left of the route with
single-glance times of 1/4 to 1/2 second. He next moved out to SP 2 and made a 45-degree
left-sector scan; on the return scan he paused for 3/4 second in the target area but continued the

scan back to SP 2, and then immediat:ly went back to the target. The detection range was 378
meters. .

The pop-up trial started with the observer picking a scan point about 400 meters down
TR as soon as the aircraft reached altitude, and he made a 45-degree sector scan to the left and a
3O0-degree sector scan to the right. He then came back to TR and moved his gaze out to the target
area and saw the target. The pop-up search time was 29 seconds, range was 866 meters.
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Observer 4. He scanned an area to the left of the route between the start point and SP
1, then moved out to SP 1 and started a 10- to 15-degree left-sector scan with single-glance times
of 1/2 second. This scan pattern was sytematically moved forward about 50 meters at the
completion of each cycle until about 100 meters prior to SP 2, at which time he found the target.

The detection range was 456 meters,

On pop-up one he scanned close-in and to the left on climb and then went to a point

150 meters ahead of the aircraft between the Left Road (LR) and the TR; from here he went out -

to 300 meters to a point 10 degrees right of the RR and scanned left to a point 30 degrees left of
LR. He then scanned the left side of TR out to the 600-meter point and repeated this tactic on

- LR and RR. This was followed by a 30-degree sector scan of an area to the right of RR and a

check of both sides of TR and LR to about 300 meters. He ended pop-up one looking at a clump
of trees about 250 meters down LR.

Pop-up two search was begun the same as the first one was, but upon reaching altitude

"he went to the clump of trees and decided that it contained the target; it did not. The total

search time was 88.5 seconds.

Observer 5. He went to SP 1 at the start of the juute reconnaissance and scanned a
15-degree sector to the left of the route three times with a single-glance time of 1/2 to 3/4
second. He then moved out to a point halfway to SP 2 and made three more left-sector scans and
then back to a large tree near the route and spent several seconds in the immediate area. He next
moved out to SP 2 and made 12 fast 30-degree left-sector scans before he saw the target.
Detection range was 456 meters.

During the climb on pop-up one he scanned the area close in and to the left of the
pop-up position and upon reaching hover he looked down the TR about 300 meters, glancing
slowly to the left and to the right with single-glance times of 3/4 second; he next scanned the
right side of the road back to the aircraft. He repeated this procedure going cut to 600 meters
followed by the same type of scan on the LR.

He started pop-up two in the same manner as the first and on reaching hover he went
out to the target area and.scanned to the left-and to the right along RR back to the aircraft. Then
he went out LR to the target area in the same manner and back to the aircraft; this pattern was
repeated twice with single-glance times of 3/4 second. Next he repeated this scan on the TR and
the RR.

Pop-up three began with a stan to 300 meters down the TR which was extended to
500 meters, at hover, to a point on the left of the LR and then back to 100 meters from the
aircraft. His next scan went out to 600 meters on the TR with a single-glance time of 1/4 second
followed by the same scan on the RR with a return to the target area and a scan of the TR back
to the aircraft. The final scan of the search was of a 30-degree sector to the left of the LR ata
range of 500 meters; this was repeated three times. No detection was made.

Observer 6. Upon departure he set up an out-and-back scan of the initial portion of the
route and then went to SP 1 and made four 20-degree left-sector scans with single-glance times of
1/2 to 3/4 second. He then came back to SP 1 and spent 3 to 4 seconds in the immediate area
before he moved his scan point 100 meters further down the route and made two 20-degree
sector scans to the left where he saw something near the end of the second scan and actuated the
event switch but did not announce a detection. He moved his scan point further down the route
and did a 10-degree sector scan to the left; following this he moved to SP 2 and made ancther
10-degree sector scan to the left and saw the target. The detection range was 281 meters.
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On clearing the screening trees on pop-up one he started a 30-degree sector scan to the
left from a point 300 meters down the TR. He repeated this twice and next made a 10-degree
right-sector scan followed by two 10-degree leftsector scans after which he indicated he had
detected the target. This was a false detection; it occurred at 36 seconds after start of the pop-up.

Observer 7. He scanned the woods to the left of the route at 150-meter intervals out to
SP 1 where he widened his sector to 45 degrees and continued the 150-meter pattern interval
using a 1/2 second single-glance time, The target was located.before the scan front reached SP 2.
Detection range was 482 meters,

~ On pop-up one climb he scanned a 20-degree sector left of the pop-up position and
then inspected a clump of trees 100 meters in front of the position. At hover he scanned out the
TR to 400 meters, made a quick scan of the LR and then to the RR where he made a 30-degree

- right-sector scan with single-glance time of 1/4 second. He then returned to the LR and back to

the aircraft from which he initiated two 20-degree left-sector scans at a range of 400 meters
followed by a 45-degree left-sector scan from a point on the TR at 500 meters.

As soon as the aircraft cleared the screening trees on pop-up two he started a 20-degree
left-sector scan at a range of 400 meters; returning to the TR he spent several seconds inspecting
the immediate area. From this point he made two more 20-degree left-sector scans and three
40-degree right-sector scans followed by a final 20-degree left-sector scan.

When the aircraft reached altitude on the third pop-up he scanned down the LR 500
meters, made a 15-degree left-sector scan, came back to the aircraft and went out again on the
TR; single-glance time was 3/4 second. He next spent several seconds looking left and right of the
TR at 600 meters and then made a 45-degree right-sector scan. No detection was made.

Observer 8. There was no fixation mark wisible on this trial, as the observer
accidentially moved the source light prior to the start point. On pop-up.one he chose a scan point
400 meters down the TR and 30 meters from the road; from here he made a 15-degree left-and-
right-sector scan foilowed by a 30-degree and a 45-degree left-and-right-sector scan ending with a
final 15-degree scan. :

At the start of the second pop-up he spent several seconds inspecting an area near the
pop-up position and then moved out the TR to the target area and repeated the scan behavior of
the first pop-up.

For the third pop-up he went out to the target area on the TR and scanned a 30-degree
sector to the left and then back to the aircraft on the TR; he went back to the target area,
repeated the 30-degree scan and saw the target as he returned to the TR. The total search time
was 150 seconds; detection range was 857 meters.

Observer 9. He went out to SP 1 at the start of the route and scanned a 30-degree left
sector and then came back along the route to the aircraft. He next moved out to the road
intersection across from SP 1 and spent several seconds in this area before he initiated a 10-degree
left-sector scan at 100-meter intervals towards SP 2 with a single-glance time of 3/4 second. He
continued this pattern until he saw the target. Detection range was 518 meters.




The initial scan on pop-up one was a clump of trees 100 meters out from the pop-up
position; from here he went 300 meters down the LR and back, then the same thing on the TR
with a single-glance time of 1/2 second. Next he scanned a 30-degree left sector at 400 meters on
the LR fellowed by a scan out to 600 meters on the TR and back to the aircraft with a left-right
zigzag pattern along the TR; this was repeated three timss. The final scan was out the TR to 700
- meters with a 5-degree left-right-sector scar: at this point, - -

He began the second pop-up in the same manner as the first and went from the clump
of trees to a point 400 meters out on the RR and made a 20-degree right-sector scan. He returned
to the TR and went out to 700 meters, then to the LR, back to the TR and back in to 400
meters and then out to 700 meters again; he repeated this four times.

"He scanned close in on the TR during climb on the third pop-up and then went out to
300 meters and scanned back and out on the LR and RR, He then went back to the TR at 400
meters, spent several seconds in this area at 3/4 second single-glance time and then went out to
the target area and found the target. The total search time was 155 seconds; detection range was
857 meters.

Observer 10, At the start of the route he went out well beyond SP 1 about 10 degrees
to the left of the route and then back to SP 1. He then made three passes out to SP 2 at 100
meters to the left of the route and found the target; single-glance time was 1/2 second. Detection
range was 1335 meters.

No pop-up was flown as the aircraft engine falled shortly after ihe route detection.

HELIFF

The Identification Friend or Foe study, Part 1, was designed to determine how long it would
take a heiicopter gunship crewman at hover AGL to identify, as friend or foe, a group of moving
armored vehicles cr a moving convoy of trucks at a fixed range of 900 meters. HELIFF, Part |1,
tested the subjects to ascertain at what range they could make the same determination against the
same vehicles.

Twenty aircrewmen currently assigned to gunship duty participated as subjects in this study;
each subject was presented 10 time trials, 5 without visual aids and § using 10-power optics to
simulate the missile sight optics, and 10 range trials, S with and 5 without the optics. The series
of trials were equally divided between groups of armored vehicles and truck convoys. The

vehicles presented to the subjects were actual vehicles used by the United States, Israel and Sovie:
allies.

The subjects were tested in groups of 10, an 18-foot tower was used to simulate a gunship at
hover, each man wore his flight helmet and had his microphone and headset connected to an
individual circuit of the data recorder. After each trial, the subjects would move, in a
predetermined order, to another position in the tower so that for each series of 10 trials they had
one trial in each of the 10 positions. The individual performance data show the subject’s
performance deviations form the mean value for each trial and for the seat/position he was
occupying 1or that trial. The first group of 10 aircrewmen were from the 1/17 Cavalry and their
individual performance tables aie shown in Appendix A. The second group of 10 aircrewmen was
made up of men from the 2/17 Cavalry, the 4/9 Cavalry and the 77th Armed Helicopter
Battalion; their individual performance tables are shown in Appendix B.




) Figure 3 is an aerlal view of the test courses used in HELIFF and the tower. The individual
3 performance information from Appendix A has been summarized in Table 11, These values
enable the reader to consider each of the subject’s performance in every facet of the Detection
(DET) and Identification Friend or Foe (IFF) tasks and arrive at an overall rating for his
performance In relation to that of his peers in the group.

TABLE 11 7
Group 1 Overall Performance f

g NORMAL OPTICS

]
'
I
':
, RUN RUN SEAT SEAT MISS | RUN RUN SEAT SEAT MISS| OVERALL FINAL N
SUBJECT DET IFF DET IFF IFF | DET IFF DET IFF  IFF | RATEMISS RATING | 3
1 Time | G G P p 2 G P G P 1 A 3 |
Range| G P G P 2 G P G A 2 A 4 A ! E
2 Time | P P P [J 1 P A P A 0 P 1 : L3
Range | G P A P 2 P P G P 3 p 5 P
3 Time | P G A A 2 G P G A 1 A 3
Range | P P P P 4 G P G G 2 P 3 A
4 Time | G G. G P 0 G G G G 0 G 0 1
Range | G G G P 0 G A G A 1 G 1 G A
S Time | G G G G 2 G G G G 0 G 2
Range | G G G P 0 G G G G 1 G 1 G
6 Time | P P P P 4 G PP P 3 P 7
Range | P p A P 2 G 4 A P 0 P 2 P ,
7 Time | G P G G 0 A P G P 0 G 0 '
Range| G P G P 0 G P G A 0 G 0 G
8 Time| G 6 A G 2 G G G G 1 G 3 4
Range | A G P A 1 G P A P 0 A 1 G
9 Time | G G G G 0 G G G G 2 G 2 ,
) Range | G G G A 1 G G G G 0 G 1 .G ]
; 10 Time | G 6 G G 2 G G G G 1 G 3 i
i Range | P P P P 3 P A G G 1 P 4 A
g G- Good ' A : . | o
' A-  Average : o

v P. Poor ’ : H

i







The numerical values for MISS |FF have the following values: under the Normal and Optics
headings values of 1 and 2 are Good, 3 is Average and 4 and $§ are Poor; under the OVERALL
‘ : heading 0, 1, 2, and 3 are Good; 4, 5, and 6 are Average; and 7, 8, 9, and 10 are Poor. The

f schema for the letter ratings is as follows: G+P = A, G+A = G, P+A = P, This group of subjects
] produced the only perfect MISS IFF score, Subject 7, but his scores in some of the categories
1 were Poor; Subject 9 had the best scores in all categories except the MlSS IFF. The ranking of
: this group Is: Subjects 7,4,9,5,8,1,10,3, 2and 6.

Table 12 is a summary of the individual performance information from Appendix B.

TABLE 12
[ Group 2 Overall Performance

NORMAL OPTICS _
RUN RUN SEAT SEAT MI55 | RUN RUN SEAT SEAT MISS] OVERALL  FINAL
SUBJECT DET IFF DET IFF IFF | DET IFF DET IFF  IFF | RATE MISS RATING
- 1 Time | A A G G 1 P PP 3 2 A 3
Range | P P A P 0 G P A P 3 P 3 A
2 Time | G A G G (] P P A A 1 G |
Range | G G G G 1 A P A P 0 G 1 G :
3 Time | P P P P 2 P P P P 0 P 2
‘ Range | G G G G 0 A 4 G P 2 G 2 A
3 4 Time | G G G G 0 G G G G 1 G 1
P Range | A P P (4 1 G G G G 2 A 3 G i
¢ 5 Time | G P P P 0 G P G A 2 A 2
Range | G P G G 1 A P A P 2 A 3 A
. 3 6 Time | G G G G 1 G G P G 1 G 2 §
; Range | P G p G 1 G G G P 1 G 2 G 3
! 7 Time | G G G G 1 G G G P 2 G 3 .
Range | G P G P i G G G G 1 G 2 ] -
- 8 Time | P [ P P 1 P PA P 2 P 3
. Range | P 3 P P 2 P G P P 2 P 4 P
9 Time | G P G G 0 G PG A 2 G 2
Range | G P G P 1 G 4 G P 2 A 3 G ]
10 Time | A P G P 1 A P A P 2 P 3
Range | G G G G 0 G P G P 2 G 2 A
i . G- Good
A- Average

P- Poor




The best performance from the Group 2 subjects was by Subject 2 followed in order by
Subjects 6,4,7,9,5,3,10,1 and 8. The men from this group misidentified 15 groups of vehicles
out of the 100 that were presented to them under the Normal category and 32 groups of vehicles
out of the 100 under the Optics category. |t would appear that when they could see the vehicles

-in greater detail they made more identity mistakes. The men from Group 1 performed in a more

expected manner, misidentifying 30 groups under the Normal category and 19 uuder the Optics.
There was a difference in the past experience of the two groups of subjects in that many of the
Group 2 subjects had participated in Refarger in Europe and had expressed the philosophy that if
one of the vehicles in a group was revognized as a non-US vehicle, the whole group was then
classified as “FOE" because “all of our allies will be using US equipment.” This, of course, was a

false assumption and led to errors when the Israell armor groups and truck convoys were

oresented as they were ma:'e up of a mix of US and Soviet vehicles. This type of thinking could
lead to some costly battlefield errors because much of the armor of our allies bears a close
resemblance to Soviet armor; for example, the Soviet wheeled Armored Personnel Carrier
BTR-60 is the same type of vehicle used by many of our European allies, The US has no wheeled
vehicles of this type. The use of optics, a very lightweight power, wide angle, hand-held
monocular which simulated those of the TOW sight, helped. All i the subjects in Group 1,
except for Subject 9 who made one error without the optics and two with them, made the same
number or fewer errors when using the optics. The story was somewhat different for Group 2, no

one made fewer errors; three subjects made the same number of errors while the rest made a

greater number- of IFF errors when using the optics, It was quite abvious from listening to the
data tapes that the error increase experienced by Group 2 was induced by the philosophy
mentioned above; as soon as one vehicle was recognized as Soviet, the fire command would be
given.

An attempt was made to obtain eye movement data from each of the subjects of the
HELIFF test but the difficulties encountered when a reduction in the size and intensity of the
fixation indication marker to compensate for the extended ranges caused the loss of most of the
data. The Eye Mark system witi: the 60° field of view optics is not designed for ranges greater
than 200 to 300 meters. At these distances, the effect of the wide-angle optics reduced the size of
the targets while the fixation indication marker size remained constant; this produced a giant
marker and a small target. The eye movement data from the ranging runs of Subjects 1, 2, 8 and
1Q of Group 2 was obtained. ‘

TABLE 13

Eye Movement Dwell Times
(Seconds)

e

Performance
Subject Run DET IFF Single Glance Maximum Dwell

1 2 A P 1)2 1
2 1 G G 1/2 4
8 5 P pr 3/4 5
10 3 G A 3/4 22

* Wrong IFF,
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Subject 1 was presented a friendly truck convoy to identify, the convoy was proceeding
from Polnt BT to T' at a rate of 12.76 mph along a paved roadway (Figure 3) to the right of the
open area used for the tank route. He began his search by glancing to the left of the convoy route
and then back to the convoy route and generally directed his attention to the approaching trucks.
He called his direction of the vehicles when they were at a range of 2,067 meters but there was
no particular visual behavior to indicate this determination, his single glances averaged

‘approximately 1/2 second with a few as long as 1 second. He continued to visuaily follow the

truck convoy as it approached the turning point at T' but never fixated on any one item. He gave
his IFF call as the vehicles were turning at point T/, the range was 466 meters.

Subject 2 had a friendly armored group to identify, the group was proceeding from Point A!
to TN at a speed of 10.4 mph across an open area, The four vehicles were in a staggered echelon
formation to prevent the dust from obscuring any of them from the view of the subjects. Subject
2 began his search by scanning to the left of the tank route prior to his initlal detection at a range
of 2,516 meters. After the detection, he generally followed the vehicles progress towards his
position with occasional glances to the far right of the course. He identified the armored group at
a range of 949 meters and had a maximum dwell time of 4 seconds. His visual behavior following
the IFF was very interesting, he fixated on the vehicles for a period of 10 seconds where prior
fixations had been approximately 1/2 second. As the vehicles made a turn to the right at a range

of 900 meters to proceed to the road to Point T, he visually followed each individual vehicle for -

4 to 5 ceconds as if to verify his identification. Usually the subjects would identify the vehicles

and then proceed to look elsewhere. This behavior was identifiable even when the fixation

marker was not visible because as the subject’s head moved, the scene shifted on the data film.

Subject 8 had an enemy armor group to identify. This group also moved from Point Al to
T! and proceeded at a rate of 12.6 mph. He tagan the run by searching to the right of the
armored vehicle route and just before he announzed his detection of the group, he made a large
head movement to the left ana cuncentrated his attention ~»n the roue. The detection range was
1,603 meters and he had fixated for 5 seconds on the vehicles before he called the detection. His
single glance dwell times were 3/4 seconds on the average. He contirued to follovs the group untit
thev made the turn at Point T! where he incorrectly identified them at a range of 456 mcters.
This was a poor performance overall and there was no apparent . 2ason for the amount of time

spent searching to the right of tne vehicle route as this was the last run in a series of five runs.

made in the test period. '

Subject 10 was presented a friendly armor group to identify. It proceeded from Poirt Al to
T at a rate of 10.97 mph. He detected the vehicles 14 seconds after thay had departed for a
detection range of 2,650 raeters. After the detection announcement, he continued to scan the
area around Point A! for 45 seconds. Before he returned his attention to the vehicles, he spent
several seconds iooking at the area Immediately in front of ti;e tower and then at the truck
convoy-route. He finally identified the group as they crossed the road between Points A! and B!
at a range of 830 mezters. He had fixated on the column for 22 seconds prior to making tng *¢°F.

His average single glance dwell time had been 3/4 second during the run. After making the IFF,
he no longer followed the vehicles’ progress to Point T, . - B

This limited sampie from Grouh 2 contains data on the subjects with the best ahd the

poorest overall performance ratings and on two subjects who were rated as low average.
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A comparison of the tactics used by Subject 2 and those used by Subjects 8 and 10 reveal
some probable causes for the differences In performance. Subject 8 had a group of vehicles,
armor, that was moving slightly faster than the armor group did for Subject 2, but the obvious
difference in their performance was attention to the task at hand, or 5o it seems. Subject 8 was
late in his detection call because he was searching in the wrong area. He had axperienced four
previous runs In this session; yet he was searching in the area of B! where the truck convoys
originated and spent an excessive amount of time looking there before he turned his attention to
the A! area. From that point until he finaliy did make an incorrect identification of the column
at a slant range of 466 meters, he did watch their progress down the course in a proper manner.

" Subject 10 had a group that proceeded at approximately the same speed as that of Subject 2, He

detected the group at maximum range but while waiting for the group to get close snough to

. positively identify, he wasted valuable time looking at the area immediately in front of the tower
. and at the convoy route. |f he had been concentrating on the tank route, it is highly possible that

he would have seen the silhouette of the tanks and armored personnel carriers when they crested
high points in the course as they proceeded towards him and would have been able to identify
them much sooner; his was a reasonable performance that could have been an outstanding.one.

The subjects that contributed to this data base were all considered by the US Army to be

fully trained. They were assigned to operational tactical units and were performing in tactical
jobs; in short, they were from top quality units that would be our first line defense. There was a
considerable difference in the flight experience of these subjects, as will be shown in the
following tables, but tivey were all at a high level of competence In their assignment.

Unfortunately, the individual data from the HELHAT study had been put onto computer
cards for use in the statistical program and the original data sheets had been destroyed. Therefore,
only the amount of combat flight experience of the more experienced member of the NOE flight
crews is availabis. It is as follows:

Crew 1 500 hours
Crew2 1500 hours
Crew 3 500 hours
Crev. 4 1900 hours
Crew 5 500 hours
Crew 6 900 hours

All of the pilots were Chief Warrant Officers, Grade 2, except for the pilot of Crew 4 who
wis a Capain. All of the observers “/ere CW-2s,

The best overall NOE peorformance from HELHAT was accomplished by Crews 1 and 2.
Zrew 2 fournd more targets but flew at a higher AGL than did Crew 1; thic increased the
intervisibility for Crew 2 which would have enabled it 10 increase-its probability of detecting
iargets, bur. it would also have increased its possibility of being detected ar.d hit by the enemy.
The poorest performance was that of Crew 6; they found ro targets before they became
disoriented and were unable to complete the 7-miie iong route. Crew 4 also became lost but they
did find three of the targets before tiiey strayed off of the route, Crew 4 had the mos: combat
experience followed by Crews 2 and 6: thus, the most experienced crews had one of the best and
also the poorest scores of the NOE test. This would seem to indicate that sums experience Is
gouil but that the amount of experience does not insure good performance. No mention has been

made of motivation because these 12 men volunteered to fly this test; in fact, they had asked

that the NOE portion be added to the HEL.HAT test as it was not a part of the original plan.

i
{
!




TR

NERCE L

TR e T

MO e

| The HELCAT Subject Profile (Table 14) provides a good statistical view of the subjects.

TABLE 14
HELCAT Subject Profile

Sublect Total Time l ombat Time Flight School Age Service (Months) Rank

1 2600 1800 1969 26 90 cW-2
2 1788 521 1971 24 72 CW-2
3 3525 1498 1969 34 219 . CW2
4 1430 952 1968 31 115 CPT
5 352 0 1975 26 42 WO-1
6 1400 434 1971 26 72 CW-2
7 1600 1000 1969 32 168 CPT
8 2800 1343 1969 31 157 CW-2
9 1000 300 1972 25 72 w2
10 2800 1112 1970 27 84 CW-2
MEAN 1930 896 1970 28 109

Subjects 2, 6 and 10 were the best overall performers and as in HELHAT all had had combat
experience. The poorest nerformances were by Subjects 4 and 8, who also had combat
experience. Subject 5 had no combat experience, very low flight time and his overall performance
was Poor but two of the six categories of performance were Average and one was Good. Subject
1 had the most combat experience and his overall performance was Average with two of the six
categories scored as Poor. Subject 3 who had the most total flight time was also an Average with
three of the six categories scored as Poor; he also had the most time in service and was the oldest
of the test subjects. Subjact 2 was the youngest subject; Subject 4 was the first of the group to
complete rotary wing flight school and Subject 5 was the last. This whole group of subjects was
very cooperative and worked hard io make the study a success. :

The HELIFF Group 1 Subject Profile (Table 15) shows that Subject 7, who had the best
overall performance rating, had had combat experience and that Subject 6, who had the poorest
overall rating, had not. Both had the same amount of total flight time even though there wasa
6-year difference in the date that they completed rotary wing flight training. Subject 4 was the
voungest ~f the group, one of the last to complete rotary wing flight training and one of those
with the feas. amount of total flight time and no combat time; he had the next to the best overall
performance rating. Subjects 1 and 2 were the oldest of the group; Subject 1 was the first to
complete rotary wing flight school, had next to the most combat time and the most service time,
and his overal! performance was Average. Subject 2 had the most total flight time and was high in
combat time but his overall performance was next to the poorest. :

The Group 2 Subject Profile (Table 16) shows that Subject 2, who had the best overall
performance rating, had combat experiencz as did Subject 8 who had the poorest rating. Both

completed rotary wing flight training in 1969, had approximately the same amount of total flight -

time and were approximately 30 year: of age.
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TABLE 15

: HELIFF Subject Profile
) 7 ) Group 1 _
Subject Total Time = Combat Time Flight School  Service (Months)  Age Rank

1 1500 700 1969 120 35 WO-1 .
2 2700 600 1970 96 35 Ccw-2 :
3 1200 0 1975 96 26 Cw-2
4 600 0 1975 36 23 WO-1 .
5 1020 400 1969 108 29 Cw-2
6 1150 0 1975 -36 30 Cw-2
7 1200 450 1969 108 34 Ccw-2
8 1600 760 - 1970 96 27 Cw-2 .
9 600 0 1975 84 25 WO-1

10 1400 0 1972 72 32 CW-2

MEAN 1297 291 ' 1972 85 30
TABLE 16
HELIFF Subject Profile

Group 2 ;

! Subject Total Time Combat TYime FI ight School ~ Service (Months) Age  Rank !
1 1500 0 1972 72 26 Cw.2 |

2 2425 776 1969 108 28 Cw-3 :

3 3900 1000 - 1969 108 30 CW-2 :

4 3300 1300 1969 108 33 Cw-2 E

5 2535 1003 1968 120 41 Cw-3 -

6 2500 850 1969 108 27 Cw-2 !

7. - 1900 800 197 ‘84 26 Cw-2 I

8 2550 - 1825 1969 108 31 Cw-2 i

9 780 0 1975 © 36 25 Cw-2 o

10 2800 1130 1969 ' 108 31 . CW-22 i

3 MEAN 2419 868 . 1970 9% 30 C
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The major difference was that Subject 8 had 1000 hours more combat time than did Subject
2. Subject 5, with an overall performance rating of Average, was the oldest, the first to complete
rotary wing flight training and had the most time in service. Subject 9, with a rating of Good, was
the youngest, the last to complete rotary wing flight training and had the least flight and service
time. : :

There are some group differences shown in Tables 15 and 16; Group 2 had almost twice as
much total flight time and three times the combat time of Group 1, yet both had the same mean
age and completion of rotary wing flight tralning date and similar total service times. The group
correct IFF scores from the HELIFF study were: _

Group 1  Overall Time 79% correct
Group 2 Overall Time 76% correct
Group 1 Overall Range 70% correct
Group 2 - Overall Range 74% correct

The group scores for detection were: -

Group 1 Mean Detection Time 12,7 seconds
Group 2 Mean Detection Time 10.9 seconds
.Group 1 Mean Detection Range 2,363 meters
Group 2 Mean Detection Range 2,338 meters

The group scores for IFF were:

Group 1 Mean [FF Time 34.2 seconds
Group 2  Mean IFF Time 23.5 seconds
Group 1 Mean |FF Range 1,487 meters
Group 2 Mean |FF Range 1,453 meters

- The above group scores indicate that although there was a considerable difference in the
flight experience level of the two groups, the only major group difference in performance was in
the Mean IFF Time where Group 2 was much quicker than Group 1 bui at the cost of 3 percent
IFF error. Group 1 had a 30-meter advantage over Group 2 In the ranging tests but at the cost of
a 4 percent IFF error. Both groups had an overall IFF score of 75 percent correct identifications
which seems to indicate that the training has been able to compensate for a large measure of
experience.

In the summer of 1974 a study was conducted at Fort Hood, Texas, that was entitled,
Cobra/Tow Follow-On Evaluation (OT-131). This study, by another Army agency, followed a
format similar to that of the USAHEL studies. The 18 subjects were all members of the 7/17
Cavalry, a unit that had furnished subjects for HELHAT and HELIFF. Al were CW-2s except

Subject 2.2 (Table 17), who was a Captain and Subject 6.1 who was a WO-1, The major task of

the study was the live firing of a wire guided missile at 2 moving tank from the hover position of
the pop-up maneuver. The target was “‘handed-ofi” to the gunship by a scout which eliminated
the IFF requirement and considerably hastened the detection process. All of the subjects were
qualified in the AH-1Q but none had any experience in the AH-1Q. They were all given training
in the AH-1Q prior to the live fire tests and each fired five missiles. The original repor? gives a
wealth of information on the training and the individual results but we will only look at the final
item; the live fire test results and how each subject performed in the areas that made up the
missile fire to impact sequence. ' :




TABLE 17
OT-131 Ratings
SUBJECT DET ACQ L RM ACL RNG TSP EXP D-A A-F SCORE OVERALL
1.1 G G G G G A G 4 P A G G .
1.2 G G G G G A P G G P G G
R G G G G P G A G P G G G ;
22 G 6 G G G A A G P G A G }
3.1 i A P P P G P P G P G 4 ¢
3.2 G G G P P P G P G P G G
- 4.1 G G G G G A A G G A A G
4.2 G G G G P A P G G G P G .
5.1 G. G G G G A A G A P G G
5.2 .G G G G G A A G G A G G
! 6.1 P P P A P P A G G G G A
6.2 P P P p p A A P P P A P -
7.1 G P P P A A G P P G A A
1.2 P P P P A A A G p A G P
8.1 P P G G P A A G G G A G
| 8.2 P A .G G G P G G A G P G
ACQ, Acquire target
, Launch missile
RM, Remask
ACL, Height above ground cover/mask ]
RNG, Launching range
: TSP, Target speed
3 EXP, Total exposed time
D-A, Detection to acquisition
A-F, Acquisition to missile fire
The mean values for the items listed in Table 17 were as follows: 3
Detection 25.3 seconds
Acquisition 31.1 seconds
Launch 41.5 seconds
g Remask 81.3 seconds |
' HCL 49 3 feet S _ .
Range 2397.0 meters : :
; Target Speed 7.9 mph . . |
: Exposure -56.0 seconds : ‘
. D-A - 5.8 seconds :
A-F 10.4 seconds
1 As stated above, each subject fired five missiles; data values 7or each category of the five
3 firing sequences were the basis for the subject’s performance rating.
l 28
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Subject 5.2 had the best overall performance rating followed in order by Subjects 4.1, 2.2,
5.1,1.2,21,1.1,4.2,8.2,8.1,3.2,6.1, 7.1, 7.2, 3.1 and 6.2, Subject 2.1 had flown in the low
level HELHAT tests in 1972 and 1973 but had not participated in the NOE tests,

The profile of these subjects is given in Table 18 and contains the same information as the
previous profile tables except for total service time. : :
TABLE 18
OT-131 Subject Profile

Subject Total Time Combat Time Flight School Age Rank

1.1 1100 636 197N 23 cw.2
1.2 1151 681 1971 24 Cw.2
21 2277 1358 1969 25 Cw-2
2.2 1006 534 : 1971 28 CPT

3.1 890 467 197 28 Cw-2
3.2 "N T 524 197 24 Cw-2
4.1 1216 702 1973 24 Cw-2
4.2 925 403 1972 23 Cw-2
5.1 2092 1582 1970 25 Cw-=2
5.2 622 274 1972 32 Cw-2
6.1 540 0 1972 23 WO-1
6.2 1076 556 19N 30 Cw-2
11 1362 729 1971 27 Cw.2
1.2 903 459 1972 27 Cw-2
8.1 1290 - 808 1971 24 Cw-2
8.2 1428 537 197 25 CW-2

MEAN 1187 640 1971 26

The OT-131 subject numbering system was such that Subjects 1.1 and 1.2 flew as a crew,
when one man had the missile firing task to accomplish, the other handled the rest of the flight
duties. ’

Subject 5.2 was the oldest subject participating in the test but he was a rather recent
graduate of rotary wing flight school and had the lowest amount of total flight time of any of the
subjects who had combat flight time; he also was fow time man in this category excluding Subject
6.1 who had no combat time. Subject 1.1 was the youngest man and ranked seventh overall.
Subjects 2,1 and 5.1 had the most total and combat flight time, they were the same age but
Subject 2.1 had completed rotary wing flight training approximately 1 year earlier; they ranked
sixth and fourth respectively. Subjects 5.2 and 6.1 had the least amount of combat and total
flight time, they both completed rotary wing flight training the same year but Subject 5.2 was
the oldest subject and 6.1 was one of the youngest; they ranked first and twelfth respectively.
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| DISCUSSION

' The results of HELCAT, HELHAT, and OT-131 give a good indication of what can be

: expected of aircrews performing the pop-up maneuver against armor on the fringes of an armor
engagement. When the armor is stationary and conventional camouflage is used, it should take 49
seconds to locate the armor at slant ranges of 800 to 1,000 meters when the helicopter is 60 feet
above the masking cover (ACL); HELCAT was the source of this information. When single units i
of armor are moving across the aircrew's field of vision at mean slant ranges of 2,400 meters, the :
aircrew should detect the armor in 25 seconds from an ACL of 49 feet given they had had a .
“hand off" from a scout. This information was from OT-131,

There are several documents in the literature that state that 950 + 50 meters is the .
maximum distance at which an object the size of a tank can be recognized with the unaided eye.
We have also found this to be a fact experimentally and thus target and course placements in
HELCAT andHELIFF, when indicated by the nature of the test, were governed by this s
information. - - {

Small groups of armor; three to four vehicles, and small vehicle convoys; four to five ,
vehicles, were detected in 12 seconds when crossing the field of view of the aircrews at slant ’
ranges of approximately 1,000 meters. When the off angle of the approach was changed from 90° ;
to 209 and the slant range increased to approximately 3,000 meters, the detections were made in 3
60 seconds. The ACL was 18 feet for both test conditions. This information was from HELIFF, ;

The alrcrewmen's performance in the studies reviewed herein have been subjected to a
number of statistical procedures such as Step-Wise Multiple Regressions, Analyses of Variance,
Differences Between Means and Rank Correlatlon tests, The results of these procedures have not
provided an absolutely clear explanation of the elements of excellence or lack thereof in the
target detection and identification tasks.

! The HELHAT study data which encompassed 831 low altitude (100 to 200 feet ACL) and
5 20 NOE target detections accomplished by a total of 53 aircrewmen of the 7/17 and 1/9 Cavalry
flying at the Naval Weapons Center and Aberdeen Proving Ground, was analyzed using the :
multiple regression technique, The low altitude data indicated that the observer's sighting angie, i
the aircraft AGL, the aircraft heading, the target’s relative bearing, the target’s range from the
aircraft, its size and conspicuity and the available ambient light were the significant factors in the
aircrewman's success In detecting targets. The linear equation used in the procedure contained 25
of the variables that were measured In the HELHAT studies. The analysis of the NOE data
indicated that the significant factors were the size of the target, its heading, its range from the
aircraft and the avallable ambient light. : '

The HELCAT route reconnaissance detections were given the same statistical treatment and
the same significant factors were evident with some minor differences. In HELCAT, the aircraft S
heading and target size were constant, thus were dropped out and the aircraft speed and the .
observer's combat experience were added as factors. These men were from the 1/17 Cavalry. The i
data from the 871 target detections indicate that, at the .05 level of confidence, the major factors '
that affect the aircrewman’s ability to detect stationary targets during route reconnaissance are: -

1. The relative bearing b_ét\&een the target and aircraft headings. ‘ |
2. The height of the aircraft-above the ground (AGL).

3. The distance between the aircraft and the target.

E ]
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4, The slie of the target, '
5. The amount of contrast between the target and its background and foreground.
- 6, The ambient light available.

The individual eye movement data provides an interesting insight to one reason why
apparently equally qualified subjects ditfer considerably in their target detection reporting times.
The data from HELCAT and HELIFF showed little difference in single glance dwell times and In
generally the search tactics were similar; the item that seemed to separate the excellent performer
from the average performer was a simple matter of the time spent making up one's mind and
reporting the detection. The actual detection times were close but there were extra seconds spent

" looking at the target prior to reporting it.

Rank correlation coefficients were computed from the data on the subjécts of HELIFF, -
HELCAT and OT-131 to determine If there was any correlation between their overall
performance rankings and their total amount of flight time, amount of combat flight time, and

~ age. There was no evidence of correlation between any of these factors and the performance of

the subject, It must be remembered that these were not naive subjects; they were well trained
members of our “first lirie” US Army Air Cavalry units and the data and results reflect this. The
performance differences that have been exhibited by these subjects have been,. in general, the
differences that can be expected between the members of a trained group. The additional
stimulant of actual combat might well change the performance of many of the subjects and we
do know from the Subject Profile tables that the majority of the subjects had flown many hours
of combat and successfully so; they are still flying. We also have evidence that a small lapse in
attention, such as documented from the eye motion data of HELIFF Subject 8, had a disastrous
effect on his detection performance, yet he was combat experienced and we doubt that he had
many lapses of attention during his 1,825 hours of combat flying, The data that has been
reported upon is based on 1,018 air-to-ground target detections by 109 US Army pilot/observers.
The route reconnaissance detections were 831 low level, 38 NOE, and 7 night vision detections

for a total of 876. The pop-up detections were 135 day and 7 night vision detections for a total
of 142, :

The probability curves prepared from the detection and identification data of the HELCAT
and HELIFF studies graphically show the impact movement and camouflage had on detection
ranges and times. They also show the effects moving and stationary aircraft had on these
measures. The graphs show that individual subjects do excede the mean detection and
identification times and slant ranges but only in a random manner. We have included the curves
of the best, the most variable and the poorest performing subjects in each category that has been
graphed.

The data from the HELCAT NOE route reconnaissance flights are shown in Figure 4. The
curve for the pattern-painted tank shows that there was one chance in 10 of detecting the
stationary tank at slant ranges greater than 1200 meters. There was a SO percent chance of
detecting the tank at slant ranges of greater than 600 meters. The proper application of draped
camouflage to the tank caused these slant ranges to drop to 550 and 250 meters respectively.

The slant range detection data from HELIFF Group | (Figure 5) shows the delta deviations
from the group mean slant range detection. The graph indicates that a pilot performing a 6-meter
AGL pop-up maneuver should have one chance in 10 of detecting a small (four to five vehicles)
armored group at a slant range of greater than 2700 meters. There was a 50 percent chance of
detecting the group at ranges greater than 2450 meters. Subject 1 was the best performer; Subject
10 was the most variable and the poorest performer.
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The HELIFF Group Il data (Figure 6) for the same conditions indicates a one in 10 chance
of detecting the moving group of vehicles at slant ranges in excess of 2660 meters and a 50
percent chance at ranges greater than 2400 meters. From these two groups of data, it is
reasonable to conclude that a pilot performing a 6-meter AGL pop-up maneuver has a 50 percent

chance of detecting a small group of moving armor at a slant range of greater than 2400 meters -

and a 10 percent chance of detecting the group at a slant range greater than 2700 meters.

- The requirement to identify the vehicle group as friend or foe made some drastic changes in
the slant ranges. The HELIFF Group | identification curves (Figure 7) show the 10 percent
chance level at a slant range greater than 1887 meters and the 50 percent chance level at a slant
range greater than 1550 meters. Subject 9 was the best performer, Subject 8 was the most
varlable, Subject 6 was the poorest performer and Subject 7 was the only subject who identified
all groups correctly. o o :

The HELIFF Group !l identification curves (Figure 8) show that these subjects had a 10
percent chance of identifying the groups at slant ranges greater than 1900 meters and a 50
percent chance of identifying the groups at slant ranges greater than 1500 meters. Subject 4 was
the best performer of Group |1, Subject 2 was the most variable and Subject 1 was the poorest
performer.

There were only three subjects in Group | who did not appear on one of the graphs in one
of the three performance categories. The same was true for the Group |l subjects. This indicates
that no one subject was all good or all poor. From this we should be able to conclude that on any
given day the Army can expect 10 percent of its gunship crewmen, when at hover at 6-meters
AGL, to be abie to detect small groups of moving armor at slant ranges of greater than 2700
meters and to be able to identify them as friend or foe at slant ranges of greater than 19C0
meters. The Army can expect 50 percent of its gunship crewmen to be able to detect the vehicles
at slant ranges greater than 2400 meters and to identify them at slant ranges greater than 1500
meters.

The HELCAT detection time curves (Figure 9) show that the gunship crewman during a
pop-up maneuver has a 10 percent chance of detecting a tank at a slant range of greater than 900
meters in 10 seconds and a 50 percent chance of detecting it in 40 seconds. When draped
camouflage is applied to the tank, the 10 percent time becomes 65 seconds and the 50 percent
time becomes 175 seconds.

HELIFF study investigated the detection and identification times also. The subjects’
position was the same as for the ranging tests but the vehicle groups operated at a slant range of
900 meters. The Group | curves (Figure 10) show that there was one chance in 10 of detecting
the moving armor groups in less than 4.3 seconds and a 50 percent chance of detecting the group
in less than 6 seconds. The Group | performances showed that Subject 5 was the best, Subject 9
was the most variable and Subject 2 the poorest.

The Group 11 curves (Figure 11) indicate that there was a 10 percent chance of detecting the
target in less than 3 seconds and a 50 percent chance of detecting the group in less than 6.1

seconds. Subject 7 was the best performer, Subject 5 the most variable and Subject 3 was the
poorest performer.

‘The additional task of identifying the targets as friend or foe required more time just as it

had required shorter slant ranges in the ranging portion of HELIFF. The Group | graph (Figure
12) shows that these subjects had a 10 percent chance of identifying the moving armor groups in
less than 14.2 seconds and that the interval increased to 32.5 seconds for a 50 percent chance of
identification. Subject 5 was the best performer, Subject 10 was the most variable and Subject 6
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was the poorest performer, Subject 7, as in the ranging, had a perfect identification score, his 10
percent score was 22.5 seconds and his 50 percent score was 42.5 seconds. His detection time
curve fell along the mean detection time curve; his identification time curve fell to the positive
side of the mean curve by approximately 1C seconds.

The Group |l performance curves (Figure 13) are somewhat different. These subjects had a
10 percent chance of identifying the target in less than 15.1 seconds but the time interval only
increased to 21.8 seconds for the 50 percent chance of identification. The Group il identification
error rate was 3 percent greater than that of Group | which may have been attributable to the
faster identification times.

Regression curves for the detection to impact, acquisition to Impact, and missile flight to
impact times from the OT-131 study are shown in Figure 14, These curves show how long it
takes for a gunner to impact a wire guided missile onto a moving tank. This graph shows that the

- detection to Impact time was essentially constant and exclusive of the slant range to the target; it

varied only about a second as the slant range varied 2000 meters. The cause is shown clearly by
the distance between the acquisition and missile flight time curves; the acquisition to firing time
increases as the slant range decreases because as the angular velocity of the target increases the
time necessary to acquire a lock-on increases. - :

~ Combining this information with that of the detection and identification studies, we find
that with the gunship helicopter crew, operating in accordance with current tactics using normal
and optically aided vision, can be expected to detect, identify and impact a wire guided missile as
follows:
Moving Armored Vehicle

Slant Range, 1000 meters; 10% chance in less than 43 seconds
Slant Range, 1000 meters; 50% chance in less than 60 seconds

Stationary Armored Vehicle

Slant Range, 1000 meters; 10% chance in less than 39 seconds
Slant Range, 1000 meters; 50% chance in less than 69 seconds

Draped Camouflaged Stationary Armored Vehicle

Slant Range, 1000 meters; 10% chance in less than 94 seconds
Slant Range, 1000 meters; 50% chance in less than 204 seconds

These figures are for ideal conditions in a one-on-one situation with nothing to distract the

gunship crewman from his task of locating, identifying and impacting a round on the target. They
show that we are hard pressed to get off one missile per minute at a slant range of 1000 meters.
The time will not improve as the slant range increases to 1500 meters, the distance at which there
is a 50 percent chance of target identification. If the gunships are free to fire at any target they
detect, the slant range is increased to 2400 meters for the 50 percent chance of detection;
decreasing the chance to 10 percent increases the slant range to 2700 meters.
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We, in the Army community, must realize that using the current tactics, gunships as they
are now configured, cannot regularly fire effective missiles at ranges greater than those listed
above. The cold facts are that half of the time the gunships are able to impact one missile on a
: moving target at a slant range of 1000 meters in as fast as 1 minute; 10 percent of the time they
. can do it in as fast as 40 seconds. The remaining 50 percent of the time it will take the gunship
3 longer than 1 minute to impact one missile on a moving tank at a slant range of 1000 meters.
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SUBJECT'S PERFORMANCES

The following tables show in detail each of the subject’s performance compared to the
experiment mean value for that particular test run and for the position in which the subject was
seated during the test run.

The delta values listed were obtained by the use of the following equation: Subject Score-
Mean Score = Delta Value. A Good rating for the time experiments would consist of a negative
deita value; for the range experiments a Good rating would result from a positive delia value,

The performance ratings were Good (G) for any delta value exceeded the Average (A) rating
and Poor (P) for any delta value that did not. Average performance ratings were those delta

-values that were less than + 1 sccond of the mean time value and those that were less than + 100
* feet of the mean range value,

Each table shows the delta value range and median for the five runs of that phase of the
experiment and a performance rating for the runs. The table also gives the detection and IFF
performance ratings for each run and for each seat occupied by the subject. There are four tables
for each subject; unaided vision detection and IFF times, alded vision detection and IFF times,
unaided vision detection and IFF ranges, and alded vision detection and IFF ranges.




PP

T

supmer 3

TIME RUNS

TIME (seconds)

DELTA

RUN NUMBER b 2 3 L 5 DELTA SUBJECT
[TeTEa Tun Totacts ] 7.0] 2] 5.2l 1.s] 1s.6 .4
Delta Run IFF 26.7]-16.71 7.4 -6.4| -2.6] 43.4] -2.6
SEAT NUMHER 6 | 7 3| 4 5
Dalta Seat Detest. | -.1] o -s.q 10.2] -3.5f 15.2] .. 6
Delta Seat IFF 21.3-11.84 -.4 -1.0] -4.2] 33.1] -1.0 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection A A G P G
Sest IFF P E | A G G | Brror
Run Detection A G G P | 4
Run XFF P E P G G

OPTIOS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA - SUBJECT
DI Ra et o] 73] 15.3] s2] 7.6 10.7] 6.4 P
Del%a Run IFF -5 | 3.5] 164 42| -6af 22.5] 3.5 P
SEAT NUMBER i 2 8 9 10
Delta Scat Detevt. | 10.0 | 2.7] 73| -2.4| 1.0] 12.4] 2.9 P
Delta Seat IFF 6.4 | -3.3| 25.6%| -3.3| -13.2¢ 38.8] -3.3 P
SUBJEGT PERFORMANGE 4 '
Seat Detection P | P P G P
Seat IFF P .6 B G E 2 Errors
Run Detection P | p P P p
Fun' IFF A P E P E

s el ) i

Ll




SUMECT

RANGE RUNS

A —————

RANGE (meters)

DELTA DELTA

50

RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L5 by SUBJECT
It Yn Wtos¥s | 35 | 21] -ss] -95] 5] 150 | -3 P
Dolta Bun IFF -8 | -573] -407)] -330) -q20 ! 455 1 -407 B
SEAT NUMBER 1 2 Y 'y 10~ -
Delta Seat Detect. | 51 |-19 <154 320 a41f 761 | -15 A
Delte Seat IFF  |-442 |-169 | -206 | -200| -91 | 351 | -206 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seut Deteotion G | A Al P G
Seat IFF P p P P p 0 Errors
Run Detection P A P P G
Run IFF P P P P P
OPTICS
RUN NUMEER 6 1 8 9 10 DELTA ODELTA  SUBJECT
Belta Tun Detact, 81 | 324 -139 | 175 | -306 | 630 %%
Delts Run IFF 325* | -330¢) -65 | so3+] 256 | 923 | 256 P
SEAT NUMBER 6 7 3 4 5
Delta Seat Detect. | 343 10| -8| -s0| -185 | s33 -8 A
Delta Seat IFF | 360 |-627¢] 265 | -2¢] 221 | 997 | 221 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE |
Seat Dotection G A A- P _P
] 8eat IFF E E G E G 3 Errors
Run Detection G G P 6 P
Run IFF £ E| P B G




suBIBoT 2
TIME RUNS :
TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 N 5  DELTA DELTA SUBJSCT o
RAE MEDIAN FERIORMANCE |
- [T Hn Betect: -1.1] -8.8| -1.8] s.5 2.8] 14,0} -1.1 G ;
Delta Bun IFP -9.3] -.6]-10.4] 4.0] 7.4] 17.8} -6 A
SEAT NUMBER 7 3 4 5 6
Delta Seat Detect. -.9| -1.4| -3.1} 6.7 -.2| 9.8 -9 G
Delta Seat IFF -10.0| -1.5] -10.3] s.7] -4.3] 16.0] -4.3 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection A G ,G 4 ,A
P G _
Sest IFF 6 G G o Errors g
Run Detection G G G P P
Run IFF G A G P P
OPTICS 7
RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DEM [Em SUBJr 3
T e et , M_mm .
16.8] 2.7] 5.2 1 -4.4] 5.7 22.0] 2.7 P
. | 3
Delta Bun IFF 14.9] -6.9] 5.0 7.8] -3.0] 10.9] s.0 P L
SEAT NUMBER 2 8 9 10 1 i
Delta Seat Detect. | 19,4 9] -8,7 |-12,7] 1.5 32,1 9 A ,
Delta Seat IFF 12.6 | -10.2] 15.7 | -3.5]| -2.1*| 25.9f -2.1 A
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE ' '
Seat Detection P A G G 14 ; :
Seat IMF P G P ' E i
1 Error i
Run Detection P P G G P |
Run IFF p G P P E

51
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sUnEcY 2

RANGE RUNS
RANGE (metess;

52

RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L 5 :I&. DELTA SUBJEOT
T oot T oy Taae | o [ ooz Luss | w30 | s 6
Delta Rum IFF 365 | 232 | 2s7v]-196 | 140 | ser | 232 | ¢ |
SEAT NUMHER 2 9 10 1 -
Delte Gect Detecte | 430 | 34 | 4ss |-s28 | 477 | 1005 | 430 G
Delta Sest IFF 314 | 599 | ssae| a3 | 118 | 556 | 314 G
SUBJECT PERFCRHANCE
Seat Dotection G 6 G P G
Seat IFF. G G G G 1 Error
| Fun Detestion G| G G Pl
Run IFF ¢ | ¢ E | P G
OPTICS
RUN NUMSR 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IKLTA  SUBJECT
[Dolta Bun Detect. | g3 | 241 | <51 | -15]-468 | 709 | 82 A
‘| Dedta Bun IrF 413 | sa0 | 25 | -as3] -76 | 1023 | 23 P
SEAT NUMBER 7 3 4 s{ 6
Delta Oest Dutect. | 124 | -29 | 155 | -160.}-281 | 436 | -29 A
Delta Seat IFF -360 | -s4 | 203 | -670-774 | 907 Cp
SUBJKCT PERFORMANCE |
Seat Istection 1 A G l P P
Seat IFr P | 4 G p P 0 Errors
Run Detection G G P A P
Run IFF P G A p | e




et

JIME RUNS
TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 [ L5 DELIA DKUY SUNKST
Telta Tun Betaote 2] 32.9) 23] 7.9 ] 1.2]s2.7 | 2.3 Tm.;m'lE"
Delta Rum IFF -11,9*| 22.3¢ 6.0|-4.2 | -6.2| 24.2 | 4.2 P
SEAT NUMBER 3 9 110 121 [ 2
Dulte Seat Deteote | 2,21 ; ALyl o -alaso] 2.2 3
Delts Seat IFF -16.3¢] 29.29 5.3]-1.1 .6 | 45.5 .6 P "
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
) Seat Detection p P P A
] Seat IFF E el e ] c | A 2 Errors
Run Detection A P p P p
Run IFF E E p c G
OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA  SUBJECT
(elta W Dotect | 0| 1 0] -5 | o.0] 46 | 8.6 | 1.4 ,.M;W_T
Delts Bun IFF 1.3) )98 |u2]aa s3] 1.3 P
SEAT NUMBER 3 a4 ls 6 12
. Delta Sest Detect. | 14.2] 5.1}-40 | 63| 8.0 |18.2 | 63 | »
Delta Seat IFF 9.4 | 235|170 | 48| a3 {218 | a3 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE 4
. Seat Detection P P 6 P P
i A Seat IFF P G P ¢ | » 0 Srrors
Run Detection P P | A 4 4
Ran 7 P A p P G

53




SUBROT _ 3
RANGE RUNS
RANGE (meters)

RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L S DELTA DEITA SUBJECT
[Wm‘"" 211 | 282 | 257 | 507 | 13% | 274 | 257 G Y
Delta Run IFF -39 |-308 | 752 | 954 | 205 ] 1268 | 208 G
SEAT NUMBER 3l o1 s ¢l 2

Delve Seat Doteote | 125 | 79 | 256 | 120 | agy | oo {3 .
Delta Seat IFF <406 | 71| 4% | 699 | 145 | 2205 | 115 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE ,

Seat Detection € G 4 G G

Seat IFF P G 9 ¢] - G 0 Errors

Run Detecticn G G G G G

Run’ IFF P P G G ¢

OPTAGS

RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
Delta Wun Deveot. | 1o [-s38 | o6 ).205 | 68 | 406 | -19 m‘
Delts Run IFF -261*]|-187 | -156 |-166» | 123 | 384 | -166 p
SEAT NUMEEL. 8| o 10] 1 2
| Do1ta Seat vetect. | 214 |-a64 | 139 |-a49 | 150 | 672 | 130 G
Delta Seat IFF -283+|-310 | 528 {-214» | 206 | @38 | -214 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE |

-Seat Detection G P G P G

Seat IFr E P G P G 2 Errors

Run Detection Al 6 P G

Run IFF B P P E G




1
i
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e e 3

supamor _4

JINE_RUNS

TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 h S DELTA DELTA SUBJEOT
eTta Tan Betecte | 1.7 ] -7.2] -.9] -3.7] -4.1] 8.9 '%F%
Delta Run IFF -11.0| -8.6{ -13.5] -15.6] -8.5] 5.1 |-11.0 ¢
SEAT NUMBER 9 | 10 1 2 8
Delta Ssat Deteot, | -4.3] 1.7} -12.5] 1.3]| -4.6] 14.0 [ -4.3 G
Delta Seat IFF -9.7) -1.9] -15.7| -3.5|-12.7 | 13.8 | -9.7 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detwction G p le | » G
Seat IFF G G 6 G G 0 Error
Run Dstection P G A G G
Run IFF G 6 |6 G G

y

OPTIOS
RUN NUMBER 3 7 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA SUBJECT
Delta fun Detecte | .5.5 | .10.d -3.8] -5.4]-10.1 %%%
Delta Ru. IFF -2.5 -7.9$34.4 -13.4 | -5.6*| a7.8 | -2.5 G
SEAT NUMEER 4 5 6 7 3
Delta Seat Detect. 541 -9.5] -2.5] -6.7| -4.7] 14.9 | -4.7 G
Delta Seat IFF -4] 2.6] 36.6 | -9.2 -3.5*] 45.8 | -.4 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCK |
Seat Detection P G G G G
Seat IFF A P P G E - 1 Error
Run Dotection 5 G ¢ | ¢ | ¢
Run IFF G P | P e | &

. i




sl sl i

SUBJEOT _4 ’
RANGE (weters)
RUN NUMEER 1 2 3 L 5 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT - '
W ER W T 5 [0 (s | s [ 7 | s3] . m
Delta Bua IFF -118 [1134 | -208* ] -116 | 451 | 1432 |-116 P :
SEAT NUMBER 4 5 6 7 3
Delte Seat Deteote | -50 | -44 | 20 |-48s | 284 | 767 | -44 P
Delta Seat IFF  |-194 | oas | -a76+]-265 | 385 | 1421 | -194 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection P P A P G
Seat IFF P -6 E P G 1 Error
Run Deteotion P 6 P A G
Run IFF P G E P G
OPTIOS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA ODELTA  SUBJECT .
[T teot | s a2z | 66 | 226 | 98 | 74z %mﬂ N
Deits Run IFF -331* | 424 | 101 |-340*| 358 | 764 | 2101 G
SEAT NUMBER 9 | 10| 1 2 1 8
Delta Suat Deteot. | -105 94 39 | 12 251 | 356 39 G _
Delta Seat IFF <104* | 184 | 828 |-409*| 278 |1:37 | 184 6 '
SUBJECT PEHFORMANGE 7 |
Seat Detection P | ¢ | ¢ | A | 6 T
Sest IFT E | ¢ ] ¢ B ] 6 2 Errors _
Run Detection 4 G G G G
Run IFY B N .
56
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SUBNECY _ 5

ZLINE RUNS
TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 b § DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
[mm““' 2.0 35.0] 1.8 |-2.7 | -1.7] 35,7 [ -1.7 G
) Delta Run IFP 18,1 | 34.1] -9.8 | 342 | -2.8] 43.9 | 18.1 P
SEAT NUMBER 10 1 | 2 8 9
Delta Saat Detect. | ..8 | 31.0] 1.0 | 3.4 | -10.2} 41.2 1.0 P
, Delta Seat IFF 19.2'| 39.3] -5.0 {33.2 | -1.3| 44.3 | 15.2 P
f SUBJECT PERFORMANGE
Seat Detection g A P P P 6
. é Sest IFF P P G P G 0 Ecrors
Rur Detection G P P G G
Run IFF P P G P G
é OPTICS
_ RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IDKLTA  SUBJECT
- [Dolta Bun Dotact. T T " T 1 | 1] 9] 100 ] -2.1 G
| 5 Delts Bun IFF A 9.8]-20.4¢] .71 32.44] s52.8 .7 P
SEAT NUM._R 5 6 7 1 3 4
= Delts Seat Detect. 1.4 -1.1]-2.3 | -a.4] 2.2]15.8 | 1.1 G
' Dte Seat 17 -7 | -5] 2.00] -1.4 zs.s'Jrzs.s -7 A
SUBJECT PERPORMANCE |
' 3eat Detection P e le | |
: X ‘Seat IFF 7 A A B G B 2 Errors
- 3 | Bun Detection P el e J]s |a
" ) Run I1FF 7 { A P | B A -B
'. 57




susfmct 5 .
3 L .
| RANGE (msters) |
RUN NUBR 1 2 3 4 S5 DRI DEL™  SUBJEOT L
i (DTt Tan Wotwcte | 210 | 283 | 215 | 804 | 133 ]| 671 %mﬂ
i Delts Bun I¥Y -118 | 232 | 354 | 386*)-419 805 | 232 P ]
' SEAT WOMEER s | 6] 7 3] a
Delta Seat Detwote | 170 | 2333] 353 | -161 | 429 s90 | 233 G
Delta Seat IFF  |.753 | 220 | 282 | 231+| 104 | 1035 | 220 G
I Seat Detaction G G G P G
Seat IFF P el 6] & | 6 1 Error
: Fun Detection G G G G G
: Run TFF p G G E P
OPTICS L
RUN NUMEER 6 7T 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT .
LN T N T A TR =T ; '
Delta Run I¥* -596* |-5461] 2 |-2120| 686 |1282 | -212 P |
! SEAT NUMIER 10 1| 2 8| o .
b 5 Deltu Ssat Deteot. | 86 | -z30| 23 |-s28 | 259 | 787 23 A :
’ ; Delta Seat IF¥ -486* | -743] 708 | -44a*| 508 |1451 | -486 P ' ‘
i j SUBJECT PERFORMANCE ' : 3
. 4 Seut. Detection N EEREYEEE | E .
3 Seat INF £ Pl o6 | & ] p 2 Ervors i
Run Detectd.on G A P P G
Run IFP E P A B G




W, R

TIMB RUNS
TIME (seconds)

-l

RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 4 S DELTA DELTA SUBIECT
It WR WWote | , 0] -8.4] -2.9] -8.2] .5 %‘ -2.9 m
Delta Bun IFF 872|744 a5l-193]-140 25y | -87 G
SEAT WUMBER 1 2 8 9 | 10
Delta Seat Deteots | -5.7 | .2] -zi6 |-10.0] -.8 |12.3 | -2.6 G
Delta deat T | -9.1 | 4.84 -1.7 |-14.5 1136 293 | -9 6
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE '
Seat Detestion G A G G A
Seat IFF G E G G G 1 Ervor -
Run Datection p | @ G G A
Run IFF G E P G G
OPTIOS
RUN HUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA  SUBJECY -
Belta Run Dotwote | .4 | -1.8] -a.1] -4.4] 12.0 %%%
Delta Run IFP -1.8 |-11.#}-10.00] -:6 | 10.6 | 22.0 | -1.8 G -
J sEAT NuMERR 6 7 3 |4 5
Dolta Seat Detect. | 33| 22| -2.3|-8.0 | 12.1] 201 | 2.2 P
Delta Seat IFF 7.6 | -1.5] sae]-8.7 | 33| 14.8 | -L.5 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANGE | |
Seat Detection [ P G G P
deat IFF c G g c ‘P 1 Error
Run Detection (o] G G G P .
Run IFF 6 G E ] | °
59
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RAKE RUNS

‘ RIGE (meters)
RUN FUNUER 1 ¢ 3 4 § oem Dt SUROT
W“ -1i44] 498 421 | -35 | 20 [ 1164 [ -421 P i
Delta Bun IFF -118| 2211 .34t 233 | 482 599 221
SEAT WUMBER 6 3] 4 5
Delta Seat Deteut. | -950] -c40l 470 | -851 | 235 | 1185 | -e40 P
Delta Seat IFF -585) 315] -112¢| 369 | 147 | 632 147 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection P | P G P G
Seat IFF P G E G G 1 Error
Run Deteotion P p P P A
Run IFF P | G E G G

OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA  SUBJECT
m““- 121 -403] 66 | 123 | 108 | s26 % 6
Delta Run IFF 86 | -sa6] a1 | 1100] 164 | 000 | @ G
SEAT NUMBER 1 2l sl ol 30
Delta Seat Detect. | 253 -5871 99 | -33 46 | 840 44 G
Delts Seat IFF 67 -746] 584 | 136*| -303 |1348 67 p
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE|
Ssat Detection G P G A G
Seat 1rf ¢ |» G B p 1 Error
Run Detection G. |» G G G
Run IFF N P |p ¢ 2 G
—
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sUBINOT _ 7 E

TIME RUNS
TIME (seconds)

. RUN NUIGER 1 2 3 4 5 oslTA DELTA  SUNKCT
3 . Tt Wtests T 5T 7] 2.4] -7.0] -3.2] 5.5 _% G
' ) Delta Run IFF -3.4] -3.5¢ -3.1]-13.8] -12.7] 10.7 | -s.8 G
SEAT NUMBER 2 | s 9 | 10 1 |
Delta Seat Detect. | -2.0| 1.8} -10.2| -1.7] -15.4] 17, - G
Delta Seat IFF 3.2| -2.31 -3.6] -9.2f-15.5) 16.4 | -3.8

SUBJECT PERFORMANCE

Sest Detection G P G G 6
Seat IFF P E G G G 1 Exror
Run Detectdon G G G G ¢ |
‘ Run IFF G E G G G
OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 -1 8 9 10 DELTA INLTA  SUBJECT
[De1ta Tun DOtecte | 105 | o6.9] 4.5 | 3.4 |-10,2 %%M
_ A | Peita Bun TP -10.1 |-14.8 | -22.14| 11,6 | 11,80 1700 |oms | e
5 L SEAT NUMBER. 7 | 3 4 5 6 |
»j Delta Seat Detect. | -5.0 | -2.9] -4.8 |-10.0] -6.2 | 7.1 | -s.0 G,
E Delts Seat IFF 4.3 |-10.8 |-17.0*|-22.6 |-25.6*] 27.9 |-17.0 P
3 SUBJECT PREFORMANCE | "
- | seat etection ¢ e le |6 e ’
S P e | & ¢ E 2 Errors
: ; Run Detection ¢ ¢ e le |
Run IF¥ G G B G B
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T

SuBJEOT

AAGE RS

" RANGE (neters)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 N S DELTA DELTA SUBJEOT

mm

eTta Yan Woteots T 10, T 257 | s1a | -1 | 12 | 316 | ua G
Delta Bun IF¥ 118 [-186 | :266¢] -330 | 308 | 638 | -186
SEAT NUMBER 7] 3 4 5 6
Delta Jeat Deteot, | 281 |-75 | 394 |-618 § s72 Ji190 | 281 G
Delts Seat IFF -479 | 2 -53* {-755 | 142 | 895 -53 P
SUBJECT PERFORNANCE
Seat Detection G P G P G
Seat IFF P A E P G 1 Error
Run Dfuotim e G G A G
Run IFF P P E P | 6

OPTIOS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
Delta fun Detect. 93 | -177] 66 -8] 122] 270 %m—
Delta Run IFY 128* | 244 <15 | 169 | 42| 259 128 G
SEAT NUMBER 2 8 9 10 1
Delta Seat Detect. | 255 | -290) 155 | -366 | 174 | e21 155
Delta Seat IFF 260* | -137 | 786 78| 62| 923 78
SUBJECT PERFGRMANGE |
Seat Detection G P G P G
Seat IFF E P G G G 1 Exror
Run Detection G P G A G
Run IFP E G A G G




sramor B

TIME (seconds)
KUN NUMEGR 1 2 3 4 S5 EITA DEOTA  SUNECT |
eIt Woteote [ | ¢ | _10.7 9.3] 0] ze6 %‘ 1.6 | » 7
Delta Bum IF¥ 160l  .d 67| 254l 370 ] 202 1 67 : ;
SEAT NUMBER 3 o] s s |7 ' N
Delta Sest Doseots | 1.0 0 -2.6] 4.7} 36 3| 73] 10 p ;
Delta Seat I7F 4.9 83| sa| 1s.0) 166! 21,5 | 8.3 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detestdan p 6 P P A
Seat IFF E P P p P 1 Error ' | i
Run Deteotion p e | P LAl »
Run IFF E A P P P |l 3

CPTICS N
RUN NUMEER 3 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
[eitaBin Doteot. [ 0 [ o+ | 6.5 | 8.0] 0 '%%M’T .
Delta Run IF¥ 9.7 | -.3 {12.5+]| 3.8]|-2.8* ] 15.3 | 3.8 P _ .
SEAT NUMBER 1n P ' i1
Delta Seat Deteot. | 7.6 J 6.0 | .3 | -2.9]-5.2 |128 | 5 | |
Delta Seat IFF  [10.9 |-2.1 jar7o | s)emae|s2s | s ] @ 3
SUBJECT PERFORNANCE | |
Seat Detection P P ! A ¢] G
Seat IFF P G E A B 2 Errors
Run Detection P P P P | a
Run 1FF P la } 5 |p |& i
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i et

<BAOE _RUNS
o RANGE (metars)
RUN NUMEER 1 2 3 L 5 m DELTA SUBJECT
W" 79 |-1553| -66 | -645 | -984 1652 | -645 P
Delta Bun IFP? 43 -573 |-246* -8 -419*] 616 -246 P
SEAT NUMEER 8 9| 10 1 2
Delta 3eat Detects | 109 |-1425] 490 §-1133] -483 | 1915 | -483 P
Delta Seat IFF -as1 | <200 700 | -1204 -169%] 360 | -120 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANGE '
Seat Detectdon G P G P P
Seat IFF P P E P E 2 Errors
Run Detection G P P 4 P
Run IFF G P E A -E

OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA  SUBJECT
[Delta fun Detect. s | 7] 26 -a13 7 | a20 %Mﬂ
Delts Bun IFF 303* | 2050 48 ]-212v| 441 | 653 | 295 G
SEAT NUMBER 3 4 5 6 7
Delta Seat Detect. | -39 | -372} 230]-522 | -41 | 752 -41 P
Deita Seat DIIT sov | -aa9] 636 |-378 | aas |ioss | 59 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE |
Seat Detection P P G P p
Seat IFF E p G E G 2 Errors
Run Detection P P A P A
Run IFY E c | g E G




A T T T

sus.wr _9
TIME [UNS
TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER | 2 3 N S DELTA DELTA SUBJECT
S ROME_NEDLAN FPERFORMNCD
* -1.3] -9.0} 1.9 ] -1.4 | 1.4 ] 10.4 }-1.4
Delta Bun IF¥ sal-zi)l 75 ] - aoe Losx )z 1. p
SEAT NUMEER 4 5 6 7 |13
Dolta Jeat Detects | -.9] -3.9) -4.1 | 2.9 |-1.7 7.0 1-1.7 G
Delta Seat IFF -1.5| -4.2)-6.2 | 2.7 |14.1 | 20.3 |-1.5 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE|
Seat Detection A G G P G
Seat II{'F G G G P P 0 Errors
Run Detection G G G G P
Run IFF 4 ] P A P
OPTICS

RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA SUBJECT
(Rl madstect. T o[ s.0] 5.0] 1] -29] 6.1 %M‘
Delta Run IFF 9.5 | s.1]-28.00 .9l-10.0¢]353.1 | -9.5_ p
SEAT NUMBER 9 10 1 2 8
Delta Seat Detect. 5.3} 4.0{-10.9 |-11.8| -5.3 |17.1 -5.3 G
Delta Seat IFF ~6.8 | -.5]-13.1%[-11.6 | -14.8*|14.5 ~117.e' A
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE |
Seat Detaction P P G G G
Seat IFF ) G A E G E 2 Errors
Run Detection G P G A G
Run IFF G P B A E




b
SUBJECT _ g
3 ! AUNS
RAMGE (motera) 7 :
RUN NUMEER 1 2 3 L S IELTA ’ngn SUBJECT L
oL Win Tetact. 193 | 350 | 249 |-162 | 133 E51&2- 193 | 6
) Delta Run IFF 178 |-573 | -47+|-330 |-419 | 758 | -330 P v
' SEAT WUMBER 9 | 10 1 2 8
' Dalte Seat Detect. | 545 | 237 | 377 |-493 | 418 | 1038 | 377 G
: Delta Seat INF 6 | -91 | -82v+|-160 |-206 | 212 | = P
_ SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
! . Seat Detection ¢ e ¢ | P | a
@ " | Seat IFF ' A ¥ E P P 1 Error
Run Detection G G 6 P G
Run IFF G ? £ P P
' OPTIUS
| RUN NUMBER 6 1 8 9 10 DELTA IELA  SURJKCT
L [T Detect. T 61 [ -10] o6 ] 29 | 146 Tsoc [ es 3
Delta Run IFF 532+ |-256 | 14 ) 190¢| 119 | 788 J 19 P
| sear womren A . A NN
Delta Jeat detect. | 9o [-161 | 388 |-105 | 142 | 549 90 .G !
Delta Seat IFF 138¢ |-592 | 740 | aze}.174 l1za1 | a2 P
: SUBJECT PERFORMANGE "
Seat Detwctdon | ¢ u G P ¢ '
Sest LF E P A 5 P 2 Errors
- ¢ Run Detection e b al s ls e "
| fun DF E p G E G |




mlu||urv|u-,.,.‘,...,... 1

i SUBJECT )0
TIME RUNS ]
TIME (seconds)
- RUN NUMBER 1z 3 L5 Dn DEmSuamor 3
Tt Wan Dotecte | _ 1 .6.6] -.9 | 5.7 ] -1.6 ] 10.6 'inémﬂm
" ‘ Delta Bun IFF 1.1 |-13.14 s.0 |-a.0] 2.6 | 18] 1.1 P
SEAT NUMBER o Az il -4 - -
Delta Seat Detect. | -3.7 | -4.9) -2.4 | 7.2 }-3.7 | 121|-3.7 | @
Delta Seat IFF - 7 0-19.40 2.5 |-7.0 | 47 | 242 .7 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection G G G |4 G
Seat IFF A E » | ¢ P 1 Error
Run Detection A G A P G
Run IFF G P 6 P 2
~ OPTICS
RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT ,
[Delta Hun Datact. FEEEA A EYIEERNER %m
Delta Run IFF -1.3 | 6.10) 7.8 | -2.6] ¢+ li0.4 | 0 P
SEAT NUMEER |10 1 2 8 | o
Delta Seat Detect. | 6.4 | 2.1 | -5.1 |-10.0] 0 l16.4 | 0 A
Delta Seat IFF -2.4 | 8.5} 13.5 |-11.6]-3.3¢|25.1 | -2.4 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANGE | 7 |
' Seat Detection | p | b G G A .
) Seat IFF G E P G E 2 Errors !
: Run Detaoticn A lr L p e | ]
3 Run IFF G B P G £
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susicr _ 10

~BARE RS

BRANGE (metors)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 b 5  DELIA DELTA SUBJECT
Tlta fun Deteote | 233 | 385 | 279 | -1 | 133 | 386 %rm?“ﬂ-
Delta Bun IFF 43 | 395 | -a3 |-266 | 93 | es 43
SEAT NUMBER 10 1 2 8 9
Delta Seat Detect. | 341 | 230 | 564 |-548 | 740 | 1288 341 G
Delta Seat IFF 70 | 524 | 195 |-140 | 222 | 664 195 | G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection G G'w G p G
Seut IFF G G‘ G i’ G 0 Errors
—R\-m Detection G G G A G
Run IFF G G P p G

OPTICS
RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA  SUBJECT
Delta Run Detect. 76 | 145] -64 | 236 | 108 | 300 | 108 3
celta Run IFF s02¢| 3s9)-125 | 3500 | ss1 | eve | 3s9 P
SEAT NUMBER 5 6] 7 3 4
Delta Seat Detect. | 277 | 66| 23 | -64 | 179 | 341 66 6
Delta Seat IFF 392+ 44| 502 | -95+ | 108 | 597 108 pl
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE |
Seat Detection G G A p G
Sest IFF E G G E G 2 Errors
Run Detection 6 G P G G
Run TP B | e P E G
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SUBJECT'S PERFORMANCES

The following tables show in detail each of the subject's performance compared to tae
experiment mean value for that particular test run and for the position in which th:2 subject was
seated during ths test run.

The dzita values listed were obtained by the use of the following equation: Subject Score-
Mean Score = Delta Value. A Good rating for the time experiments would consist of a negative
delta value; for the range experiments a Good rating would result from a positive delta value,

The performance ratings were Good (G) for any delta value exceeded the Average (A)
rating and Poor (P) for any delta value that did not. Average performance ratings were those deitn
values that werc less than + 1 second of the mean time value and those that were less than + 100
feet of the mean range value,

Each table shows the delta value range and median for the five runs of that phase of the
experiment and a performance vating for the runs, The table also gives the detection and IFF
performance ratings for each run and for each seat occupied by the subject. There are four tables
for each subject; unaided vision detection and IFF times, aided vision detection and IFF tlmes,
unaided vision detection and IFF ranges, and aided vision detection and IFF ranges.
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TIME_RUNS
} TIME (seconds)
‘ N .
RUN NUMEER b 2 3 4 5 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
[Delta Wom Boteots T 4 4] 2.7] -4.6] 5.6 73 EOGH I B
Delts Run IFF -2.8] -.1] -4.79 -7.2| 19.6*] 26.8 | -2.8. G
SEAT NUMBER 1 2 & 9 10
Delts Seat Deteot, 2.7 7.8]-14.8] -5.7] 8.4 ] 23.2 2.7 P
Delts Seat IFF -13.7] s.6|-10.2% -8.5| 52.0*| 5.7 | -8.5 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE '
Seat Detection P P G G P
Seat IFF -(; p B G E 2 Errors
Run Detection p p G G G
Run IFF G A E G E
OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJKCT
[DeTta Thin Detaot. -4, -s.s‘ -4.3] -3.2 ,7;4.7_1%%%
Delta Run IFF 32.5] 14.0] 3.90 s.2]17..%}31.1 14.0 P
SEAT NUMBER 6 7 3 4 5
Delta Seat Detect. -3 -2.8) -7.8| -7.2|-8.2 7.8 -7.2 G
Delta Seat IFF 36.5| 17.1] 18.7] -4.1{23.5* |40.6 8.7 [ P
SUBJECT PERPORMANGE| ‘
Seat Detection A G G G G
Seat IFF P P P ¢ | & 1 Error
Run Detection G 6 G G G
Run IFY P P P P E




SUBJECT _1_
BANGE RUNS
RANGE (msters)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L S DELTA [DSLTA SUBJECT :
] ~ABRNSRMANCE
OoTta Tan otocte | 179 [ 259 | 516 | 271 | 98 %-;.;;u G
3 Delta Bun IFF 58| | -e1s 780 | 165 | -758 P ’
SEAT NUMERR 6] 7 3 4 5 '
Delta Seat Detsot. | 4so0| -25 | 200 | -39 | 272 | 489 | 200 G
; Delta Seut IFF -799 -333 .208 | 591 | -333 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANGCE 7
, ! Seat Detection G A G P G
s | Sest IFF P P P o ;
, Run Detection G G G G G 5
; .' Run IFF p _P ‘ P
] | OPTIOS
' | B 6 1 & 9 10 mn pn o secr
| [DeTta Tun Detact. | 145 | 236 | 151 ] 121 | 191 | 11 _?;;lnu, G ' ;
| Delta Run IFF m -108 | -s68 | -289 | 779 | -108 P
NERET: 1 2 8 9| 10 7
' Delta Seat Detect. | 414 | 105 | 211 | 134 | 253 | 300 | 211 ¢
Delta Seat IFF 344 -82 | -736*| 93 | 1080 5.1 A
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection G G G G G ' ' )
Seat IFF 7 G Pl E P 1 Error . |
Run Detection G ¢ | ¢ G G
Run IFF G l P E ¢ | ;
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TIME (seconds)

e ———E

-

RUN NUNBER 1 2 S ODFLTA DELTA  SUBJECT
, BANGE LRRIORMANE .

[oTEa Tom Tetacts L2118 1.4] 17.1] 4.9 P

Delta Run IFF 12.0 | 10.4 4.4] 7.4] 8.6 P

SEAT NUMBER 2 | s 1

Delta Seat Deteot. | -2.7 | z0.5 1.3 | 23.2| 4.2 P

Delta Seat IFF -.3| 10.4 48.5 | 48.8] .8 P

SUBJECT PERFORMANCE

Seat Detection G P P

Seat IFF A P P

Run Detection P | P

Run IFF P 4 P

RUN NUMEER 6 7 10 DELTA IRLTA SUBJECT

[Defta Ton Detact. | 15.1] 21,5 17.5 %mﬂ

DeltaBun IFF | ;; 6| o 24.8 ] -as A

SEAT NUMBER 7 3 6

Delta Sect Detect. | 13.4 | 23.9 12,6 | 19.6 P

Delta Seat IFF -10.1] 8.6 25,7 | 3.1 A

SUBJECT PERFORMANOE

Seat Ihhqtion P P P

Seat INFF G P G

Run Detection P P P

Run P (] A P

W
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SUBNECT _ 2

RANGE (meters)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 N s m g.u smma; g
DeTta Wan Btaote | 153 | 350 | -1257] 346 | 93 | 1506 | 153 | G
Delta Run IFF =340 | -70*| -4514-276 | 339 | 679 |-27¢ P )
SEAT NUMBER 7 3 sl s 6 )
Delta Geat Deteots | 253 | -60 | -12350| -4 | 497 1727 -4 A
Delta Seat IFF  |-121 |-s77+| -734 -s98 | 710 {1308 |-122 | P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection G P P A G
Sqnt. IFF P B p E G 2 Errorn
Run Dutectd.onr G G P G G
Run IFF p E P E G

oPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
[Dolta Bun Detect. | 15 | 118 | <528 | -25 | -88 ] s46 _%?L-W;NET
Delts Bun IFF _277% | 16+f g3+ | -687 | -503 | o64 | -83 P
SEAT NUMBER 2 8| o 10 1|
Delta Saat Detect. | 37 | 34 199 | -63 | 251 | 314 37 G
Delta Seat IFF 118+ | -385+| 254+ | 780 | -242 [1034 | -242 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE o
Seat Detection G G G P G )
Seat m' . B E E P 14 3 Errors .
Run Detection G G P | P P
Run IFF E | E | E P b
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SUBJECT _3

TIME RUNS

TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMEER 1 2 3 " S  DELTA DELTA SUNEGT
[eTEa T Tetacts | a9 | s.2] 2.0 % 2.6 P
Delts Run IFF -4.7* -2.4]-16.2 | 13.8 | -4.7 G
SEAT NUMBER 3 4 | s 6 7
Dalta Seat Detects |.3.7 -2 | +2.2] 13.4] 170 | 1.0 A
Delta Seat IFF L16.3% -11.6) 18.8 | 34.1 | ~11.6 A
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE '
Seat Detection G A P P
Seat IFF . B G P 1 Error
RunDlmnm A |4 P P
Kun IFF E G G

OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
(Dolta oo Detwote | _ o | -5.2] <1.1] -1.0]-1.7 ] 7.8 ] 1.1 G
Delta Run IFF 1470 3.4l s.9] -s.6]40.9° [ss.6 | 3.4 P
SEAT NUMBER - 8 9 | 1w 1 2
Delta Seat Detect. | -6.4 | -1.2] -2.3| -5.5]-6.1 | 5.2 | -5.5 G
Delts Seat IFF -15.1 | 4.0] 15.3)-27.4]39.7* |54.8 4.0 A
SUBJECT PERPORMANGE -
Seat Detection G ¢ | @ G G
Seat IfF G P P G E : 1 Error
Run Deteotion A G G G G
Run IFF G P P G B
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suBoT 3

~BANR_ROS

RANGE (meters)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L S m DRLTA SUBJECT

, ~CEBFORMANCE

ORI Boteete | 55, | 309 |-1257 | o102 | <51 ] 1529 --i-;;zm1 P
Delts hm IFF 82v | -141+] 4510 218 l-200¢ | 665 | -141 P
SEAT WUMBER 8 9| 10 1] 2
Delta Seat Deteot, | 557 | -2¢5 [-1230 | -426 | 195 [1787 | -245 P
Delts Seat IFF sev|-sore| -73¢| -706 | 240+ 2001 | -7 P
SUBJECT PERPORMANCE
Seat Detection G P F P G
Seat IFF E B E 4 E 4 Exrrors
Run Detecticn ¢ | » p P p
Run IFF E | E E | 6 E

OPTIOS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA . SUBJEST

TRa o etest. | 7 10 a2 | 123 | .88 %ﬁ%%

Delta Run IFF 196 ] 820+ | .165 | s10* | -s03 1332 | s10 p
SEAT NUMEER 3 . sl 6 | 7
Delta Seat Detect. | 65 |-11 | 170 | 36 | 126 | 24 36 ¢
Delta Seat IFF 77 | 647+ 71 | 436+ | -242 | 889 77 G
SUBJECT PERPORMANCE |
Seat Detection P | A G G G
Seat IFF 6 | E G E P 2 Errors
Run Detection ¢ |a G G P
Run IFF 6 E P E P




SUBJRCT _ 4

TIME RUNS

TINE (seconds)

- RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 b H m J6LTA  SUBJECT 1
e RRWteste | T 0] s3] -4.5] -6.6 F-?H G !
Delts Run IVF 46l 134 -85 86l 10219 | 1.9 G
SEAT NUMEER . ) 7 3
Delta Jeat Detect, | -7,7| -3.4-11.3} -6.4] 4.5] 7.7 6.4 G '
vertaseat | 27,0 2.q-29.5| 75| s2sfbis | 25 [ p 3
SUBJECT PERPORMANGE
Sest Detection G G G 6 P
Sest IFF G P G P 3 0 Errors 1
Run Detection 6 G 6 G 6
Run IFF 6 P G P G
oPTIOS
RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
, [DeTta Tan Dotect. | 55| —5.0] 5.8 ] -5.3] 14,6 %%M’
Delts Run IF 1.3 |-141-2.7 {109 |-23.1 | 15,4 |-10,9 G
SEAT NUMBER 9 10 1 2 8
Delta Jeat Detect. «.1 | -3.4]-7.9 | -4.2] 12,0 ] 19.9 | -3.4 G
Delts Seat IrF -3.3 }-10.9] -1.3 |-34.1{ -6.9 | 32.8 | -6.9 G
| sunmer PrEFomun ' '
: ’ Seat Detection A G (] G p .
: . Sest IFF G G G G G1 0 Errors -
’ Runnnmugn G G G G P |
g Run IFF P ¢l e | | d
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SUBJECT 4

SANE RS

RANGE (meters)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 4 5  ODELTA DELTA  SUBJEOT
OeTEa Toon Wotecte |5 | us | 206 | 353 | 134 %_ﬁ“m
e e T lsss fige )5 | gos }ooso lusos o0 1. 6
SEAT NUMBER 9 | 10 1 2] &
Delta Jeat Detects | 740 |-208 ! .213 75 | 825 |1038 75 G
Deltas Seat IFF -358 |-535 | 785 |-156 |1226 |1761 | -156 P
SUBJECT PRRPORMANCE
Sest Detection G P P G G 0 Errors
Seat IFF P P G P G
Run Detection G G P G G
Run IFF P P ¢ | G

OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA  SUBJECT
Dolta Tin Deteot. |10 | 310 | 165 | 202 | 53 | 266 | 165 G
Delts Run IFF -255 | 65 |-246 | 254+ | 429 | 684 | 64 A
SEAT NUMEER 4 5 6 7 3
Delta Seat Detect. -21 | 312 | 194 | 120 -9 | 333 120 G
Delta Seat IFF¥ 168|127 185 |-118+ | 438 | 606 | -118 A
SUBJECT PERFURMANGE |
Ssat Detection P G G G A
Seat IFF P P 16 | e | a 1 Error
Run Detection G 6 G G G
Run IFF P | 6 P | e | o
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SUBJECT _ 5 _
TIME RUNS
TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L 5 DELTA DELTA SUBJEOT
RANGE
TR T T T o] s T Toes oo [ e i
Delta Bun IFF -6.5 -7.3*|-7.0 |-2.3 | 5.0 -6.7 G
SEAT NUMEER 5 6 7 3 4
Delta Ssat Detects | -3.5 -12.3 |-1.3 | 5.9 | 18.2 -2.4 G
Delta Seat IFF -24.2 -16.0%|-2.4 120.3 | 44.5 -9,2 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Dof;'och:l.on G G G P
Seat IFF G [ G P 1 Error :
Run Detection A G A G ‘
Run IFF G B G G
OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA DELTA SUBJECT
[Dolta Mun Detect. | 7 | -5.4] -2.8] .6 | -L.8 %%m—
Telta Run IFF 5.2 |-15.4}-29.3] 1.7 | -8.4 |30.0 | -8.4 G
| sEAT NUMBER 10 1 2 8 9
Delta Seat Detect. | -2.9 | -6.7] -1.3 |-6.8 4.0 [10.8 -2,9 G |
Delta Seat IFF -3.6 1-20.2]-29.3 |-14.1 | -6.4 |26.7 |-14.1 G ‘
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE |
Seat Detection G G G G P f
Seat IFF G G G G G 0 Errors i
Run Detection G G G A c
Run IFF G G G P G :
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SURECT S5
BARGE RUNS
RANGE (woters)
RUM NUMBER 1 S | b 5. &A DELTA SURJECT . 1
| — i , ~LERVORMANCE
% (TeTEa T Toteets T 0T 52 | 306 | 304 | 106 ] 454 ] 106 ¢
. Dolts kun IVY a0 |74 | 2e2 o120 | 254 152 I '
SEAT NUMBER 10 | 1] 2 8 9
Delta Seat Detwote | 82 |-228 | 345 | 261 | 630 | 908 | 261 G
_ . Delta Seat IFF 635 |-615 |-s0z2 |-747 | sez l13s2 |-s02 P
4 : Seat Detection G P i G ¢ | ¢
- Sest IFF G P P P G »o Errors
Run Detection P G G 6 G
. i fun  IFF G G G P G
OPTICS
RUN NUGER 6 7 8 9 10 DEmM ™ SBECT |
! Delts Wn Detect. 1107 | 520 w8 | 176 | 1a4 | 48 | 127 G
: Dolts Run TN 211 | -164] 7 | sose) 311 ] esv | 211 G
' SEAT NUMBER s 6 7 3 4 i
é Delta Seat Detect. | 178 | -a37§ 122 | 4| e3 ] o15 | 3 G |
; Delta Seat IFF . 289 | -160 140 s9¢| s26 | ese | 140 G !
| suBECT PRRFORKANCE - _ - ;
: Jeat Deteotimn G P G A G_ . i
Jeat IFF G P G E G 1 Error ) |
Run Detection G P G G G E
x Run Ire K A E G .

o




SUNROT _ ¢
7 TIME (seconds) '
. RN NOGER 1 2 .3 M 5 m DELTA  SUBJECT
A (TeTta Win Tetect. 5] 5.7 | 5.5 | 16.8] +9.2] 18.3 | 5.7 P
' Delta R IFF aeorlize b1 | 25.2¢0 18,9 [1a3 p
SEAT NUMDER le 17 3 4 ,
Delta Seat Detect. | 1.8 310 1.7 | 14.6] 22,01 25,8 11,0 P
Delta Seat IIF -2.1+| 9.4 -7.29 52.5*] §9.7 3.7 P
| SUBJECT PEKFORMANCE )
' * Seat Detection G P P P P
I Sest IF E_| P E E 3 Errors
?; | Run Datection A P P P P |
Run IFF E P E E
oPTICS
RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELM IELM  SUBJECT
, e B Botest 1o T 5s] 2.0] 15| 6o | 205 | -1.5 m
DeltaBun T | g79lios - m.s| ase]2s0] 103 P
SEAT NUMEER 1 2 8 s {10 | '
b ; Jolte Seat Detect. | 13.6 | 3.5] -9.0| -.7]|10.3 | 22.6 | 3.5 p
‘ : Delta Sest IFF 21.5 | 4.9 7.3°] -8.7 13,0 s0.2 | 7.3 '_,_P,
SUBJECT PRRPORMANCE
) Seat Detection P J» 6 § A I
4 . Seat IMT P | & E G E 3 Errors
: - | Run Detection P G G G | »
B [P T p e e |ep |e& |
i - 81




T .
RANE (weters) .
RUN NUMBRR 1 2 3 4 5 DELTA DEUYA  SUBKCT I
TeIta Tun Detecte ’ m""m BTN 1 i
, =51s L-3a21 168 1 ~66 1 79 1 678 1 -66 1 P .
Delts Bun IFF -383 | -201§ -55¢* |-224+ 1 .611 | 410 | -383 P
SEAT NUMBER 1 2 3 10 !
Dalta Seut Deteote | -515 | -606) 349 | -16 | 293 | 9ss | -16 A
Delta Seat IFF | -339 |-640 | -460% |-s09* | -53 | 756 | -460 P
, i
) Sest Detection p | p | s | A | s |
Seat IFF P | P E | E P 2 Brrors ,
Run Detection P P G P G
Run IFF P P B E P ‘
OPTICS
_ ' i
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [ELTA  SUBJECT !
ta Run Detwot. | 106 | 107] 38 ]| 174 | -008 | 1082 | 106 G |
Delta Bun IFP 1,077 | .131}-108 |-957 | -400 | 969 | -400 P L
SEAT NUMBER 6 7] 3 4 5
Delta Seat Detect. | 49 3] 8| -7 | croa| 203} -3 A ;
Delts Seat IFF -804 | -425| -69 |-1217] -787 | 1148 | -787 P
- n - - —— .
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE ~ o » i
: Seat Detection G A A A P
3 - Seat IFF P P P P P 0 Errors .
s 3 Bun Detection G G ' G P
3 Run Irr P P P P P !
x\lé_ L . Ii
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TIMB_RUNS

TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 L 5 DELTA DELTA SUBJECT
TTRTES an Totacte | 1 7] -z.8] -3.4 | -6.6] -.4] 6.2 | -2.8 G
Delta Rum IFF s laatsee | -62) 12204601 15 p
SEAT WUMBER 7 3 | 4 5 6

Delta Seat Deteot, | .s.9 | 2.2f12.6 | -7.1| 11,91 24,5 | -5.9

i Dolta Seat IFF -8.5 |-14.9} 13.8 |-15.0| 39.1 ] se.0 | -a.5 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE

. Seat Detection G P G G A
Seat IFF G G P (N L 0 Errors
! Run Detection G 6 | ¢ L e |
Run IFF P G P G P
. -
" 0PT1uS
RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA  SUBJECT
Dolta T Detect. [ o1 [ 11.4] 3.5] .11 6.2 % .1 m
Delts Bun IFF 25.5 | 27,4} 14.6 | -.1] 27.3 | 27.5 |25.5 P
SEAT NUMBER 2 A q 1L 1
Dolta Jeat Detect. | 2.6 -10.72 -3.0 | -1.5 | 6.7 [ 13.2 |-1.5 6
Delta Seat IFF 29.7 | 28.6] 23.9 |-15.9 | 27.5 | 43.6 J27.5 P
SUBJECT PREFORMANGE |
‘ Seat lbtoot:l.op G P G G P i
: . Sest IFF P p | P G 79 0 Errors '
3 Run Detection G L P G Al ®
‘ Run IFF P | @ P A P
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SUBEOT _ 7
<BAEE X0
RANEE (moters)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 b $ IELTA DELTA BUBJEC?T ’
[WeTta Wun BeteoVe | 30 | 75 | 200 | 109 | o4 %&?"*’m&-mﬂ
' Delta Rum IFF -569 |-201 | -658 | -78 7 ] e6s | -201 » ¢
! SEAT NUMEER 2| 8 9 | 10 1 .
Delta Seat Deteot. 90 |-194 | 657 1-201 | 293 858 90 G
Delta Seat IFF -451 |-894 |-529 [-414 | 287 | 1181 | -451 P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection 6 P G P G
Seat IFF P P p p G 0 Errors
: Run Detecotion A P G 6 G
Run IFF P P P P A
OPTICS
'__, RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA  SUBJECT
i DeTtaTun Detect. | o] 551 42 ] 96 | 145 %%%
: Delta Ran IrF s0 | -o5| -33) 232 | -s7 | 327 | -33 P
, SEAT NUMEER 7 3 4l s 6 ,
| Delta Seat Detect. | -367 | e8| 23] 117 | 158 | s25 | 68 G
: I Delta Seat IFFf 25 | -483| 212 | '-37 | 344 | 827 25 A
SUBJECT PERPORMANCE |
Seat Detection P | o Al | o AR
;" Seat IFF 7 A P G P | ¢ 0 Errors , '
; Run Detection P ] G G I K 1
—_r B ST LA L U L




SUBJECT _ 8

TIME RUNS

e —

TIME (seconds)

RUN NUMEGR 1 2 3 4 5 m DELTA SUBJECT
IT%a Hun Botaot. T 10.6] 5.9] -2.3] 16.5] -1.9 .m(;ﬂﬂﬂ_,
Delta Ban 1v¥ 4.2 -4.4] -7.04-10.8 | 150 -5.7 ¢
SEAT WIMBER s lolw |1 2
Telta Seat Deteat, | -8.9 2.6] -9.1] s.9] 18.0] -3.2] A
Delta Sest IFF -2.6 -17.7 -9.oﬂ 21.9| 39.6] -5.8 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Sest Detection G P G p
Seat IFF G G E P 1 Error
Run Detection G P G G
Run IFF P G E G

QPTI0S
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DETA IELTA  SUBJECT
Delta Tun Detect. .42 ] -s5.0] -2.8] -4.2] -6.4] 3.6 %%
Delta Run IFF 12,0 | 14.04 -8.5)] .1 -21.0135. | a5 | @
SEAT NUMBER Ll s . ,
Delta Seat Detect. | ¢4 | .2.8}.10.8 ) -1.0] -1.5] 9.8 | -2.8 | @
Dolta Seat IFF | so|m7q -9]lm.s] 1290306 | -5.0 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE ' o
Seat Detection G 6 G G G
Scat IrY G E A G G 1 Error
Run Detection 6 G G 6 | G
Run Ifr 6 E G A G
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sungor _8_

SANE RS

RANGE (mrters)
RUN NUMBER 12 3 4 S IETA DELTA  SUBJKOT .
ToTEa un otects | 1oy | 28 | 261 |-257 | 69 ] si8 %ﬁm
Delta Mus IFF 968 | 215 | -110* | 206 | -654 | 1622 | 206 G
SEAT NUMBER 3| 4 5 6 7
Delte Jeat Deteote | -226 |-324 | 228 §-377 | 205 | 675 | -226 P
Delts Seat IFF 1018 | -40 | 272+ |-316 | -25 |1334 -23 A
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection P P G P G
Seat IFF G P E P A 1 Error
Run Detection P A G P G
Run IFF 6 G E 6 P

OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 1 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA  SUBJECT
[Delte Bun Dotect. | ) | 277] 74 | 172] 121] 449 | 74 G
Delta Run IFF 179 | -128| 247 | -408 | -363 | 655 | -128 p
SEAT NUMBER 8 9| 10 1 2
Delta Seat Detect. | 26 | -202| 152 | -169 | 118 | 44s 26 A
Delta Seat IFF 47 | -218] 689 ['-386 | -xon f1os3 | 218 | ¢
SUBJECT PERFORMANCK
Seat Detection A P 6 P G
Seat IFF 7 G P "6 P P 0 Errors
Run Detaction G | G G 6
Run IFF 7 G P G P P

windu]
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[

SUBJECT _ 9,

108wy

TIME (seconds)
RUN NUMBER 1 2 3 b 5 m DELTA SUBJEGT
[Tol%a Yun Dot | ) o1 135.] 35.0] -2.1] 5.6] 18.9 | -1.4 m
Delts Bun IVY -10.5] -16.4 -3.4| s.3]-34.8 ] 401 |-10.5 G
SEAT NUNBER 9 _ﬁ 1 2 8
Delts Seat Deteote | -3.8 -9.{ 5.6 | -4.2] 13.7 | 22.8 |-4:2 G
Delta Seat IFF  |.20.7 -22.{413.0 1.9] 3.4 25.8 |-13 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection (] G G G p
Seat JIFF G G G P P 0 Errors
Run Detection G G P G 4
Run IFF G G G P G

OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 ODELTA DELTA  SUBJECT
OeTtaTan Doteot. | 5] 17.4] -3.7] -3.9] -2.9] 22.2 | -3.7 %
Delts Run IFF -18.8 | 5.0} -16.54 -4.3]-16.6*| 23.8 | -16.5 G
SEAT NUMBER 4 5 6 7 3
Delta Sest Detect. | -7.4 15.2] -1 -a0] 15| 226 | -1us 6
Delts Seat Irr | -12.7 | 6.4) -a.70|-18.2] -5.00f 246 | 47 | 6
SUBJECT PERFORGANGE '
Seat Detection ¢ | p | & ¢ | @
st | ¢ e | & |6 | & 2 Errors
Run Detection ¢ f» )l e | |e
Run PP ¢ | p E G B
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E — s ———
|
SUMECT 9
'; R
r RAMIE (meters)
RUN NUNSER 1 2 3 b 5 DELTA DELTA  BSUBNSCT .
| (eI R Toteote [ 15 T o7 289 | oo | 24 | 386 _mgsurmr;.“nﬂ
: Delts Bun IFF 381 | 3a6|misoe |-11s | eor 1274 | 31 | 6 .
TR SEAT NUMBER ol sl o] 71 s
o Dslta Seat Deteots | 219 | -433] 486 |-220 | 115 | 919 | us 6
¢ Delta Seat IFF 685 | -s1]| 13500 |-378 |1063 | 1728 | ess A
' Seat Detection G P G p A
Seat IFF G 4 E P G 1 Error
J’ Run Detection G P G G G .
Run IFF 6 6 B P 6
| oPYI0S
o RUN NUMEER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA  SUBJECT
[Delta Bun Detest. | 159 | 283 | <140 | <39 | 157 % 129 %
, C Delts Run IFF 256_|-164 | 354 | 646 | c6s | a20 | 354 ¢
1, o SEAT NUMBER 9 10 1 2 8 ,
$ Delta Seat Detect. | 172 | 217 | 215 |-142 | 200 | 359 | 201 G
2 Delta Seat IFF ass |-179 | -355 | 140 | 661 Jaoie | 140 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE | '
Seat Detection G G G P G t
Seat INY G p P ] 6 | & 0 Error .
Run Detection - G G P P G
Run 1P G P G G G




- JIME RUNS
TIME (seconds)

3 L

-s.0] -2.1 -s.1] -3.6 -3.0

4
Delta Rum IFY -4.5] -8.6] -6.8] -3.29 -5.5¢| s.4 | -5.5 G
SEAT WUMBER 10 1 2 8 9

Delta Seat Detects | .6.0 3.7) -9,81-10.3 9.6 | 19.9 -6.0 G

Delte Seat ¥  |.17.1 |-12.7] -17.8| -1 29.3¢] 472 [-12.7 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE
Seat Detection
Seat IFF

Run Detection

Run IFF

G
G E E 2 Errors
G
G

G > 0 IS
(2 1> T 12 I -

RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA [DELTA  SUBJECT
[Rrahatetect T T 5.5 | -5l -9.8f 180 | -5 G
E“"M v -26,5 b26.3 133.3 11070 31,3 646 | -26.3 G

SEAT NUMEER s | 7 3 a_

Delta Jeat Detect. | -11.7 | 1.2 | -5.2 | -8.7]| -8.8] 12.9 | -8.7 G

Delta Seat IFF -26.7 }20.7 | 42.6 |-19.1]-18.6*] 69.3 | -19.1 G
SUBJECT PERFORMANGE

Seat Detection G P
Seat IFF G G
G P

1 Brror

Run Detection

S jm &

« 0 = |o
Q o (o (e

Run IFF

1IERERE

3]
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sunmor 10
BANE RS
RANGE (meters)
RUN NUMIKR 1 2 3 b S DELTA DSLTA  SUBJEOT
TYta Ton Woteote [ _311] 65 |-a14 |.1097] 639 | llez | %ﬁm-\
Delta Rus IFF 486 108+ | 4770 | 101¢] 182 | 378 | 1o P
SEAT WUMERR s| o 7 3] 4
Delta Seat Detect. | -163 | -41 | -395 |-1530]-425 | 1489 | -395 P
Delta Seat DT 6a6t]-495+| 928% ] -2419 8oB | 1423 | 646 - P
SUBJECT PERFORMANCE ) 7
Seat Detection p P P P P
Seat IFF G‘ B E E G 3 Errors
Run Detectdon P G P | P P
Run IFF ¢l | & E E | ¢
OPTICS
RUN NUMBER 6 7 8 9 10 DELTA IELTA  SUBJECT
[Dalte Bun Datect. | s | -s20] -132 | 585 | 73] 1505 | -132 P
Delts Run IFF 46 | 224) 136 | 237 | 68| 305 | 136 A
SEAT NUMEER 10 1] 2 8 9
Delts Scat Detect. | -s57 | -723| 119 | 14 649 | 1372 119 G
Delta Seat IFF 208 | -360] 135 |-242+| 239 | 602 135 G
SUBJECT PREFORNANCE '
Seat Detection P P G 6 | ¢
Seat IFF G P G E G 1 Error
-| Run Detection . P P P G G
Run  IFF P G ¢ | E P




